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Introduction

In Kellerman (1977) an attempt was made to characterize a ‘strategy of
transfer’ in second language learning and performance, whereby a learner
with a given native language (NL) could use that language to make predic-
tions about the target language (TL}, transferting NL forms and features
whenever it was felt that they could be successfully employved in the TL
(‘projection’), with suitable adjustment being made according to the sup-
posed constraints imposed by TL surface structure {‘conversion’). The learner
conld ‘project’ a) so as to fill a perceived gap in his knowledge of the TL,
or b) because he believes that NL and TL are to all intents and purposes
identical either in very specific detail or in more general terms. Much will
presumably depend on the learner’s notion of the ‘distance’ between NL and
TI.; the closer the 'L is felt to be to the NL, the more useful a strategy of
transfer is likely to be.

In the same paper, it was pointed out that if the learner did not believe
that g particular NL form or feature could have a parallel existence in the
TL, he would not, in the normal run of things, transfer. Thus for a given
learner with a given 'I'L, it would be theoretically possible at a given moment
to list those items in his NL that he considered ‘language-specific’ and thus
not transferable to the given TL, and those he considered ‘language-neutral’,
i.e. transferable to the given I'L. The TL itsell is important here, since NL
items should not necessarily be scen as taherently either transferable or non-

1 An earlier version of this puper appeared in Working Papers on Billingualism 15,
1978, under the title ‘Giving learncrs o break’. The present version has boon considerably
revised.
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-trausferable. A NL item i, for instance, may be labelled ‘specific’ in terms of
TLs, but ‘neutral’ towards TLs. Additionally, with the increase in ‘real’
knowledge of the T'L on the part of the learner (i.e. when both learner and some
external authority agree independently that a given language sample he
produces is the TL), the assignment of these labels to NL items will be under
constant revision.

There may well be NL items, however, which tend to remain assigned to
one category or the other, irrespective of NL-TL distance, The following is a
list of some of such types of items which are considered likely to be generally
language-specific and language-neutral respectively; items in the Ilatter
eategory will probably be so only within a European language context.

Language specific. proverbs, slang, expletives, idioms of the more intrac-
table kind ete.

Language neutral: ‘international words’, Latinisms, borrowings from other
languages, especially if apparently from the TL itself, writing and punctu-
ation conventions. |

The paper then goes on to describe an experiment designed to test how Duteh
learners of English at university level would react to picturesque Dutch
idioms if they were translated into English. What happened was that students
tended to veject such translations as incorrect English, irrespective of whether
these idioms existed in English or not. Third-year students woere better at
spotting which idioms were correct in both English and Dutch (‘real’ know-
ledge) but also tended to be slightly more generous to those which were not,
suggesting that while they may have learnt a great deal about what s possible
in English, they still had something to learn about what is not. First-year
students tended to reject all idioms if they were Duteh-like. Thus, on the
evidence of these experiments (plug much that is aneedotal) thiz kind of
idiom is characteristically treated as language-specific, a stafe of affairs
that only the acquigition of real’ knowledge will alter.

Transferabilily

The rest of this paper will be devoted to testing the notion of ‘transfer-
ability’ in lexis. ‘Transferability’ is a measure of the relative specificity of a
NL item in terms of comparable items, It ig independent of perﬁepti;ns of
language distance, though it will interact with these to partially determine
actual performance. ‘Transferability’ is thus a theoretical construet which
makes predictions of the following kind: ‘if item i is more transferable than
item 4§, then if an ideal population of learners consistently transfer j, they
will also transfer ¢, though the converse is not necessarily true. If j is not
transferred, then no predietion can be made about ¢'. The relationship is thus
implicational. In terms of the idiom cxperiment, such structures have low
transferability.
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The fact that idiom translations are not seen as feasible between two

guch cloge languages a8 Dutch and English indicates that learners are sensitive

to the special nature of such lexical phenomena. If such intuitions about the
gpecificity of these expressions were to be found exclusively amongst ad-
vanced learners, we might say that teaching methods, with their accent on
langnage differences, were responsible. But it seems rather more generally
true, irrespective of the level of proficiency of the Dutch learner of English
at least: true for university students, and doctors, nurses and other professional
people brushing up their English at evening classes, and, as we shall see,
even true for quite young schoolchildren.

The reactions to what appear to be gross translations of Dutch idioms
into English are interesting, in that they can provoke quite marked responses.
Such apparent calques are stigmatised as ‘silly’, ‘ridiculous’, ‘too Dutch’, im-
possible in English’, or are greeted with sniggers. The strength of the reaction
can perhaps be gauged from the following dialogue- which iz based on an
actual classroom incident:

Teacher: “out 4 verb’” is very productive in English, not like Dutch, where
you ¢an only say ‘I ran him out of it’ which not everybody agrees i3 accep-
table Dutch. You can outrun, outjump, outthink, outplay, outdrink, you know,
outdrink someone — you can drink him under the table...”

Student at evening class (brushing up her school English for professional
purposes): Excuse me, but what is the correct English for that expression?”
Teacher: Sorry?

Student: The correct Knglish for the Dutch expression ...

Peacher: What Dutch expression?

Student: Temand onder de tafel drinken,

Teacher: Is that Duich tool

The mutual mystification evident from the above seems to indicate that
learners assign special status to idioms. An idiom is very often semantically
intractable to non-natives and may reveal syntactic idiosyncrasies as well.
Tt may have special neurological status too, like many of the tvpes of items
listed under the heading of ‘language-specific’ above (see Van Lancker 1975).
It would be convenient to say that, psychologically speaking, idioms are
“marked’? structures in one’s native language. From here it is not difficult

¢ Note that contrary to normal practice, ‘markeduvess’ as used ir. this paper doos not
presuppose a purcly binary opposition ‘markedfunmarkod’. It is to be undergtood as a
psychalinguistic concept, applieable to some defined linguistic systom {i.e. syntactic
structures or, as here, the senscs of polysemous words) which is itself gradable 1n terms
of ‘most marked--least marked'. Alternative terms have been uscd by the author in
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to follow a line of reasoning that would assume that if idioms were already
‘special’ in one’s own language, the likelihood of finding parallels in the language
one is learning would be remote. Hence the more ‘marked’ an item, the less
transferable it should hes®.

