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ABSTRACT B

1. Introduction

Transitivity represents an area of semantic and syn-
tactic dimension that benefitsgreatly from Generative Se-
mantics. Because Arabic and English tréat these two types
of actions differently, students learning either language
are faced with the task of dealing with new and different
categories which represent similar semantic structure.

The purpose of this paper is to examine and compare
these categories concentrating on transitive/intransitive
verb category and its surface and underlying deep represen-

tations.

2. Procedures of the Analysis

English "kill" ¢ '
Similar 1//,/””,T;7 : \‘\\\E‘“‘Nﬁxﬁﬁi‘differént
deep —y Japanese "korosu" € . - surface
structugzx‘Ng\\\\ﬁ> ‘ ’,””’,,ff”” structure
" Arabic “"qatala" € :

(1) Traditional definition ¢ -» Syntactic

(2) New definition € » Semantic
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3. Transitive and Intransitive Verb Category

(1) American perspective

0ne-p1ace'predicate

Intransitiveg

7:
Transitive € — Two-Three-place predicate

(2) Arabic perspective
Intransitive €————) Sibawayhi's category

Transitive <€ > Sibawayhi' s/ibn -jinni
Ibn-ya 1is category

4. Transitive/lntrans1t1ve Verb Category

English Transitive
BREAK<:::::”;? :

Arabic ﬂﬁ"lntransitive

(1) Not (BREAK (John, windows MAFY (windows) )) (tv.)
LAM (YAKSIR (Zayd, nawafi® IDData (nawafid) )) (tv.)

(2) Not (BREAK (window)) (iv)

LAM (TANKASIR (nifida)) (iv)
Lexjcal decomposition

BE-state BECOME-process ‘ CAUSE-action

E e A E «— A Ee— A

] munsafiq slam ?insafaaqa slam safaqa
black ?aswad blacken ?iswadda blacken P

thick Qaxina thicken Qaxunat thicken 7a@xana

(1) Cook's semantic categorization
-TCausat1ve

’/)z \\\\ﬁ’Process~”’/f’,’ Action
<
b ati A(//, ‘\\H\\“‘Decausativez/

Resul'tative

Inchoative

State
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(2) Arabic semantic categorization

1]

(1) yaktubu write ————— 3 vV (tv)

(2) katib = writer———3N (animate)
(3) kitaba = writing___;___glN (abstract)
(4) maktub = written——— __aN (state)
(5) mukataba = corresponding—» N (abstract)
:(6) maktaba = library >N (location)
(7) maktab = office 3> N (location)
(8) kitab = book 3y N (concrete)

5. Comparative Point of View

(1) vso
o (2) vos
, Arabic "English
~ surface ——§(3) SV0 €«————=surface
structure structure
' (4) ovs : -
\(5) osy /
~y (x,2) |

one deep structure

6. Conclusion

(1) Generative seﬁantics is a useful and adequate
analysis in handling the universal semantic domaih in lan-
guages.

| (2) Recent statement was made by Chomsky concerning
Generativg Semantics.
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Introduction

Generative Semantics is a new approach in lin-
guistic analysis. In this area, the linguist relates the
surface structures of sentences to their underlying se-
mantic representations. More important for our purpose,
however, Generative Semantics can help foreign language
teachers and textbook writers.to be familiar with the
similar semantic and deep structures of two 1anguage§,
even though their syntactic and surface structures vary.

Fries (1945:9) wrote: "The most effective ma-
terials are those that are based upon a scientific descrip-
tion of the language to be learned, carefully, compared
Qith a pafa11e1 description of the native language of the

ul By examining two languages, in terms of their

learner.
semantic and deep structures in one hand, and in terms of
their syntactic and surface structures in the other hand,
teachers can minimize, for example, the interference be-ﬁ
tween the two Tanguages-that often accqmpanies second lan-
guage learning. " Furthermore, they can help the students
to avoid some of the pitfé]]s and errors that accompany

surface to surface and deep to deep translation.

]Char1es Fries, Teaching and Learning as a Foreign
Language (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 19457,
p. 9.
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Transitivity represents an area of. semantic and
syntactic dimension that benefits.greatly from Generatijve
Semantic approach. While the concept that transitive
“actions are somehow distinct from intransitive actions is
a common phenomenon in languages, their treatment 1in tﬁe
language structure varies. Because Arabic and English
treat these two types of actions differently, students
learning either'ldnguage are faced with the task of deal-
ing with new concepts and categories as weil as with new
forms and structures. * "

The purpose of this paper is to examine and com-
pare these categories of Arabic and English transitivity

concentrating on transitive/intransitive verb and itg

surface and underlying deep representation.
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2. Procedures of the Analysis

Transitivity is as complex a subject as language
ftself. This kind of linguistic construction differs from
language tdo language in its syntactic structures, but it
is, somehow, similar in its logical represeﬁtations in all
languages. The semanticist Fillmore (1968:1-88) discussed
how the English verb "kill" and the Japanese verb "korosu =
ki11" have different surface structures because of their
different transitive 1"unct'ions.‘l The Japanese verb re-
quires an animate subject, while the English verb allows

sentences such as:

(1) The fire killed the boy.
(2) A falling stone killed the boy.

