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A8STRACT أ

٦. Introductionي 

Transiti٧ity represents an area 0f semantic and syn­

tactic dimension that benefitsgreatly from Generative Se­

mantics. Because Arabic and English treat these two types

٥f actions differently, students learning either language

are faced with the task of dealing with new and different

categries which represent s1m11ar semantic structure.

The purpose ٥f this paper 1s to examine and compare

these categories concentrating on transitiye/intransit1٧e

٧erb category ard its surface and underlying deep represen­

tati0ns.

2.

d٦٤ferent
surface

structure

٤ng٦ 1s ٨"٤٦٦ م"

apanese "korosu"٩ت

Arabic "qata1a"

Sim11ar
deep

structure

(٦) Traditional definit1on Syntactic 4م
(2) Ney definftion Semantic لإم
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3 Transitive and 1ntransitive
 ا«

(٦) American perspective
Intransitive0جم ne-place predicate
T٣ans1t1٧e Three-place-Tw٥ لإم predicate

(2) Arab1c perspective

Intrans1ti٧e S1bawayhi's >م categ0ry

Transitive Sibawayh1's/Ibn-jinni جم
Ibn-ya {s categ0ry

4. T٣ansiti٧e/1ntransitive ٧erb Cateqor

"" -ييس٠
Arabic>٢٨transit1٧e

(٦)٨٥t (BREAK (John, windows

LAM (AKSIR (Zayd, nawaF{8

MAN٧ (windows) )) (t٧.)

10Data (nawar٩8) )) (t٧.)

(2) ٨٥t (BREAK (window)) (i٧)

LAM (TANKASIR (٨5f1&a)) (1٧)
Lexicaldecomposition
»-

BE-state BEC0ME-pr٥cess

A٤ جع ٤« 2 A

٥ munsaf1q slam 7{nsafaqa

black ?aswad blacken 1swadda

thick 9ax?na thicken @axunat

(1)

CAUSE-action

A٤ ٨ع

slam safaqa

b٦acken ٥

thicken 2a0xana

>CausativeInchoative
٤ و٤-٨ ءs٤٢٥٨ وءءءممو »٢ ل 'pecausativeRes٧٦\٤١٧٥٥
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(٦) yaktubu = write >٧ (t٧)
(2) Kat8 = w٣iter N (anima te)

= ة -تيي، ٧riting (abstract)ر٨ 

f%°'ي(٩١٠ aktib = w٣itten (state)اNو 
-KT٥--٠ -(5) mukatabaد = c٥rresponding N ب (abstract)

= لإ٧ و-٤٠ م ٦٦brary (N (1ocationو 

\(7) maktab، = ٥٤٤٦ce (N (1ocationرو 

٥)٤t8د ، ة = b00k N (concrete)

5.

(٦)٧s0

0٧s(4) .ب;لإ.بتية بينز. -= "5 به
one deep structure

6. Conclus1on
 د

(٦) Generative semantics is a useful and adequate

analysis in handling the universal semantic domain in 1an-

guages.

(2) Recent statement was made by Chomsky concerning

6ene rative Semantics.
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1ntroducti٥nا 

Gene rative Semantics is a new approach i lin-

guistic analysis. In this area, the 1inguist relates the

surface structures 0f sentences to their underlying se­

mantic representati0ns. More important for our purp0se,

however, Generative Semantics can help foreign language

teachers and textbook writers t٥ be familiar with the

simi1ar semantic and deep structures 0f two languages,

even though their syntactic and surface structures ٧ary.

Fries (1945:9) wrote: "The m0st effective ma-

terials are those that are based upon a scientific descrip­

ti٥n ٥f the ٦anguage to be learned, careful ٦٧ و c0mpared

with a para7lel description ٥f the native ]anguage of the

1earneP. " By أ examining two languages, in terms of their

semantic and deep structures in one hand, and in terms ٥f

their syntactic and surface structures in the other- hand,

teachers can minimize, f٥٣ example, the interference be­

tween the two languages. that 0ften accompanies second lan­

guage learning. ' Furthe rmore, they can help the students

t٥ avoid some ٥t the pitfa٦1s and errors that accompany

surface t0 surface and deep to deep translation.

٨a٣٦es Fries, Teaching and Learning asa. Foreign'ع 
an9ua9e! وج««ه««ا««» (Ann Arbor: UiversiTy ofTichigan Press, 1945),

p. 9.
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7٣ansiti٧ity represents an area ٥f. semantic and

syntactic dimension that benefits greaty f٣٥m Generative

Semantic approach. While the concept that transitive

actions are somehow distinct f٣٥m intransitf٧e actfons is

a common phenomenon in languages, their treatment fn the

language structure varies. Because Arabic and English

treat these two types of actfons differently students و

learning either language are faced with the task ٥f dea٦­

ing with new concepts and categories as well as with new
forms and structures.  لا

٠٩

The purpose ٥f this paper is to examine and com­

pare these categories ٥f Arabic and English transitivity

concentrating on.transitive/intransitive ٧erb and its

surface and underlying deep representatton.
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2. Procedures 0f the Anal
 ا

Transitivity is as complex a subject as language

{tself. Th٦s kind ٥f 1inguisttc constructi٥n dffers f٣٥m

1anguage t1ة anguage in its syntactic structures, but it

is somehow, simila٣ in its 1ogical representations in all

languages. The semanticist Fi٦٦more (968:1-88) discussed

h٥w the English ٧erb "٢1٦" and the Japanese ٧erb "kor0su =

٢٤٦٦" ha٧e d1fferent surface structures because 0f their
· . . 1different transiti٧e functi0ns. The Japanese verb re-

quires an animate subiect, while the English ٧er allows

sentences such as:

(٦) The fire Ki٦٦ed the b0y.

(2)A f٥٦٦ing stone ki٦٦ed the b0y.

In turn, the Arabic ٧erb "qatata = Ki٦٦" is syntactically

different from both,the Japanese and English verbs. Ibn

٧aم{;؟٤, he medie٧al Arab grammarian, classified the verb

٩i1a5 verb category" which-٥1"under the"ata1a = Kو"١٦٦ 

1n٧٥lves the useof body 1imbs. This categ0ry is diffe٣­

ent f٣٥m the "non-a16i 1a3 verb category" which does not
in٧٥1٧e·2 د the use ٥f body limbs. However, while each 0f

٢311m٥re, "The Case f٥r Case," in Bach and Harmsأ 
(New ٢٥rk, 1968), pp. 1-88.

