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The aim of this paper is to present some results of linguistic investigation,

carried out along the lines specified by the present suthor iu the article “Syn-
tactic ambiguity and the teaching of written English fo advanced Polish
learners” (1974). Accordingly, the following assumptions were accepted as
the points of doparture for the discussion:

1.

In natural languages, syntactic ambiguity occurs more frequently in written
than in spoken medium (for discussion, of, Kooij 1971), and it is its function
mm the syntax of written language that proves more significant for the
investigation of language use. Seen in the context of forei gn language teach-
ing, this type of ambiguity must be considered a shortcoming on the part
of the language user: in expository prose, in general the only kind of writing
employed by nen-native writers, the basic requirement on the form is that
It does not interfere with understanding the message, 1.e., doeg not present
mterpretation problems. In this sense, syntactic ambiguity is legitimatcly
viewed as a teaching problem.

With ambiguity being an inherent property of natural languages, the pur-
poses of langnage communication require that it is in the majority of cases
resolved by context or situation; the danger of misunderstanding is practi-
cally restricted to those cases in which disambiguating factors prove
to be inadequate. Consequently, with such an approach, the consideration
of the context of an ambiguous sentence becomes a necessity and the analysis
of samples becomes token- rather than type-orientated (cf. Kooij 1971,
esp. ch.1}).
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3. When defined as in 1. and 2. above, syntactic ambiguity can become
a source of stylistic errors and, consequently, it will constitute a pars
of error analysis. Thus, explanations will be legitimately looked for among
such phenomena as transfer and interference and will call up for contrastive
techniques, even though it is the surface structure that will be used as a
starting point for the investigation (this approach is well justified by the
fact that stylistic errors are found in sentences which are wunaccepiable
but grammatical), The function of error analysis as a preliminary towards
contrastive study aimed at formulating pedagogical suggestions as well
a8 the necessity for a closer link betwoen linguistic research and its practieal
application have been frequently postulated in recent works on the subject?,
It seems that an analysis of syntactically ambiguous sentences as they are

produced by foreign (Polish} learners, when carried out in terms of the above

assumptions, might prove interesting in view of both linguistic theory and
teaching practice®. It can supply the linguist with some valuable insights
concerning the two languages that are being contrasted, and the teacher

— with a starting point for contributions towards the development of more

systematic techniques of teaching. The importance of nen-ambiguous writing

has long been realized by numerous textbook-writers (e.g. Levin 1966

ch. 3; Guth 1965: ch. 1; Arntson 1961: ch. 7; Nichols 1965; Laird et al. 1963;

McCrimmon 1963; Kaplan 1968, and many others), even though none of

them has offered a systematic description or explanation of this problem,

The analysis presented below resulted from purely practical considera-
tions. When reviewing a textbook of English, written for Polish students
by a Polish teacher, o came across the following sentence:

I. Here is a list of verbs which most often present difficulties given in key sentences
with translation wnto Polish.

Following the above text, there come some English sentences. cach of which

is accompanied by its Polish equivalent.

Obvious difficulty involved in interpreting I. fully justifies the search
for explanation of reasons of the problem, the two potential possibilities
being
1. L. is ungrammatical,

2, 1. is grammatical but in some sense unacceptable,

The decision, confirmed by the uniform opinions of three native informants,

two Englishmen and one American, seems to be in favour of the second alter-

native.

' Cf., e.g., some of the papers read at the 4th conferonco on coutrastive linguisties
(tho Polish-English Contrastive Project, 1973).

E For a more detailed discussion, see the earlier paper by the present aathor which
was referred to.
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The following interpretation was suggested:
Ta. Here is a list of verbs that most often present difficulties that are given in key
sentences with translation into Polish.

That was chosen as surface realization of the two relative pronouns in order
to set off the restrictive character of both relative clauses. (For a discussion
of that as an element of surface structure differentiating between restrictive
and mon-restrictive clauses, of. e.g. Stockwell et al. 1968). That and which
will be used to indicate, respectively, restrictive and non-restrictive (apposi-
tive) clauses throughout the following discussion.

