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1. INTRODUCTION

The aim of this paper is to present some basic facts concerning the semantic
and syntactic characteristics of the English verbs of perception as compared
to their Polish equivalents, 'The verbs in question constitute a unique subelass
of the V category, and the reasons for assigning them separate semantic labels
in hoth languages are manifold. In the first place, a native speaker, relyine
on his intuition and on knowledge of extra-linguistic reality rather than on
any linguistic facts, can distinguish the five verbs of perception from all the
other verbs he uses. Since all highly developed organisms perceive the world
by means of five senses, i.e. sight, hearing, ftouch, smell, and taste, they
antomatically hecome subject to five distinet perception processes, i.e. they
can see, hear, feel, smell, and faste, respoctively. Hence, these verbs referring
to empirically observable phenomena were traditionally treated as members
of a closed system, with one feature, PERCEPTION, in common. Tt must
be noted here, though, that they only describe the process of perceiving
given phenomena thanks to appropriate organs cnabling the animate being
to undergo the sensation without any specific action directed at the object
of perception. Consequently, the examples below, containing the afore-mention-
ed verbs cxpress what was traditionally called “the receiving of an impression
by the senses independently of the will of the person concerned” (Poutsma
1926 : 341), or passive perception (Palmer 1966 : 99), more recently labelled
ag inert perception (Leech 1971 : 23) or cognition (Rogers 1971 : 206; 1972 :
304):

L. f {can) see pink elephanis
2. I (can) hear strange noises

* For the semantic implications of the oceurence of modal auxiliarv eqn, cf. Palmer
(LM% ¢ 96).



114 B. Kryk

3. I (ean) feel u nadd tn iy shoe
4. 1 (can) smell perfume
5. I (can) taste spices

The present analysis, however, can by no means be contined, to the cognitive
aspeet of perception, sinee hoth in Knglish and in Polish two other aspects
of ithis phenomenon should be taken into account. Consider the following
examples:

ti. I am looking al pink elephants?®
7. I am listening to the strunge noises
8. f am feeling the nail in my shoe
. £ am emelling the perfume
V0. T awm tasting the spices

They describe the activity pertormed by the agent to be affected by the given
impression, as opposed Lo the process of inert perception (or cognition) ex-
pressed by 1-5. Consequently, the three process verbs feel, smell, and toste
become activity verbs in 6 - 10, whereas see and hear are replaced by their
active counterparts, 1.e. look of and Fsten fo, respectively. The traditional
term for these verbs was active perception (Poutsma 1926 ; 56), and has also
been adopled recently (Leech 1971 :23; Rogeis 1971 214), as the most
suitable label. Tt geems worth noting at this point that some relevant terminol-
ogical variations appear in Chafe’s classification of verbs, later on modified
by Coolk (1872h). Namely, Chafe (1970:100) clalms that only intransitive
verbs accompanied by agent, the doer of the action, can be culled active,
whereas all the transitive verbs taking both agent and patient arve process
-action verbs, since the verb in these senfences is both a process and an action,
As a process it involves o change in the condition of a noun, its patient. As
an action it expresses what someone,its agent, does. The agent is still someone
who does something. .. and docs it fo (or sometimes with) something, the patient
of a procegs. s

The third group of verbs?! occurs in sentences the syntactic and semantic
representations of which differ to a large extent from the examples §- L

11. The pind elephants look funny (o me)
12, The strange notses sound familiar (to me)

2 The possibility of taking the proyressive aspect in the ense of active vorbs of
pereeption as opposed to the copnitive and flip verbs Is discussed in Palimer (1966 : 09 -
- 100} and Leeach {1971 ; 23).

* For the explanation of termninology, see Chate (1970 : 100).

# The fourth possible use of see, kear, and feel followed by B will not he dealt with Lhoere,
for the obvious reason that in such sentences the three verbs do not convey the meaning
of perception process, but refer to “understanding”, “having got the information™, and
“*having tha feeling or convietion”, respectively, ef.

I see (hear, feel} you do not know anything about Niron.
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13. The nail in my shoe feels sharp (to me)
14. The perfume smells sweet (fo me)
15. T'he spices taste hot (to me)

What accounts for their syntaetic peeuliarity is the rearrangement of arguments
similar to that characteristic of passivized sentences as compared to their
active counterparts. In this casc, the animate subject perceiving the sensa-
tion in 1 - 10, switches in 11 - 15 to the position of an object which, in turn,
beeomes the surfaece subject, This syntactic operation focuses our attention
on the object perceived and on the quality of the pereeption — a new element
absent from 1 - 10. Hence, the remaining argument — Percipient {cf. below),
is of minor importance and hecomes optional, ag it happens in majority of
passive constrictions.