So far the discussion has limited itself to idiomatic expressions and such
notions as language-distance, specificity, neutrality, transferability and
‘markedness’. A more rigorous examination of the relationship bhetween
intuitions about ‘markedness’ and transferability would involve more ex-
tensive and perhaps more homogeneous material. With such material it might
be possible to establish a ‘markedness’ gradient which would be of greater
interest than the almost uniformly high ly marked idioms*. The ‘markedness’
gradient could then be used to predict the differential transferability of the
items. If we may now formulate a working hypothesis, there should be a strong
correlation between the degree of markedness and relatipe transferahility.

A lexical item whose meaning varies according to linguistic context is
ideal material for such an investigation, Such & ‘word’ may cover intuitively
quite distinct meanings, or metaphorical extensions of 4 basic concrete sense,
or senses with more subtle shades of meaning. A ‘word’ that fills the hill
adequately is the verb BREAK and its Dutch counterpart, BREKEN. This
ig not the place to go into discussion ahout homonymy and polysemy, but the
sorts of senses subsumed under BREAK in English arc extensive, even ex-
cluding phrasal, prepositional or phrasal-prepositional forms, viz:

He broke the cup.

He broke his leg.

My radio’s broken.

The waves broke on the shore,

His fall was broken by a tree.

He broke his journey in Delhi.

Jane broke his heart,

They are always breaking promises jappointments/ the law.
At last they broke the encmy code.

“The man who broke the bank at Monte Carlo”.
He broke wind.

earlier papors, but have now hecn rejocted as unsatisfactory for ono reason or another.
The term ‘markedness’ may not be the last word either.

* It will also follow that the more ‘warked’ an itern, the more likely it is to be
adjudged ‘specifie’. Tt should again be noted that ‘specificity’ is an all-or-nothing state-
ment, abont behaviour {*transferred or not transferred’) while ‘transferability’ is a state-
ment of probability.

* Fhis is a convenient overgeneralisation., Idiomatic eXpressions  vary in their se-
mantic transparency and there sppents to bo  somoe moderate correlation betwoen their
trunsparency and their acceptablencss in translation.
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Who's going to break the news?

The storm broke,

When will the weather break?

Several workers broke the strike.

The police broke the enemy resistance.

Failure left him a broken man.

His voice broke when he was 13.

Tt took a few drinks to break the ice.

The East Germans today broke yet another record.
Concorde broke the sound barrier.

Nobedy could break the witch’s spell, _ _
He could make the ball break both ways (Cricket terminology) ctc.

The range of meanings displayed here is reflected in the complexity n:g'
dictionary entries for this verb, both in Engli&zh a,n‘d Dutch. Dutch ]§5E‘1EK]3¢£l
has many of the meanings listed above, sufficient in n:m‘.lber to use this wor
for the experiments shortly to be described. Belore ﬂ"llzi‘. is done, one observa-
tion can be made. It iz possible, certainly on il’_l’blll’tl‘ﬁ"ﬁ gm}mdﬂ, to sﬂe]ecii-
the meaning enshrined in ‘he broke his leg’ as the primary meaning of BREAK:
‘of a solid, [cause to] separate into two or more parts as a result oi: eg., &
blow’. This is the definition that native speakers should produce first if asked
to define BREAK. For them not to do so would be perverse. In the same way,
a request for a definition of a word like ‘blue’ should yw}d & ref?repce t{::
‘colour’ before ‘depression’, jazz’ or ‘dirty jokes or ﬁ']ms : The ‘primary
meaning is thus the unmarked meaning, and ts ‘I_mmarfnfagis may be a ?Om_
posite of high frequency of occurrence, S}'ﬂt-ﬂrﬂt-]:(! flexibility, l:t-eraln.e&s 01:
concreteness, ete. It would be more difficult to assign degrees of m:a,rkedn_ess
to non-primary items on « priors (e.g. linguistic) g.t*nunds. A.ﬂ l.mm.edlafia
problem arises as fo the status of metaphorical extenstons. 'I'h_us it 18 d1f'ﬁc.u t.
to relate ‘breaking hearts’ and ‘breaking voices’ to the primary meaning
and 1o each other according to some simple attribute. The grading of the
various scnses clearly cxists in more than one fiimension. |
The experiments about to be described divide into three sections .

a) gathering data about transferability from I',Tutch learners of Kng th

b) gathering data about the intuitions of native speakers of Dutc

c¢) correlating the two scts of data

a) Guthering transferabilify dato - i .
The first part of the experiment vonsists of two phases, lihase one was carriec
out with 210 Duteh subjeets (students and schonllrfhﬂdren}.. All Eil:lb]f.‘tﬂt-ﬁ
were Jearning English; the 109 students were :gatlzd}-'mg Englls:h qutl.ﬂlE: ai;—
Nijmegen University. The sample divides up into the following groups o
subjects:
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U niversely

Second-year students, tested at end of academic year (NUZ2), N=26
First-year students, 1976—1977, tested at end of academic year (NUI1},
N=50

First-year students, 1977—78, tested at beginning of academic year (NUG),
N=33

Secondary school

Sixth-year pupils (A6), N=17
Fifth-year pupils (A5), N=23
Fourth-year pupils (A4), N=18
Third-year pupils (A3), N=20
Second-year pupils {A2) N=23