418٨ y u ؟ه٦ ,لا او$ ج_1 و- fass1 (matba t ؟ dar 34hy57
a1-kutub ، ي al-؟ arabiyya)], p.74.
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these verbs hasits own syntactic and categ0rized pe-

culiarities, they are all ٧ery simila٣ in their underlying
representations as indicated bel0w.

di٢٤erent
surface
structu re

٤ng٦ish "k٤٦٦"

Japanese ""Koros
sim41ar
deep,
structu re

Arabic "qatala"
The traditional definiti٥n ٥f transitivity is based

entirely ٥n syntax with 1ittle re ard ؤ for semantic and

1ogical structure explanaton. Syntactically speaking, a

transitive ٧erb is one that takes an 6bject, and an in-

transitive verb is a verb that does not take an obiect.

According t0 traditional Arab grammarians, a transitive

٧erb, ٥٣ rather a transitive action is an action that is

transmitted from an actor t٥ something acted upon. Al­

though Arab and American grammarians classify the transi­

t1٧ity int٥ two categories namely, transitive ٧erb cate­

g0ry and intransitive verb category, s0me verbs can exist

either with ٥r without an object and can thus be classi-

٢ied in the transitive/intransitive categdry.

٧erb categ0ries3.

A٠

In English, verbs are recognized and classified

not only according t٥ thei٣ forms ٥r inf٦ections, but als0

according t٥.their sequence requirements. Built into the
28



English .verb is a set of expectations about what must

accompany it. For example, when a 1istener hears the

utterance "He opened . ٠.٠," he expects more semantic

arguments t٥ f٥٦٦٥w the predcate "0PEN." The predicate

alone 1s not a 1ogical structure ٧a1idity in this 1in­

gu1stic level. Acc٥rding t٥ Profess0r Walter A. Cook

(1980:6), English ٧erb sequences can be classified ac-

Intransitive
Structure

cording to one-place predicate, two-place predicate, and

three-place predicate as in the f٥٦٦owing examples.'
(1) 0ne-1م٥c٥ ٣مe٥icate

ohn yawnsبي ل 
John٧AWN

YAWN (John).
,5 ع

T٣ansitive
Structure

P
Bi٦٦

s
(2) 2g-P1ةceم٣edicate

John Ki٦ed ٥٤٦٦

- s, K1LL (0hn, B٤11).

٢ ٧2
KILL

(3) Three-placepredicate
T٣ansi ti٧e
Structure

sohn ga٧e Maryل 
f1٥we٣s.

,1ohn, Mary)GIي"٧٤ 
1 f1٥wers).

NP NP
Mary f1٥wers
In5:6٥٦٤٠٥

whicl c٠n f٥٦٦ in

NP٧ و
JohnGI٧٤

T٣ansiti٧e verbs are those verbs

two ٥r three-place pred1cate classification، 0ne object
 ا

,"A. Cook, "Introduction to Generative Semantics٥٦teأ بر٣ 
1980, Georgetown University, p. 6.,

29



often c٥-٥cc٧٣s with an indirect ob1ect or an object

comp lement. ،The direct object ٥f the predicate consists

٥f a noun phrase, nominal structure or pronoun that indi-

cates wh٥٣٥ what receives the action expressed by the

predicate. Though the direct 0biect usually comes after

the predicate on occasion it wi٦٦ precede the predcate

for special emphasis 0r stylistic effect especially in

the surface structure, for example:
(1). The heavy Jobs Jack always 1eaves'for me .

LEA٧E). ع (ack, me, 5obsي 
1 '

In addition, the direct obiect might occur inan initial

position when ·a transformation-٩uestion rule is applied:

(٦) She dr0pped the book.

(.٥R0P (she, bookإم -
1 ٠

R٥1e (2) What d٤d she drop?

However, when a sentence als0 contains an indirect object,

it is p0ssib1e that the direct object wi٦٦ be separated

f٣٥m the predicate, for example:

(٦) Jack wrote Susan a 1etter.
٤ wR1T٤ (ack, Susan, 1etter).5,

(2) John gave Mary f٦٥wers.

٩ GI٧E ,hn ل٥) Mary, ٤٦٥wers)..5١
A noun ٥r pronoun 1s considered an indirect obiect only
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{٤٤٤ is used without a prepos1ti٥n. 1٣the n٥un f٥٦٦٥ws

a prepositi0n, it is n٥ 10nger an indirect object but the

obiect ٥f a preposttion. F٥٣ example:
(1) Jack bui٦t 'his s0n a house.

.ack bu1lt a house for his s0nل =

٨ct٦٥n ٧erbs such as "give. buy, send, bring, lend, write"
،

٥ften take an indirect object as well as a direct obJect.
Simi1arly, ٧erbs such as "e1ect ,aPPoint و name, Make,

 ا، «،

f٥٦٦٥wed .by more than 1ust ahoose,. consider" are alsي لا ع٥ 

direct obJect. Instead 0f an 1ndirect obJect, the direct
3

obJect is f٥1٦٥wed by an ob1ect complement, forexample:

(٦) The ٧.S.A. elected Mr. Carter president.

Transitive verbs, however, have a variety of

f٥rms; they can consist of a single moun, ٥r they can

a1s٥ be 0pen compounds. Direct 0bjects alsoappear in a

٧ariety ٥f ٥rms, consisting ٥f a noun, noun phrase, in­

f1٨٤ti٧e, gerund ٥r clause. The transiti٧e ٧erb comple­

mentation involves both direct and indirect objects, as

we have seen before. The indirect object frequently pre­

cedes the direct obJect and stands as recipient or bene­

٢}٥iary٠ 1n the sentence,

(1) John bought Mary a g٦ft.

(1ft8٧, وY (J٥hn, Ma٣yي -
1 •
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the indirect oBject (Mary) acts as the patient. Some­

times, the indirect ob5ect can be n0n-participating in a

given sentence. Therefore, we can omit it and sti٦٦ have

a syntactic and semantic ٧alidity 1ike this sentence:
(٦) Mary bought a .ift و

- B٧٢ (Mary, .(it و
1

And as mentioned earlier, the indirect object can be re-

placed by a prepositional phrase like this example:
(٦) He bought his friend a .ft و1

= He bought a gift f٥٣ hts f٣iend.٠
As shown in this example, i٤ the indirect object is part

 ين

٥f a prep0sitional phrase, it f٥٦٦٥ws the direct object.

Some transiti٧e verbs that have both a.direct and indirect

obiect allow only t٣ansf0rmation-passive rule. .For example:

(٦) They accused him ٥f murder.

ACCUSE (They, hin, murder).