This problem was already touched upon by Fillmore {1968 :20), who
pointed out the like/pledse contrast involving the reverse order of their accom-
panying noun phrases. Postal (1971 : 39) further elaborated o the issue of
scritences “involving the class of verbaljadjectival forms that designate
psychologieal states, processes or attributes.” Hence, he labelled the ruls
acesunting for thetr formation a psych-movement which

"o dg formelly siailar to passive o thal it moves an NP from graimnatical subjoeet

position into thwe predieate and ecauses it to be supplicd with o preposition. At tho

sarnee tune, che rale moves an NT fropn Hes preedicate into gramanticel subject
voatbion’,

Also, he relales the psyveh-movement verbs to active verbs from which, accord-
ing to him, thoy are derived.

Rogers, on the other had, proves in his two articles that the psych move-
nicit or, as he ealls them, flip verbs are the most logical derivatives of cognitive,
not acllve perception verbs (Rogers 1971 : 214 - 5);

“Bentences involving the flip verbs appear to presuppose correspoivling sentences

mvolvinge e copntive form, That 15, 10 ovder for either 15, or 4. ta be tirae or Thlse,

17, must boe assamed to he trae:

15, BReuben looked stoned to me
16. Beuben did not fook stoned to me
17. I saw RKauben.

minee this point has been analyzed by Rogers quite extensively, and later
on followed by Lipifiska-Grzegovek (1974), it will not be diseussed here more
tnosoughly. Tt mnst be noted, however, that regardless of the truth value
of this argument eciled above, Postal’s terminology remained unchanged
i the further discussion of the verbs designating perception, cognition or
psychological cxperience, Fillmore (1971 :42), uses it analysing the case
hierarchy ot verbs taking Experiencer, Instrumental, and Object:



116 13 Kevlk

“The so-called psyelionovement vorhs require a transformation which noves the
highest non-Experiencer N into the flish position. The passive Tornle is 0 nuoes
general veranking trawsformstion which puts an ovigined Exporiencer or Objeet or
Goal NI ido the first position, inclading the maodifieation in e forin of the verh™,

‘T'he present issie was also dealt with in several of Cook’s works (Cook 1972 : 22
1973 : 72 - 3; 1974 : 23 - 4).

Having considerod the analogy between the operations of psyeh-movement
and the passive transformation, the discussion of some still oxisting contro-
verstal pounts, e, Postal’s va. Rogers’ arguments, will be left aside at present,
ax being beyond the scope of this paper. Thus, it will be limited to the presenta-
tion of the semantic model for each of the above-mentioned groups of verbs,
the vefationships between them being touched upon only marginally (Section 2).
Section 3 will be devoted to lexieal rules, ie. it will be shown, by means of
contrasting the corresponding English and Polish corpora, how the ideas of
cogrritive, active, and flip perception are expressed in both languages. Finally,
the synlactic rules deriving English sentences will Le compared to these
accounting for the formation of the equivalent structures in Polish.

It must be added that each section starts with a theorctieal basis for a
further elaboration of the respective models in English. Their validity for
the Polish corpus is checked immediately and the necessary changes are
mtroduced, so as to obtain the overall picture of the basic contrasts between
the verbs of perception in both languages.

2. SEMANTIC ANALYSILS

2.1. As was cmphasized in the Introduction, all three gronps of verbs
In question, i.e. cognitive, active, and flip, respectively, have one underiving
feature, PERCEDPTION, which should be further specified for each of the
senses. [ suggest that the variables accounting for the distinetion of particular
perceptlion processes take the names of the organs responsible for the oceurrenee
of these provesses. Hence, see, fook at, and look contain the feature | +eyel;
hear, listen lo, and sound [ +ear|, ete.?

Before proceeding with the construction of the appropriate semantic
model of perception verbs as a elass, it should be decided which of the twe
main constituents of a sentonee, i.e. NP or VP, is to be treated as central,
hence having impact npon the seleetional features of the other clement. Both

* Tho anlmato boings cinploying other parts of their bodies Lo get ZIVET UMPreSsons
will not be faken iuto account hero. Bats “seeing” things thanks to spatial orientation,
as well as tlie bliud who “can see” with their hands are marginal cases and the labels
chosen here are rather the reflection of what are gonerally believed o bo the puricphors
employoed in the pereeption process in guestion,
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Fillmere and Chafe seem to speak of the same deep structure consisting of a
verb and a series of noun phrases. The centrality of the verbal element s,
however, the main point of controversy.

In his classieal presentation of case grammar, Fillmore (1968 : 21) alrcady
viewed the structure of 8 sentence as consigting of a verb and one or more
noun phrases, each associuted with the verb in a particular case relationship.
The sccondary position of the verb as selected according to the ease snviron-
ments (or case [rames) which the senlence provides established at that time
(Fillmore F968 : 26), is still maintained in his latest writings:

“Predicators can be classified aecording bo the pessible arrays of cases they ean

frecur in construetion with and to the processes in the sertence they trigeer™. {Fil-
Imore 1971 @ 385,

Ou the contrary, Chafe’s vontention is that in the configuration of a verb
accompanied by some noun phrases “the verb will be assumed to bo central
and the noun peripheral.” (Chafe 1970 :96) Several convincing arguments
m favour of this view (Chafe 1970 : 96 - 8), have delernnined the final selection
of verb centrality as the starting point for our further analysis. Moreover,
1t secms to be a particularly appropriate approach to the present study aiming
at n semantic-syntactic classification of verbs, as selecting their environment
on the basis of their featuire indices, and not viee versa.

