THE MATURE OF GRAMMATICAL VALENCE

Ronald W, Langacker

This paper addresses two fundamental problems of gram-
matical structure. First, what is the nature of grammatical
valence, i.e. what permits morphemes to combine to form
grammatical constructions? Second, why is there 2 universal
tendency for morphological layering to correlate with seman-
tic scope, such that inner layers of morphological structure
are semantically in the scope of outer layers? These Qques-
tions are approached in the context of space arammar, which
claims that grammar—both morphology and syntax—is symbolic
in character and forms a continuum with lexicon. Discussion
centers on a number of arammatical constructions found in
languages of the Uto-Aztecan family.

1. Introduction

A common feature of Native American languages, and of lanquaqes

generally,

is the formation of complex verbs through the layering of

"verb-like" derivational affixes. The Luiseflo data in (1) is not atypi-

cal.

(1) (2) noo nee—q

I leave-TNS
'T am leaving.'

(b) noo pee-vi¥u-—q
I leave-want-TNS

'T want to leave.'

() noo poy nee-ni-—q
I him leave-make-TNS

'I make him leave.'

(d) noo poy nee-vidu-ni—q
I him leave-want-make-=TNS

'I make him want to leave.'
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(&) noo poy pee-ni-vidu—q
I him leave-make-want-TNS

'T want to make him leave.!

(£) noo poy pee—vidu-ni-vi¥u-q
I him leave-want-make-want-TNS

'T want to make him want to leave.'

To me the most intriguing aspect of such constructions is the tendency
for morphological layering to correlate with "semantic scope", so that
an inner layer of structure is semantically "in the scepe of" the affix
constituting the layer immediately external to it.

The generative semantic account of this correlation is illustrated
for (1)(d) in Figure 1 (cf. Largacker 1973). Scope is eguated with
subordination, and the surface complex verb is derived by repeated
apolications of rules such as Predicate Raising and Equi NP Deletion.
However, there is no independent reason to believe that the root and
derivational suffixes derive from clauses embedded to NP, and the whole
notion of deriving the surface form from a radically different underly-
ing structure is rather suspect.

UNDERLYING SURFACE
STRUCTURE STRUCTURE

35/’\\V s

| [
NS i NT

NP HT 1 HIM Vv TNS
I S MAKE Em—— V MAKE
(RULES)

NP NP V WANT
HE g WANT LEAVE

NP 'if
I\JZ LEAVE
Pigure 1

A predicate-araument account of such expressions is shown in Figure
2. ‘“hile this dependency tree representation is much more satisfactory,
in my view, it is nevertheless inadequate by itself. For one thing,
special provisions are needed to specify the morpholoqical layering of
the complex verb. I will sujgest, moreover, that predicate-argument
representations of this kind are crucially inexplicit on a number of
points. -
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My objective in this paper is to approach the correlation bhetween
semantic scope and morpholoaical layering in the context of a hroader
conception of the nature of grammatical valence. I will try to provide
a reasonably explicit preliminary account of what permits morchemes to
combine and of the relation they bear to the composite whole. I will
suggest that predicate-arqument structures like Figure 2, while fairly
prototypical, are nevertheless only a special case in a considerably
broader spectrum of possibilities., The discussion will be based »n
selected grammatical constructions found in various languaqges »f the
Uto-Aztecan family.

2. 2An overview of space grammar

I will assume a descriptive framework called space arammar, only
certain aspects,of which can he outlined here, and these in the hriefest
rossible terms.” Space grammar seeks to characterize a speaker's grasp
of established limguistic convention. This knowledne is assumed to take
the form of a structured inventory of conventional linquistic units,
where & unit Is 2 structural complex that the speaker has Fully
mastered. ~Only three basic types of units are posited: semantic, phono-
logical, and symbolic. Symhbolic units are hipolar, with & semantic unit
at one pole in symbolic correspondence to a ﬁonological unit at the
other. The inventory of conventional units is structured in that some
units function as components of others; the Tong vowel [ee], for
instance, is one component of the vhonological unit ([nl-fee]] in
Luiseffo, which in turn is a component of the symddlic  unit
[[LEAVE]/[[n]-[ee]]], and so on.

Three facets of the model must be explicated in slightly agreater
detail: schematicity, grammatical structure, and semantic structure.
Schematicitv is the relation hetween superordinate and subordinate nodes
iIn a taxonomic hierarchy. For example, the concept [TREE] is schematic
relative to more highly elaborated concepts such as [QAX] or (PINE]; and
superordinate to phonological units such as [a] and [ee] ve can posit
the schematic phonological unit (VOWEL]. A schema is said to he ela-
horated by the structures suhordinate to it, called its instantiations,
and this elaborative relation is indicated by an arrow, e.q. [TREE]—>
roAK] . Relatively speakima, a schema specifies a notion only in grnss
terms, while its instantiations specify it in finer detail—it is 1like
the cJdifference between a arach of the stock market plotted on 2 coarse
arid, showing only general trends from month to month, and a graph plot-
ted on 2 fine grid, showino the day-to-day fluctuations givina rise to
the general trends. The conventional units of 3 grammar include hoth
schemas and their instantiations. Schemas have 2 catecorizing function
and also 2 sanctioning function in the creation of novel expressions.
Relations of schematicity also play a role in grammatical velence, and
that is our basic concern here.