Subjects were given nine Dutch sentences containing a sense of BREKEN

The instructions were sumple. If subjects thought the sense of BREKEN
illustrated by a particular sentence could be translated into English by BREAK,
they were to mark the sentence with a cross. Otherwise they were to do nothing.
The nine sentences (with the italicized word in English serving as mnemonic
for the Dutch sense) were as follows:

1. de golven braken op de rotsen {the wawves broke on the rocks)

zijn stem brak toen hij 13 was {his voice broke when he was 13)
het kopje brak {the cup broke}
zijn val werd door een boom gebroken (his full was broken by a tree)
hij brak zijn woord (he broke his word)}
6. na het ongeluk is hij een gebroken man geworden
(after the accident, he was a broken man)
7. hij brak zijn been {he broke his leg)
8. zij brak het wereldrecord (she broke the world record}
9. zij brak zijn hart (she hroke his hear?)

Every acceptance of BREKEN = BREAK was counted for each item,
yielding the group scores and rarik orders:
The second phase is essentially the same, except that the number of BREK ENs
is increased from 9 to 17. This brings with it obvious benefits for testing the
hypothesis, and will bear particularly on the collection and processing of
native speaker intuitions, as we shall see.

Subjects {(N==81) were drawn randomly from Dutch first and third year
students of English at Utrecht University. The first-year group (UT1) con-
gisted of 50 subjects, the third-year group (UT3) of 31. The following 17
sentences were used (with the original 9 being marked by an asterisk):

> ok g ko

*1. De golven braken op de rotsen (The waves broke on the rocks)
2. De lichtstralen breken in het water (The lLight rays refract in water)
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Group
NU2 NUl KUO A6 Ab Ad A3 A2 TDTAL_ mnemonie
- B4 | 8 11 T B BF 0 28 | ,
pa | 82 |18 ! 1d 4 11 -
g \ w!l | @ o] @l @l ®] 69
EA AN NIRRT
21 ag | 20 wl @l @l o @] @] )
e 6 100 | 100 | 83 .
gl | 64 | 76 §2 | 100 |1 "
8l oy ey | en | an | eyl 09| @ | a9 ] 072
9 | 32 | 6 6 | 13 | 22 | 20 | 48 | 22 ...,
t wmlon] @] wl @ | @] @ |an | o
~3a | 70 | B8 | 82 | 2 | 56 | 45 | 48 ?ﬁg —_
3 oy | an |9 iaa |l © a0 ] © | ah, (59
7 " i T2 [ 70 | 82 | 68 |,
81 | 80 | @4 | 65 | 48
6| @ | o | en \ an | an | a2 | o | g | g P
96 | 100 97 | 100 96 | 100 | 100 83 Eg’; Jog
) s | oo | e | 0n | @2 | a8 | o | 49 ) 009
== | 62 | a5 | 59 | O | 44 | 20 | b7 ;.f S
8l any | o |as oo | @] @ @ 0% 6)
"~ | 98 | 97 | o4 | 74 | 94 | 00 | 70 | B35 | giegny
9] g | ue | ¢p | a8 | an | a7 a8 | 06 | (88 ]
Table 1. Acceptance seorea for BREKEN=-BREAK
expressed as percentages. Raw scores in brackets.
Group
o, OVER-
NU2 NUL NUO A6 AB Ad A3 h ALL
e o . |
Fe it | leg leg
1 |leg jleg leg | leg | cup log | pug ] | o
3 | heart | heart | heart | heart | log | cup MIp - | o
9 | word | man . word | eup | heatt heart II heart emrd | e
' | ©oTnarl - ACO
4 cup |word | cup | word | man mai By PR |
5 | man 'cup | man - man | word | word w - | e
. | | | : WENS wWor
& | record| rocord rccard| record | fall | recordd wi.:”.,; Al l i
T} voice |w}iﬂﬂ waves! waves | WAVES | fall | record ! ) |
; ;. voice | fall rocord | waves | fall L wavoes !
8 | waves| waves | ; ; | Lo o) ot ] i
9 | fall | fall I voice | voiee | voice | voiC co

fall

Table 2. Rank orders of acceptanco scoros by group.

#3, Hij brak zijn been (Ho broke his leg)

%4 Het kopje brak (The cup broke)

*5 Na het ongeluk is hij een gebroken man geworden
{After the accident he was a broken man)
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*6. Zij brak zijn hart (She broke his Aeart) i ;?? (ig] {ng ‘heart”
*7. Hij brak zijn woord (He broke his word) 5 {32 20 31 _ ,
8. De man brak zijn eed (The man broke his oath) (10) (15) (25) ‘light rays
9. Welk land heeft: de wapenstilstand gebroken!? 11 55 80 A8 -
(Which country has broken the ceasefire?) (17 (30} (47} ik
10. Sommige arbeiders hebben de staking gebroken 12 35 34 3% ‘censofire’
(Some workers have broken the strike) (11 (17) (28)
11. Nood breekt wet (‘Necessity breaks law’) 13 B 14 El !
12. Da kzij een paar grapjes was het ijs eindelijk gebroken {Thanks to a few (2) (%) P e s
jokes the ice was finally broken) 14 4? 42 2 “Taw’
13. Een spelletje zou de middag enigszins breken (A game would break ap i 21 i34
the afternoon a bit) ap ?g (?ﬁ} (;;] ‘ice’
*14. Zij brak het wereldrecord (Sie broke the world record) m { 13} 14 14 ‘ ,
*15. Zijn stem brak toen hij 13 was (His voice broke whe he was 13) (4) (7 (11 EAMS
*16. Zijn val werd door een boom gebroken (His fall was broken by 17 16 a4 27 s eiuriie?