Consequently, the feature [+-PERCEPTION] and the variables specifying
the type of perception involved are present, as was mentioned above, in the
indices of the verbs in ! - 15, therefore distinguish them from other elusses
of verbs. Despite this common feature, however, the most apparent contrasts
in the syntax and semantics of these verbs were already reflected in the three-
-fold subdivision (c¢f. Introduction). Tt has been based on the state/nonstate
dichotomy advocated by Chafe (1970: 99) as the primary criterion of the
clagsification of verbs. Thus, following the standard procedures for distin-
guishing these two types of verbs, those in 1 - 15 are nonstate, simultaneously
qualifying as subjects for further subdivision.® According to Chafe (1970 : 101)
who somewhat expands the traditional grouping of verbs into state, process,
ard action verbs, there is still one more type, namely action-process verbs,
which both involve a change in the condition of the nouns, their paticnts,
and express what their agents do, i.e. they refer to process and action ab the
same time,

Having checked our corpus against Chafe’s system, a striking consistency
was revealed as to the [ +process] feature shared by all 15 verbs in question.
There are, however, some crucial differences between the previously formed
subgroups, sinece the initial division was by no means accidental. Firstly, the
examples of cognitive perception (1-5) contain typical process verbs in-

*For a moro detailed discussion of verb calssification, of. Chafe (1970 : 99 - 102).
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volving Experiencer, i.e. the NY undergoing the sensation, and objective,
specifying the content of this sensation.? Secondly, the same type of process
is referred to in 11 - 15, however, with the reservation that these are sentences
requiring psych-movement, hence the order of moun phrases is reversed
(¢f. above and Rogers 1971, 1972). Thus, both cognitive and flip verbs, to
follow Rogers’ terminology, will contain the feature [{process] tn their
indices. Lastly, the verbs in 6 - 10 are, for the reasons stated above, assigned
the feature [--process-action}.

The selectional features of verbs in question cstabhished above determine
the subsequent choice of nominal elements accompanying these verbs, There
are two types of noun phrases involved in the perception process, i.e. an ani-
mate being undergoing or experiencing a sensation — hence the label Kxpeti-
encer, uassigned to it by casc grammar (cf. Fillmore 1971 :432; 1872 : 1
Cook 1972: 17; 1973 : 56; Trangott 1972 : 34), and a person, objeet or phenomne-
non to affect one of the senses, traditionally called Patient {Traungott ibid.)
or Objective (Ifillmore ibid.; Cook 1972 : 43).

The case grammar terminology will not be, however, followed in our analy-
gis. The framework of generative semantics constitutes a model more rel-
evant to our further presentation. As Cook (1974 : 3 - 10) rightly noticed while
juxtaposing case grammar and generative semanties, the two most striking
differences betwecn these theories consist in the fabelling of the universals
they employ and in the ordering of elements involved. The advocates of case
grammar, as was mentioned above, view the deep (or semantic) structure of
ench sentence?® as consisting of a verb (or predicate), accompanied by one to
three noun phrases standing in a particular case relationship to this predicate.
Kach of these relationships is given an appropriate label, hence we get 5 basie
cages: Agent, Experiencer, Benefactive, Objective, and Loeative. The order
of presentation is not random here, but it reflects the hicrarchy the cases
exist in, determining subject selection and other processes occuring within a
sentence.

For our purposes, however, labelling of the elements in the semantic struc-
ture (ef. footnote 8), is of no import-aﬁcc whatgoever, since the entities invelved
in the perception process will be named according to the function they play.
So, the generative semanties notation will be much more suitable for the
present analysis due to its simplicity. Apparently, the semantic structure of
each sentence (or predication), coinciding with its logical structure, contains a
central verbal element {or predicate) being accompanied by one to three ar-
guments (unlabelled neun phrases). Moreover, the ordering of the arguments
characteristic of generative semantics seems also preferable here, since it re-

T On the analysis of the basic types of cases, ef. Fillmore (1971 : 42), Cook (1873 : 57).
8 Tho eontroversy of deep ve. semantic stricture is dealt with in Cock (1972 : 37 - 38).
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flects the typical word ovder of English sentences, i.c. subject — {indirect
object) ~— (direct object).”