8yT-2assi٧e٢٧le (2) He was accused ٥f murder.جسه 
Some transitive verbs allow two transformation­

passive rules. In one, the indirect obiect becomes the

syntactic subiect, and in the other, the direct obJect

takes the role ٥f syntactic subject, for example:

(٦) Theygave John the money .

(2) They gave money t٥ John.

(3) J0hn was given the Money.

(4) Money was given t٥ John.

32  لا



Fina7٦y, some transitive verbs d0 not yield t٥ the trans­

formati 0n-passive rule, For exaMple:

(1) John mnet Mary (t٥ g0 acquainted).

(2) Mary was met by John.

(3) The teacher married Mary.

(4) + Mary was married by the teacher.

Just as an 1ndirect ob3ect can c0-0ccu٣ with the direct

object in the same transitive sentence, s0 can the object

c٥mp lement. The obiect complement is realized by either

a noun phrase, anadjective phrase, or an infiniti٧e.

As the f٥٦٥wtng examples illustrate, the object comple­

ment fol٦٥ws the direct 0bject:
(٦) They made the 1ittle girl upset.

(2) They electedhim president.

(3) She wanted him t٥ buy it.

In such sentences, there is only one possible transforma­

tion passive rule. The direct objectcan become the

syntactic subiect,.but the ob1ect ccmplement cannot:

(1) He was elected president.

(2) + President was he elected.

The Intransiti٧e verbs in English fa1 int٥ the

categ0ry 0f those ٧erbs which d0 n0t require any object.

They d0 not take any ٥f the sequences involving a direct
33



ob3ect, ind1rect object ٥r object complement. The in­

transiti٧e ٧erb alone is sufficient. LiKe t٣ansiti٧e

٧erbs, intransitive verbs can 0ccur as a single verb, ٥r

as a compound verb: 1.e., they can consist 0f a verb

plus an adjunct.
B.

The we٦1-known medieval Arab grammarian, Sibawayhi

discussed the categories ٥f the Arabic "word٠"٠ According

to him,' an Arabi٥ word fa٦٦s int٥ one ٥f three classiftca­

tions: (٦) nouns, (2) ٧erBs, (3) partic1es.أ٦ The discus-
 ض

sion ٥f transiti٧ity, however, w٦٦٦ focus on Sibawayhi's

second word categ0ry: ٧erbs.

T٣ansiti٧e verbs in Arabic are those verbs which

take 0ne direct object or two objects or sometimes three

ob1ects without the need ٥f any special particle ٥r

p reposition as we have seen in English. Sibawayhi men­

tioned the type 0f transiti٧e ٧erb which takes an 0b5ect

and he gave this example:

٧ S - 0(1) daraba abdullahi ؟ 7aydan

abdu11ahit 7ayd.

- s, 2ARA8A ( ,aEdu11a ؟ 7ayd).

He explained that " "abdu1٦ah٤ ؟ s nominat٧e subiect and

"2aydan" is accusative 0biect. It ts p0ssible, however,

], . ٠- . - -Sibawayhi, a1-Kitab "matbat bula4, p. 2 (n.d.).
34 ±



f٥٣ the obJect in this sentence t0 precede the subJect:

٥٧ S -(2) 4araba Taydan abdu11ah1

.abdu11a hit 7ayd؟ 

٤ s, pARABA ,abdu11a ؟) 2ayd).

The sentence wi]] be understood because of the case end-

1ng ٥٣ what is ca1led "٥٦-٦٦٢٣ab = declensi٥n." Accord-

1ng t٥ Sibawayhi, although it is p0ssible for the obiect

t٥ precede the subiect of a transitfve verb, Arab gram-

mar1ans prefer the subiect t٥ prEcede the object.

0ne grammarian, Ibn ya7؟ ±, c1assified transitive

٧erbs into two types:
٤٦a3 verb categ0ry, which in٧٥٦٧es the use 0f-(٦)٥1 ؟

body 1imbs: "darab = hit, ٩atala = Ki٦٦٠"

(2) n٥n-٥٦-٢٦٦a3 ٧erb category, which does n٥t in٧٥lve

the use ٥f body 11mbs:

understood."  أ

X ٠ .
=akara = mention, fahima"ة 

Sibawayhi wrote that when a verb takes two objects,

neither obiect may be 0mitted; the two objects must g0 t٥­

gether because ٥f the semantic ٣elationship between them.

The objects of these types ٥f transitive verbs can be di­

٧ided int٥ groups acc0rding t٥ their syntactic relation­

ship t٥ eachother:

?Mufassa1 (matba٩t dzr 2ihya-1٥{ جr$٢٦ ,لاya-18أ٨ 
٥1-٥١٤٧٤٥٥-٢٤٣٥٥٩٧ )ةلا٠6٠١٩(٩:٥٠١٠



(٦) 0bjects which can f٥٣m nomiha1 sentencesby them­
sel٧es, for example:

٤٧ 01 02(٦) Danantu ssahaba mumtiran
٥ ، ، ج

I بو thought that the cloud was ra1nfng."
x

(.0ANAN (tu, sahabah, mumtiranع - ٦· • •
0b1 ect, and ob1ectو alone can f٥٣m a ٧a٦id Arabic sentence,

f٥٣ example:
s

(2) a1-sahabu
P٨

mumti run

"٦he cl٥ud is raining."

(.BE MUMTIR (sahabو -
1 ٠

{2) 0bJects which cannot form nominal sentences by
themsel٧es, for example:

٧ s  أ002
(1) 7a%taytu ssa7i1a malan

« ،

"1 gave the beggar money."

= 2A؟ TA٧ (tu, ssa71, ma1)
In the case ٥f the second group, the 0biects cannot form

correct n٥minal sentences. We cannot make for example,

a sentence from number (٦), because it w٦٦٦ be an invalid

Arabic sentence:

(2) 4 7assai1 ma1un.
"beggar . .٠ m٥n ey"

There is another type ٥f transiti٧e ٧erb ٤n Arabic which

takes three 0bjects. As Sibawayhi mentioned, none ٥f the

t hreeن obJects may be omitted, because 0f the semantic
36



١

relationships among them; for example:

٧ S 0٦  ج003
.(٦)٦a1؟ ama 11ahu Zaydan amran ؟ xayran minka

"May God give layd. and amr ؟ an awareness that is
better than yours."