Space grammar does not posit special morphological or syntactic
units. Crammatical structure, both morvhology and syntax, is claimed to
be symbolic in nature, forming a continuum with lexicon. It is there=-
fore accommodated hy symholic units, each consistino of a semantic and 2
rhonologiczl pole. GCrarmmatical patterns, or "rules", are representsd in
the form of schematic symbolic units.
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Let us take the combination of Luisefio -vi¥u ‘'want' with a verb
stem for a concrete illustration. ®hat do we have to say to descrihe
fully a grammatically complex form such as nee-vi¥u 'want to leave's
First we must characterize the two component-morphemes, each of which is
a symbolic unit with a semantic and a phonological pole. The second
task is to specify precisely how the two morphemes combine—this is the
problem of arammatical valence. For now I simply observe that the com-—
bination is bipolar and therefore symbolic. It is bipolar in the sense
that we must state not only how the phonological units fnee] and [vi¥u)
integrate to form the composite phonological structure [Hee-vii‘.u] , but
also how the semantic units [LEAVE] and (WANT] integrate “to form the
composite semantic structure [LEAVE-WANT]. Moreover, the phonological
integration symbolizes the semantic integration: the fact that the
wanting designated by -vi¥u pertains to leaving in particular (rather
than some other process) iS conveyed specifically hy the fact that -vi&u
suffixes to nee 'leave' rather than some other stem. In short, the
semantic relation between the meaning components [LEAVE] and [WANT] is
symbolized by a specific relation (one of suffixation) hetween their
respective phonological representations.

PHONOLOGICAL POLE

1
1
1
1
I
I
I

8 = symbclization
1 = integration
o = gomposition s

Figure 3 summarizes these relations of symbolization snd integra-
tion. It shows an integrative relation hetween the semantic units
[LEAVE] and [WANT], to yield the composite semantic structure [LEAVE-
WANT], and also between the phonological units fnee] and [vidu] to vield
the composite phonological structure [gee—viEu]. It shows symbolic
relations between [LEAVE] and [nee],” between MWANT] and [vi¥u], and
hetween the modes of inteqration of [LEAVE] and [WANT] at the semantic
Pole and of [nee] and [vi¥u] at the phonological pole. Pecause the com-
posite structures [LEAVE-WANT] and (nee-viu] are defined by their com-
ponents together with their mode of integration, these composite struc-
tures themselves stand in a symbolic relationship derivative of the ones
linking their components and the integration of these components.

While all this may strike one as an overly complicated way to
describe a simple case of suffixation, in actuality it is not. All I
have done is to make explicit reference to all of the facets of struc-
ture and organization that go into a stem-suffix combination, believing
that all of these facets of structure and organization must ultimately
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he describes in full detail rather than simply heina taken for sranted,
as they normally are. 2n account of sach of the structures and rele-
tions in Figure 3 is the minimum required for an adecuate description »f
a simple instance of grammatical valence hetween two morphenas, Fiqure
3 of course represents a specific instance of the aeneral nattern
whereby —vidu combines with a verh stem., The pattern itself—the snace
aramar equivalent of 2 morpholcoizal or derivational rule—will simnly
be a schematic version of 2, osne in which the srecificztions nf nes
‘leave’ are replaced by those of the verh stem schema. This schematlc
symbolic unit which emhodies the morpholooical pattern coexists in  the
ararmar of LuiseMo with those of its instantiations which heve been
mastered by speakers as establishe? units.

Semantic structure is viewed in space grammar as conventionalized
conceptual structure, i.e. the form our concevtuzlizations must assiume
for ready linaulstic expression qiven the symholic conventions and
resources of the lamjuage. 2 semantic structure is 2 concentualization
that functions as the semantic pole of a morphneme or larger exrression,
fixed or novel. I refer to the semantic pole of a morpheme as a zredi-
cate.

A vredicate is characterized relative to one or rore concentual
domains, aollectively referred to as its matrix. Some are hasic
domains, i.e. primitive fields of representation not reducible to other,
mora fundsmental concepts; examples of hasic domains would include
space, time, oolor, taste, and one or more emotive domains. Mast
domains are abstract. An ahstract Aomain consists of a functional
asserbly, i.e. 2n integrated knowlecqge structure of seme kind. Random
examples of functional assemblies include our conception of the humen
face,.knowina how to skin 2 rabhit, the calendrical cycle, the notion
that ohjects or events can he ranked on a scale with restect to some
property, and sn on almost indefinitely,

It is important to observe that functional assemhlies—and hence
the Aomains relative to» which nredicates are defined—are structured
hierarchically, in that simpler assemblies can he canrdinated ar
transformed tn create more complex, higher-order assemhlies, which in
turn combine to form more complex assemblias, and so on. It is crucial
that a2 given rpredicate he defined at an appropriate level in this
hierarchy of comnlexity. For example, it would he mointless to try to
“efine the notion ([RADIUS) directly in the basic Aomain of two-
Aimensional smace, since a rafius exists only by virtue of its relation
to 2 circle an® hence is superordinate to the [CIFCLE] concept in the
nierarchy of complexitv. e must aoprosch the characterization of
(RADIUS] in two steps. First, [CIRCLE] can “e defines as a confisura-
tion of points in the basic spatial domain. Then, since [CIRCLE] is a
conerent concertual complex, or functional assemhbly, it can serve as an
abstract domain for the characterization of [FANIUS].