The semantic analysis proper, carried out within the generative semantics
framework, will procecd as follows, The control predicate being assigned the
two features and onc variable mentioned above must be abstracted from the
predication according to the adopted notation, (of. for example Cook 1974 :
: 3 - 4); it is then followed by arguments enclosed in brackets and properly
ordered, (cf. above). The animate NP involved actively in or affected by tho
perception, will be given the label Percipient, and will contain in its index
both its distinctive feasure {+animate] and the feature accounting for its
participation in process-action or process, respectively. The latter teature orig-
inally present in the predicate index triggers the selection of its arguments,
honee is automatically mapped onto the Percipient’s index, due to the transi-
tivity of foatures," However, it must be added that the initial position of
this argument is, again, predicate-conditioned. Namely, in 1 - 10, where Per-
cipient functions as subject, itis reflected in the semantic structure by its posi-
tion following the verbal clement. But, with flip verbs roquiring the rearrange-
ment of subject and object, it gets demoted.

Besides, there is always a person, an object, or a phenomenon to affect
one of the senses, the only condition being its feature of perceptibility for a
given sense, e.g. we cannot sec u bird song or smell the stars. Hence, the ar-
gument ealled Percept from now on, is subject to only one restriction, i.e. the
variable speeifying the type of perception described, ajready present in the
predicate index is automatically transmitted to the Percept's index. It Is an
essensial condition for the sentence to be grammatical, since both the Percept
and the predicate present in one predication refer to one particular kind ot
process, and the transitivity of featnres must take place again, {cf. footnote 10},

Finally, one more entity is to be mentioned here, ie. the guality of the im-
pression which, although absent from the predications with cogntive and active
verbs, is a signilicant clement complementing tip verhs, e.g.:

i8. This drink smells of whisky (lo me)
like whisky
HLCE
as if it were whisky

As can be noticed above, it has four distinet surface realizations. This point,
however, is not relevant here; it will be dealt with in Section 4, devoted to

9 On the ordering of the elements in the generative semanties model, ef. Coolke {1970
: 8- B

10 (31 the transitivity of features in predicates and their corresponding srguments,
cof. Leoch (1974 : 113).
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syntax. ! What is needed for semantic purposes is the idea of qualitying o
given impression; that is why the feature Quality will be added to the semantic
represcntation of flip verbs, taking the middle position in between the fip
subject, i.c. Percepf, and the flip object, i.e. Percipiient.

2.2 At this point, the theoretical observations of 2.1. seem worth confront-
ing with the Inglish and Polish corpora, which will presumably provide some
deeper ingight into the semanties of the verbs of perception m the two lan-
guages, l.e. the suggested semantic representation will roveal its power, and the
degree of its explanatory adequacy,

Let us consider the three groups of verbs: cognitive, active, and flip, re-
spectively:

2.21 Cognitive verbs

19. I (can) see pink elephants 19°, Widze biale myszki

20. { (can) hear strange notses 20°. Slysze dziwne halasy

21. I (can) feel the nail in my shoe 21, Cruje gidsdé w bucie

22. I {can) smell the perfume 22°, Czuje perfumy (zapach) perfum
23. 1 (cawn) lasle the spices 23, Czuge korzenie (smak korzeni)

According to our analysis, the semantic representation of the Knglish verbs
13 arrived at in the following way:

24. Prerc.c » Pred (Argy, Args)?? Arg; — Percipicnt
Args — Pevcept

Predd — PERCEPTIONc

25. Prerc.c = PERCEPTIONc (Percipient, Percept)
[ +process]— — [f-animate)

'—i—eye J

ear [

J—f—nerve ool || S -

+-nose

- tongue

J

The rule reads: a predication with a perception predicate (Ppere.¢) is to be re-
written as: PERCEPTIONc (where the subscript C denotes a cognitive per-
ception predicate whose centrality is marked by the adopted notation - ¢f.
above, and the initial position it oceupies) followed by twe arguments encloged

1 Bection 4. will discuss both the types of complements to flip verbs and their distri-
bution.

2 For the basic semantic rules involving predicate ancd argiunents, ef. Cook (1974 :
: 3 - G).
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in brackets and ordered according to the function they play in the predieation,
l.e. the subjeet — Percipient preceding the direct object — Percept. The
predicate iy assigned two features: | -|-process] accounting for its nonstate
nature, and the appropriate variable specifying the type of process involved,
henee one of the clements ennumerated in brackets is obligatorily chosen. The
former argument, Arg; having the feature | —animate] by definition receives
also an additional transitive feature [ process| alrcady present in the predi-
cate index. Percept, on the other hand, is selected on the basis of its perceptibil-
ity for a given seuse, thus the respective variable is aulomatically trans-
mitted from the predicate index onto the Percept index,

The proposed semantic representation works neatly with English predi-
cations, however, when applied to Polish, it reveals two areas of contrast.
Siice neither of them has significant impact upon the discussed model, they
will only be signalled herc and dealt with more thoroughly in the relevant
sections:

a) The Polish examples lack surface Pereepts (herc also subjects), duc to
the subject - deletion transformation obligatorily following the subjectivi-
zation rule in non-emphatic sentences. 1* However, this is o purely syntactic
problem to be dealt with in Section 4, and no change has to be introduced to
our graphic model, since it does not correspond to the surface, but to the
semantic structure where both in English and Polish the subject is obliga-
torily present.

b) The other difference concerns the lack of one-to-one correspondenee in
the lexical realization of cognitive perception process in both languages (5
Emglish verbs have only 3 equivalents in Polish). Again, this lexical aspect
of the problem does not affect the semantic ropresentation proposed here,
hence it will be elahorated in the next section.

