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1. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS. The contrastive analysis of two or
more languages, or of particular areas of these languages, may cbhviously
be aimed at various linguistic levels. By way of example one might
mention three basic levels, namely, the semantic, the syntactis, and the
phonological, but it should be clear that numerous others like the para-
linguistic or the emotive, etc., could be equally good levels for
comparisont.

From previous contrastive analyses it is apparent that these levels
are interrelated at least in some fields so that in such cases the question
automatically arises whether the methods of analysis applied in one area
may profitably be transferred to another and whether, in the end, one
may formulate a “unified theory” of contrastive analysis

In this paper we shall assume that it is possible to formulate such
a ‘unified theory” and we shall concentrate on the analysis of our data,
which in its turn may serve to support and exemplify the hypothesis
of a theory of language comparison.

2.1 THE PROBLEM. As our object of study we have chosen the
field of linking verbs in English and German? As is well-known, and
has already been observed by Biese (1932), English exhibits an extra-
ordinarily complex field of linking verbs compared to all other Germanic
or Romance languages, and presumably other branches of language as

1 This article is a revised wversion of a paper read at the Second Polish
Conference on Contrastive Linmguistics, Dec. .16-18, 1971, in Karpacz, Poland.
1 would like to express my gratitude to Professor Dr. B. Carstensen, director of
the Contrastive Linguistics Project at Mainz University, and my other colleagues
for their help during the revision of the paper. In particular I have the pleastre
of acknowledging the improvements concerning the fext and the examples sug-
gested by Mr. R. L. Atkinson.

® My colleague, Ch. Todenhagen, from Mainz University, is working on prob-
lems of such a unified theory, and I profited greatly from discussions on this
subject with him and other colleagues at Mainz.

3 ¢t Konig-Nickel (1970) on some general aspects of English-German verb
syntax.
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well 4. This is particularly obvious for those verbs having the meaning
‘change, become’; English offers become, come, fall, get, go, grow, Tun,
turn, waz, wear, as compared to German werden, French devenir, Danish
bliver, etc. Another example of such diversity is supplied by English
remain, keep, continue, stay, etc., where German seems to offer just
bleiben.

The question which these phenomena pose and which we shall iry
to answer is threefold, and may be formulated as foliows:

(a) which semantic and syntactic features characterize the English set
of verbs

(b) which semantic and syntactic features characterize the German set
of verbs

{¢) how do the two sets compare

One might further ask what consequences the comparison may have
for the teaching of English to German students or vice versa, but this
question will only be of marginal importance for the present paper.

We shall not deal with any problem of phonology either since there
do not seem to be any difficulties specifically connected with our set of
verbs.

Another point concerning the subsequent procedure must be ex-
plained. Instead of analysing and describing the two languages in isolation
and them comparing them to each other, we shall describe the system of
English and demonstrate similarities and dissimilarities with German ®.
We hereby imply that the categories, elements, efe, on the semantic as
well as on the syntactic level are valid for both languages, 1.e. are
adopted from a possibly universal inventory 8. We cannot deal extensively
with this hypothesis here, but it had to be mentioned, since it is only
the assumption of such an inventory that explains the absence of a
metatheory within which the comparison is carried out.

2.2 THE ANALYSIS, The analysis of the linking verbs in English
as presented here is taken from my thesis which deals with the semantic
and syntactic phenomena in this area on a wider scale. A detailed
justification of the system as given below is to be found in that thesis
(Batd 1972).

The major subclasses of linking verbs are listed below, with a sug-
gestion as to their defining semantic component or feature:

4 Cp. also Liston 1970 :40 ff.), who mentions this kind of convergence and
divergence for English — Serho-Croatian lexical fields.

5 (f. the recommendations by Nemser-Ivir (1969 : 6 ff.).