(LA٨١A (11ahu, Taydan, amran, xayran٦ ؟Aج -
٦ ارا

AN٥

Intransitive vebs in Arabic are those verbs

which cannot take an object directly. However, in spite

٥f th1s syntactic definition, s0me intransitive verbs

have essentially transitive meanings٠ In order for these

intransitive ٧erbs to betransiti٧e in deep structure,

they need a helping particle "prepositi٥n" in their sur­

face structure, for example:

(٦)"٦8a 7asrafa 17ahma u و ٢٩ ma1١

7intah5 7amruhu 2ila1 faari wa a%ada و £t Baytihi."
 د ،

"1٢ a ٢ool squanders his money, he will end up

penniless, and wi1٦ stay at home."

Each ٥f these words "ma٦ = money" "٤a٥٣ = p٥٧erty" and

"bayt = house" is the semantic 0biect ٥f the ٧erb which

precedes it. As far as surface structure is concerned,

these verbs are considered intransitive verbs, because

their objects are considered 0bjects 0f preposition.
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4٦٠He_Trans1t4 ve/1ntransitiveن« بر 

A٦though we categ0rize transitive and intransitive

٧erbs according to their sequence requirements, the

distinctions between these two types ٥f ٧erbs are not a]­

ways clear cut in b٥th English and Arabic. S0me verbs

can exist either with ٥r without an object, and thus can

be classified as intransitive and transitive. For example,

the English ٧erb "BREAK" can have two semantic realities

in its structure.

٤ng1ish  ج٢٥٥٦١٤60٥
BREAK<ن٢ م٤٣٥ n٤itive

(٦) The wind5w did not break. (i٧]

REAK ى),و) (window٤إل ق)١٥tو, -
1 ٠ 2 ٦

 أ

٧
N٥T

P

 ٩سم حه
BREAK window.

38
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reality



(windows)) )
5 و52١

(t٧)

MAN٢
5 و

(2) J٥hn ،did not break many windows.

N0 ٦BREAK م( (ohn, windows,
S, '2

٥

two-place predicate
Transitive semantic
reali ty

 ر
٨٧P
[wo٦

٨P٨P

 لا، ر
 سس

٧
BREAK

٧ NP
MAN٢ windows

The Arabit ٧erB "YANKASIR = Break" can have tw0 semantic

rea1ities 1ike its counterpart in English.
Arabic ransitive ب

·٧٨NKAS1R"ء،.، .٠.،مًا- 
(1)Lam tankasir a1-nafi6a. (i٧)

١The window did n٥t break."

L ٨« إي( TANKAS1R (n  )ةة ,و)Ri٠ ق
1 '2 '2 1

 شم
S. ،one-place predicate"±= ,,:٦

TANKASIR n r{8٥ ة
39

 ج



(2) Lam yaksir 7aydun ٩iddata nawari. ({٧)

<1٥٥A٦A (nasr& (< ر )
3 5 و5 و9 ر

"2ayd did n٥t break many windows."

٢AKSIR (7aydun, nasaR{8)ج LAMو. -
1 2 ٠

٩ ا
LAM

NP

• /ا{لإ/%٤ ا٠٠٠٤٣ ء Transitive semantic

NPNP2٠٧/\
 بشرا،.

nawaFs5I٥٥ATA؟ 

٧
YAKSIR

Another aspect 0f transit4٧e/intransiti٧e classification

arises in the structural framework ٥f. the English ٧erb "0P٤N"

3

،

and its counterpart "٢AFTAH = ٥pen" in Arabic. We can

{11ustrate the identical semantfc and syntactic structures

٥f these two ٧erbs in such sentences:

= a٦-baBu maftihun.

= 21nfataha 1babu.

The door is open. (state = ad3)

٢The d٥or ٥pened. (process= i .٧ ع[ • Arabic
 ن

structure
 م

ohn 0pened the d٥٥r. (acti •"٥٨ ء رع
40



As a matter ٥f fact, Arab 1inguists did not ex-

٦ain this kind ٥f ٦inguistic construction, except forp .

their explanation ٥f transiti٧e and intransitive points

٧٥٢iew, and their classification ٥f nominal and verbal

sentence perspectives.

American 1inguists, however, analyze this kind

٧٥٢erb explicitly in a number ٥f ways. According t٥

٢٤٦٦٨٥re (1968:1-88), ٧erbs 1ike "0PEN" are basicall

transitive. If the agent is not mentioned the patient

becomes the syntactic subiect. We assume that "someone

٥٣ some thing opened the door" even though we d0 not

choose to specify the agent, when we say "the door opened."

Acc٥rding to MacDonald (1978), the verbs in these situa­

ti٥ns are basically intransitive. In the sentence hn ل٥"

opened the door," we really mean that "John caused the

door to open." There is a causative relationship between

the subiect and the bbject. But given a set of related

state, process, .and action forms from the same morpho-

1٥gcal ٣٥٥t--a set ٥f ٣e٦ationships which are analyzed

in an adequate and scientific way byProfessor Walter A.

c٥٥k (1970-٦978:50-82 and 1980:13-24), the lexical. decompo­

s{t1٥n hypothesis suggests that the state verb is the

bas1c f0rm. The process form is composed ٥f state +

{٨choative, represented by the atomic predicate; C0ME AB0٧T,

and the action ٧erb is composed ٥f the process verb +

causative, represented by the atomic predicate CAUSE.
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The logical structures for the state, process, and

action f٥rms ٥f٠the adiect1٧e "0PEN" are illustrated in

sentences (٦), (2), (3) and the accompanying diagrams .

(٦) The door is open. = a1-٥aBu maftihun

d00r state verb)[م)ت BE 0PENم 
1

»

 ،ه

 خر
NP٧٦

or م4٥ B٥٤PEN ر
Bab

 ه

(2) The door opened. = 7٦nfataha 1babu

rocess verb0 )؟ «ر مREN ({2٥٤)C0%E A٥٥٧Tي. a 5521 و5,

C٥ME A80٧T
NP

 شر
٨٧P

B٥٤P4٥5٤٨ مrر 
bab
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Laydun a1-baba.

c٥»e A٥٥uT (_٥e ٥ew ({g%)))٥٥٦ إ٥١s. e٣ و5 و5 و5٧5١
2

0RS:
0NS,: PR £1
0N5,: 1) PR £2

2] 1exical
inserti٥'

(3) John opened the d00r. =

NP-٧ ا invers1on

J٥hnة yة Z)CA٧sإ-٤ 
1

٠;c٨٧sE (oh  رج

 لا"ثم-، أ/
 إ اتمهر
 ي,يي٤ يك "ه

i٧(499r)B٥٤PEN

 ة٨us٤ رواء( ا إ٤ي;٠

c٥M٤ A٥0٧T

،  بعohn ر م(ggr ر
7ayd bab

3.b.