Having considered the surface differences botween the English and the
Polish corpora, both contrasts were proved irrelevant to out semantic model.
Consequently, it reflects the semantics of cognitive percoption predications in
both languages. and encourages linguists to check more thoroughly the possible
universality of such entities, as: PERCEPTION, Percipient, Percept, and the
like.

222 Aoctive verbs

26" [ am looking ot pink eephants 26°. Pualrze na biale myszki

27 I am lislening to the strange noises 27, Stucham dziwnych halascw
28" I am feeling the natl in gy shoe 28", Wyczuwam gwodds w hucie

¥ The subject delotion tronsforination is possible in Polish due to infloctioual endings

supplying all the necessary information about the subject, i.o. its number, cender, and
casge, '
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29 I am smelling the perfume 29°. Wachawm perfumy
30° I awe fasting the spices 3. Smakuye (probuje) korzenie

'The corresponding semantic representation of these predications will only
differ stightly from the previeus one, i.e. the verb will be assigned, by defini-
tion, the feature [ -|-process-action}:

31. Pperc.a — PERCEPTION, (Percipient, Percept)
L process- |- —[ f-animate|
—action
—|—{:FE'|
~ear Ll mw wimes e 3

e

Again, the model works in Polish, the two basic contrasts to be noticed between
the equivalent structures of the two languages being of the same nature, as
in the case of cognitive perception. Since, as was noticed above, those surface
phenomena have no impact whatsoever upon the sermantic representation, the
latter is valid for both tinglish and Polish predications expressing active per-
ception, whereas the two divergent points will be discussed nunder appropriate
headings.

2. 23 Fiip verbs

The pini: elephants look funny {to me)
as if they were real
like mice
*of plastie

33. The strange norses sound familiar (lo me)
as if they were jazz tunes
like yazz
*of jazz

34. The nail in my shoe feels sharp (to me)
as if it were metal
like a hook
*of metel

&
puby |

The perfume smells sweet (to me)
ws if it were Russian
like roses
of roses
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36. The aprces laste hot (fo me)
as of they were oriental
lokee cynnamon
of cinnamon
32, DBeade wmyszlt wyladaqy (i) smiesznie
gakby buyly proawdzivwe
Jrek myszy
“plastikiem
33 Deiwne haldnsy bramiq (mi) cauajomo
gukby byty wnelodin jazzoma

jak jozz

FHzzenh
347, Fllwdidz w0 mym bucie czuje ostro
a. Gwozds w mym bucie wydaje (ni) sie oslry
b, Odeczwsenm quwiézd? w angm bucte joko ostry

35°.  Perfwmy puchng (mi) stodho
Jokeby byty rosyiskie
gk rode
roZoemi
3G, Korzenie smalwpg (mi) ostro
Jakhiy bty wechodnic
Jek cynamon
CHf BEREM,

The semantic representations of these verbs differ in three respects from what
was proposed in figures 25, and 31, Firstly, the element of quality of percep-
tron, i.e. Quality, will have to be meluded as the additional argument, since
it is not a two-place, but a three-place predicate, (cf. the ahove-discusscd
nature of flip verbs). Consequentiy, the ordering of the argumncents must also
he changed: Percept, the direct object in 19 - 23 and 26 - 30, takes over the
subject role in 32 - 36 requiring psvchmovement; hence, it should occupy the
primary positicn in the semantic structure of thesc predications. Percipient,
on the other hand, plays the role of an optional object, replacing the former
direct object, thus it will appear as the last (and also enclosed in brackets,
to account for its optionality) ol the three arguments. The remaining one,
re. Quahity, wili oceupy the middle slot in the series accompanying the pre-
dicate, since the obligatory complementation of the flip perception predicate
must be reflected in the semantic structure.

Apparently, the three modifications, i.e. introducing & new cloment, Qual-
ity, involving a subsequent change in ordering and the optionality of pereipi-
ent, will result in the following semantic structure of psych-movement pre-
dieations:
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37. Pperer, = PERUCKPTIONy (Percept, Quality [Percipient)’
| - process] ————
| eye
famrd - Lol o

i [ -Lanimate |

The prove the explanatory adequacy of this model for Polish ecepus, the
following aveas of contrast between English and Polish examples will have
i be considered:

aj histinet word order (in Polish, Percipients do not occupy the final posi-
tion i the predication but are optional elements foliowing the Tredicate),
hence proper rearrangements coinciding with the advoeated ordeving: subject,
indirect objeet, direct object, will be introduced to the original graphic re-
presentation

b} Quality is expressed by adverb, not adjective, us in English, the other
elements standing for this argument being of the same kind. Since it is a pure-
iy ecategorial difference, it does not affect semantics, and will be disctssed
under the heading of syntax.