a tree) {5) (17} {22}
17. Het ondergrondse verzet werd gebroken (The underground resistance Y
was broken)

Table 3. Acceptance scores, Utrecht, for BREKEN=BREAK

These figures give the following rank orders, ranging from ‘most acceptable’

Of the additional sentences, nos. 2 and 11 have no direct Knglish equivalents. to ‘least acceptable’:

The latter, a Dutch proverb, is odd in that the normal word used for brealing

i oo UT3 UT 1 OIWVERALL
the law is not BREKEN but overtreden (infringe). . o 0 Tog®
The group acceptance figures, expressed in percentages of total possible 5 {;egm i hi,rt* | heart*
acceptances, are as follows (raw scores in brackets): 9 man® cup* | oup*
4 cup® word* ' man*
b record* man* i word*
U3 Tl TOTALS MAOMunie G word* oath . record*
- L t}
1 35 36 43 = J 7 oath record of 1 5
e PHREE 8 waves” law WAVES
(17) (18) (35) - * 1
o3 =T = 0 0e waves aw
2 29 16 21 T 10} law cepasfire ice
9 t8) (7 } 1] ceasefire resistance ceapclire
3 T4 22 9 ‘{:up' 12 ]ight. TAYS ice 1lght rays
(23} {41) {64) 13 voice™ light rays registance
4 19 29 21 . 14 fall® fall* {fall*
(6) (11) (17} 15 registance voice* voice®
? 68 i 7+ ‘word’ It gmfﬂﬂ | {gaalne ga.r.'nﬂ
o (21) (3 _ (60) 17 gtrike | |strike atrike
5 ET Tf 2 ‘man’ Table 4. Rank orders of aceeptance scores, Utrecht (items also appearing in previous
(24) ‘ (37) o (61) ﬂxperiment marked with an'*)
7 L{K} 104} o6 e’
& - = i 4 - ;]
e = ] The rank-order correlation between the two groups is high (Spearman’s
8 2 o8 63 ‘record’ rho=.919, significant <.01).

(22) (29) (51)
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Compurison of results of the transferability experiments

If we compare the ranking of the nine original items across all ten groups
in the experiments, it will be clear that the Utrecht sample is not substantially
different in its behaviour from the earlier sample. Kendall’s coefficient of
concordance, W. based on the rank orders of the nine original items for the
ten groups, 18.9047, significant at <C.01. Thus the rank orders are very closely
related to each other,

What is therefore noteworthy is this consistency between groups, despite
the range of ages and experience in the sample. The conclusion one must
reach iz that the ten groups are drawn from essentially the same population,
qualitatively speaking, and that the effects of teaching, learning and growing
older do not significantly alter learners’ beliefs about the relative transferabi-
lity of the BREKENs. Clearly we are dealing with an implicational series
of items of considerable generality. The overall order for all 291 subjects is:

1 leg

2 heart
3 cut

4 Juan

5 word
6 record
7 waves
8 fall

3 voice

Table 4. Overall rank order of transferability for ten proups.

One interesting feature in the results from the two samples deserves comment.
It is evident that there is a certain discrepancy in the scores relating to ‘leg’
and ‘cup’ in groups NU1, NUO, UT3 and UT1, and to some extent in A6
and NU2. This discrepancy is not noted in the scores of the other groups.
Thus the ‘university group’ (including A6) tends to find BREKEN=BREAK
more acceptable for ‘hij brak zijn been’ than for ‘het kopje brak’, the diffe-
rence in treatment of the two items being statistically significant ({=7.142,
<2.01). A possible explanation for this phenomenon resides in the difference
between causative and non-causative BREKEN/BREAK, with the former
being adjudged ‘unmarked’ relative to the latter. This point is discussed at
some length in Kellerman (1979)5,

5 A similar test of the 17 Brokens requiring full translation of the Dutch sentences
was conducted with 17 first year stedents (1979). By scormg each time BREAKR was
used as a translation for each sense, an aceoptance score rank order could be eatablished,
as wag the ecase with the Utrecht test. The correlation etween the two orders was 837,
d-01, and with the 2-D solution .736, p<(.01, and the 3-D solution.273, p< .01.
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b. Gathering native speaker intuitions

How native speakers perceive the inter-relatedness of the meanings of
BREAK or BREAKEN will be erucial for assigning the appropriate degreo
of ‘markedness’ to esch sense. From these native speaker intuitions, it will be
possible to construct a semantic space (see, e.g. Clark and Clark 1977} from
which the dimensions along which judgements of inter-relatedness are made,
may be revealed.

To arrive at a representation of such a semantic space, a sample of native
speakers is required to make judgements about the similarity of the senses
to each other. These judgements can take various forms, but & point in common
is that all such judgements should be convertible to numerical values. The
goal is to arrive at a similarity matrix, where judgements of similarity are
converted to distance scores. All this means iz that subjects may be asked
to rate similarity according to a given scale, say 1-5, where ‘1’ could miean
‘identical in meaning’ and ‘5’ totally unrelated in meaning’. Thus for any
pair of meanings, similarity can be expressed as the sum of the ratings for
that pair in a given sample.

In the experiments reported here, this method of paired comparisons
was not used, as pre-testing had shown it to be difficult, unreliable and tiring
where polysemy was concerned. Instead, use was made of Miller’s card sor-
ting method for gathering similarity data (Miller 1969). This method was
developed by Miller to investigate the structure of the mental lexicon.