¢ Cf. Berndt {19871 : 28 1) on “languageinvariant” categories, ete. Berndt himself
advocates “deep semantic structures” as the starting point for language comparison.
Cp. also Ivir (1870 : 24) Wagner (1970).
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(1) (a) BE . empty surface-structural element indicating the
basic form of attribution: "X be Y’
(d) SMELL “
() ?ggf relating the basic form of attribution to one of
{{b]] SOUND + the senses: 'X be Y to a certain sense’
e
(f)y TASTE
SEEM ) speaker’s judgement on the facticity of the basic
{ﬁ) APPEAR . form of attribution: 'may or may not he true
®) 5 that X be Y’
(i) PROVE . speaker’s judgement on the facticity of the basic
form of attribution:'is definitely true that X be Y’
(j) REMAIN : "X be Y before and after a point t on the time
~ scale’
(k) BECOME : "X be Y after a point t on the time scale’

Assuming that these semantic characterizations, which have here the
form of paraphrases but might also be represented by way of features,
are correct, and that at least the ceniral field of linking verbs is covered
by them, the question is first whether German realizes the same set of
distinctions. Secondly, one has to examine whether there are differences
within the various subclasses.

Be is equivalent 7 to sein as is illustrated by the following sentences:

(2) (a) The man is my father
(a’) Der Mann ist mein Vater
(b) He was ill
(b") Er war krank

It will be obiovus that there are various restrictions in English
sentences containing be that are absent in their German equivalents;
compare for instance the use the article in the foilowing pairs:

(3) (a) He was a teacher
(a") Er war Lehrer
(b") Er war ein guter Lehrer
{b) He was a good teacher

7 By equivalence we mean an at least partial functional equivalence on the
semantic and syntactic levels, which is in part indicated by the possible trans-
lationg offered in the examples. Only a more detailed description of the two languages
could illustrate the exact extent of this equivalence, On the question of translation
and equivalence cf. Ivir (1969, 1970); Marton (1968 : 54) gives a very useful definition
of equivalence,

4 Papeors and studias
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Such phenomena, which are important for the teacher, can only be
dealt with in a more detailed analysis; here it has to suffice to demon-
strate the basic syntactic and semantic equivalence of be and sein.

Feel in its various constructions may be contrasted with several
German phrases containing fiihlen:

(4) (a) She feels happy
(2') Sie fiilhlt sich gliicklich
(b) He feels at home in London
(b} Er ftihlt sich in London heimisch {zu Hause)
(¢} She feels a different person after that experience

("} Sie fihlt sich wie ein (als) anderer Mensch nach diesem Erlebnis
{d) The water feels hot

(d) Das Wasser fiihlt sich heiB an

These examples illustrate that feel and fithlen are semantically
equivalent in the constructions listed, exhibiting three differences,
however: German always requires the reflexive sich (fiihlen, anfiiklen) 8,
Secondly, whenever the complement has the form of an NP, it is
preceded by als or wie in German. As regards the latter construction,
it would appear that it comes close to the English construction feet
like+NP, whereas als is equivalent to feel+NP, but this semantic—
-symtactic differentiation will need further investigation. The third poin?
is that in the sentence type {4d) German uses the verb sich anfiithlen,
thus exhibiting an overt structural difference that correlates with the

semantic-syntactic one between, e.g. (4a) and (4d). Compare the fol-
lowing sentences, that illustrate this difference:

(3) (a) *She feels happy to me
(b) The water feels hot to me
{c}) She Is feeling happy
(d) *The water is feeling hot

Look shows the following parallels:

(6) (a} He looks old
(a) Er sieht alt aus
(b) He looked a fool with his new hair-cut
(b)) Er sah aus wie ein Narr mit seiner neuen Frisur

¢ Poutsma (1914 - 29: II, 1 B, 854 ff.) makes
of feel in linking constructions goes back to
have fo check, however, whether this
statement on surface or underlying
examples with feel

the interesting point that the use
a reflexive consiruction, One would
is to be taken as a synchronie or diachronic

structure, since the OED lists quite early
in a linking construction without reflexive,
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Look and aussehen may be opposed m this f.l,{nctmn b;nﬂé;:ﬁz{gl
constructions. The same phenomenon as 'w1th feel 15Eto Lol
here: for loock-+NP German requires uwze, mrhereas nglis Logo
possibilities, depending on the semantic relation between subj

complement:

(7) (a) He looks a tough man *
(b} He looks like a cactus in the morning

Compare:
(¢} He is a tough man |
{d) *He is a cactus in the morning

Sentence (7d) is only acceptable if interpreted in a MEttipt;Dfil
sense, which is signalled by like in (ib). The clas's of noun s; aﬁvy
occu:r’ in sentences like (6b, 7a) seems to be characterized by its evaluative
function with regard to the subject. | . :
unSmeIl and riechen fulfil the same functions in the two languages

(8) (a) Vodka smells nice
(a") Wodka riecht angenehm

For smell, as well as for taste (see below), there is a restilcttfi I:IJ;
the type of construction in which both may occur. SmeII+N1:1’ orta?r A
do not seem to be possible, or they are extremely ‘rare at eas};’ s
— complement has to be construed with of or like and mach © s

respectively, in each language:

(8) (b) It smells of Whisky
(b") Es riecht mach Whisky
{c} It smells like Whisky
(¢) Es riecht wie Whisky

As regards sound, the following sentences may be compared:

(9 (a) That sounds marvellous
(2"} Dag klingt (hért sitch) sehr gut (an)
(b) She sounds a very nice person (W. 7. 1 - 46)
(b} Sie Kiling (hort sich an) wie eine sehr nette Person
{¢) That sounds like a Jaguar ‘
(¢} Das klingt (hirt sich an) wie ein Jaguar
{d) That sounds like a bad experlen:fe "
) (d lingt nach s ter Erfahrung
d’) {i) Das klingt nach schlechter !
( (ii) Dag klingt (hért sich an) wie eine schlechte Erfahrung

For sound there are again three differemt types of construction, 1].:.
sound-+adjective (+NP)+like+NP. German has two verbs that may be
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used interchangeably. It is apparent that klingen or sich arhéren, if
construed with an NP — complement, require wie or nach, while English
has a set of sentences with sound+NP that do not have the particle
like (cf. 9b).

Taste can be found in the following types of sentence:

(10) (a) The wine tastes good
(2"} Der Wein schmeckt gut
(b) It tastes like vinegar
(b") Es schmeckt wie Essig
{c} The drink really tastes of lemon
(c) Das Getridnk schmeckt tatsichlich nach Zitrone

Here the English and the German verb need a particle whenever the
complement is an NP; both of (like and nach) wie are possible.

In both English and German the verbs whose semantic paraphrase
Wals giveln above as "X be Y to a cehtain sense’ are characterized by
a particular comstruction they allow. Compare the following:

(11) (a) The water feels hot to me
(b) The house looks ¢ld to me
{¢) The milk smells sour to me
(d) That sounds unfamiliar to me
(e} The beer tastes good to me

Ihe phrase to me in these sentences indicates the evaluator or ex-
periencer of the sensation concerned®. In German this experiencer ap-
pears in the form of the dative in the case of klingen and schmecken:

(11) (d} Das klingt mir fremd 19
(") Dag Bier schmeckt mir gut
With the verbs aussehen and riechen, however, the equivalent
construction results in sentences with a rather doubtful degree of ac-

ceptability: |
(11) (b) ?Das Haus sieht mir alt aus
(¢} 7Die Milch riecht mir sauer

Yet these sentences become perfectly normal when they contain
a certain type of adverbial:

{11} (b} Das Haus sieht mir sehr alt aus
(¢”) Die Milch riecht mir zu sauer

8 Cf, Poldauf (1964) on questions of evaluation in language.
1% Wahrig (1968), s.v. klingen 4.
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In such instances the presence of the evaluator, i.e. the dative mir,
seems to be justified by the adverb of degree. The German counterpart
of feel as it is employed in (lla), the verb sich anfiihlen, cannot be used
with this particular type of dative, but requires a prepositional phrase
instead:

(11) (a") Das Wasser fiihlt sich fiic mich heill an

Another possibility of translation is offered by jemandem vorkommen,
a form that, being semantically emptier than fithlen, schmecken, etc.,
may be used as a substitfute:

(11) (") Das Wasser kommt mir heill vor

This form is obligatorily construed with the dative. Another verb
that seems to prohibit the dative is sich anhéren, which was illustrated
above in (9). Its partial synonym klingen is different in this respect
(cf. 11d°).