In turn, the Arabic verb "qatata = kill" is syntactically
different from both,the Japanese and English verbs. Ibn
Ya§ 7¥¢, the medieval Arab grammarian, classified the verb
"qatala = ki]]“ under the "al-§ilaj verp category" whfch.
jnvolves the use of body limbs. This category is diffef—
ent from the "non-alfilaj verb category" which does not

involve the use of body h‘mbs.2 However, while eaéh of

]Fillmore, “The Case for Case," in Bach and Harms
(New York, 1968), pp. 1-88. :

\I ’ -
2Ibn yaSi¥, Sarh al-mufassal (matbaqt dar fihya?
al-kutub al-garabiyya), p. 14. °° : *
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these verbs has its own syntactic and categorized pe-
culiarities, they are all very similar in their underlying

representations as indicated below.

English "kill" .
similar/ . . different
deep ) Japanese “korosu" surface
structuFE“‘*xﬁﬁ‘ﬁ} | structure

Arabic "qatala"

The traditional definition of transitivity is based

entireix on syntax with little regard for semantic and
logical structure explanation. Syntactically speaking, a
transitive verb is one that takes an dbject, and an in-
transitive verb is a verb that does not take an object.
According to traditional Arab grammarians, a transitive
verb, or rather a transitive action is an action that is
transmitted from an actor to something acted upon. Al-
though Arab and American Qrammarians classify the transi-
tivity into two categories namely, transitive verb cate-
gory and intransitive verb category, some verbs can exist
efther with or without an object and can thus be classi-
fied in the transitive/intransitive category.

3. Transitive and Intransitive Verb Categories
in English and Arabic

A. American Perspective
" In English, verbs are recognized and classified
not only according-to;their forms or inflections, but also

according to -their seqdehée requirements. Built into the
28



English verb is a set of éxpectations about what must
accompany it. For example, when a listener hears the
utterance "He opened . . . .," he expects more semantic
arguments to follow the predicate “"OPEN.® The predicate
alone is not a logical structure validity_in this lin-
guistic level. According to Professor Walter A. Cook
(1980:6), English verb sequences can be classified ac-
cording to one-place predicate, two-place predicate, and

three-place predicate as in the fol]owing'examples.l

(1) One-place predicate

John yawns S : Intransitive
. # Structure
S] YAWN (John).

(2) Two-place predicate

John killed Bill s Transitive
' - '; Structure
= S, KILL (John, Bill). :

, Yo NP P
KILL John Bill
(3) Three-place predicate '
John gave Mary . S ' .. Transitive
flowers. . f“*'? Structure

= g GIVE (Jofin, Mary,
-7 flowers).

V3 NP NP NP
GIVE John Mary flowers
: _ Ind:0 Dir:0
Transitive verbs are those verbs which can fall in

two or three-place predicate classification. One object

]wa1ter A. Cook, “"Introduction to Generative Semantics,”
1980, Georgetown University. p. 6.
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- often co-occurs with an indiréct’object or an objeci
complement. .The direct object of the predicate consists
of a noun phrase, nominal structure or pronoun that indi-
cates who or what receives the action expressed by the
predicate. Though the direct object usually comes afﬁer
the predicate on occasion it will precede the predicate
for special emphasis or sty]ist%c effect especially in

‘the surface structure, for example:
(1). The heavy jobs Jack always leaves'for me.

= ¢ LEAVE (Jack, me, jobs).,
. .

In addition, the direct object might occur in:.an initial

position when-a transformation-question rule is applied:

(1) She dropped the book.

= g. DROP (she, book).
'l \

By T-Question Rule (2) What did she drop?

5 . 7
However, when a sentence also contains an indirect object,

it is possible that the direct object will be separated

from the predicate, for example:

(1) Jack wrote Susan a letter.

= s WRITE (Jack, Susan, letter).

(2) John gave Mary flowers.

= g GIVE (John, Mary, flowers).
.1
A noun or pronoun is considered an indirect object only

[} 30



if it is used without a preposition. If the noun follows
a preposition, it is no longer an indirect object but the

object of a préposition. For example:
(1) Jdack built ‘his son a house.

= Jack buflt a house for his son.

Action verbs such as "give, buy, send, bring, lend, write"

often take an indirect object as well as a direct object.

Similarly, verbs such as "elect, appoint, name, make,

choose, consider" are also followed.by more than Just a
direct object. Instead of an indirecs object, the direct

object is followed by an object complement, for example:
(1) The U.S.A. elected Mr. Carter president.

Transitive verbs, however, have a variety of
forms; they can consist of a single moun, or they can
also be open compounds. Direct objects also-appear in a
variety of forms, consisting of a noun, noun phrase, in-
finitive, gerund or clause. The transitive verb 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-

ficiary. In the sentence,

(1) John bought Mary a gift.

= ¢ BUY (John, Mary, gift)
: .
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the indirect object (Mary) acts as the patient. Some-
times, the indirect object can be non-participating in a
given sentence. Therefore, we can omit it and still have

a syntactic and semantic validity like this sentence:
(1) Mary bought a gift.

= g BUY (Mary, gift).
1

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

placed by a prepositional phrase like this example:
(1) He bought his friend a gift.

= He bought a gift for his friend.
As shown in this example, if the indirect object is part

of a prepositional phrase, it follows the direct object.