٢

 م»" ٨ت
t٧

­, ي
'1ayd ةAus٤ رجلإو ا م٨٩2  جج

، ،

/
 ةر

C0ME AB٥٧T B٥٤PEN،
Acc٥rding t٥ MacCawley(1976), the atomic predicate

"CA٧S٤" is a two-place transitive predicate that relates an

e٧ent to an event, or an agent to an e٧ent. "CAUS٤" never

direct٦y dominates a state, but has withn its scope a

process 0r an event. An agent does not cause a state, he

+٧٠٨P in٧ersi0n cannot be applied to the ٧erbal con­
struction in Arabic, i.e٧٠٠S0.
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causes a state to come into being. The atomic predicate,

C0M٤ AB0٧T {s defined as -PTP, where P = a proposition,

-P the د negative 0f that proposition, and T is a two-place

operator meaning "and next" (Cook, 1980). For example,

"The d٥٥r opened =7infataha 1baBu" s translated as "The

door was not 0pen = Kana 1babu gayra maftihin" "AN٨٤٥YT"

"The ٠d٥٥r was 0pen = kana 1babu mafthan." "C٥M٤ AB0٧T"

is a one-place intransitive predicate which always has a

state within 1ts scope. In the factoring ٥f inchoative

and causative from lexical predicates,the first step is

to determine the existence ٥f related state, process, and

acti٥n torms (Cook, 1980:13-23).

Actually, the state form is the BE f٥rm, the

p rocess f٥rm is the BEC0ME f٥rm, and the action f٥٣m is the

MAK٤ BEC0ME ٢٥rm. Lexical and semantic' gaps wi1٦ be

found 1n ٤nglish as well as in Arabic. TheEnglish

p redicate "BLUE" haveneither inchoative nor causative

٢٥rms٠ The Arabic predicate 3AZRA6 = "BL٧٤" {n turn,

1acks the Causative form, but it has the inchoatt٧e 0ne.

The 1exicon ٥f Arabic and English, however, provides sets

٥f ٦exically related ٧erb forms derived from a single r00t.

These forms are semantically related by the semantic

deri٧ation; inchoative, resultative, causative, decausative.

Lexical gaps ٥f some adJetives, and transiti٧e/intransiti٧e

forms in the paradigm are f٦٦٦ed by paraphrases or by new

r٥0ts. Semantic gaps cannot be f٤٦٦ed by paraphrases.
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The chart below is a 1ist ٥f related verbs in English and

Arabic, which can show some of these lexical and semantic

gaps 1n transitive/intransitive function.
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CAUSE-Action (transitive)BEC0E-Process (intransitive)BE-State (adiective)
ArabicEng11sHArabic .EnglishArabicEng1 ish

OP٤N fataha زم
Break Kasara لإم
mo٧e harraka )م
thicken (م ?aexana
deafened asama م47
Ki ٦٦ م{/م amata
afaم4م 

wash<ور asala
r ٥٦٦ ع م dahrja
slam safaqa 4م
protruded dalafa 4م
1gnited ada7a م7
lowered (م habata
eclipsed Kasafa مم
thin anhafa لإم2
led saraha رم
crowdم م zahama

attasa٥٤ ؟م
read qara?a 4م

9( م لإ
redden hamara رم
whi ten bayyada م ز
blacken sawwada لإم
green addara {.م ر

-٠ yell٥w saffara جع
brown  م4٥
gray  لإمم
raise rafafa €و

0PEN infataha م43

BREAK inkasara منم7

move tataharrak )ز

BR0KEN «م maksLr

thicken ٤م axuna
 م لإلإ4،

die mata 4م
afa؟ taو4م 

wash€ملإ in9asala
tadahraja٤٣٥٦٦م

slam insafaqa م7>
protrude dala6a م
ignited « 2ada?at

habata»م{ 

move mutaharrik جم
thick49و axina
deaf 42asam
dead mayyit €م
healthy (م mu;afa
washed  )م٧

eclipsed 4}kasafat
thin (م nahufa

2insarahatم4م 
crowd izdahama? )و
sneeze atasa م46
read4لإر 

raqqat7 جiو لإم 
redden hmarra} فم7
whiten ibyadda و47
blacken iswadda م7
green ixdarra مم7
yel٦٥w47م isfarra
brown @ وم
gray  و لإ

2٤٣tafafat9 جم

ro]٦ed mtadahri1 4م
munsafiq9 )م

protruded mundaliG م
ignited (5mda ?a
lowered habit رع

،«
eclipsed kasifa بم .
thin nah7f لإم
٦٥d munsariha 4م
Crowded (م mzdahim

} و لإ
read (م maq?
blue azraq وم7

'٦) OP٤Nو maftih
،2)
،3)
'4)
5)
6)
'7)
8)
 )و:
0)
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
:0)
·1)

black aswad وم7
green axdar و2}
yellow asfar مم2

red42و ahar
'2) white abyad م42
'3)
'4)
:'5)
:6)
·7)
8)

brown bunniyy بم
gray ramadiyy مم
raised murtafi$a 4م

 و

4
 و٩
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As we have seen in the chart, lexical decomposition is an

imp0rtant linguistic process because it shows different

underlying semantic realities which have d٦٢٤٥٣ent logical

structures in both Arabic and Engish. Thus the transiti٧e/

intransitive categ0ry can be perceived as state, process

and acti0n ٧erb within the same domain. These verbs are

٥ften m٥rpho10gically and semantically related to each other.