In his study, subjects were asked to sort 48 nouns, typed separately on cards,
into piles according to ‘similarity of meaning’. The subject could form as
many or as few piles as he liked, with as few or as many cards as he chose In
each pile. It is Miller’s contention that people witl sort cards together accor-
ding to shared semantic features, thus overlooking the features that would
normally distinguish one noun from another; thus by pooling data from
a number of subjects the number of times a given pair of nouns appeared
together in the same pile (with 50 subjects the theoretical maximum is 50)
can he seen as a measure of simifarity of the two items. The higher the number,
the greater the subjects adjudged the similarity of meaning.

50 native speakers of Dutch (all either students or stafl in the Faculty
of Letters at the University of Nijmegen) took part in this investigation.
The subjects were presented with 17 cards, on each of which was written
a septence iliustrating a sense of BREKEN. The 17 sentences were those used
in the second transferability experiment. Subjects sorted cards into piles
aceording to their individual notions of similarity. The number of piles made
by subjects varied from 2 to 15,with an average of 7.28 and s standard de-
viation of 2.95; some subjects finished in five minutes, others in twenty.

From the data produced by card sorting, a matrix of similarity scores
was produced, based on the number of items subjects had put any two cards
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in the same pile. The matrix is as follows:

1 wapvesd

2 light rays

3 lew

11Nt

i heset

s 3 60 8

T oword

8 a 3 i D B 15
904 5K 0 0 4 0
10 3 4 (I 4 f
11 4 2 0 i b

12 H 8 G0 9 11
I3 +  H D 8 00D
14 4 Fi M B {i 0

Ial 7 v 2 2 8

e

16118 13 & 7 1 4 _ ' 3 3 3 16 Fall

174 4 4 ¢ 0 2 & 15 16 34 IF 17T v & 11 4

Table 6. Similarity matrix of meanings nf BREAK

This matrix was submitted to computer analysis by the MINISSA program
(July 1977 version, developed by E. Roskam, Nijmegen, J. Lingoes, Michigan
and M. Raaijmakers, Nijmegen), which secales the data so as to reveal ﬂlBiI:
underlying structure in terms of an n-dimensional Enclidean representation
of ‘semantic space’ (see for instance Caramazza and Grober 1976, or Henley
1069). The smaller the number of dimensions the easier it may be to interpret
the dimensions but the higher the risk of unacceptable stress (Kruskal 1964)
& statistical measure of the ‘violence’ being done to the data by reductiim;
in the number of dimensions. The stress ean he expected to inerease as the
dimensionality decreases. In our case, two and three-dimensional solutions
can he obtained without any intolerable degree of stregs. In the case of the
3-D solution, the third dimension to be revealed {and therefore the least im-
portant in terms of underlying structure) could not be interpreted and is there-
fore not shown below. In the 2-D solution, this third dimension of course
disappears altogether, with only a minimal increase in stress:
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‘UNMARKED’
LEG.
LATP ]
MAN STRIKE
HEART _WORD
NGRS OATH
LIGHT RAYS CEASEFIRE ABSTRACT
CONCRETE ICH ,
LAW
. RESISTANCE
RECORD
JPALL
NOICE |
| LGAME
‘MARKED’

Fig. 7. Multidimensionnl sealing of 17 BREKENS — 3-D sclution (afier orthogonal ro-
tation of axos)

After orthegonal rotation of the axes, two possible interpretations of the
dimensions presented themselves, The first dimensions to be revealed, thus
the most significant in terms of underlying strueture, runs West-FEast in both
golutions. This has been labelled ‘concreteness’, though it could equally wel
be labelled ‘high imagery — low imagery’ as we move from left to rightf.
The North-South dimension has been labelled ‘markedness’, since it appears
to arrange the senses according to their relatedness to the ‘primary’ sense
of BREKEN. In this interpretation, ‘to break someone’s heart’ is simply
a metaphorical extension of the primary meaning — the heart, symbol of happi-
ness of whatever, is broken in two. It will be clear that this is net the same
as saving that senses like keart are adjudged very similar to the primary sens
On the contrary; the Euclidean distance between ‘heart’ (6) and, say, ‘cup’

¢ Paivio, Yuile and Madigan (1968) liave shown that judgements of concretensss

and imagery in nouns show high correlationa.
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“UMARKED’
LEG
OUP
.MAN
t‘!"f:rri‘?ES
LIGHT RAYS '; HEART
|
ICE: | WORD
CONCRETE B | LAW OATH ABSTRACT
FALL "VOICE
RECORD
STRIKE
TEASEFIRENG
_ | RESISTANCE
GAME :
|
‘MARKRED’

Fig. 2. Multidimensional scaling of 17 BREKENS — 2.D solution {after orthogonal
rotation of axes)

(4) is greater than between ‘cup’ and three other items (waves, light rays
and ice), which are judged more similar to ‘cup’, yet are more ‘marked’ than
‘heart’. We return to the question of rotation in the next section.

The predictive power of the pulative ‘markedness’ dimension for the transferabilily
ofthe BREKENs
We now have three sets of data:
&) transferability judgements for nine senses of BREKEN made by
291 subjects (NU2, NU1, NUOQ, UT3, UT1, A6-A2)}.
b) transferability judgements for seventeen senses of BREKEN
(including the original nine) made by 81 subjects (UT3, UTI1)
¢) multidimensional scaling solutions for native speaker similarity
judgements of seventeen BREKENSs.
Clearly, to show that transferability is a functien of ‘markedness’ it will
be necessary to demonstrate somc kind of relationship between the trana-
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ferability scores and the semantic spaces revealed by multidimensional scaling.
'To do this it will prove necessary to rotate the axes orthogonally so that there
is eventually an optimum correlation between the ordering of the senses along
one dimension and in the transferability data, without destroying the plausi-
bility of the hypothesised dimensions. An examination of Iigs. 1 and 2,
after optimal rotation, will show this to be the case. Here are the orderings
of the senses along the concretenessf{imagery dimension:

3D 2D
MEQning rank order MEaning
cup 1 cup
leg 2 leg
light rays 3 fall
WaAves 4 WAVES
fall 5 light rays
V0100 & voioe
ice 7 game
AT 8 100
ZAImne a record
record 10} resigtance
heart 11 heart
strike 12 man
coagofire 13 coasefire
resistance 14 oath
oath 15 word
word 16 law
law 17 strko

Table 7. Rank orders of mecanings along a putative coneretenessfimugery dimension,

threo- and two-dimonzgional solutiona.