Tt is claime® thzt the semantic structure of = crecdicate alvays
involves a profile relative to a hese. This is ons of several lavers of
finure/cround oraznization posited 1ir the space grammar account ot
limquistic structure. The hase (or =roun® is the domain, ar some

relavant subportion of the Ffomain, The profile (or Fiaure) is thet
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portion of the bese which the rredicate desionstes. Neither the hase
nor the orofile is sufficient in itself to define a rnredicate, which
consists nrecisely in the relation hetween the two, “ithout the hase,
the rrofile cannot he identified; without the profile, the hass makes
ne fesicnation.

These notions are illustrated for [CIRCLE] and TRADIUS1 in Fimure
4, Boldface is used for profiled entities. The hase for [CIRCLE!, in
4(a), is the basic domain of two-dimensional space. The prnfile for
this predicate, what the predicate Adesimnates, is 2 configuration or set
of points in this dom2in. As a functional assembly, FCIRCLE] can then
serve as hase for the characterization of [RADIUS], 2s seen in 4(h).
Thserve that the conception of a circle is part of the predicates
[RADIUS]; this configuration is in the hase of [PADIUS] hut is not pro-
filed, though nrecisely the same configuration functions 2s the profile
of the predicate [CIRCLE].

(a) (v)

SPACE CIRCLE
CIRCLE BADIUS
Pigure 4

Predicates fall into several hasic types determined with respect to
the nature of their profile. A thimm is a predicate whnse profile is
construed as a hounded rejyion in some demain. FEath [CIPCLI] and
[FADIUS] are classified as thimgs, since they ars lines, and lines are 2
special tvpe of bounded rejion in space. [YELLI¥]=—3s a nown, the name
of a 2olor—is a ounded region in the color cdomain, cefined primarily
by its location along thie hue dimension. To take more zhstract axam-
ples, [PAPACRAPY] is 2 bounded reqion in a written passane, [TIESTAY] a
hounded renion in the cvcle of Aays constitutine 2 week, 2nd MOCIAVE] a
ounded region on 2 musical scale. Favsical ohjects, zs bounded enti-
ties in three-cimensional space, are prototymical members of the thing
catevory, hut nevertheless represent a specizl case in the srectrum of
mossibilities Aefined by its schematic characterization.

A relation is Fefined as a predicate in which twe or more entities
are protiled. Tyoically a relation profiles twn thinas, as seen for the
[TM] relation in Fiqure S(2). (I will use & circle as 2 convenient
abbreviaztion for a thing.) llowever, either or both of the 2rofiled
entities may themselves be relational in character. [FAST], for examgle,
locates a vrocess in 2 rarticular revion along 2 scals of rapidity. The
conception of such a stale constitutes an abhstract Adeomain, and [FAST]
profiles hoth the process being situated alomy the scale end thet reaion
of the scale consistima of the set of maints hevon® the neivhbharhnod of
the norm  (n). In eavery relational predicztion, nne of the nrofiled
entities is designated as the traiectnr, and tha aother as the landmark.
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This rAistinction constitutes 3 secon? layer of Figure/around oraaniza-
tion, one superimnose? on the finure (profile) of 2 more fundamental
laver of figure/around orzanization, namely the rrofile/hasz distinc-
tion. 2s the temms sugnest, the lancdmark entity functions as a2 moint of
refarence for specifying the loacation of the tradiector.

(a) (v) FY

SPACE

RATE

PAST
Pigure 5.

Like thinmgs, the relations considered above are stative, i.e. thay
are conceptualized as static configquratiens in their domain, scanned 2=
a simultaneously available whole. A process is more comnlex and
involves the tracking of a configuration through time. Tt can be
regarced as 2 continunus series of states occupyina 2 oontinuwus series
of woonints in time and scanned sequentially; a process is thus seen as
unfolédimy throuoh time, and the spen of time thoush which it is tracked
is referred to as its tempeoral profile. Essentia) facets of the proces-
sual predicate [LEAVE] are sketched in Figure 5. The maetrix Ffor fhis
oreficata is complex, 2s it coordinates the hasic “omains of time and
space; the boldface portion of the time arrow is the temmoral profile of
the rrocess.

3, Crarmmatical velence: canonical! instances

Crarmar consists in the combination of symholic structures to form
rrograssively mora complex symhwlic structures. I hzve sungested that
this combhination is hipelar, with the intearation of semantic regresen-
tations stanfing in a symholic relation to the inteaqration of their
corresponcirg thonological rewpressntations. Cur nain zoncern here is
with the nature of this inteqration at the semantic rola. Mhat nre-
cisely is the nature of the semantic intecration that forms 2 commosita
samantic structure from two or more comronent predicates?

I want to make it clear at the start thet I am mot concerned with
tryina to predict the velence nf 2 morrheme an tha hasis of its intern=l
semantic structure. In fact, I @3 nmot think it is possible tn predict
valence in ahsolute terms. There is no r2asnn £o sucrose, for instance,
that the semantic pole of Luisefo nee 'leave' is sihstantially diffarent
in eny crucial respects from that of Bnalish aave, vat ggg is

——
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consistently intransitive, while leave optionally hears 3 valence rala-
tion of some kind fo a nominal complement (this verv ortisnality areu-
ally establishes the mmint):

(2) (2} The man left.
(b) The man left the bHuildima,

Instead of zhsslute precictshility, we nust ssttls for fradictahil ity of
a wezker sort, one mors aener2lly approrriate Ffor lamuace: The semap-
tic structure of a morpheme ~efines its valence mtential and dstarmines
vow readily it Jends itself to certain kinds nf valence relatisns
exploitina that potential, but whether and how this mtantial will zetu-
ally he exploite® is in some measurs a function of linmuistic ~anver-
tion.