Ta. is semantically unacceptable, both in view of the context and common
sense reasoning (i.e., the low probability of all difficultics that English verbs
present for a Polish learner being exemplified and then franslated into Polish}.
Since the only plausible interpretation of I. proves unacceptable, it could
not have been meant by the author. The above, in turn, makes one justified
in thinking that there is a possibility of an error. Indeed, the most obvious
possibility seems to be a mistake in the application of punctuation rules,
Tt must be mentioned at this point that punctuation, used in graphic repre-
sentation, of language, is merely a convention based on the systematicality
of grammatical structures. Thus it is only an imperfect and arbitrary reflec-
tion of juncture and intonation patterns, this fact being one more argument
for the necessity of clear writing.

According to the gencral rule, frequently formulated in traditional grammars
of the English language (e.g., Sometimes (sic!) participle phrases should or
should not be punctuated according to whether they are linked with the subject
or the object in the sentence’, Gethin 1965:43), a comma must be inserted
in front of the second of the two relative clauses. Thus we obtain:

I1. Here is a list of verbs which most often present difficulties, given in key sentences

with translation into Polish.

Tt is easily scen that the comma (intonation), required atter the first relative
clause, does not facilitate the interpretation of the sentence. Its length is not
cxcessive, such that might make it unacceptable because of the restrictions
on memory retention, and moreover, no violations of grammatical rules of
English are scen; the unacceptability of II. must, thercfore, be the result
of its excessive syntactical complexity andjor ambiguity: it is gencrally recog-
nized that the more heavily transformed the sentence is, the greater is the
likefihood of ambiguity.

Tt will be postulated that the surface realization of II. can be reduced
to the following sentenccs:

11. 1. A list of verbs is here. (The matrix sentence that has run through tho
stylistic transformation of permutation. The sentence-dominated
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NP is the genitive derived from, e.g., IL. 1. a. A list contains verbs?,
with a middle verb between NP, and NP,).
11.2. Verbs most often present difficulties. (The first insert, realized as a restrictive,
non-reduced relative clause).
The non-ambiguous reference of the N4+ Wh] in II. is due to the lexical
material in I1.1. and I1.2. Note, however, the recognized potential ambiguity
of the construction NP, +prep+NP,+relativization:
I1.3. A Ubist of verbs that most often present difficulites ts here,

N 4N Ei
+Sg - Pl +Pl

but, e.g.; ;

I¥.3.a. Iists of werbs that most often present difficulties are here.
NN EoN

+P1| | 4P 4P

Ag this kind of ambiguity does not actually occur in II.; it need not concern
us at this point. However, being a frequent error of style (cf., examples of
students’ written work, quoted further n this paper), it must not be ignored
by the teacher.

The second insert into the matrix I1.1., however, is actually in itself
at: least four ways ambiguous. It will be postulated that this fact is due t0 the
‘intervening’ comma, which implies some significant consequences for the
semantic interpretation of I1. The second insert |
11.4. given in key sentences with translation info Polish,
is hypothetically reduced to the following underlying structures:

11.4.1. A list of verbs is given in key seniences...
11.4.2. Verbs are friven in key sendences. ..

The ambiguity illustrated in 11.4.1. and 1[.4.2. is due to the fact that 11.4.

is & reduced relative clanse, which has run through the optional transformation

3 For discussion, of. Nagueka (1971). The asssumptions concorning applieation of
rules formulized or postulated inside the framework of transformational grammars
for contrastive crror analysis were formulated in tho first part of the rpesent study.
The diseussion that follows is highly informal; T found it both profitable and economienl
fo avail mysell of any TG ruley that help to ellucidate the points under diseussion.
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of N[++Wh], be deletion. This transformation erases the surface realization

of such features as e.g. number, an important disambiguating factor (cf.
11,3 and I1.3. a. above)'. Another possibility of interpreting IT.4. is
11.4.3. Difficulties are given in key senbtences...