It will be seen that the first gix senses in both solutions are clearly ‘perceivable”
senses which is consistent with an ‘imagery’ or ‘concreteness’ structure.

The ‘markedness’ ordering is as follows:
g

3D 2D
MEeaning rank order MEAninyg
leg 1 leg

cup 2 cup
strilke 3 man
man 4 heoart
heart 5 WAVOS
word 6 light rays
WaVER 7 ice
oath 8 woril
light reys 9 oath
censcfire 10 law

law 11 record
ice 12 fall
resistanco 13 voice
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record 4 strike
fall 15 ceasefire
VOIC0 16 registance
Zame 17 game

Table 8. Rank order of meanings along a putative ‘markedness’ dimension, three- and
two-dimensional solutions.

The two concreteness/imagery orders correlate well with each other (Spear-
man’s rho=.985, significant at <{0.01), as do the two ‘markedness’ orders
(Spearman’s tho=_721, significant at <C.01) Since both solutions correlate
with each other strongly, and the ‘stress’ for both is satisfactorily low, both
will now be compared to the scores deriving from the transferability experi-
ment.

The predictive power of the ‘markedness’ dimension for the transferability of
BREKEN

a) Predietions for the original nine senses of BREKFEN
1f we now compare the rank orders of senses along the ‘markedness’ dimensions
with the rank orders derived from the transferability experiments, it will
be seen that there is generally a strong correlation between the two:

‘markedness’ rank order

3.) solution 2.D molution
S gign level 8 sign level

5 NU2 21 < .05 17 {05
g NU1 21 = 05 17 05
d NUO 29 LG 21 <05
§ a, Af 27 =201 23 =01
e A3 <01 27 <.01 27
Z ik A4 <.01 25 25 .01
2 o Al 30 .01 28 .01
e ™ A2 27 <.01 21 < .05
b S -

g uts3 283 < .01 a0 =03
2 Tt 23 <01 24 .01

Table 9. Significanco levols of correlations betweon rank ordering’s of ‘markedness’
and rank orderings from group transferability data for nine senses, using
Kendall’s measure of disarray, 8.

b) Predictions for the full seventesn senses
A comparison of the ‘markedness’ rank orders and the transferability data
for the Utrecht groups yields the following:

3-12 solution 2.13 golution
P sign level p ripm lavol
UT3a i .58B6 .01 842 «2.01
UT: .62 <.01 44 .01

Table If). Bignificance level of rank order correlations between ‘markedness™ dimensiona
and transferability data for sovuntocn senees,
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Here it is clear that the two-dimensional solution gives very much better
results, However, ‘strike’ seems unnaturally high on the ‘markedness’ di-
mension in the three-dimensional solution. That is more it is of low transfer-
ability. The effect of this item on the correlation is substantial, and if it is
removed, the resultant rank orders of 16 items correlate extremely highly:

P a1y lovel
UTs | 820 .01

UTi 867 <01

Table 11. Significanco evel of rank order correlations between markedness dimension
from 3-1) solution and traneferability data after the removal of strike,

If we now calculate the rank-order correlations between the concreteness/
jmagery dimensions and the transferability data for the seventeen items
(totalled up from UT3-+UT1 for convenience), there ig virtually no correla-
tion at all (3-D solution and transferability, p==0.057, n.s., 2-D solution and
transferability, p=10.129, n.s.).

The effect of the targel lunguage on trangferability

The preceding digcussion will have indicated that transferability is theore-
tically independent of the TL, since it is a direct reflection of the ‘markedness’
of a NT, item. If the TL’s role is to partially determine the cut-off point in
a transferability scale below which transfer will tend not to occur but not
to affect the ordering of that scale, then the sealing solutions used here should
also correlate withthe translation preferences of Dutch learners of German.

40 Dutch learners of German at Nijmegen {lst and 3rd year students)
were given the nine-item transferability test; the instructions were modified
to take German grammar into account so that subjects could accept either
ZERBRECHEN or BRECHEN as s translation of BREKEN, or reject them
both.

The resulting transferability rank order, based on acceptances, Is:

05 atceptances

1. cup 100
2, leg 100
3, heart i
4. word 62.56
3. man 50

6. waves 3.5
7. volce 37.5
8. record 35

9, fall 22.5

Table 12. Transferability rank order for Dutch learners of German.
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Correlation with the ‘markedness’ rank orders is as follows (Kendall’s S):

et g 111 Big
’ = e

’ i e
Table 13. Significance levol of correlations between rank orders of ‘markedness’ and