Qur concern here, though, is with the natura Af the wvalence tiess
2t the semantic role) hetieen tuo structures that #n in Fagt comhine in
accordance with the conventions of the lenquace, e will start with
prototypical valence relations, instances where acturl velence reflects
semantic structure in a fairly straiohtforward manner. Ten we will
consifer cases which deviats from the rrototyre in various wavs.

Consicer this Hopi senteﬁ_ﬂ.':2

(3) taaga mnosa-t tiwa
man cat-2CC see/find

'The man found the cat.'

The Hopi verh tiva is a fairly canoniczsl instaice nf a tfwo-place nrafi-
cata, in stanferd nredicate-arqument terms, since it fesimnates 2 rela-
tion hetwean two saliant entities, a ssarsher/rerceiver an? tha ohiect
sousht/nerceive?.  Fiqure 7 iz a tymical predicate/2roument ranendancy
tree ranresentaticn for +the lewical morpnamas af (Y, =showing valenca
ralations between (FIVD] ard its arauments THAT] and I(aT],

Twuth I find Figure 7 oerfactly accestasle as a First Anoroxima- -
tion, it is undenisbly inexnlicit »n manv crucial coints. Far ane
thine, nothing of suhstance is indimatred shout the intarnal structure of
anv of the three predicates. CSecond, nothim explicitly shows that
MAN] an! [CAT] have different roles with respect tn (FINTY), or what
these roles are. Third, how (waN1 and [FAT] monnect k4 [FIND], Amd what
parmits this combinztion in 4  fipsr slace, Are left ungocacifiss,
Finelly, there is no Airsct charactarizasian n® the commnsite semantic
structure rasulting fram the intaqratian af the three componeats.
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The snace crazmmar concention A€ ararmatical valence (for prototyoi-
czl instances) can “e regarded as an sttamot to he axrlicit on 211 these
soints, i.e. to exclicate the walid intuitions that lie *hehin® tha
widespresd acceptance of some versian Af precicate-aroument structura.
e can begin with 3 characterization of the internel structure »f the
nradicates, most crucially IF INDl.  The matrix for this nredicate is
conplex, involving not only the domain nf chvsical srece ut also
shstract Aomains pertaining to perceptiosn and connition, including the
knowledce that perceiving individuals, at a qiven time, have percentus’
access to 2 limited 2res and make percentual contaot only with ohjects
located withip this perceptual field. I have conflates these Jiffarent
domains in Fiqure 7, wnich certainly swversimplifies matters, hut will he
sufficient for present nurroses.

[FIN2] trzces through time the evolution of a situatisn invelvina
several entities. Two of these entities, "oth chysical ohiects, =re
rrofiled: the trajector, correspondino to tlie searcher, functisns as
the fiqure within the relational profile, oand its 2ctivity is wlattes
relative to the landmerk, the ohiect saucht an® found. [ass salient hut
still important in this conception is a third entity, the mercertuzl
field of the tradjector, which I “ave aiven as an ellipse. The Wase aF
[FIMD] includes a search rrocess of indefinite “uration. @nly the final
stadges of that process are actuslly Aesignates by the nreficate an”
hence profiled, namely the transition into the situation where the land-
mark ls loczted in the trajector's visual Fiel-.

I will treat [¥AM] and [CAT) in much lesser detail, usine onlv 2
mnemonic sketch renresentina their shave soecifinztinan  in Aiagrams
helow. For our surposes, the relevant ahservation is that they are pro-
totypical things, bouncded objects in shysical snace. Their full charzc-
terization will include srecifications in nunersus other fomains (e.d.
size, color, ca2noniczl activities).

“ow let us consider the velence reletinns in Fimure 7. T will sua=-
72t that a valence relatinn hetveen fuwn nrefismates is massihle dust ir

case these nradicates averlan, in the esnse Ehat some suhstructure



- digd

within on2 corresvonds to 2 sibstructure within the atrer and is con-
struec¢ as idengical to it. T vill use dattad lines far earresTons encas
of this kind.” T™e dotted lines of correspondance in Fiaure © thsrefore
specifv that the traiector of [EIM] is construed as heimm identiczl to
the ohject arefiled by I+AN], and that the lan~nark of FITVE] is con-
strue” as heino identical to the profile of fZ2T].  Fstablishing these
corresponcences is  wnat permits [FIMNT 5 combine with FodM] and 1029
in & grammatica] valence relation. e lines of correstondence c2n alsn
he thouaht of as lines of inteqgration, i.s. 2s instructions for fitting
the component predicates tomether to form & coherent commnsite struc-
ture. In Fiyure 9, then, the lines of inteqration indicste rhat tha
specifications of [VAJ) ars to he surerimposerd an those of the traiectsr
of TFINC], and the specifications of [CAT] on those »f the landmark of
T, since their profiles correspond  to Adifferent substructures
within it.