The ¢omma (intonation} after the VP-dominated NP in I1.3. does not permit
the interpretation of II.4. as a restrictive modifier on this NP, ¢f,,
11.4.4.% . difficulties, that are given...®

However, no grammatical restrictions (ef. Stockwell et al 1968: 448,
Thomag 1965: 156 ff) block the interpretation of II. a3 a sequence of two con-
joined sentences, with the second conjunct inserted into the first:

T1.5. A list of verbs that most often present difficulies is here, and these dyfficulives
are given in key sentences with translation into Polish®.

Tn fact, the comma actually blocks the interpretation of II.4. as being
restrictive on any head NPs of either IT.4.1. or I1.4.2. This seems ta illustrate
the systematic difficulty involved in such usage of comma. Namely, if a
{reduced) relative clause is preceded by a comma, inserted in order to prevent
the clause from being interpreted as restrictive on the last (i.e. rightmost)
noun of the main clause, this relative clause must beinterpreted as an appositive.
It was noticed by R. H. Gethin (1965: 47), who says that by inserting
this type of comma ‘we have willy-nilly begun to turn the relative clause
into a non-defining [i.e. appositive — EMT] one and we must complete the
process by placing [another] comma [at the end of it]".

Finally, IT.4. can be interpreted as & scntence modifier, i.e. the appositive
relative elauvsce that modifies the entire proposition. Thus it would be treatcd
as a reduced clause; an absolute construction that expresses time and/for
canse relationship?. Unlike full temporal clauses, such reduced adverbials
are not permuted frcely with the main clause. Though rules of this type
of permutation have not yet been formalized, sentence-initial position or
the position immediately following the S-dominated NP, is generally accepted
to be most regular, also with participles. In case of phrase-heading participles,
however, extraposition to the end of the sentence is considered acceptable
{cl. e.g., Pasicki 1972: 104; Schwartz 1968 759).

Tt will also be noticed that each of the above four interpretations involves
an additional cage of structural ambiguity, resulting from the fact that 11.4,

¢ Consequences of this type of deletion {i.e. grammatical neutralizetion) for tho
interpretation of sontonces are given in Kooij 1871.

s A discassion of this properiy of restrictive clauses is found in Btockwell (1948:
448).

5 This derivation hypothesis is diseussed in Stockwell (1968: 448).

* Frequont overlapping of thess two interpretations, as well as the surfaco ideniity
of resulting sentences, iz dizcussed in Pasicki (1972 : 96, 87).
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is in itself ambiguous, because of the ambigunity involved in the derived
m.}mina.l transletion. Any attempt at suggesting its derivational history, in
view of the controversy in this respect between the transformationalist and
lexicalist approach®, goes well beyond the scope of the present discussion.
,&s a frequent source of ambiguity, nominals would require a separate and more
detailed study. For the purposes of the present argument, it will suffice to
mention that the lack of specification of the nominal as it occurs in IT. the-
oretically allows for any of the following readings:

1L.4.a. ... given in key senfences, with iranslation of (verbs

Jlist of verbs
difficulties
| key semtences

Such a type of ambiguity is believed to be a highly universal property of natoral
languages (¢f., the discussion on neutrality in Kooij 1971: ch. 4),

What makes the situation even more complicated is that the nongerundive
nominal in I1.4.a, also seems to imply still another possibility of ambiguity
which is maintained to be systematic for transformationally derived nnminal:;
1Le., the opposition between the ‘manner’ and ‘object” sense. The context
obviously calling for the second of these, disambiguating would require the
addition of the ploral morpheme?, ¢f., the nenambiguous (in this respect!)
sentenee
I1.4.b. ... given in key sentences, with translations. ..
| Out of the four possibilities implied by IT.4. (each of them additionally

burdened with the ambiguity shown in II.4.a.), some are ruled out, cither
for semantic or syntactic reasons. Thus I1.4.3. is impossible in view of the
context {cf., the discussion on I. above), while the interpretation shown
in I[.4.2. is blocked by the restricton on English relativization, formulated
I Stockwell (1968: 520): ‘in a scries of relative clauses, if the first elause is
not reduced, none of the following clauses may be reduced if they arc also
on the same noun’. Morcover, the ambignity of IT.4.a. is resolved by the
context of I1., in favour of the last of the possibilities shown above. The other
interpretations, which might be acecptable in different contexts, are attested
in the following paraphrases, offered by the native informants:

* In his earlier works on lransformational derivation Chomsky considersd nominals
Lo be products of nominglization transformations which operatod on seniences of the
type SOMEBODY DID SOMETHING (c.f. Chomsky 1965). This position, however
has been sineo revised {ef. Chomaky 1068} towsrds thoe ascceeptance of the ](_’:xlll’.:aii-ﬁ';-
hypothesis, at least for the derived nomninals.