Some transitive verbs that have both a direct and indirect

object allow only transformation-passive rule. _For examp]e:'_

(1) They accused him of murder.
ACCUSE (They, hin, murder).

By T-Passive Rule (2) He was accused of murder.
5

Some transitive verbs allow two transformation-

passive rules. In one, the indirect object becomes the
synpactic subject, and in the other, the direct objecf
- takes the role of syntactic subject, for example:
(1) They -gave John the money.
(2) They gave money to John.
(3) John was given the money.
(4) Money was given to John.

32
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Finally, some transitive verbs do not yield to the trans-

formation-passive rule, For example:

(1) John met Mary (to go acquaipted).
(2) * * Mary was met by John.
(3) The teacher married Mary.

(4) * * Mary was married by the teacher.

Just as an fndirect object can co-occur with the direct
object in the same transitive sentence, so can the object
complement. The 6bject complement is realized by either
a noun phrase, an adjective phrase, or an infinitive.

As the following examples illustrate, the object comple-~

ment follows the direct object:
(1) They made the 1ittle girl upset.

(2) They elected him president.
(3) She wanted him to buy it.

4

In such sentences, there is only one possible tfansforma—
tion passive ruTe. The direct object can become the

syntactic subject, but the object complement cannot:

(1) He was elected president.

(2) * * President was he elected.

The Intransitive verbs in English fall into the
category of those verbs which do not require any object.

They do not take any of the sequences involving a direct
33



object, indirect object or object complement. The in-
transitive verb alone is sufficient. Like transitive
verbs, intransitive verbs can occuf as a single verb, or
as a compbund verb: 1.e., they can consist of a verb

plus an adjunct. \
B. Arabic Perspective

The well-known medieval Arab grammarian, Sibawayhi
discussed the categories of the Arabic "word.*. According
to him, an Arabic word falls into one of three classifica-

1 The discus-

tions: (1) nouns, (2) verbs, (3) particiles.
sion of transitivity, however, wiH] focus on Sibawayhi's
second word category: verbs.

Transitive verbs in Arabic are those verbs which
take one direct object or two objects or sometihes three
objects without the heed of any special particle or
preposition as we have seen in English. Sibawayhi men-

tioned the type of transitive verb which takes an object

and he gave this example:

v S - 0
(1) daraba Sabdullahi Zaydan
abdullahit Zayd.

= . DARABA (Sabdulla, Zayd).
] L

He explained that "{abdullahi" is nominative subject and

“Zaydan" s accusative object. 1!t is possible, however,

]Sibawayhi, al-Kitab “matba§t bulaq, p, 2 (n.d.).
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for the object in this sentence to precede the subjéct:.

v 0 - S .
(2) daraba Zaydan §abdullahi
Sabdulla hit Zayd.

= 5 DARABA (¢abdulla, Zayd).
1

The sentence will be understood because of the case end-~

ing or what is called "al-%ifrab = declension." Accord-

ing to Sibawayhi, although it is possible for the object

. to precede the subject of a transitive verb, Arab gram-
marians prefer the subject to précede the object.

One grammarian, Ibn yaﬁig, c1assified transitive

verbs into two types:
(1) al_ﬁilaj verb category, which involves the use of

body limbs: "darab = hit, qatala = kill.,*
(2) non-al-9ilaj verb category, which does not involve
the use of body limbs: "éakara = mention, fahima =

understood."1

Sibawayhi wrote that when a verb takes two objects,
neither object may be omitted; the two objects must go to-
gether because of the semantic relationship between them.
The objects of these types of transitive verbs can be di-
vided into groups according to their syntactic relation-

ship to each other:

]Ibn—yafix. Larn al-mufassal (matbagt dar tihya?
al-kutub al-Garabiyya), p. 14 (n.d.).
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1

(1) Objects which can form-nomiha]'sentenc;s-by them-
selves, for example: o

xV 01 02
(1) Oanantu ssahaba mumtiran
“I thought that the cloud was raining."”

X -
= s, OANAN (tu, sahabah, mumtiran),

Object] and object2 alone can form a valid Arabic sentcence,

for example: g
S Pa
(2) al-sahabu mumtirun

“The cloud is raining."

* s, BE MUMTIR (sahab).

(2) Objects which cannot form nominal sentences by
themselves, for example:

, v S 0y. 02
(1) taftaytu ssa?ila malan’

"1 gave the beggar money."

= TASTAY (tu, ssapil, mal) _
In the case of the second group, the objects cannot form

correct nominal sentences. We cannot make for example,
a sentence from number (1), because it will be an invalid

Arabic sentence:

(2) * * Passigilu malun.

"beggar . . . money"

There is another type of transitive verb in Arabic which
- takes three objects. As Sibawayhi mentioned, none of the

three objects may be omitted, because of the semantic
' 36



relationships among them; for example:

v _S 04 02 03
. (1) 7a§lama 1lahu Zaydan §amran xayran minka

"May God give Zayd. and §amr an awareness that is
better than yours."

= s TASLAMA (11ahu, Zaxdan. amran, xayran)
1 .

AND

Intransitive verbs in Arabic are those verbs
which cannot take an object directly. However, in spite
of this syntactic definition, some intra;sitive verbs
have essentially transitive meanings. In order for these
intransitive verbs to be transitive in deep structure,

they need a helping particle "preposition" in their sur-

face structure, for example:

(1) "7i8a tasrafa 17ahmaqu fii malihi

?intahs tamruhu ?ilal faqri wagagada fii baytihi."