N

O/

FIND (slmplified)

" -..é‘a.:‘_‘ CAT

Pigure 9

I will claim that 2]l valence ralations are hased on  =srrespson-
dences hetwesan submarts of the component structurss. Tis iz in Fact
the only constant factor in valence relatisns. However, tnersz is con-
sicerably m~ore that can he said 2hout canonical valance ralations 1ike
thonse in Figure 7, an? that we must say to he fully ewplicit ahout their
nature.

For example, vhat is the nature »f the Asymmetrv between [FTNN] an
the one hend and [MAN] and FCAT] an the other that lez”s us to put
[FINT] on top in the ~enendency tree an® the sthers on the Mttam? that
leads us tn sav, in nreficate-araument terms, that (PIM] is the rredi-
cate, an® [WAM] and [CAT] the armuments, rather than the oonverse? L
would ‘sucgest that this asymretrv is cannecta® with the ralatianal char—
pcter of [FIND]. [FIND] introuces and oraanizes a scene in vhich
saliant participants interact in 2 soecifies vAY. [MAN] anA FCAT)
designate individual ohients, an? vhile it is part of aur kmowladae of
these objects that they particinate in relatisns with nther ohdacts,
fhese externel relationshing are neither salient nor profile?  within
these predicatss, [FI'M] thus makes salient reference =n tun niiects ac
nmart of its own intermel structure—these nhjects Suncrisn as its  tra-
jecter and landnark an® cefine itz ~rafile-=thile neithar Fda] nor
rCAY] penfiles #n external relatinn,
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I will say that 'FIVD] is copcentusrlly famandent, while [WaW]  and
[CAT} are conceptuzlly 2utonomolls, with resrzect to the antities nlace”
in corresmoncence in Fiqure », TELJM is concentually ~ependent hecazuse
it presucposes, as an inherent nert of its oun internal structure, the
twn thinos narticipating in the corresmndences ;: [MAM]  and  TCAT]  are
corceptually autonorwus hecause they do not similarlv nresunpose @
selient externsl reletinnship. Tne caniot concaptualize the ([FIVM]
relation without conceptuslizine the twn thinas Functionind as traiector
and landmark of that relation (even if thev are monceives amly in the
vacuest temms, say as hlobs), but it is rerfectly possible to concentil—
2lize a man or a cat without mentally settina it in a relation with some
extarnal object. T would emphasize that conceotual 2utoromy =nd Fapen-
fence are ultimately matters of deqree, hut in canonizal instances of
ararmatical walence there is a fairlv clear asymmetry hetween the Asren-
Aent and Autonomous predicates 2lona these lines. The ferendent struc-
ture can be equated with the predicate, in predicate—armument terms, anA
the autonomous structures with its arwuients., That is, the concentually
favendent structure in such a confiquration cam he saif *o hawe valence,
And the autonemous structure satisfies this valence.

Though (FIVM] any® £he two autonomous predicates in Fimure © rrafile
corresporcinm  obiects, they chvicusly Aiffer in the Fsqree to vhich the
nature of these ohiects is spesified. [FD'M] charactarizes its traisc—-
tor and landmerk only in schematic tarms—the former anly 2s 2 thing
cagable of searching and perceiviny, the latter only as a thine capahla
nf  heing faund—while [MAN1 and [OAT] specifyv the corresmondine Ahiacts
in far areater detail, Hence there is a relatian Af schematicity
Detween each of tha arofiled ohiects within [FTV™ and tha autonamous
oredicata whose profile coarresmor?s o it. "2 can gay that the Aepen-
dent vredicate organizes the scene, setting un a relation “wtween
schematically specified ohjects, and that tha autonomous nredisatas  Fit
ints this scene 2nd elzhorate pertisulsr substructures within it. These
substructures 2an he called alaboratisn  sites (e=sitag); +hey ara
cross-hetehed  in Fiqure 10 far esse n* 1fentl’icztion. T™e arrsw lesd-
ina from an s-site in the “emendant nradicate &n tha corressording atitn-
aomous pracdicate thus stands for 2 schematic relatisnshin, 2s hafare.

— X s
. PIND=CAT) HAN]
L
7 /\
FIND CAT,
e e [emiph——{cu)
el Pigure 11

FIND (simplified)
Pigure 10
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Mo further 2snects »f canonical valence relatisne must he con-
siderec, The first is constituency, the nrder in uhich simplar struc-
cures comhine to fom proarassively more mamulex snes. I ean saw little
ahout constituency here. ‘'Mere s reasan to think that it is oftan
veriable, with alternzte constituency sotians leatimy to the save
overall compasite structure. Typically onnstituency is Rinary, =n?
there is avidencs that twe-rlace predicates normally elshorata their
len“mark at 2 lower level qf constituency, with the trajestor einc 21a-
orated at a hisher lavel.” Fisure 11 thus shows the likely or~aniza-
tion of the examiile under consicderation. At the lower level of consti-
tuency, TTIMD] and [CAT] are intearazted ts form the commsite structure
(FINDCATY ,  which is  taken to e novel (hence the rarsnthases rather
fhan the square “rackets). The schenaticity arrow indizates that rETm)
is the dependant structurs, 2n7 [CAT] the autsnomaus ane; more smaci fi-
cally, [CAT] elahorates the landmerk of (FTVD]. 24t the hidher lawvel oFf
constituency, (dW] is ipter~rated with the composite structure (& InD-—
@T) to ©rm the nigher-order composite structurs (fINC=CAT=-wAN) ,  iHere
(FINMD=CAT)  is Aenendent, 2nd the autsnemous structure [MAM] elaharatas
its trajector.