The sc0pe ٥٤ f٥u٣ semantic derivational units can describe

these relatfons.
(٦) Inchoatiye = changes a state to a process (i٧), it adds

the abstract predicate "C0M٤ AB0٧T" t٥ the structure,

f٥٣ example:

thick + inc = thicken (i ٧process ج-)

٥a7in + inc = 9axuna (i٧)pr0cess
(2) Resu7±ati٧e = changes a process t0 a state, it subtracts

the abstract predicate "C0M٤ AB0٧T" ٢٣٥m the structure,

f٥٣ example:

break (i٧) + res = broken (ad5) state م
٢

2٦nkasara (i٧) + res = maksur (ad3) state -م
(3) Causatiye = changes a process to a state; it.adds the

abstract predicate "CAUSE" t٥ the structure, for example:

open (i٧) + caus = open (t٧)٨action

2٦nfataha (i٧) + caus = fataha (t ٧ م-) action

(4) Decausatiye = changes an action to a pr0cess; it subtractsو 

the predicate CAUSE from the structure f٥r و example:

cut (t٧)+ decaus = cut (٧)-process

qata a ؟ (t٧) + decaus = 7inqata5a (i ٧rocess م,)
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The fou٣ derivations are summarized according t٥ thafe's

m٥de1 1n Walter A. C٥٥k (1970-1978:50-82, CaseGrammar)

as f٥٦٦٥ws: ٠

 'ر٩ ء٥٥٤٣٩ إ, «و%ج٤٩,
،action.prcess.state,

 اء,u٥٤w4 م٠ea ا٥٤٨٠٠٤
The process ٥f lexical dec0mposition imposes a

-uestion .such as, which f٥rm is basic and which form deو 

ri٧ed? According t٥ ArAb grammarians,,neither the state

n٥٣ the prbcess and the action forms are basic, but

rather it is the Root which is the basic f٥٣m in ٦inguistic

reality from which all the state, process and action forns

are derived. S0, if we have the Root "ktb = w٣ite" f٥٣

example, we can derive a٦٦٦inguistic forms p0ssiBle frcm

this r00t:

yaktubu = write ' 2 t٧ (action)

2) yuktabu = is written (passive) لإ٧

(3) KatiB = writer )٨ (animate)

(abstract) ا](٤٤٤٥٩١ د-٢٣١٤١٠٠«٨ بجو

٤2gt6(رى م٠٤٤ «ق-٠٣٤٤٤٥٠«٨ (state)

(abstract) »لأأإث04٤te، 6١ ه«-٤٥٣res٥٥n٥٦»٥«٨ ا

(٦) maktaba = ٦ibrary (1٥cation) و
 ر

(8) makta5 = ٥٢٢ice N (1ocation)

(9) Kt5 = book Nلإ (concrete)
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 -س.-ح- ب ا,
 --م ر٥ و >من

 فاع ورز:ا لدكا.
 بادواء:اظهارا

According to American 1inguists (like Walter A.

Cook, 1980:13-24), the state is un%versally considered

t٥ be the basic form n٥ matter what the morphol0gy and

syntax ٥f the particular language indicates. The

direction ٥f derivation is shown in C٥٥k (1980:19).

state + Inchoative = PrOCess + causative= action
 ي

The ٧e٣٥ "M٥٧٤" is another example of basic-derived

pr0cess, in these English and Arabic sentences which

ha٧e tw semantic realities.

٨r٥٥4٤٠ "ممم٣٩٨٥٦٤٦٧٥

 -ه.٠.٠
(٦) The.tree moved. = taharrakati,SSajaratu.

M٥٧٤(٣ee ,a5ara5$٠٧• ر

(2) John,moved the three. = Harraka 7aydun ,a ٦a3 م±- ara.

ohn, ree0٧ ;قوة )ه»:ت:&٠ لE (iي," 

There is a particular verb in English called "reciprocal

٧erb." A reciprocal ٧erb is a verb which, when used

without an obiect, has a semantically plural sub5ect.

I٨ this situation the subjects are als0 semantically the

direct object:
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(1) John and Mary met.

= John met Mary, and Mary met John.
Some intransiti٧e ٧erbs are used transiti٧ely with what

1s morpho10gica]٦yca٦٦ed a cognate object. F٥٣ example:

(٦) He died the death of a hero  د ،

(2) He s1ept the sleep ٥ righteous.

Arab 1inguists, however, dealt with this kind ٥f c٥nstruc­

ti٥n fr٥m an intransiti٧e perspective considering the

English ob1ects "death, sleep" t٥ be ٧erbal nouns which

can be formalized for emphatic and stylistic purp0ses.

In a smilar situation, some transitive verbs can

be used intransitively t٥ express an idea ٥f passivity

٦ike what we have seen before. This Kind ٥f 1inguistic

constructi٥n is ٧alid {n ٤nglish and Arabic (restrictively
in Arabic). F٥r example:

breaks easil  حم.لا
ti٦ka•- ه ج nnafi6a Bisuhula>

washes ء ه ه easily.  د» ءrabic# ع

structure'1 رkanzatu bisuhi1a.٤س- ر

Tha t window

= tankasiru

The sweater

< tangasilu
The car m٥٧es slowly.

»= tataharraku .ssayyaratu bfbut3.

(1)

.. ،.،structure
،

\(3)

The syntactic subJect in these sentences does not actual1y

perform the action ٥f the ٧erbs; they are n0t the semantic
agents.
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There are some verbs which are restricted to

Eng٦1sh. They convey a different meaning as intransitive

٧erbs than they do when they function as transitive verbs,

f٥٣ example:
(٦) He sang a g00d song.م t٧ (action)

(2) He sings. i٧ (prcess)

(3) He wrote a long term paper.-}t٧ (actfon)

(4) He writes. 1٧ (process)

In the case where the verb funct'ions intransitively, the

٧erbs imply that he earns his 1٧ing by writing ٥r sing-

1ng. A simi٦ar situation arises with other ٧erbs, for

example, the question-"D٥ you d٣in٢?" 1s different from

the questi٥n "D٥ you drink c٥ffee?" These two questi0ns

havediferent semantic and underlying representations.

٧n٦ike the ٧erbs "sing" and "write" the intransiti٧e

٧erb "drink" does not refer t٥ s0meone's profession; it

refers specifically to the drinking of alcoh٥٦ic beverages.

In a٥٤٦٦ these examples, the meaning ٥f the intransitive

٧erb 1s very specific. Because ٥f the absence ٥f the ob­

Ject the 1istener automatically understands the reference

t٥ a specific type ٥f action.

There are many ٧erbs in Arabic which have the

peculiarity that they can exfst with ٥r without an obiect.

Thus such ٧erbs have two logical representati0ns which

functi٥n within tw0 semantic domains. The grammarian
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A1-suyuti 1isted some examples ٥f ٧erbs that can be b٥th
transitive and {ntransittve.  أ

s g
(action)م.٤٧ zaft3 1bira(٦) {م

= I exhausted the we]1.
٠٧ S

(2) nazafati 1Bi7٣ }م٧ (process)

= The wel٦ exhausted.
٧ s ٥

(٦) Sarahtu maiyata.>t٧ (action)د 

= I ٦ed the cattle.
٧

(2) sarhat a1-٨ جر}{ج٤ ج.٤٧ (process)

= The cattle moved.
٧ S 0

(٦) da1a a ؟ Zaydun 1isanahu.٨ t٧ (action)
= 2ayd p٣0truded his tongue.