¢} there does not exist any acceptable Polish equivalent of the English
predication with flip feel (ef. the ungrammaticality of 34’). The pessibility of
expressing this idea by some distinet syntactic and lexical means will be dealt
with 1n the respective sections.

Consequently, the necessury changes introduced to the model will make it
look something, like:

37. Ppoee.r = PERCEPTIONy (Percept [Percipient] Quality)
[ =process]s oo i s b | animate]
RRLALE |
+ear ;
~+nosc
[ | tongue

Notice the predicate index containing eonly four variables specifying the type
of PERCEPTION, thus the non-existant Polish equivalent of feel is automat-
ieally excluded.

3. LEXICAL RULES

The semantic analysis carried out above has shed some light upon the poss-
ible lexical realizations of the semantic entitics involved in the formation
of predieations with perception verbs. It has also revealed some facts about
the refation of congruence which does not always hold between the equivalent

VVerbs of perception in Knglish and Folish 125

siructures of Fnglish and Polish.! The lexical rules given below are based
on these obscrvations and aim at their systematization and formalization,
For each type of predication, i.e. cognitive, active, and flip, vespectively, the
rules operating in English and Polish are speecified, so a4 to show to what
extent the relation of congruence holds between the equivalent pereeption
predications in the two languages.

3.1 Cognitive perception

Congider examples 19 - 28 and 19" - 237, as well as rule 25, in seetion 2.25.9
The Ianck of ote to one correapondence in lexical realizations of cognilive per-
ception predicates in the two languages is apparvent, Only see and hear have
distinet cquivalents in Polish, whereas the remaining three arc expressed by
one predicate czué, Morcover, in the case of smell and taste Polish has another
possible lexical representation, i.c. czué+noun denoting the given sensation
(zapach and smak, respectively). I the latter variant is selceted, Percept 1s a
noun phrase taking no longer the Accusative, but the Genitive easc, Hence,
the lexieal rules for English and Polish, respectively, are of the following form:

38. Predperc.c— | see |

| hear ‘ NP
fﬂ[ﬁ]r_: ol
Lmell(:
|t-a-stm:

wiczied

P . shrszed i

38", Predpere. . — [Ei ! NPgen ,-"_NPAM:
| { czud] zapacht] |
smalk | -

Rule 38, reads: the cognitive perecption predicate {Predpere.c) is roalized in
Tinglish as either of the five hracketed verbs in the context /[ — NP, where NP
is the surface equivelent of Percept, the second argument accompynaing PER-
CHPTIONe predicate, (cf. rule 25.) Rule 38, is to be interpreted as follows: the
cognitive perception predicate is given in Polish (the subscript P sigonalling
it), such lexical realizations that widzied corresponds to its Knglish equivalent

see, styszed to hear, whercas feel, smell, and fasie are cxpressed by one Polish

14 For thie definitions of oquivalence wmul congruance, of. Krzeszowski (F467 ¢ 33)
and Marton (140648 : 54).

5 Bince the seope of this paper i3 linited toe the diseussion of the verbs of pereeption
in Enulish and Polish, their lexical realizaiions are of major importance here. Thus, only
their impact upon the oocurcnec of congruenee hetween equivalent peedications will
be omalyzed. Therefore, the other semantic entities will not be considered at the momeont,
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item czud, in the context of NP in the Accusative following the verbh.1s
If, however, the optional clement in parentheses is chosen, then czud remains
unchanged as the equivalent of fecl, (since czudt-ov=c2ué), whereas the Polish
lexical realizations of smell and taste are coud zapach and ezué smak, respect-
ively, the selected noun phrases avtomatically triggering the change of the
Percept’s case [rom Accusative to Genitive,

It may be concluded that only the Polish structures built in accordance
with the rule: Predyreg o | NPage, are congruant with their English equivalents.
One reservation, however, is to be made here, namely, the Polish predieate
czué comprises the meaning of three English perception predicates, i.c, feel,
smeell, and fusde.,

3.2 Active perception

fxamples 26 - 30 and 26 - 30°, as well as vule 31 (c¢f. 2.22) show that each
English predicate has jts distinet Polish counterpart coming from a distinet
root that denotes given type of perception. In the ease of taste, there are even
two verbs equally possible to play the roles of its equivalents in Polish, i.e.
stakowad and probowed. 1

Besides, the following points seom worth mentioning here:

a} since only two English predicates have different lexical realizations as
cotpared to cognitive pereeption, ic. see and hAear being process verbg are
replaced by their process-uction counterpavts look af and lsten to, respect-
wvely, the vemaining three: feel, smell, and laste will be digtinguished from their
homonynis by means of appropriate suhseripts, e.g. feel, va. feely

h) predications with fook et avd its Polish cquivalent patrzed ue are con-
gruent, sthee hoth predicates are of the form V4-Preposition, This is not,
however, the case with listen to which corresponds to Polish sluchad lacking
any preposition, (the relation between Predicate and Percept is expressed by a
distinet case, i.e. with patrzcd na, czudé, waehad, and smakowad (profiowad} the
NI tollowing them is in the Accusative, with sfuchad it is in the Genitive).