® For detadds, see tho discussion of Lees’ Grammar of Engli nelizoft
, : : ! Lt viglish wominalizations
(1064 : 124). o :
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11.a. Here is a list of verbs which most often present difficulties, when given
in key sentences that are followed by translations into Polish.

In Il.a., I1.4. was interpreted as an absolutc temporal clause, i.e. a sentence

modifier; I1.4.a. was dissmbiguated by means of restrictive relativization,

with the potential ambiguity of the nominal {ef. above) removed by adding

the plural morpheme. All the same, ILa. was still considered ‘awkward’

and ‘unclear’. |

IL.b. Here is o list of verbs which most often present difficulties; the list 15 grven
by means of key sentences with Polish equivalents.

In ILb., IL.4. is interpreted as & reduction of IL.4.1,, which, in view of the

restriction on reduction in a series of relative clauses, is the only possibility.

Potential ambiguity of the nominal was resolved by replacing it with a synony-

mous plural noun. Yet I1.b. was also considered “difficult to make out’.

11.c. Here are English verbs which most often present difficulties. They are wn
key sentences, foll by translations wnto Polish.

I1.c. was produced by the native informant after the intended meaning of I1.

has been explained. It was eonsidered grammatically correct, as well as

nonambiguous, by all the three informants. Potential ambiguity of IL3.

was removed by simplifying the head NP of the first matrix sentence, which

is fully justified in view of the context. The non-restrictive modifier on the same

NP was represented as a separate sentence, disambiguated in respect of I1.4.a.

The above analysis enables us to formulate several roasons that can make

a sentence like II. unacceptable. The first of these is potential ambiguity of

structures exemplified in I1.3., scemingly a very frequent source of ambiguity,

of.,

1. ...the sasl of the boat that ke left. ..

2. ...the variely of language whick is superior...”",

which also oceurs in Polish, ¢f.,

3. Zagle okretéw, ktdre zostawil. ..

4, Rodzaj jezyka, kiory jest uiywany...

Due to the inflexional system, however, this type of ambiguity is less fregent

in Polish than in English {nothing but such a tentative hypothesis can be put

forward until a systematic contrastive analysis has boen completed). Gencrally

recognized as one of the cases of ambiguous referonce, the problem is dealt,

with in numerons textbooks of written English (cf, c.g. Guth 1965: 35 ff).

Tt cannot be treated as a result of systematic interference, apart from those

cases in which an nnambiguous strncture is rendered into an ambiguous one

through direet translation. It is only in the eontext of other transformations

that 1t can result in a systematic crror,

10 ANl examples of English sentences that are guoted below come from students

papﬁrs g
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Similarly, no contrastive explanation of the ambiguity exemplified in
I1.4.a. can be offered. The inherent ambiguity of the Polish nominal tfumacsenie
corresponds to that of its English equivalent. The fact that Polish fhumaczenie
corresponds to both gerundive and derived nominals in English (i.e. translating
v. transiation) has no bearing on the problem of ambiguity, as the restriction
on the cecurrence of the plural morpheme is the same for the two languages.
The reasons for ambiguity, as well as suggestions for stylistic improvement,
would therefore be identical in both cases. The ‘negative’ result of the analysis,
however, can prove valuable for a, language teacher in one particular respect:
reference to pupils’ native language can help to explain the nature of the mistake.