This restriction on the occurrence of the dative appears to correlate
with the presence of the morpheme an- in sich anfiihlen and sich
anhbren, but more examples will have to be eXamined before this may
he treated as a fact. |

The possible constructions with of or like as compared to nach or wie
in German and English deserve some comment, since they reveal various
restrictions in the two languages. In English only smell and taste may
co—occur with of (¢f. exx. 8b, 10¢). In German one has riechen nach,
klingen mach, schmecken nach, aussehen mach; compare examples (8b’,
9d’, 10c¢") and the following:

(12) (a) It looks like rain
(a’) Es sieht nach Regen aus

It is only sich anfiihlen thai does not accept nach.

Like may co-occur with all verbs of this group, and so can wie in the
cagse of the German equivalents. The combination sich fihlen (4c’),
however, permits also als, which is impossible with any of the other
verbs,

It is not easy to define the difference between the constructions with
like (wie and of) mach, because in certain contexts they appear to be
exchangeable without incurring any clear shift of meaning. Perhaps it
is true to say that the constructions with smell (riechen, taste) schmecken,
etc., plus like} wie have the implication of ‘'making an impression on the
olfactory sense or the sense of taste, etc., as the substance itself denoted
by the complement’. Compare the following examples and their para-
phrases:
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(13) {a) It smells like wine
According to its smell it could be wine
(a") Es riecht wie Wein
Aufprund seines Geruchs konnte es Wein sein
(b) It tastes like vinegar
According to ifs taste it could be vinegar
(b} Es schmeckt wie Essig
Aufgrund seines Geschmacks kodnnte es Essig sein

If the verbs in question are construed with of/nech, however, the
mnplication is of 'making am impression on the respective sense which is
reminiscent of that made by the real substance denoted by the com-

plement’. This could be illustrated by the following sentences and their
paraphrases:

(14) (a) It smells of sherry

Its smell is reminiscent of sherry
(a”) Es riecht nach Sherry

Sein Geruch erinnert an Sherry
(b) It tastes of caviar

Its taste is reminiscent of caviar
(b} Es schmeckt nach Kaviar

sein Geschmack erinnert an Kaviar

That there is some linguistic support for the semantic difference
between the constructions with like (wie and of) nach that we have
postulated above is illustrated by the following sentences:

{15} (a) Proposals smelling of confiscation (OED, s.v. smell, v
[1887])
*Proposals smelling like confiscation
(a’} Vorschlige, die nach Beschlagnahme riechen
“Vorschlige, die wie Beschlagnahme riechen
(16) (a} The wine tasted of the cask {cp. OED, sv. taste, v., 9 [1655])
*The wine tasted like the cask
(a) Der Wein schmeckte nach dem Fai
*Der Wein schmeckte wie das FaB
(b) The place, the air tastes of the nearer north (OED, s.v. taste,
v,, 9b [1840])
*The place tastes like the nearer north
(b) Die Gegend, die Luft schmeckt nach dem nahen Norden
*Die Gegend, schmeckt wie der nahe Norden

., 9b

In (15), like and wie are impossible since the implication, as was
suggested above, is that the denotatum of the complement actually has
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a smell; confiscation or Beschlagnahme, however, belong to a class of
noun that does not qualify for this feature. In (i6a) the sentences with
like and wie have to be asterisked because taste like and schmecken wie
imply a complement having the feature [eatable] if if is to be tfasted,
which cask and Faf do not have; the same holds true for north and
Norden in {16b). OFf and nach on the other hand are possible since they
do not imply the presence or reality of the relevant features for smelling,
tasting, etc., but indicate a reminiscence of them . |

Another argument ¥* for the distinction we have drawn between
constructions with like (wie and of) mach is furnished by the following
examples:

(17) (a) It smells like sherry
It smells just like sherry does

{a'} Es riecht wie Sherry
Es riecht so, wie Sherry riecht

The compound-sentence comstruction illustrated here is an impossible
paraphrase for sentences containing of or nach.