¢) the two possible equivalents of Knglish faste, i.e. smakowad and pro-
bownd, ulthough used interchangeably, differ slightly as to their status in Polish
(the former is felt by the author to be a bit substandard or, at least regional).

These observations will be accounted for by the following rules for KEnglish
and Polish, respectively (the notation left unchanged):

* The uotation adopted here is o standard one, eomunonly used in TG, (of, Jacobs
atil Rosenbanmy 1970, suad other TG lexthooks). Thus, square brackets mean that only
one clemont oy be chosen at a times morcover, it corresponds to the element that oc-
cupics the same position in the other pair of brackets.

17 For a more dotatlod deseription of the roots of Polish pereeption verbs, of. Grae.
goral (1974 : 57 - 80).
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“listen to !
look at
39. Predperc.ao — : fecld ‘,( N

i amell) |
tastel) |

- sluchad | I
patrzeé na|
wyezuwad ‘
wachad
| |smakowaé | ;-

" | prébowad |

A,

NPGen}
- NP.-"!LGC

393. Prelﬁlpgrc__d,_ —

Rule 39. reads: the active perception predicate is rewritten in Inglish, as
either of the verbs: listen to, look at, feels , smells or tustes followed by an NFP.
Rule 39. ennumerates the corresponding lexieal realizations of active percep-
tion in Polish, i.e. sfuchud followed by the Genitive, patrzed ne, wyczuwad, and
smakowad or prébowed, respectively (the latter five accompanied by an NT?
in the Accusative).

To reeapitulate, it must be noted that for the reasons stated above, the
relation of congruence holds between four pairs of equivalent English and
Polish active perception predicates, Hstewn. to and shochad exeluded.

3.3 1flip perception

Examples 32 - 36 and 327 - 86" followed by rules 37 andd 377 have I'EVE:ﬁ(“fT
that Polish has no aceeptable counterpart of the English flip pereeption predi-
catc feelp, wnless either the senfence is rephrased (hence having no more
the structure of a flip predication), or a completely different predicate is
used; for example the verb wydawnd sie which 1s the literal equivalent of
Knglish sees, thus the meaning changes to some extent — c-._ﬁ 34. a. ‘J..-T‘l(l b,
The apparently complex issne of the surface realizations of Quality will not
be discussed here since, as was noted in 2,23, it is of categorial, not lexical
nature, henec belongs to syntax (Seetion 4). +

‘onsequently, the lexical rules operating on Knglish and Polish flip per-
ception predicates can be forrmilated, as follows: 19

look
K | sound
40. Predpere.w — | feel
smell
- taste

1 The context is not relevant, to the prosent analysis since ax has already heen noted,
the problein of Complement will be diseussed m the next section as a pursly eategorial

phenomenon.
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P wygladad |

i 1 | brzmied
40°. Predperer — .. (1 :
| pachnicd :
| mmakowad |

Rule 40. reads: a flip perception predicate is realized in linelish as cither of
the verbs: look, sound, fell, smell, and laste which have, according to rule 407
the following equivalents in Polish: wyglqdad, bramied, v, pachnied, and sma-
fowne, respectively. Thus, only with four perception predicates of the flip
bype does the relation of congruence hold hetween the English aud Polish pre-
dications.

4. BYNTACTIC RULES

The description of syntax of the verbs in question both in Inglish and
Polish will be confined to some remarks complementing and systematizing
the information already supplied above. Moreover, some syntactic rules il-
lustrating the devivational history of sentenees with verbs of pereeption will
he proposed for both languages.

4.1 Cognitive and active pereeption verbs

These two groups of verbs will be analyzed simultaneously since, as it
follows from the examples 19 - 23 and 26 - 30, as well as their Polish eC[uIv-
alents, the basic syntactic patterns of these struetures differ only in two re-
spects:

&) the optional choice of the modal auxilinry con (Aux) with the former,
and the lack of it with the latter verbs, ¢f, footnote 1.

b} the formerly discussed distinet lexical realizations of the perception
predicates, (3 homonymous forms: feel, smell, tuste oxpressing both cognitive
and active perception, versus coguitive see and hear, the active counterparts
of which, i.c. look at and listen to come from distinet roots and are followed by
prepositions) uf, 3.1 and 3.2).