Ihscussions and Conclusions

_ The results given above show that for BREKEN, the transferability of
its senses can be predicted from analysis of similarity judgements whi(*h:re&
be used to construct a low-stress semantic space of two {; three ::limenlsinnn
Two of the dimensions can be interpreted as, on the one hand high-low i;nﬂ, ers-
or ‘concrete-abstract’, and ag ‘markctness’ on the other, ’Wl;ereas it is erEa };
fairly clear what the former dimension entails, a little space ahou]dp ]}:;:
devoted to discussion of the latter. e
A number of speculations can be made to account for the above findings
The first of these concerns the ‘primary sense’ of BREKEN/BREAK gm;
represented in such a sentence as ‘he broke the cup’. I'he closer a sense is
'-t({ this primary sense, the more transferable it should be. The problem lies
with the definition of ‘closeness’ one is going to adopt, since similarit itsell:‘
:does not directly predict transferability. Since senses of BREKEN t:::sed in
non-concrete environments (‘hearts’, ‘man’ ele) can be more transferable
‘than concrete BREKENs like ‘voice’ or “fall’ it is clear that the structure
unflerl}ring the data from card sorting reveals a more complex arran emeni;
.of items, 1t is ingufficient to say that the ‘markedness’ dimension is t—hﬁ DtHEJ-
}(Wfaa,ker). component underlying the sorting data, without some cxplanation
-bE{r.lllg offered as to what it is and why it should correlate so well with transfer-
:ability data. One possibility would be that primary BREAK consists of a bllm;_l-
'!e of semantic features like ‘of solid’, ‘brittle’, ‘needs force’. Whenever BRIZAK
18 '{znllueated with an object which itself can match these features, then the
primary meaning will be inferred. Metaphorical interpretations of ;ensea will
be postponed and subsidiary to feature matching. In this scheme .certain
metaphorical senses would violate the feature matching condition t{:: & lesser
Texfnent than some concrete senaes. "Waves', for instance, are neither solid .IIDI‘
brittle, though they can be metaphorically solidified (‘a tidal wave likhe o solid
'wall of water’); ‘fall’ would seem to share no obvious features with ‘;:u ¢
-apart from ‘perceivable’. “‘Word’ would require first that one ‘solidify’ it Ii—’
a .difﬁcu]t conceptual task not to be found with ‘heart’ or ‘man’. The qj:.vmstiﬂn
h‘mth this kind of approach is how far one can go positing ‘metaphorical solids’
The greatest problems will occur with senses like ‘he broke the news’ or ‘thi;

storm broke’ — unless it would be simpler to claim homonymy for the difficult
«cages — a tempting claim.
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Caramazza and Grober (1976) have argued for an underlying ‘core’ meaning
for all the senses of line they studied. They claim that surface meanings
would be built up from a ‘core’ meaning by & number of instruction rules.
The greater the number of rules the more complex the processing involved
with that sense, and the less likely it is to be cited as ‘typical” or ‘representative’.
Miller’s approach is similar; using line as his example, he writes:

‘the problem is to characterize the relations betwen this core sense and all
the particular sensc of line listed in the dictionary. Those relations should not b
specific to line, but should apply to othor semantic extonsions elsewhere in the lexi-
con, in which case they might pe formulated as rules that people learn when they
master their English vocabulary’ (1978:101).

Miller’s discussion, which closely resembles Kelly and Stone’s (1975)
in many respects, revolves round the question of how one goes about select-
ing the appropriate rule or rules for correct interpretation. Having a limited
number of core concepts which can be summoned up by a particular context
would, he claims, be far more plausible than having to store endiess separate
meanings for each occurrence of the word in a different context. The context,
linguistic and pragmatic, will effectively select the right sense for us — as
Miller says, ‘it would be distinctly odd to have to execute a disambiguation
routine to discover whether the context is the nautical kind in which line
might be understood as ‘rope’ (1978:102) when one is discussing the rescue of
a drowning woman. Miller goes on to say that the apparent polysemy of
line may be due to lexicographers including ‘s lot of contextual infermation
that is really not part of its meaning’ (1978:102). He notes that

the inferential proecoss seems more plansible than an ad hoe list of ... objocty ... In
some cascd the set of admisgiblo subjects or objocts of a verb scom to form a coherent
clasa that can simply be romembered. But in other cages — and probubly in most cases

for younyg children — Inforences based on practiesl knowledye and provailing eircum-
ghanees are the ultimate gourt of appoal (1977 409 _-414; seo alse Kelly and Stone 1975:

65fT.).
One could invoke here the concept of syncategorematicity, which is discussed

in e.g. Keily and Stone (1975), and Miller {1977), where the precise meaning
of a word like good is determined by the nouns it qualifies, e.g. a good kaife
cats well, a good chair is comfortable etc. Miller writes:

“ sgood’ can select a salient feature of tho meaning of its noun and assign & positive
valuo to that feature’ (1977:405).

Presumably one might try to arguc on gimilar lines for BREAK, though
it would be difficult to account for every sense of the word in this way (consi-
der for instance a principle like ‘BREAK puts an end to the continued exis-
tenee of some given entity’ — how would this apply to “she broke the news”

or “the storm broke”?).
Perhaps there is & compromise position which tends to favour Miller’s
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‘static’ position rather than Caramazzas and Grober's ‘dynamie’ one. This
would be as follows: senses are learned as part of conventional collocations?
in some cases, and as generalisable eoncepts in others. Thus the child can
learn to generalise from ‘breaking cups’ to all manner of ‘hreakable’ objects.
But other senses are only evoled in collocations where the meamng is rituali-
sed, as in ‘to break one’s word’, or ‘“to break somehody’s heart’. Tt will not
normally be necessary for there to be a cognitive link between these ‘breaks’
and generalisable ones. However, when the child, or learner of a foreign
langnage, or reader of some idiosyncratic dialect, comes across what is for
him a novel environment for a word, and an attempt is made to interpret
it, then rapid scanning of ‘core’ concepts will take place, with the help of
pragmatic knowledge — the ‘ultimate court of appeal’. I would argue against
the generalisability of all ‘core’ concepts to new cases, on the basis of differen-
ces between typologically close languages. Take the sense of BREAK as
typified in ‘to break one’s word, an agreement, the rules, the law, an appoint-
ment, & contract, a code of behaviour, cease-fire etc. ete., e.g. to violate some
sort of agreement, or set of rules binding parties. In Dutch, the gencralisahility
of BREKEN is limited to ‘agrecment’, ‘contract’ and ‘word’. The generalis-
ability of a sense to new cases will be ad hoc — first we learn its meaning,
then. we have it available for building up interpretation rules. But unlike
objects like ‘cup’, the generalisation may only be receptive, that is, we do not
use it produce new forms before we have heard them and they have impinged
On our consciousnesss,

To illustrate the point, let us look at what would be a novel use of BREAK
in English, but one which is interpretable nonetheless:

hig life broke

By itself, a number of interpretations might be possible for this use of
BREAK. Put in the following context, however, the interpretations seem,
on the basis of informal elicitation, to reduce to one or two:

Finally, at the age of 21, his life broke.