Yet it is only through contrasting IL. with its Polish counterpart that we
arrive as the following two conclusions, which T hope to prove to be crucial
for the present discussion:

1. II. is in fact ungrammatical:
2. the ungrammaticality is systematical for the type of structure exemplified
in IL. and it is due to interference.,

In order to prove these statements a Polish sentence will be analysed.
Sentence III. below is an attempt at the maximsily congruous rendering of 11.,
with full consideration for the original author’s intended meaning:

IIL. Oio lista cxasownikéw, ktdre najezesciej sprawinjq trudnodei, podanych
w angielskich zdaniach waorcowych wraz z polskimi odpowiednikami 1L,

Though structurally complex and stylistically awkward, T1I. is considered
aceeptable and nonambiguous. The surface reslization can be reduced to the
following sentences: :

LI1.T. Oto lista czasownikiw.

Its derivational history corresponds to that of TI.1. (ef. p. 100 above).

HI.2. Ceasowniki najczedcief sprawiajq trudnodcei.

I11.2. is congruent to I1.3. (cf p. 100 above}, It i3 inserted into the matrix
to produce

TI1.3. Oto lista czasownikéw, kidre najczescie] sprawiaje trudnose,

1.3, is nonambiguous in respect of reference of the N[-+Wh] form. {For
the discussion of potentia lambiguity, both for English and Polish, see p. 102
above.) Still, ITI. 3. is ambiguous in the sensc that the relative clause can
be either restrictive or appositive. With a full (non-reduced) clause, this type
of ambiguity seems systematic in Polish: the rules of punctuation which
require that every two clauses in a serics be separated with a comma (cf,
Jodlowski, Taszyeki 1971: ch, 19) render this distinction impossible in
written Polish. The rules of intonation, however, require different patterns
for these two types of clauses. Compared with English, the rules of punctuation

1 The ambignity involved in the Action Nominal has been resolved (ef . I1. a., 51 b.,
1L 2.} in order 1o anilitato the following discusgsion: for our present purposos, thizs par-
ficular mnstance of wnbiguity is found to be irrelovant.
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in Polish seem more arbitrary, i.c., less cﬂnse{:_]uently rolying on lthe“ deelr_'
structure. The two types of clauses are distingmshed. as, ?espmt;;e v, I_'E;rlzisrh
dawkowe” (attributive) and “rozwijajace” (developing) in works on
gyntax (ef., e.g. Klemensiewicz 1963 : 86, 100).

The next constitnent, .
1IL.4. ..., podanych w angielskich wdaniach weorcowych. ..

is also nonambiguous in respect of reference:
IE.4.1. *Otp lista..., podanych...

| -+ N 1 [+V
+5g +Pl
+4-Nomin +4- Genit
- ' B E (Gf 11.4.1.)
I11.4.2. Oto lista coasownikéw, podanych...
N [V T
+ Pl + Pl
4 (Genit +Genit
' ], et a2y
II1.4.3. *.. powoduje trudnosci, podanyoh...
| +N ] TV
+Pl + Pl
+ Ace - Genit
| | |, (ef. I1.4.3.)

I > i , .B}, because
Moreover, ITT.4. cannot be interpreted as a sentence modifier (cf. 11.5},

' i f:
of rules of agreement and permutation, ¢ o |
111.4.4. Oto lista czasownikéw, kibre, (gdy czasowniki sq) podane

+N gl - [ +N T4V
im + Pl 1Pl ‘
—+ Nomin 4+ Nomin --Nomin

w angielskich zdaniack wzrocowych, ﬂﬁjﬂ:‘-‘i@éﬂiﬁj pawod*efg@ tmidfi.ii@n
As a case of a “developing” clause which, sema‘ntlca.ll}', conveys &.-zh -rll, e
of relative clauses (“organizuje sig przy tredc j‘q*pt}wzedzenmj n f‘ril[?; Il:gﬁ
in the second NP of the matrix, i.e., the noun modified by the first of the tw
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jako swoim podmiocie”, Klemensiewicz 1963 : 100), the reduced temporal
{causative) clause (Le., “przydawka w funkcji réwnowaznika zdania podrzed-
nego”, Jodlowski, Taszycki 1971 : 165) must follow immediately the S-do-
minated noun of the clause in relation to which it is subordinate: the rules
of agreement required of surface structure subjects must also be obeyed.