n

o

The uncerscores in Figure 11 ralate to the final aspect of ceznoni-
cal valence relations. Consifer the lower level of constituency.
[FINM], a process nredicate, inteqrates with (CAT], which has tha Fro—
file of a thim., Uhat, then, will e the nrofile of the commosits
structure (FIND-CAT)? will it dasi-nate 2 thina or a nrocsss? Clearly
monsat tiwa 'found the cat! Aesianates a nrocess, not 2 thinm; it is the
core of a clause, and a clause hy Pefinitinn is proecassual ‘n  nature.
Fowever, there is no inherent raason why the nommosits structurs whuld
have to inherit the profile of the Aependent component rather than the
2Zutonomous one—the chnice must he srecifie’ ag part of each arzmmatica?
construction., In 2 canonical valence relation, then, nne of tha =om-
ponent.  structures nust be sinnled out as the zrnfile detarminant, which
mesns that its orofile orevails in Adetermining the cRarscter of Sha mam—
mosite structurs. 'Me undersmores in Fimure 11 marl: tha orofile Aetar-
minants. (FIVP-CMT) is thus a process, for it innerits  the pracessual
rrofile of [FIWD], At tha seconr level of constituency, sinilarly,
(PTWL=CATY i3 marked as ke mrofile determinant, 30 the commozite struc-
-ture  Sor the entire evrnression is alen rrocessurl, and (2) cualifies a3
a nlausa,

o

Fimure 11 of course abbreviates the semantic structures 2+ zoc
lavel. Fiaurs 17 iz 2 somewhat mora adscquate renresentation, FAepictipa
the internal orgenizatisn of these structures within the limits nf the
notatinns intreduces. By now Floure 17 shoulé e Jarmelv sel F-
exnlanatory. At the lower lewasl »f censtituency, TCAT] slzhorates the
landmark of (FIND]), which serves as glaharatisn site and anrresconds tn
the nrafile of [CAT], [FIMD] is the nrofile Aaterminant—ininatad by
suttine  the box surroundine it in haldface, The novel commosite struc-
tire (FIVD-CATY is formed by superimpasing the specifi~atinns AF [PAT)
on  the schematic landmerk wvithin [FIVD], while ratainine the processuzl
spnfile of the latter. (FISN-CAT) is +herefore a nrrczcs structure with
unspecified trafector. This trsdector is alaharate® s+ the sacand level
of constituency, vhere it iz nut in anrresromdence with =ha oprafila af
Tegnl,  Sinece (FPTVNIMTY g kns nrnfile Ffeterminsnt, the noval enmensits

-
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structurs (FTND=CRT=wANY i8 2 nrocess vhose trajector receives the
specifications of [vAnN],

FIND-CAT-MAN

o
.

Pigure 12

2, Mon=canonical instances of crarmeticel valence

The essential a2srects of 2 zamonical valence relatisn 2re  summar-
izer in Figqure 13. It is a hinary relation between tm»n -redicates, nne
£ which is a2ntonomous ane the other ~ecendent. The ~enendent structura
= relzation2l and includes within its nrofile an entitv, specifically a
thina, which correspords to the nrofile of the autonemons structure.
This entity, only schamatically specified within the Asmendent structure
itsel®, Cfunctiens as an z2lahoratinn site; this e-site hears a relation
~f schemeticity to the autonomnus structure, which serves to sperify it
in finer det2il. Finallv, the Aependent structure is the rrafile ~eter-
minAnt  an? henece impozes its relatinnzl nrofile on the commosite struc-
ture.

i

2

s
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DEPENDENT AUTONOMOUS
STRUCTURE STRUCTURE

ﬂ'-..- “--“O

Pigure 13

This is the hasic tyme of valence relation menerally aszumesd in
crecicate—araument aAccounts of semantics, bSut of the clustar of prorer-
ties Fefining it, only the sexistence of a <correscondence hetwean sub-
structures »f the components is 2 700f candidate for uriversalitv in
aramnstical valence relations. e will now exzlore some of the ways in
which valence relations commonlv “eviate from the protatvme.

“nen there is a clear asymmetry between twn precicates 2lonn th
lines of concentu2l zutonomvy, it is netural for the dependent strustur
to fimction 2s profile dsterminent, as it cenoniczlly Aoes. THis i
quite consonant with its function of orosnizing a scene, oF estrhlishinc
relztions amona schematically specified entities; the autonomons struc-
ture simply Ffits into this scene and elahorates ane »f these entities.
Chonsing the autonomous structure a5 oprofile determinant in such a3
situation would amount to a kiryl »f skewing, vhere one component is int-
rinsically suited tn play a scene-structuring rnle, hut wers the oor-
sractive nf the ather component is a”apted “v the mompogite structurs.

o w o

I would elaim that this skewina is precisely what wderlies the
hesd-mo’ifier Aistinction in natural! lantusrce, "2 narmelly sreak of
nead-nodifiar reletion twhen, in space arammar terms, thare is 2 wvaleas
ralation with a alesr asvmmetry hetwesn zn autonamous #nd 2 Fapendent
compnnent, but vhers the aukonomous structurz  Functions 233 orafile
Agterminant: the PAutonomous commorent is fhe hagt, 2nf the fenendent
comranent the madifier. ' T

D M

The Honi axpressions in (4) are rapresantative.