* As Kelly and Stone (1975) point out, we do perheps suffer by an obsession with
analysia of meaning at the morphemo level, They say ‘dictivnaries often exaggorate the
polyserny of a word by attributing to it the meaning of phrases in which it appears —
both idiom and common loeutions’,

‘ * Dolinger (1976}, in a highly ontertaining and instructive article, makes the general
point very convineingly: “The question is, why do wo not generate *an emtended time
age if we generato o lifetime ago, and why do we not generate *sometime else if we generate
somewhere else? It ia not because the penerstive mechanism is lacking, I suggesi that
as least in part we do not do it because we have wor heard it done, We have no memory of it".

Also: *... learning goes on constantly — but especially with young children — in
sogments of collocation size as much as it does in segments of word size, and that much
if not most of our lator manipulative grasp of words is by way of analysis of collocations"
{Bolinger 1976:8). Beo also tho ensuing diseussion of to ‘bear” on p. 9 of this same article.

Prcd'ic.tﬁﬂy trenaferglilify 21 T

This sentence has been interpreted for me etther as meaning ‘changed for the
better’ or ‘changed for the worse’. Yet if wo simply change ‘21’ to 96"

Finally, at the age of 96, his Iifi: broke.

The interpretation shifts from ‘changed’ to ‘ended’ — in other words
‘he died’. Only pragmatic considerations can lead to thig shift in interpre-
tation, which also highlights the potential ambiguity of ‘life’ — ‘period of
biological activity’ or ‘history of personal events in that life’. The main point is
atill that some sort of drumming up of available concepts must take place
{‘combined with practical knowledge) to reach an appropriate interpreta-
tion. However, the generalisability of such concepts to potential collocations
is restricted by econvention. For this reason, lexicographers should not be
put off by psycho-economists from preparing their involved dictionary en-
tires for words like ‘line’ or ‘break’. (It would be interesting to see what
kinds of overgeneralisation occur in childrer: ‘neo-collocations’).

A further point to consider is that there may be no single underlying orga-
nisational system for handling the diverse ‘core’ meanings of a polysemous.
word. For BREAK one could argue for & ‘primary’ sense to which all the others
are variously related +a number of ‘core’ genses; thiz primary sense is a surface,
not an underlying one. For ‘line’, an underlying ‘core’ concept is perhaps
more likely, sinee it is difficult to agree upon a ‘primary’ sense®. And for
‘eye’ {Kellerman, 19880), it would only make sense to have a ‘primary’
sense, features of which are variously shared with extensions of meaning to
concrete objects (eye of necdle, clectronic eye, ete.]. Perhaps in the case of
BRFEAK we should even be thinking in terms of actual homonymy, with
‘eups’, 'hearts’, and ‘legs’ representing one discrete meaning. There is cer-
tainly a degree of discomfort about the entry for the verb BREAK in Kelly
and Stone's {1975) ‘disambiguation dictionary’, viz.:

Sense 1:To fracture, split, stop or cause to stop functioning, cause a di-
vision or change, enter forcibly, escape, begin sudenly, interrupt,
ete,

Sense 2:(Idiom) break the news

Sense 3 (Idiom) break a law

Since Kelly and Stone argue for a small member of ‘core’ senses being appro-
priately mterpreted in situ it is a pity that their own entries for this verb.
are woetully inadequate. If there is a unifying sense in Sense 1, it escapes the
present anthor. A more interesting proposal of theirs is to develop evidence
of parallel sense-development in separate languages... ag this would suggest
the operation of “cognitive universals” (1975:77),

' A quick survey of 9 dictionaries reveals that 7 give as their fired definition of”
line 'piece of string, thread, cord’ ote. Only two list ‘meark or storke’ first,
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This last proposal really brings us back to the experiments described
-above. Historical comparisons of meaning extensions arc complex, and ways
must be found, as Kelly and Stone acknowledge, of eliminating the effects
of interlanguage borrowing. However, we can make use of the uninformed
translations by learners of languages from NL to TL to establish the transfer-
‘ability of senses. These translations, though often at variance with the facts
.of diachrony, nevertheless may be revealing of the structure and limits of
polysemy, and may also help to scttle the question of whether a small number
.of ‘core’ concepts and interpretation rules versus a fully {or over-) specified
description of environments of occurrence in the mental lexicon is the right
.one. In this respect, the results above show that the generalised intuitions of
learners do not allow the same degree of sense gencralisation for English
-as for Dutch, despite the fact that all but a few senses in the experiment could
be successfully translated between both languages, and also despite the fact
that English also has extra senses not shared by Dutch. That this is so must be
due to precisely the kind of cognitive mechanism that potentially generalises
.senses to new environments receptively or productively. Since cross-language
comparisons only incidentally provide insight into the language facilities of
individuals, it is surely essential to tap the intuitions of native speakers
awho also happen to be learners of foreign languages as well.
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