“If a fool squanders his money, he will end up

penniless, and will stay at home."

Each of these words "mal = money" "faqr = poverty" and
"bayt = house" is the semantic object of the verb which
precedes it. As far as surface structure is concerned,
these verbs are considered intransitive verbs, because

their objects are considered objects of breposition.
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4. The Transitive/Intransitive Verb Category
in Arabic and English

Although we categorize transitive and intransitive
verbs according to their sequence requirements, the
distinctions between these two types of verbs are not al-
ways clear cut in both English and Arabic. Some verbs
can exist either with or without an object, and thus can
be classified as intransitive and transitive. For example,
the English verb "BREAK" can have two semantic realities

in its structure.

English ”/’///;7Transitive
'>BREAK |
Arabic sﬁ“s““ﬁﬁlntranSitive

(1) The window did not break. (iv) \ ;

= Not(.BREAK (window)
S] . S

2

. V—”""lhﬁﬁ“‘~T ‘
NOT k

. .
P
> 52-__—___“{:> one-place predicate
'*’*,,/”\\\\\ Intransitive semantic
\

reality

).
239

v NP
BREAK _ window .
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(2) Jdohn did not break many windows. (tv)

- : ; M ind
s NOT (S BREAK (John, windows, éi ANY (win ows%.> % )
1 & 3 3 %2

) two-~ p1ace predicate
Transitive semantic

S
//[\ reality

v NP NP
BREAK John /////’\\\\\
' NP s,
windows /////Q{\\\
v NP
MANY windows

The Arabic verb "YANKASIR = Break" can have two sgmantic

]

realities like its counterpart in English.
Arab1c,¢ Transitive

/’,”,,fYANKASIR
English& Intransitive

(1) Lam tankasir al-nafiba. (iv)
"The window did not break."
= LAM (. TANKASIR (naf1éa ) )
S S S
LAM :
one place predicate

S
Intrans1t1ve semantic
reality :

TANKASIR naf16a
39



(2) Lam yaksir Zaydun Siddata nawafid. (iv)
"Zayd did not break many windows."

= LAM (o YAKSIR (Zaydun, nawafil, < IDDATA (nawafi%)>) )
S S S
1 2 3 S3 5,8

v NP
LAM l
S two-place predicate
Transitive semantic
reality
v NP NP

YAKSIR  Zayd ////\\\\
NP s
nawafiﬁ/////’*k\\\\
. V "

NP_
S IDDATA nawafio

Another aspect of transitive/intransitive classification
arises in the structura} framework of. the English verb "QOPEN"
and its counterpart "YAFTAH = open" in Arabic. We can
illustrate the idgﬁtica] semantic and syntactic structures

of these two verbs in such sentences:

(1) The door is open. (state = adj)

= al-babu maftuhun. <

' ~
English (2) The door opened. (process = iv)<; f:;.Arabic

structureé T T/ structure

/

= ?infataha l1babu., S/

' E
. “(3) John opened the door. (action = tv)
40
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As a matter of fact, Arab linguists did not ex-
plain this kind of linguistic construction, except for
their explanation of transitive and intransitive po1nts
of view, and their classification of nominal and verbal
sentence perspectives.

American linguists, however, analyze this kind
of verb explicitly in a number of ways. According to
Fillmore (1968:1-88), verbs like "OPEN" are basically
transitive. If the agent is not mentioned the patient
becomes the syntactic subject. We assume that "someone
or something opened the door" even tﬁough we do not
choose to specify the agent, when we say "the door opened."
According to Macbona]d (1978), the verbs in these situa-
tions are bas%caTTy intransitive. In the sentence "John
opened the door," we rea]Ty mean that "John caused the
door to open." There is a causative relationship between
the subject and the dbject. But given a set of related
state, process, and action forms from the same morpho-
'logical root--a set of relationships which are analyzed
4¥n an adequate and scientific way by Professor Walter A.
Cook (1970-1978:50-82 and 1980:13-24), the 1exica1.de§ompo—
sition hypothesis suggests that the state verb is the
pasic form. The process form is composed of state +
_ {nchoative, represented by the atomic predicate, COME ABOUT,
and the action verb is composed of the proééss verb +

causative, represented by the atomic predicate CAUSE.
41



The logical structures for the state, process, and
action forms of-the adjective "QPEN" are illustratgd in

sentences (1), (2), (3) and the accompanying diégrams.

(1) The Foor is open. = al-babu Paftﬁbun

door &
S]BE OPEN (bSb ) . > state verb
Vi NP p
BE OPEN (dgor)
bab

(2) The door opened. = ?infataha lbabu
: — : +

s COME ABOUT (_ BE OPEN (029") ) — process verb
1 S, S, 5,

v/’///,AJN\\\\\“P

COME ABOUT l
//,,Ea\\\\\

v NP
bab

42
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(3) John opened the door. = fataha Zaydun a] baba.