It will be noticed that IT1.4.2., whose English counterpart was defined
as ungrammatical (ef. p. 6 above), is the only plausible interpretation of I11 4.
An explanation of factors which account for the fact that restriction on reduc-
tion in a series of clauses exists in English and does not exist in Polish goes
beyond the scope of the present discussion. One of the reasons might be that
the participle in Polish retains the features of number, gender, case etc.,
thus reducing potential ambiguity.

It must be added at this point that the rules of punctuation in Polish
do make it possible to distinguish between restrictive and appositive pariicipial
phrases, which result from the reduction of relative clauses and perform,
respectively, the functions of ‘przydawka wyodrebniajaca’ (the isolating
attribute) and “przydawka dopowiadajaca’ (the additive attribute), cf. e.g.,
111.5.1. Oto lLisla czascwnikéw podanych w angielskick zdaniach... agoinst
I11.5.2. Oto lista czasounikéw, podanych w angielskich 2daniach. ..

Yet the second of the two commas in ITT,, necessary to separate the first
relative clause from the second one, automatically implies aceepting IT1.6.2.
as the only possible interpretation. This is confirmed by the requirements
imposed by the context, as II1.5.1. would suggest that what is given iy the
List of verbs that had been used in key sentences at some other place. The non-
restrictive character of 1114, entails the disambiguation of the relative clause
in 111.3. in respeot of its relation to the matrix. Namely, if both I11.4, and the
relative clause in 1.3, were appositive, then it would be possible to conjoin
them by means of and 2
IIL6. Oto liste ciasownikdw, kidre najezeseie] sprowiajy trudnosci ¢ kére sq

podane w angielskich zdaniach wzorcowych. ..

The result is clearly semantically unacceptable in view of the conlext.

The, above analysis leads to the following conclusions:

L. It is not always easy to state whether a samaple of linguistic performance
that is under consideration is erroncous in respect of style (i.c., is syntacti-
cally unaccoptable) or grammar (i.c., is ungrammatical). With utterances
which are syntactically complex, linguistic analysis on the supra-sentence
level might prove necessary.

2. There arc cases when a deseription andfor explanatoin of a given error
can be offered only as a result of contrastive anatysis, even though some

L S

2 Tor the applieation of this test to two relative clauses on the samo noun which

are both uppositive or both restrictive, of, Stockwell ot al. (1968 : 448} aud Klomepsiewicz
(1963 : 86).
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crrors will prove more or less "universal’ z?nd thus I‘Blld{.‘:l: ﬂDﬂt}I:LBtl':e
study inapplicable in any practical sense. For 11_15tance;, lpotentla,l amEigt; }yl
involved in the usage of Action Nominals is "universal” in t_'espect of Eng 15

and Polish. Such a negative result, however, will 'certgmly pm?re ufﬁt,u!
when any attempt of classification of pupils" ermr:v, is bBlTlg made: eTa tifa:
tion of such errors will require equally “universal’ tcchnigues and so they

. ' geparate category.

mu?ﬁlﬁ:?iiﬁif :a.tegory will ingc]u}t;e those errors which are shown to be
the direct conscquence of mutual interference beztween the two la,nguage.s.
Iu such a case, one can legitimately predict their more 02 less sys!:ema,tlc
occurrcnce, as well as put forward hypotheses suggesting vemedial pro-

cedures.

3. The sample analysis carried out earlier in this paper has shown the error

under investigation to be due to interference. Consequently, one is justified
in making the following predictions: o o
a Pulishgle&m.ers will tend to disregard the restriction on }'E{luctmn in ;1.
series of relative clauscs, since the appropriate rule, valid for English,
does not operate in Polish (¢f. 1I.4.2. and III.4.3.)_; ' foses
b. they will also tend to ignore the fact that reduction Df_relatwe clauses
inereases the likelihood of ambiguity, since the delction ecrases from
the surface structure such disambiguating factors as, 4. t.ensa or numbm{",
which arc retained in corresponding Polish participial phrases (cf.
IT.4.1, I[.4.2, [1.4.3. and 11141, I11.4.2,, IIT.4.6.). .
Both a. and b. arc actnally attested in such examples of students’ written
erformance as: _ _ '
E. *He found the sail of the boat that he left the previous night, torn by the wind
(Year I student).
6. *He told them a story about a girl who was attacked by the bull, saved by people
from the willage {Year 1 student).