٧ s
(2) da1a a ؟ 1isanuhu.و i٧ (process)

= His tongue pr0truded.
Transitive/intransiti٧e verbs, then are expressed

through a number ٥f d٦٤٢٥٣ent surface structures, further-

m٥ re, we find that a ٧ariety 0f syntactic relationships

exists between these two types 0f ٧erbs. Transiti٧/

intransitive verb in Arabic is als٥ expressed through

٧arious syntactic structures, s0me ٥f which are similar

t٥ English, s0me of which are di٤٢erent. Whi1e the surface

structure ٥f ٤nglish and Arabic may dif٤٤٥٣n thei٣ treat­

ment ٥f transiti٧ity, their deep and underlying structures
.are essentially simi1ar.

/

dar
suy-٨1_[- و٠.٠ ء t ن a1-muzhir بز ffi؟٧li٨al-\٧٩a٠ matbaSt

74hy7ة a1-kutu8 ,E ,ةra6iyy3-236.66م٥-٥1
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5. £omparative Point ٥f ٧iewجرجرج 

In coMparing English with Arabic, we notice how

trans1tivity in eachlan9uage differs in the surface

structure. Arabic for example, restricts passive sen­

tences derived from transitive verbs from expressing the

agent while £nglish does n0t:

 .، "م
structure  صه ن'

(2)

The boy opened ihe door.
٢- The d٥٥r was opened by the-- A٢١B٤

structureلا"م٥· 
.• ،أبأ رقة ثء.،««؟ام7 م< ه

= Ftiha 1bab'

However, because the surface syntax 0f a given sentence

4s connected with its semantic content, neither is profitably

discussed without reference to the other. Each language

uses syntactic arrangements to express the essential under-

lying semantic features. Therefore, Generative Semantics,

that a٦٦ 1anguages draw upon a universal set of semantic

primes c0nsisting ٥f various layers of structure, the pr0p٥­

s1tional layer, the modality 1ayer, and the performative

]ayer, is ٧ery usefu and adequate in such discussion of

transitivity in English and Arabic. The chart below, based
 «ي

٤٨g٦ish, there is ambiguity in di٤٢٥٣٥ntating1أ٨ 
state-adjective c0nstructions and passive c0nstructi0ns:
e٠٥٠,"٦he window is broken.".Arabic, hovvevcr, has two separate  ي
syntactic c nstructions و 4nthis respect:.%.g. ( و ا( A٦-nafi6atu
maftihatun (state-ad3), (2) Futihat a1-nafi ١atu (passive).
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on Cook's model (1980:9) illustrates how Arabic and

Eng٦ish have d٦٤٢erent syntactic arrangement f٥r the

same semantic representation. The three layers of

1ca1 structure may be illustrated bysetting up the٦٥ و

10gical structure for any simple declarative sentence:

(٦)١s given in the tree structure diagram;(2):

(٦) 1 0pened the d00r.

- ٥PEN (٢, d٥٥r).
1

.atahtu a1-baba(1) ؟
،

(.٥ab,FATAHA (tuبي =
1

I opened the d00r.
»» » ،

٤ ي
fatahtu a1-baba.

 و د

 #ر
NPNP. NP٧

٢ou1SAY_
 ة4 لآ&u ةمةik ه ا

 ميييييمز,ودي.ز
zzamani lmadfFP = Kana F٧

: لي-,٠
٨'٤ لمتن= ggrايtيإgع 

d٥0r٥P٤N I
bab.FATAH tu

(٦) 0NS : و Tense incorporation.

(2) 0NS,: Pe٣formati٧e deleti٥n

(3) ٧-NP 1n٧ersion
54

I say t0 you that . ٠٠
»= ana 2aqulu laka 2an . .



The propositional layer contains the basic mean­

ing ٥f the sentence. The proposition is a set ٥f rela­

tionships between a centra1 predicate and a series 0f

nounphrases required by that predicate. The modality

layer is the next higher 1ayer of 1٥gical structure. It

contains the tense, apsects, modal verbs and mood ٥f the

sentence. 1t 1s dominated only by the performative

layer. The performative 1ayer is the highest layer of

٦٥gical structure. This layer contains an abstract verb

٥٤ SAYING, ASKING, ٥r 0RDERIMG, which cah distinguish

sta tements from questions and c0mmands.

The spec1٢٦c ordering rules ٥f ٤nglish and Arabic

wi٦٦ place either the objective 0r the agent arguments .

categ0ry in the subiect slot, but the same deep structure

treediagram h٥1ds f٥r both English and Arabic sentence.

As far as the surface structure is concerned, unlike

English, the subject argument in Arabic comes after the

٧erb in a verbal sentence and at the beginning of the

sentence, if it is a nominal sentence. In the case ٥f

the ٧erbal sentence, if the agent is a prcnoun it remains

separated from the verb, as in the sentence:

٧ P٣ 0
(1) Fataha howa a1-ba5.

= He opened the d00r.
but the agent can als0 be indicated by the subiect marker

which is attached t٥ the verb, f٥r example:
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٧ S 0
(1) ٢atahtu 1baba.

= I ٥pened the d00r.
The subiect market "tu" ٦ndcates that the agent is (1).

1n additi٥n t٥ ha٧ing d{٢ferent surface realtza­

t1٥ns ٥f some ٥f the argument categories, Arabic and

English als٥ ha٧e diffe٣ent surface ordering rules for

elements ٥f the sentence. Notice that we can put the

obJect at the beginning ٥f the Arabic sentence:

(٦)٥ A1-baba fatahtuhu.
= ·I opened the d0٥r.

Ibn 5inni, an Arab 1inguist, gives the f٥٦٦٥wing examle

t٥ i٦٦ustrate that .this word order is a 1egitimate one

1n Arab1c.'
0 ٧ S

(٦) 2aydan daraba $amrun .

.amr hit,7ayd؟ •

Acc٥rding t٥ Sibawayhi, however, the ideal word order ٥f

the transitive verbs c0nsfsts 0f the ٧erb f٥٦٦٥wed by the

subJect which, .in turn, is f٥1٦owed by the oB5ect.  ك

٧
(2) daraba

s 0
amrun 2aydan.