. cause (3°hn  coME ABOUT (.BE OPEN (§20%) ) )-——}actlm
S Zayd bab
1 S S S,S verb
3 3 271
. .. - 3.A. ONS3:
V/r‘\ /f\\ CoNs,: PR AT
ONS,: 1) PR £2
NP NP 1 <
CAUSE ,John 2) lexical
(Zayd) \ AMEE (g:;n) \ insertic:
PR #1 S V - NP inversion
COME ABOUT \
(door
//,§Q\\\\ bab
V/ NP COME ABOUT BE OPEN
BE QPEN (dOOY‘)

bab

/\ "
NP

CAUSE (%23") ‘ PR £2

(door CAUSE BE OPEN
bab .
tv

COME ABOUT BE OPEN.
Acqording to MacCawley (1976), the atomic predicate

(John door)
Zayd bab

“"CAUSE" is a two-place transitive predicate that relates an
event to an event, or an agent to an event. “CAUSE" never
directly dominates a state, but has within its scope a

‘process or an event. An agent does not cause a state, he

*Y.NP inversicn cannot be applied to the verbal con-

ctruction in Arabic, i.e., VSO.
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causes a state to come into being. The atomic predicate,
COME ABOUT is defined as -PTP, where P = a proposition,
-P = the negative of that proposition, and T is a two-place
operator meaning "and next" (Cook, 1980). For example,
"The door opened =?infataha 1b3buv is translated as "The
door was not open = kana 1babu gayra maftﬁpin" "AND NEXT™
“The'door was open = kana 1babu maftuhan." "COME ABOUT"
is a one-place intransitive predicate which always has a
state within its scope. In the factoring of inchoative
and causative from lexical predicates,«the first step is
to determine the existence of ré]afed state, process, and
action forms (Cook, 1980:13-23).

Aqtua]]y, the state form is the BE form, the
’ process form is the BECOME form, and the action form is the
MAKE BECOME form. Lexical and semantic gaps will be
found in English as well as in Arabic. The English
predicate "BLUE" have neither inchoative nor causative
forms. The Arabic predicate ?AZRAQ = "BLUE" in turn,
lacks the Causative form, but it has the inchoative one.
The lexicon of Arabic and English, however, provides sets
of lexically related verb forms derived from a single root.
These forms are sémantica]1y related by the semantic
derivation; inchoative, resultative, causative, decausative.
Lexical gaps of some adjectives, and transitive/intransitive
forms in the paradigm are filled by paraphrases or by new

roots. Semantic gaps cannot be filled by paraphrases.
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The chart below is a list of related verbs in English and
Arabic, which can show some of these lexical and semantic

gaps in transitive/intransitive function.
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BE-State (adjective)

BECOME-Process (intransitive)

CAUSE-Action (transitive)

English Arabic English Arabic . English Arabic
1) OPEN ¢«—— maftih OPEN €———> ?infataha OPEN ¢——— fataha
'2) BROKEN «—> maksur BREAK ¢——— 7inkasara Break &—— kasara
3) move é————>|nutaparrik move <——> tataharrak move €———» harraka
4) thicke——> Baxina thicken (———h-?eaxuﬁa thicken €—— ?aexana
5) deaf <—— ?a§amm P &———p deafened €—) ?asamma
'6) dead e——y mayyit die ¢—— mita ki1l ¢—ff— anata
'7) healthy ¢y mujafa p < » tafafa P ¢——)Jafa
'8) washed «— P wash €—————> ?ingasala wash ¢—— gasala
'9) rolled ¢— mutadahrijj roll <—— tadahraja roll ¢&—> dahrja
0) ¢ e— munsaf%q slam <——-?-——-) ’insafaqa' slam &— sa%aqa
1) protruded & mun&a]iq protrude ¢— da1é€a protruded ¢ dala$a
2) 1ignited ¢— mudagpa ignited ¢—> ?ada’at ignited ¢—> 7ada’a
3) lowered ¢ habit p € > habata Towered ¢— habata
4) eclipsed ¢ kasifa . eclipsed ¢—3 kasafat eclipsed ¢—3 kasafa
5) thin ¢<—— nahif thin ¢———) nahufa thin &—— ?anhafa
6) led {————-—9|nuﬁsariha g < > 7iﬁ§arapat led ¢——> saréha
7) crowded €—~)nmzdahiﬁ crowd €———> ?izdahama crowd ¢—> zahaﬁa
8) fé&———9 ' sheeze 6——~—->§atas$ g é———f———1>9a£tasa
9) read ¢—3 maqru? read ¢———— 9 T read &——> qa;é?a
'0) blue ¢—— ?azraq P % ?izraqqat Pe—n9
1) red ¢—y ?ahmar redden &—— ?ihmarra redden ¢——> hammara
2) white ¢—— 7a6yag whiten &——» 7i6yadda whiten €&—) Bayyada
'3) black ¢—3) ?aswad blacken ¢—— ?iswadda blacken ¢——3 sawwada
'4) green ¢—>» ?axdar green ¢(——) ?ixdarra green ¢——> xaddara
'5) yellow ¢«—» 2asfar yellow 6> ?isfarra yellow ¢&—> saffara
'6) brown —— bur.miyy brown ¢<——> 9 | brown (——ﬁﬂ
'7) gray ¢——p ramadiyy | gray ¢——> 90 gray ¢€——>
'8) raised ¢— murtafifa | § ¢ Y ?irtafajat raise <L-———e>rafa$a
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As we have seen in the chart, lexical decomposition is an
important linguistic process because it shows different
underlying semantic realities which have differe&t logical
structures in both Arabic and English. Thus the transitive/
intransitive category can be perceived as stdte, process

and action verb within the same domain. These verbs are
often morpho1ogfca11y and semantically related to each other,
The scope of four semantic derivational units can describe

these relations.
(1) Inchoative = changes a state to a process (iv), it adds

the abstract predicate "COME ABOUT" to the structure,
for example:
thick + inc = thicken (iv) —> process