In the case of seem and appear the following examples may be
constructed:

{18) {a) She seems happy
(a") Sie scheint gliicklich
(b) She seems to be happy
(b’} Sie scheint gliicklich zu sein
(¢) She seems (to be) happy fo me
(c) Sie scheint mir gliicklich (zu sein)
(d) At first the cat seemed a nuisance
(@) ?Zuerst schien die Katze eine Plage

The only difference between seem and scheinen according to these
sentences appears to be the constructional restriction that in German
an NP — complement requires the form 2zu sein scheinen, whereas in
English seem is possible without to be, although usually seem to be
will be employed in such cases.

Although it is possible in certain contexts to translate appear
alternatively with scheinen or erscheinen, the nearest approximation
to appear would be erscheinen. Both may be used in linking constructions,
as in demonstrated by the following sentences:

11 This difference of meaning explains why He smells of horses may be taken
as a complement, but He smells like horses much less so.
12 This was pointed out to us by Dr. M. Hellinger.
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(19) (a} It appears (to be) profitable (to me)

(a’) Es erscheint (mir) niitzlich

In contrast to appear, however, erscheinen cannot be construed with
Zu sein:
(19) (a”} *Es erscheint (mir) niitzlich zu sein

The second reason why we treat appeer and erscheinen together is
their use in the sense of 'turn up’, i.e. as verbs of motion:
{20) (a} The dog appeared in the garden

(a") Der Hund erschien im Garten

Erscheinen, however, seems to behave still more like a verb of motion
than appear, since the only context in which the motion-features are
suppressed, thus permitting the linking construction, is that of er-
scheinen +adjective; appear in connection with to be m in a wider
range of constructions, for instance with NPs:

(21) (@) He appears to be a teacher
(b) *He appears a teacher

There is only one other possibility with erscheinen:

(22) (a) Dieser Vorschlag erscheint uns als niitzlich
(b) Dieser Vorschlag erscheint uns als Fortschritt

1t i? open _1:0 further research to determine the exact syntactic and
semantic relationship these sentences have o those given under (19).

Tl:le German verb equivalent to prove in linking constructions is sich
erweisen:

(23) {a)’ The new invention proved (to be) useless

(a) Die neue Erfindung erwies sich als nutzlos

(b} He proved (to be) a coward

(b’) Er erwies sich als Feigling
| In mnt_rras-t to prove, sich erweisen is never used with zu sein It al-
Ways requires als when the complement is an NP: in the case of anl adjec
tive als seems to be usual, although there are examples without it 13*J )

(24) Er hat sich mir gegeniiber stets dankhar erwieser

The factors determining the distributi i
ution of als with adjecti -
plements are not quite clear yet. S S
. The se.'fnanti-c paraphrase 'X be Y before and after a point t on the
ime scale’ holds for several verbs in English, for instance remain stay

keep, go, continue. The centr 1
» 90, ; al verb in German Id ‘be hlej
pare the following examples: RS e

18 Wahrig (1968), s.v. erweisen 2.
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(25) (a) She remained happy

(a") Sie blieb gliicklich
(b) He remained a teacher

(b’) Er blieb Lehrer

(¢) The coffee kept warm

(¢'} Der Kaffee blieb warm

(d) The weather continued calm

(d) Das Wetter blieb freundlich

(e} The crime went unpunished

(¢) Das Verbrechen blieb unbestraft

Both the English verbs of this group and their German equivalent
need further research before a more detailed subclassification may be
attempted.