(&) (a) taacs widca
men  tall

'"Me man is ta211.!

(h) wira=tzca
t2ll-man

'tall man!

(AY(a)

% '...'1 szl =S T 01._ ~ ti ar lE‘.l l. n ChARrachar are .“";2'[ 8 w2 '-.K\Ul’: mMr-=-=
r r
wall Y Snea

' 2
kK aof 2 sguhject-predicata relatinn hYetieen traca and wiips.
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(£) (), on the other hand, is nominal in charactar, an?d in £his ceza it
is customary to swesk of a head-mofifier relatisn. Yat in hoth
instAances [v241 is autnnenous and elaborates the tradentar o¢ tha Aanen-
fent [TALL], as seen in Figure 14(3), [TALL] Aagianatag a relztian
hatween an ohiect and an ahstract scala, This scala is hesad an Hhe
lunctional assembly of comparing ohiechs with resrect to their verticel
axtension whan they assume their cansnical vertical orientatisn. [TALL]
specifies that the ummer extreme of the trajectnr, with respect tn this
arientatisn, falls in the landmark reaion of the seale, shich consists
2€ the sczle's positive end, that onrtinn Revon® the neirhharhaod of tha
roTm.

(v) ()

E

MAN (IS) TALL
Pigure 14

The relationships shown in 14(2) are walid Ffor 'wmth (" (2) and
(4)(HY, yet these expressinns are quite Aiffersnt in nesnino. Thev
Aiffer preciselv in that (4)(a) is relational, while (2)(h) Aesianates
an object and! therefore has the profile of a thirns. It seems apnerent,
then, tnat the compsite semantic structure in (4)(2) inherits the pro-
£ile of [TALL], 2rid in (4)(b) the prnfile of [MAn]., The resnective com=
Tosite structures are chawn in 149 and (o). Thgerve that in each
instance 2 predication of tzllress for the man is nrosent—rhe anlv
"ifference lies in whether that relation is profilad or thather it is
merelv part of the hase.

The Jdifference between an adiectival and an adverhial madifier is
gsimply that the latter has 2 relation rather than a thine far its tra-
jector and elahoration site. Consicder the expressisan run fast. FAET]
was cdisararmme’ in Figure S(h'\. Tks trafentor is 2 nrocess rather than a
thing. T™is schematic vrocess is elshorated hy [RIN] in a wav precisely
analnomus to the wev in which [MAM] elahorates the trajectsr of (TALL]
in ta2ll nan. [RIM] is clearly the wvrafile Aaterminant in run Ffast,
sincs tRis evroression AFesirmates a3 tvoe of runnine, rot = tyoe of
ravifity—the commosite structurs is quikte amalgaous tn  Figure 14/7c).
It will he onserve” that the notisn Adver- recsives a verv simn'e char-
acterizatinn in spece qrammar terms: an actvarh is 2 madifiar hosz haezd
is & relatinn fas oapgnse’ ko a thing).,

We have now sesn two weys in whien wvalence relations zan Aenert
from the orototvme: the autonamous structure may functisn as nrafile
“eflerminant, and the e-site within the dependenc structurs navy e &
relztion rather &then 2 thimi. 274ition2] hinds of Asnartura from the
nrototyre can he [1'ustrate by z series of comonsite lozative particles
in Cor=,
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The particular locative particles in question are specialized for
topographical relations in mountainous terrain. Representative examples
are given in (5)(a) and (b).

(5) (a) yuu 'right here at the foot of the slope!
(b) mah ‘'away up there to the side in the face of the slore!
(c) y 'proximal'/m 'medial'/g 'distal’
(d) u 'inside'/a 'outside'
() : 'foot of slope'/h 'face of slope'/n 'top of slope!

These particles prove to be essentially regular combinations of three
morphemes each. The possibilities for each rosition are given in
(5) (e)=(e) .

The semantic structure of mah 'away up there to the side in the
face of the slope' is sketched in Figure 15. The first component, m
'medizl', marks distance from the speaker. The proximal range, indi=
cated by the small circle not in boldface, essentizlly encompasses the
ares within the speaker's physical reach. The medial range, functioning
here as a salient landmark and profiled, basically includes the area
within the spezsker's visual field. The medial credication is thus a
stative relation which locatass the trajector within the medial range but
outside the proximal area.

nah

ON- |

il

tr

Figure 15

The general contrast in Cora between u 'inside' and a 'outside’
assumes specialized values in particular contexts. The specific ver-
sions of u and a relevant here are defined relative to the functional
assembly in which the speaker is standing at the foot of a slope and
locking straight up the face of this slope. This slope (inclwding the

foot, the face, and the top) is represented by a rectangle. The
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landmark areaz for u and 2 is defined as the area along the speaker's
line of sight as he looksS up the slope from this canonical position. It
will be notad that this landmark region extends along the facz of the
slope only to the skyline, since the speaker's line of sight from the
foot of the slope cannot curve to take in the region on top., The mor-
phemes u and a designate stative locative relations, situating the tra-
jector elther Inside or outside the landmark reqion alona the speaker's
canonical line of sight; a 'outside' is of course shown in Figure 15.