Gaxin + inc = Oaxuna (iv) —> process
(2) Resultative = changes a process to a state, it subtracts

the abstract predicate "COME ABOUT" from the structure,
for example:
break (iv) + res = broken (adj) —> state
?inkasara (iJ) + res = maksur (adj) —— state
(3) Causative = changes a process to a state; it adds the

abstract predicate "CAUSE" to the structure, for example:
open (iv) + caus = open (tv) —» action
?infataha (iv) + caus = fataha (tv) — action

(4) Decausative = changes an action to a process; it subtracts

the predicate CAUSE from the structure, for example:

cut (tv) + decaus = cut (iv) —> process

qataSa (tv) + decaus = ?inqataSa (iv) — process
. . e .



The four derivations are summarized éccording to Chafe's
model in Walter A. Cook (1970-1978:50-82, Case Grammar)

as follows:

Inchoative

/}H Causative
stateﬂ;\ \\\59processz//)a \\:;ziaction

resultative Decausative

The process of lexical deqompositfon imposes a
question .such as, which form is basic and which form de-
._rived? Accordfng to Arab grammarians, neither the state
nor the process and the action forms are basic, but
rather it is the Root which is the basic form in linguistic
reality from which all the state, process and action forms
aré derived. So, if we have the Root "ktb = wrfte" for
example, we can derive all linguistic forms possible frem

this root:

(1) yaktubu write ———————-5 ty (action)

(2) yuktabu = is written >V (passive)

(3) katib = writer » N (animate)

‘ (4) kitaba = writing ———> N (abstract)
ﬁggt\//x(s) maktub = written — > N (state)

T \\\"(6) mukataba = corresponding —> N (abstract)

3(7) maktaba = library ————3 N (location)

(8) maktad = c¢ffice Y N (location)

(9) kitab = book - > N (concrete)
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According to American linguists (like Walter A.
Cook, 1980:13-24), the state is universally considered
to be the basic form no matter what the morphology and
syntax of the parficu]ar 1&nguage indicates. The

direction of derivation is shown in Cook (1980:19).
state + Inchoative = process + causative = action

The verb "MOVE" is another‘example of basic~derived

process, 1in these English and Arabic sentences which

have two semantic realities.

Arabic (’/’/’,aIransitive
) MO\.!E~._;____%.HM.:x
English ' Intransitive

vy
{1) Theltree moved. = taharrakatiJSSajaratu.

MovE (ETee ).

5 sajara

(2) Johnlmoved the three. = Harraka Zaydqual-gajard.

MOVE (John, §ree ).

S.l Zayd, sajara

There is a particular verb in English called "réciprocaT
verb." A reciprocal verb is a verb which, when used
without an object, has a semantically p1uréi subject.
In this situation the subjects are also ﬁemantica11x\the

direct object:
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(1) John and Ma}y met.

= John met Mary, and Mary met John.
Some intransitive verbs are used transitively with what

is morphologically called a cognéte object. For example:

(1) He died the death of a hero.

(2) He slept the sleep of righteous.

Arab linguists, however, dealt with this kind of construc-
tion from an intransitive perspective considering the
English obJeEts “death, sleep" to be verbal nouns which
can be formalized for emphatic and stylistic purposes.

In a smilar situation, some transitive verbs can
be used intransitively to express an idea of passivity
like what we have seen before. This kind of linguistic
construction is valid in English and Arabic (restrictively

in Arabic). For example:

(1) That window breaks easily.Fk
= tankasiru tilka nnififa bisuhiTaw

English (2) The sweater washes easily. é____~__:;£>

L]
. structure _ - -
= tangasilu lkanzatu bisuhula._ ~—
. L3 E -

(3) The car moves slowly.

= tataharraku :ssayyaratu bibut?.

The syntactic subject in these sentences does not actually
perform the action of the verbs; they are not the semantic

agents.
50
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There are some verbs which are restricted to
EdgliSh. They convey a Qifferent meaning as intransitive
verbs than they do when they function as transitive verbs,

for example:

(1) He sang a good song. tv (action)

v v

(2) He sings. iv (process)

(3) He wrote a long term paper.———% tv (action)

(4) He writes. $» iv (process)
In the case where the verb functions intransitively, the
verbs imply that he earns his 1iving by writing or sing-
ing. A similar situation arises with other YFrbs, for
example, the question "Do you drink?" is different from
the question "Do you drink coffee?" These two questions
have different semantic and underlying representations.
Unlike the verbs "sing" and "write" the intransitive
verb “drink" does not refer to someone's profession; it
refers specifically to the drinking of alcoholic beVerages.
In a]] of these examples, the meaning of the intransitive
verb is very specific. Because of the absence of the ob-
ject the listener automatically understands the reference
to a specific type of action.