.amr hit Taydد 

1 ٠ . - . - . -Ibn Jipni, a1-xasa?is, ٧ol. 2 (Beirut: Dar a1-2ihya?
1ittiba%a ، ، ي wannasir],6.36خ٠.-' 

2SBawayhi, a1-kitab (matba٢t b1514و1٧٥1٠ م,٠(, .
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»

7he Arabic syntactic surface structure also differs from

٤nglish, in that the ob3ect 0f an Arabic sentence can be

omitted, yet the meaning ٥f the sentence wi1 sti]٦ Be

understood from' the context. Ibn Jinni gave this example

fr٥m the 0urn.  أ
(٦) wa 7it٦ta min Ku ,٦٦ay7 لا

= ٥u have been given from everything.

instead ٥f

(2) wat٦ta minh .ayan لا
= ٢٥u have been gi٧en from it something.

The constructi0n ٥fthe transti٧e Arabic sentence

1s ٧ery f٦exi5٦e. Its elements can ٥ften Be added, de-

leted, ٥r rearranged; f٥٣ example, a transiti٧e sentence

might have a reference t٥ the agent in addition to the

subject marker:

(٦) Kasarا» . tu ana 1ka2sa.
+ + ± !
٧ (S)marker (S)pronoun 0.

= broke the glass.

Furthermore, .Arabic syntax allows a ٧ariety in the word

٥rder ٥f a transitive sentence that does not alter the

sentence's message:

.P. 3721inn, SuPra٠1ا٥٨ 
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 ج

 ج

0ne 1ogical
structure

٤

٧٥٠ s
٨٦-٨a٤8ata kasaraha Zaydan.

Zayd broke the window.
:.•• و:٤٠

2ayd broke the window.ع<١، 

2aydun kasara a1-n5£6ata
 س

Zayd broke the window.4

٧ S 0 t
Kasara 2 ydun ة a1-٨5٢i6ata  .ر
2ayd broke the windo4ر ا. 

 ج

1٥٧٠s.

٧0s.2.

S٧0.3.

4. ٧50.

As mentioned earlier, the 1ast example "٧S0"

represents what Arab grammarians considered the most com­

mon and preferred word order in transitive/intransiti٧e

categ0ry. ٧ariation f٣٥m this order result in changes

1n style, not in thedeep structures; these stylistic

٧a٣iations can be used for different ٣hetorical purposes.

English syntax, 0n the other hand, is n0t nearly

as f٦exible. Each obiect element ٢٤٦1s a specific slot

1n a fai٣٦y specific ٥rder w4th the result that there is

٧e٣y ٦٦tt٦e ٧ariati٥n fr٥m the standard English word

٥rder, S٧0. The argument categ0ry, 0bject, does show

some f٦exi8٦٦٦ty 0n 0ccasi0n. For example, the English

speaker has a choce between the sentences:

(1) 1 bo ught him a book.
 ؟

(2) 1 bought a book f٥٣ him.
58



٦ ا
 ا

 م»

Hs choice ٥f one o٧er the other does n0t reflect a dif­

ference in the deep structure. But he can never say:

(٦) 4 + bought I him a book.

(2) ٢4 ٨im ٢ bought a book.

(3) + +a book, bought I him.

٧ariant c0nstructions d0 occur in special instances. Ac­

c٥rd1ng t٥ MacDonald (1978), the construct1٥n 05٧ in a

sentence 1ike:

(٦) H٦٨ I 1ike.

can be attributed either a New ٢٥rk dialect or an old

ash16ned style 0f speaking ٥r writing.' Sometimes, the

object will appear 1nitially in a sentence f٥٣ special

emphasis:

(٦) The heavy 16bs Jack always 1eaves for me.

Wh1e this type ٥f wariation in English syntax is indeed

possible, it occurs in special circumstances and carries

a particular stylistic effect. The chart below indicates

that even Arabic and English have varieties of surface

structures, yet the deep structure is the same:

:٧arious lectures in the course,٥se Macdonald'م 
"٨٥rph٥1٥gy and Syntax," Spring 1978.
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(1) م ٧s0

 ى0YS(4) يو ;تمع ن

٧ (X,z)

one deep structure
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6. Conclusion
 ا،

The biggest differences between transitivity in

Arabic and English are their surface structures. Se­

mantically ,however و they are very similar. Both Arabic

and English use similar predicates and a series of argu­

ments to express the concept ٥f a transitivity. Further­

more, both languages have areas 0f overlap and ambiguity

b٥th in ٦exical and semantic domains. This comparison

٥f transitivity in Arabic and English is by no means a

complete or exhaustive study. It does, however, give an

1ndication ٥f the elements that need to be examined in

both areas 0f syntax and semantics.

When students try to learn a foreign language

fr٥m surface t٥ surface translation, the second language

seems to be almost "٦٦٦ogica1" and haphazard. By be­

ginning with the deep structures, Arabic and English have

in common, educators can approach the di٤٤e٣ing surface

structures more systematically. Students can.be made to

realize that all ٦anguages choose their categories from a

uni٧ersal set of primes. Some languages happen to empha­

si2e certain aspects or categories and other languages

happen t٥ emphasize other primes. Teachers can take
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maximumadvantage 0f the common elements between the two

languages. Patterns that emerge in the foreign language

can be comparedto the patterns ٥f the native language.

A cleat systematic analysis from a generative semantic

perspective helps to avoid potential problems ٥f {nte٣­

ference. Thus, Generative Semantics is a useful and an

adequate analysis in handling the universal semantic

domain in al 1anguages. 1 really doubt the statement

which has been recently made by Chomsky when he said

"€enerative Semantics hasessentially disappeared, as

fa٣ as I can see. I d٥ not think that anyone works in

generative semantics anymore٠ At least I cannot think

٥f anyone who does. About ten years ago there was a p٥­

sition that you could ca٦٦ "generat٦٧e semantics," but

at the moment I would not know even what the term describes.

I think that the position that existed, say ten years ag0,

was 1nteresting but wrong f٥r the reasons that I discussed

1n a paper 6n it in a book called Studies on Semantics

1n Generative Gramma»."1أ think neither Generative gram-

ma٣, norGenerative Semantics has the complete, adequate

and general domain which can lead t٥ a fu٦٦٦inguistic
revolution, even though such models have contributed a
great deal to language. I d٥ not think, along with Chomsky,

that 1inguistics has yet undergone its real scientific

٠٦ .Mazin A٦-waer, "0٨ Some Controversia] Issues 0f
T٣ansforma tional Generative Granmar Theory," an interview
with the American 1inguist Profess0r Noam. Chomsky, MIT,
1980, p. 18.
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re٧٥٦ution. It seems that 1inguistics is approaching it.

L 1nguists (structuralists, syntacticians and senanticists)

are really doing groundwork fr٥m which a maj0r scfenti٢1c

٢e٧٥٦٧ti٥n may sooner ٥r later take place.
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