This does not, however, affeet the syntactic component which, for the ccon-
omy of presentation is formulated as one rule deriving the syntactic strue-
tures ot sentences with both groups of verbs, (again, the standard notation
of TG is used here): 19
K
41. 8 - NP+ VP |-NP,

= g can) Ve
42, E}]JHFC+ 0o N_.PJ {—}( ) L
A Va

a} VP — (Aux) MV

r

A

¥ No categorial rules rewriting NP will he given here ag irrelovant to the discus-
sion whiel is confined to verbs of perception only.
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While confronted with the Polish corpus, 41. still derives grammatical
structures. Howcever, the lack of modal auxiliary preceding the verhb must
be reflected in categorial rules, thus a) requires a change in Polish:

n) YP — MV, hence:

P r
42°, SDEI‘L‘. Bl NP] ;’E'
A A

1t is to be noted here that no more amendments will have to be introduced
to the syntactic rules deriving deep structure (or rather syntaetic structuro
which iz subordinated to semantie strueture) representations of Polish sentern-
ces with cognitive and active verbs. The lack of surface subjects in non-em-
phatic Polish sentences (ef. 2.21 and footnote 13), is due to an obligatory
transformation operating on terminal strings, and the discussion of all the
stages of the derivational history of the sentences in question is beyond the
scope of this paper. Besides, this very transformational rule is of universal
value in Poligh, so this fact may be only signalled here, the present analysis
confined to the formation of the syntactic representations, as the intermediate
stage between the semantic structures of predications and their final surface
structures.

NP,

4.2 Fiip verbs

Scntences with flip perception verbs pose a number of problems for the
construction of syntactic rules accounting for their derivation:

a} the order of categories is changed (NP occupying the subject position,
whereas NP, is an optional element preceded by a preposition fo and standing
in the final position}

b} the verbs are followed by complements expressed in Knglish by means
of an adjective, prepositional phrase of the structure of +N, an unreal con-
ditional clause as if+ pronoun4-were, or a comparative construction like + N,
(ef. 2.23). However, not all complements can follow each of the flip verhs,
ie. only smellr and taster take all of them; the three remaining ones, look,
sound, and feelp form ungrammatical sentences while followed by of +N, 80

¢) two separate syntactic rules must be formulated for the respective
groups of English verbs, the pattern 43 being the same:®

E
43, Spere. ¥ = NP2+ V-+Compl. (fo4-NP)
H look Adj. ]
44. Spere. 7 — NPz {sound } {Cound. Cl.; (to [-NP1)
feely like —{-;NPI

20 (lapegorinl riles are not ropeatod horo as they remain the same for wll typos of
verhs under disceussion,
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[ Clond. C.
smellp] | Adj. (504 NPy)
45, Spere,F 2 NPz | tastep| tlike4-NP
of +NP

The Polish examples exhibit some areas of contrast as compared to their Kng-
lish equivalents. Firstly, their optional flip object, if chosen, obligatororily
follows V and is then expressed by MP in the Dative,?! whereas in English it
occuples the final position in 8. Secondly, there is one categorial difference to
be mentioned here, The Polish flip verbs never take adjectives ag their comple-
mente, the same idea being conveyed by adverbs, Finally, all remaining com-
plements have exactly the same distribution in both languages, including the
of - N phrase ¢xpressed in Polish by noun in the Instrumental that can comple-
ment only the Polish equivalents of smell and faste, i.c. pachnied and smakowad,
respectively, Finally, as has been noted above, feel0 has no corresponding
flip verb in Polish, hence the rules will take into account only four of them,
rule 43. being also changed accordingly:

P
43,, Sperﬁ_F‘ —>-NP2 "][ ¥ (NP]_] GG.L‘[]P}..

1 Iwygladaé Adv. ‘
44’, Spore.r NP2 (NPipacr.) { Uond. CL
|brzmied jak NP
% [ pachnied [ Adv
45, Spm‘c,F NPt {NPH)&L} Cond. CL.
smakowad fak NP |
_NIInstr.

To recapitulate, it must be emphasized that the present paper iz by no
means exhaustive, nor does it give any complete system of rules or & consis-
tent theory for the analysis of the verbs of perception in English and Polish.
The author’s aim has been to show how the idew of the perception process is
expressed in both languages and how the two linguistic vealizations compare
gsemantically, lexically and syntactically. Also, the tentative rules suggested
above to account for the formation of the respective components were intendec
to point to the possible existence of some abstract entities invoived in the per-
ception process and common for both languages. The analysis has revealed that
further investigation of clements like: Percipient, Percept, ete. which presum-

*1 There 13 also a possibility of cxpressing the flip object in Palish by monns of a
prepositional phrase wedlug mnie, i.c. tn my opinion. Then, it may be placod not only
after V, but also (as it is the ease with Euglish sentences), ut the end of 8, in the post-com-
plementizer position, ef.;

T'e roie pachng mi {wedlug mnde) stodko
vs. A'e rdie puchng stodko wedbug mnie,
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ably are also shared by some other languages, may contribute to the study of
semuantic universals. Finally, being a contrastive study, the afore-mentioned
remarks are aimed at revealing areas of contrast as well as similarities and the
relation of congruence holding hetween the English and Polish corpora. Again,
many common points have been discovered in this respect, since quite a number
of Polish structures are, if not eongruent, then similar to their English counter-
parts.
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