Finnally we have to mention the group of verbs with the meaning of
'X be Y after a point t on the time scale’, which in English eongists of
about ten members, such as become, fall, get, grow, etc., whereas German
has only werden. Examples are easy to find:

(26) (a) He becomes a teacher
(a’} Er wird Lehrer
(b} He became old
(b") Er wurde alt
(¢} The child fell ill
(¢} Das Kind wurde krank
(d) The student got nervous
(d) Der Student wurde nervos

The particular problems that arise from such a situation, where a
whole set of partially synonymous verbs in one language is confronted
with just one verb in the other language will be dealt with below (cf,
§ 2.3).

The survey of linking verbs in English and their German equivalents
that we have given above was only to serve three major purposes:

(a) it demonstrated that all the semaniic components, or paraphrases,
given above (cf. 1) are lexicalized in English and German;

(b) it showed that the two languages differ in the number of lexicaliza-
tions of one basic semantic paraphrase, so that one has to inquire
about further relevant semantic features that may determine subclas-
S€8;

(c) it made obvious that the symtactic characteristios of the verbs in
question vary considerably between the languages and within one lan-
guage, while the basic semantic relation of attribution and the essen-

tial features of the respective subclasses remain constant.
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2.3 SEMANTIC CONSIDERATIONS. As was pointed out above, all
the sementic components we had stated for the English set of linking
verbs are also to be found in the various German verbs. In other words,
the two languages make use of the same set of semantic distinctions.

Preliminarily, these semantic distinctions might be regarded as belong-
ing to a universal set, which, in our case, appears ir toto in both lan-
guages, Whether all of the distinations introduced above {(cf. 1) can be
called universal, will depend on further analyses of various languages
with respect to these distinctions. At least the basic form of attribution
appears to qualify for a universal semantic relation if one considers the
analyses published by Verhaar (1967 ££.).

The semantic components we have discussed so far would have to be
classified as criterial for the respective subclass. Within the subclasses
the various members may be differentiated by another type of feature
that one may call latent feature after Kempson-Quirk (1971), i.e. a fea-
ture that may be activated or suppressed by the context.

Two examples shall be briefly discussed in order to illustrate this

phenomenon.
The verbs go and turn are members of the subclass containing become,
etc, ie. they are characterized by the same criterial feature (cf. para-
phrase 1k}, The following contexts, in which they were tested according
to the methods described in Quirk-Svartvik (1966) and Greenbaum-
-Qurik (1970), demonstrate, however, that the two verbs are distinguished
through a particular latent feature. The contexts were:

(27 (a) The man — — — —— viglent
(b) The man — — — — insane
{(went, turned)
(28) (a) The animal - — — — ferocious
(b) The animal — — — — quiet

(went, turned)

The distribution of the verb forms by the informants was significant
in each case: turn collocates with violent and ferocious, went with insane
and guiet:

(27') (a) went : 1 (1,4%0)
turned : 68 (98,6%0)
{(b) went : 68
turned : 1
(28") (a) went : 3 (9,7%)
turned : 28 (90,3%)
(b) went : 28
turned : 3
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The feature distinguishing the two verbs might be called [visual
agitation]. ' |
. The ;eeunrd example to be mentioned furnishes a demonstration of
the semantic differentistion of two constructions. The verb phrases grow
and grow to be were tested in the following contexts:

{29) (a) He — — —— tall and stately
(b) He — — — — angry
(grew, grew 1o be)
(30) (a) She — —— — clder and older
{h) She — — — — very old

(grew, grew to be)

In each case, grew to be collocated with the complement havingd the
feature {permaﬁent] or [static], i.e. with tall and stately and very old:

(29) (a) grew S
grew to be : 87 (100%)
(b} grew : B7
grew to be | —
(30") (a) grew . 64 {97%0)
grew to be : 2 (3%o)
(b) grew v
grew to he : 64
Tt will be obvious that such semantic differences between merrfbers of
one subclass, based on latent features, do not #ind a counterpart in Ger-
man, since in each case German would use wbe:rd.en.‘ln other Tﬁ.rnrds, the
two languages are identical with regard fo the cr:1ter131 sement{c featti:lres
within the area of linking verbs, but differ, quite naturally, in contex-
ined latent featurs. ‘
tua]i’l.-}; c.z.’,e;ig;]ﬁCTIC CONSIDERATIONS. In order to summarize the
various characteristics that appeared in the compa:.:'iscfn of the two sets
of verbs, the following points may be mentimrfed: Within each of the two
languages there are differences that a descrlpthn someh-:.}w hsli-ls to ac-
count for. To give an example for English, one might consider the possi-
ble constructions with of and like in which smell arfd taste may oceur,
but not feel, look, and sound, which permit only Itke._ For GEI‘I;;EII. it
could be pointed out that some verbs have 10 be.used w:lth th? re 'i};:ie
pronoun, whereas others are construed without {sich anhar_en, s'zch fi ;
sich anfiihlen vs. schmecken, aussehen, klingen,‘etc.). It is still an {:Lpen
question whether these variations are merely accidental surfacejstruc ur;
phenomena or whether there are semantic correlates as vet undiscovered.
A comparison of the two languages has to describe the phenomena
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that in German all NP- complements require one of the particles wie,
als, or nach except in the case of sein and scheinen, whereas English per-
mits the construction V + NP for several other verbs. Further, appear
may be construed with to be while erscheinen mever co-ocours with zu
sein. Another area is that of the different semantic-syntactic realizations
of certain semantic features (feel vs. sich fiuhlen and sich anfiihien: cf.
exx. 4,5).

It will be apparent that many more questions apart from those enu-
merated here await a detailed contrastive analysis within the field of
linking verbs, and that these questions are closely conmected with gen-~
eral problems of semantics and syntax. It would appear that the findings
of a contrastive analysis can throw some light on the controversial prob-
lem of their interrelationship.

2.2 PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS. Obviously, the semantic and
syntactic problems pointed out in the last two sections are of considerable
importance for the teaching of English to German students or of German
to English students. Since the fundamental calegories and constructions
can be found in the inventory of both languages, the teaching material
may be restricted to introducing the equivalent constructions of the other
language without having to explain in detail their basic semantics and
syntax. Emphasis will have to be laid on the differences, which, in our
case of the syntactic variations mentioned above, may be classified as
surface~structural and have to be learnt vig the lextcon and certain
language-specific syntactic rules.

The latent features exemplified in section 2.3 will present a more
problematical area, since they are not at ail clearly defined for all the
various verbs in English or German, and since their introduction into the
teaching process would presuppase quite a detailed knowledge of, and
familiarity with, the respective foreign language. Presumably, only cases
of wider application can be integrated into the teaching material. Thus,
the negativity of the complements following go (go mad, go wrong) is
often mentioned 14, and similar cases might be added.

Generally, the differences between the languages as regards lexicali-
zalions, which in many cases are linked to these latent features, as well
as other fields might be isolated by setting up tables for convergent and
divergent phenomena %, Thhe subsequent examples demonstrate conver-

M Cf. OED, s.v. go 44, Jespersen {1909 - 49 : IIT, 386) and Jones (1936). The same
problem is posed by the results of Greenbaum (1970): the teacher can ornly select
the most characteristic collocations and present them at some stage in the process
of learning as a regular feature of English.

5 This was pointed out to us by Doc, dr. Reszkiewicz, from Warsaw Univer-
sity.

(31) (a) become |

6l
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gence 31) and divergence (32} from the point of view of English, and the
opposite for German, if read from right to leff:

come
fall
get
go L . werden
grow
run
turn
wax
wear |

(b) continue]

go
. keep . ——— bleiben

remain
stay

sich fuhlen
sich anfiihlen

(32) (a) feel --—»}
} sich anhdren

{b) sound —— { limach

riechen
(e smeil _—"} duften 1#

Such iables may be used as a first i—ndication. of problem afrf;ts tfs:}
teaching purposes. But it is obvious that more ‘detall-ed an.alysetsh ::e} ha:i -s .
verb groups in English and German are required before, on i
statistical considerations of frequency UF occurrence, one can pt e
make a selection of the various linguistic facts for inclusion in ie

material.
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