There are many verbs in Arabic which have the

peculiarity that they can exist with or without an object.
Thus such verbs have two logical representations which

function within two semantic domains. The grammarian
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Al-suyuti listed some examples of verbs that can be both

transitive and intransitive.]
0
(1) n!zaf;ﬁ_lbi?ra. > tv (action)

= I exhausted the well.
-8

(2) nazafati 1bi?ru iv (process)

e

= *The well exhausted.
(1) Sarahtu 1m5¥iyata.———-——-——+ tv (action)
= I led the cattle.
v R
(2) Saruhat a]-mgiiyatu.———————) iv (process)
= The cattle moved.
v S 0
(1) dala%a Zaydun lisanahu.— tv (action)
= Zayd protruded his tongue.

vV L
(2) dala¥a lisanuhu. Y iv (process)

= His tongue protruded.
Transitive/intransitive verbs, then are expressed

through a number of different surface structures, further-
more, we find that a variety of syntactic relationships
exists between the;e two types of verbs. Transitive/
intransitive verb in Arabic is also expressed through
various syntaﬁtic structures, some of which are similar

to English, some of which are different. While the surface
structure of English and Arabic may dfffer in their treat-

ment of transitivity, their deep and underlying structures

.are essentially similar.

IA] ~Suyutj, al-muzhir fii Suldm al- -luga, matbaqt
dar ?ihya? al-kutub al- farablyya, pp. 236-38, ,
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5. AComparative Point of View

In comparing English with Arébi;, we notice how
transitivity in each .language differs in the surface
structure. Arabic for example, restricts passive sen-
tences derived from transitive verbs from expressing the

agent while English does not:

(1) The boy opened the door.

English = The door was opened by Fhe N o Arabic

structure N boy. / structure
e v S 0 - R i
(2) Fataha Zaydun al-baba.

- Fltina 1b3by]
"However, because the surface syntax of a given sentence
is 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 all languages draw upon a universal set of semantic
primes consisting of various layers of structuré, the propo-
sitional layer, the modality layer, and the performative
layer, is very useful and adequate in such discussion of

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

]In English, there is ambiguity in differentiating
state-adjective constructions and passive constructions:
e.g., "The window is broken.". Arabic, however, has two separe_atex
syntactic canstructions in this respect:_e.g., (1) Al-nafivatu
maftihatun (state-adj), (2) Futihat al-naficatu (passive).
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on Cook's model (1980:9) illustrates how Arabic and
English have different syntactic arrangement for the
saﬁe semantic representation. The three layers of
logical structure may be ii]ustrated by setting up the
logical structure for any simple declarative sentence:

(1) is given in the tree structure diagram:(2):

(1) 1 opened the door. _I opened the door.
= . OPEN (I, door). ~N
1 fatahtu al-baba

(1) fatahtu al-baba.
= 's "FATAHA (tu, bab).
-l L]

S I say to you that .

_ = %ana ?aqulu laka ?an
v NP. NP NP
SAY_ I You
?AQUL  Ana Laka

.S
',///’qa\\ it was in the past
v NP = kana fi zzamani 1madi
PAST ' . s.

: W N NP

y
Ss—————P [, easT open 0
QL\\\ ] open the door.
= fatahtu 1bdba.

v NP NP
OPEN I door
FATAH tu bab.

(1) ONS,: Tense incorporation.

(2) ONS,: Performative deletion

(3) V-NP Inversion
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The propositional layer contains the basic mean-
ing of the senteﬁce.' The proposition is a set of rela-
tionships between a central predicate and a series of
nounphrases required by that predicate. The modality
layer is the next higher layer 6f logical structure. It
contains the tense, apsects, modal verbs and mood of the
sentence. It is domfnated only by the performative
layer. The perforﬁative layer is the highestAlayer of
logical structure. This layer contains an abstract verb
of SAYING, ASKING, or ORDERING, which can distinguish
statements from questions and commands.

The specific ordering rules of English and Arabic
will place either the objective or the agent arguments -
category in the subject slot, but the same deep structure
tree diagram holds for both English and Arabic sentence.
As far as the surface structure is concerned, unlike
English, the subject argument in Arabic comes after_the
verb in a verbal sentence and at the beginning of the
sentence, if it is a nominal sentence. In the case of
the verbal sentence, if the agent is a prcnoun it remains
separated from the verb, as in the sentence:

v Pr 0 _
(1) Fataha howa al-bab.

= He opened the door.
but the agent can also be indicated by the subject marker

which is attached to the verb, for example:
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Y s 0 _
(1) Fatahtu 1baba.

= ] opened the door. .
The subject market “tu" indicates that the agent is (I).

In addition to having different surface realiza-
tions of some of the argument categories, Arabic ana
English also have different surface ordering rules for
elements of the sentence. Notice that we can put the

object at the beginning of the Arabic sentence:

.0 :
(1) Al-baba fatahtuhu.

= '] opened the door.

Ibn jinni, an Arab linguist, gfves the following example
to illustrate that .this word order is a legitimate one
in Arabic.] |

-0 v S
(1) Zaydan daraba §amrun.

= Gamr hit Zayd.

According to Sibawayhi, however, the ideal word order of
the transitive verbs consists of the verb followed by the
subject which, in turn, is followed by the objeét.2

’ v S 0
(2) daraba amrun Zaydan.

= amr hit Zayd.