Moreover, o N
imitats g 151 ] itive
¢. beeause of the lack of striet delimitation between restrictive and appositiv

clauses in written Polish, learners might not realize that the ‘mtrusn:.re

comma, inserted into a sentence in order to avoid the type of mtferprnt]fjt.{ﬂn

exemplified in La. above, prevents the second of thn_a two c.la,uaes from 611?%

restrictive. When it is the restrictive clause thit is required for semanti
8 a change of intended meaning can result, e.g., ‘

7. Eﬁ:ﬁﬁd diaiectg is a variety of language whick is superior {o athgr dm!ef;:ls,
accepted by the majority of the people (Yoar 1 stuflent; the intended meaning
was: ... that is superior to other dialects and that s accepted by...). ”

8. Phe Pardoner uses “‘exempla’, stories from various sources, meamhtul ﬂr’?:i
the point he is making home fo the listeners (Year IV student; bot c! atl-l:}
reduced, the first intended as appositive, the second — as restrictiv
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In examples 5, 6. and 7. the commas were inserted by the students only
after the necessity was explained to them. Sentences like 8 are usually punctu-
ated correctly, which is due to the instruction that Polish learners are usually
given. Following the practice of numerous authors of textbooks of written
language, the students are told that appositive clauses are set apart by commas
while restrictive ones are not. They are also told that a comma must be placed
before & (reduced) clause if the clause modifies any but the last noun in the
preceding constituent. Sentences like I.a. above result from the clash between
this latter rule and the ru'e for the restrictives.

At this point any definite proposition concerning remedial procedures would
probably be felt premature. It secms fully justified, however, to put forward
the following suggestions:

1. Punctuation rules for relative clauses should be taught, and it seems ad-
visable o replace the prescriptive ‘surface’ rules presented in traditional
text-books with explanations which are in fact based on the deep strue-
ture of sentences. One such proposition was made by Owen Thomas
(1965 : 176), who suggested that the system of “three levels of definitencss”
(which conditions the choice between a restrictive or an appositive) is
introduced instead of the traditional opposition between definite and in-
definite. He maintains that the awareness of the three levels “will assist

~ in teaching proper punctuation”.

2. If an extensive linguistic analysis confirms the hypothesis that results
from the discussion presented above, the absence of the restriction on relative
tlause reduction in a series of clauses in Polish will be shown to be to the
system of Polish flexion which makes it possible to retain an adequate
number of disambiguating festures in reduced participial phrases, It might
be shown, consequently, that Polish counterparts of English sentences
which are ambiguous andfor unacceptable beeause of the level of their
syntactical complexity can be still judged as acceptable. In view of the
above, grammatical and stylistic cxercises in written English, meant for
Polish learners, should combat rather than encourage the tendency to
construet long and complex sentences. That the tendency exists, i fre-
quently confirmed by the teaching practice. Thus exercises of the type
“take cach of the groups of sentences given below and combine the Et;]‘}ﬂ,—
rate statements into a simple well-constructued sentence’, even thoﬁgh
doubtlessly beneficial for students, must be applied (and corrected) with
a great amount of care.

That many things remain to be done in this respeet is clearly proved
by the report that the English Institute of Krakéw received on a gmui} of its
three top students of years I3 and V, who participated in an intensive course
of English in Britain. Their British tutors wrote: “Weaknesses of style were
common... syntax was over-complicated and meaning was sometimes obseured
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by the use of too many dependent clauses... Mr X (year V) was less effective
on paper because of a sometimes tortured syntax and an apparent unwillingness
to use the obvious construction... Mr Y’s (year V) composition was often
marred by errors resulting from a too complex sentence-structure... Mr Z's
(year ITI) written English suffers from an over-complex sentence-structure
which occasionally results in misplaced clauses”. Not enough to gencralize,
perhaps, but certainly enough to start thinking about possible Teasons,
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