. ]Ibn Jinni, al-xasa?is, vol. 2 (Beirut: Dar al-?ihya®
littibasa wannadir), p. 382. =~ )
2Sibawayhi, al-kitab (matbaSt biliq), vol. 1, p. 14.
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The Arabic syntactic surface structure also differs from
English, in that the object of an Arabic sentence can be
omitted, yet the meaﬁing of the §entence will still be
understood from the context. Ibn Jinni gave this example
from the QurEn.1

(1) wa?0tita min kulli fay?,

= You have been given from everything.

instead of

(2) wa?utita minhu fay?an.

= You have been given from it something.

The construction of the transitive Arabic sentence
is very flexible. 1Its elements can often be added, de-
leted, or rearranged; for e%amp]e, a transitive sentence
might have a reference to the agent in addition to the

subject mérker: ;

(1) Kasar - tu ana 1ka?sa.
I | !

V. (S)marker (S)pronoun 0.

= I broke the glass.

Furthermore, Arabic syntax allows a variety in the word

order of a transitive sentence that does not alter the

sentence's message:

Tbn Jinni, supra, p. 372.
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- _0 v - S
.1, 0vs. Al-nafiBata kasaraha Zaydan.

= Zayd broke the window.

v _0 S N
2. VO0s. Kasara al-nafidata Zaydun._™> ~

= Zayd broke the window.é,

S v _0 %
3. SVY0. Zaydun kasara al-nafilata

y
-

~ One logical
structure
= Zayd broke the window.&

v ) 0

4. VSO. Kasara Zaydun a1-n5f15ata7

Zayd broke the window. ¥

As mentioned e§r1ier, the last example "VSO"
represents what Arab grammarians considered the most com-
mon andvpreferfed word order in transitive/intransitive
category. Variation from this order result in changes
in style, not in the deep structures; these stylistic
variations can be used for different rhetorical purposes.

English syntai, on the other hand, is not nearly
as flexible. FEach object element fills a specific slot
in a fairly specific order with the result that there is
very little variation from the standard English word
order, SVO. The argument category, object, does show
some flexibility on occasion. For example, the English

speaker has a choice between the sentences:
(1) 1 bought him a book.

(2) I bought a book for him.
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His choice of one over the other does not reflect a dif-

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

(1) * * bought I him a book.
(2) * * him I bought a book.
(3) * * a book, bought I him.

variant constructions do occur in special instances. Ac-
cordiné to MacDonald (1978), the construction OSY in a

sentence like:
(1) Him I like.

can be attributed either a New York dialect or an old
fashioned style of speaking or writing.1 Sometimes, the -
object will appear initially in a sentence for special

emphasis:

(1) The heavy Jébs Jack always leaves for me.

\

~ While this type of variation 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 SUEface

structures, yet the deep structure is the same:

1Rose Macdonald, various lectures in the course:
“Morphology and Syntax,” Spring 1978. '
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(1)_VSO

: (2) vos
Arabic English
surface (3) svo surface
structure /" structure
N EE— (4) ovs
(5) osv
Y (X,2)

one deep structure
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6. Conclusion

The biggest differences between transitivity in
Arabic and English are their surface structures. Se-
mantically, however, they are very similar. Both Arabic
and English use similar predicates and a series of argu-
ments to express the concept of a transitivity. Further-
more, both languages have areas of overlap and ambiguity
both in lexical and semantic domains. This comparison
of transitivity in Arabic and English is by no means a
complete or exhaustive study. It does, however, give an
indication of the elements that need to be examined in
both areas of syntax and semantics.

Nhen students try to 1eérn a foreign language
from surface to surface translation; the second language
seems to be a2lmost "illogical" and haphazard. By be-
ginning with the deep structures, Arabic and English have
in common, educators can approach the differing surface
- structures moré‘systematjca11y. Students can.be made to
reaiize that all languages choose theirﬁcategqries from a
universal sef of primes. Some languages happén to_empha-
size cérfain aspects or categories and other languages

happen to emphasize other primes. Teachers can take
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maximum advantage of the common elements between the two
languages. Patterns that emergé in fhe fpreign language
can be compared to the patterns of the native language.,

A cleair systematic analysis from a generative semantic
perspective helps to avoid potential problems of inter-
ference. Thus, Generative Semantics is a useful and an
adequate analysis in handling the universal semantic
domain in all languages. I rea]]y doubt.the statement
which has been recently made by Chomsky when he said
"Generative Semantics has'essentia11yldisappeared, as

far as I can see..'I do not think‘tﬁat anyone works in
generative semantics anymore. At least I cannot think

of anyone who does. About ten yea?s ago there_was a po-
-sition that you could call "generative semantfcs," but

at the moment I would not know even what the term describes.
I think that the positfbn that existed, say ten years ago,
was interesting but wrong for the reasons that.I discussed

in a paper on it in a book called Studies on Semantics

in Generative (-‘n'ammar*.“.l I think neither Generative gram-

mar, nor Generative Semantics has the complete, adequate

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

that linguistics has yet undergone its real scientific

]Mazin Al-waer, "On Some Controversial Issues of
Transformational Generative Grammar Theory," an interview
with the Anferican linguist Professor Noam Chomsky, MIT,
1980, p. 18. &



revolution. It seems that linguistics is approaching it.
Linguists (structuralists, syntacticians and semanticists)
are really doing groundwork from which a major scientific

revolution may sooner or later take place.
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