Finally, h indicates that the trajector is located in the face of
the slope, as opposeé to the foot or the top. Its representation in
Figure 15 should be self-explanatory, as should he the lines of intecra-
tion connecting the three component predicates. It is an obligatory
specification of this construction that the trajectors of the three
predicates correspond. The speaker is obviously the same in the first
two components, and the slope is the same in the second two. The three
predicates are therefore tightly integrated hy lines of correscondences
connecting shared substructures.

The composite structure is obtained simply hy superimposing
corresponding entities. The result is a complex locative relationship
in which the trajector is simultaneously located with respect to three
parameters and three landmarks, one contributed by each component predi-
cate. Taken together these add up to a fairly precise specification
that can be glossed as in (5)(b).

This construction departs from prototypical wvalence relations in
three ways. First, the construction is not binary. There is no
apparent reason to break the three-morpheme sequence down into two lev-
els of constituency; the three specifications are essentially coordi-
nate. Second, there is no obvious sense in which any of the components
is conceptually dependent relative to the others, hence there is no e-
site. Finally, it is unnecessary to specify any of the three component
predicates as profile determinant. The composite expression mah Adoes
not designate any of the three component locative relations in Tarticu-
lar, but rather the complex locative relation defined hy coordinating
the locative specifications along the three parameters.

Still other types of departures fram canonical valence relations
can be illustrated by the Cahuilla data in (5).

(5) (3) ne='a¥% kiyul (a') ne='a¥ tamawet
my-pet £fish my-ret mockinabird
'my fish!' 'my mockingbird!
(b) ne-wes-'a navet (b') ne-wes-'a sandiya
my-plant-NR cactus my=plant-NR watermelon
'my cactus' 'my watermelon'

This is a type of noun-classifier construction frequently found in Uto-
Aztecan possessive expressions. Instead of qoing Adirectly on the
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mossessed moun, the possessor prefix attaches to a more abstract nown,
or classifier, to which the possessed noun stands in some sort of appe-
sitive relation. Cahuilla has_a whole series of classifiers, only two
of vhich are exemplified here.® The classifier 'a¥ is used for comesti-
cated animals, or pets, and wes-'a, 2 nominalization of the verh: stem
'vlant', is used for crop plants sown in a row.

The sementic structure of (%) (a) is sketched in Figure 15, 2t the
lower level, Y] functions as a modifier of (PET]. I will assume that
any Kind of relation between two entities can e used to define an
abstract neighborhood for which one of those entities functisns as
landmark-—any entity which hears the desionated relation to this land-
mark 1s construed as being located in its neighborhood with respect to
this relation. A possessive structure such as ™Y] is highly schematic;
essentially, [MY] only locatss a trajector in the we:qhbogbooﬁ of the
spezker with respect to a relation of unspecifiasd character.’ (PET] is a
relational noun: it has the profile of a thing, identified schematically
only as an animal of some kind, but its relation to another, landmark
entity is a prominent feature of its base. This relationship, one of
ownership, puts the profiled animal in the control domain of the lané-
mark, which is aquated by a line of integration with the 2bstract neigh-
“orhood internal to the possessive [MY]. Similarly, the Jlanémark of
MY] 1is equated with the landnark of [PET], an?® the trajector of [iY]
with the profile of [PET], vhich is the profile determinant. By super-
imposing corresponding entities, we arrive at the composite structure
(MY-PET], wnich designates a thing, specified as an animal, that falls
in the neiohborhood of the speaker with respect to a relation of owner-
ship or control.
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Qur main concern in this example is with the second level of con-
stituency, where ne-'a 'my pet' combines with kiyul 'fish'. The pro-
file of (FISH] corresponds to the schematically characterized zrofile of
[(M7-PET] and of course scecifies its Ppropertias in much ~reater Aetail.
dJence the schematic profile within [MY=-PET] is an e-site, elaborated by
[FIS4], and [MY=~PET] —by analony to canonical valence relations (Figure
13)=—can bLe considered 2 dependent structure. For us the important
point about this valence relation is that the demendent structure is
mon-relational: [®Y-PET] has the profile of 2 thing, vet it hears a
valence relation to (FISH]. There is no reason why this cannot e so in
the space grarmmar conception of grammatical velence, since valence
depends crucially only on correspondences. A second noteworthy aspect
of this construction is that it is mnnecessary to dasianate one of the
components 2as profile determinant, but for a different reason than in
the Cora example: the orofiles correspond fully, s»n either choice
vields the sezme composite structure. Because there is no clear—cut pro-
file determinant, we lack the hasis for positing either 2 head-modifier
or a predicate-arjument relation; the construction is hasically a2pposi-
tional.

For subssquent examples, I will adopt the ahbreviatory notaticnal
corwentions given in Figure 17. A line hetween tuo profiled entities
indicates that they participate in 2 stative relation, which may be
either specified or schematic. Only one component state is shown expli-
citly in the abbreviation for a process, hut it should bhe understood
that there is one such state for each point in the temporal profile,
represented by the holdface portion of the time arrnw. By convention,
the upper profiled entity in these ahbrevistory notations is the trajec-

tor, and the lower one is the landmark.

entit speaified schematic specified schematio
I (thin; or atative stative process process
relation) relation relation

:l...._

Pigure 17

Figure 18 gives the semantic structure of ne-wes-'a 'my plant', the
classifier portion of (5)(b), Here we are mostly cancerned with the
lower level of constituency, where the nominalizer -'a combines with the
verd stem wes 'plant'. [(PLANT] is a process predicata, shhreviated with
the notatisn just introduced. The nominalizina ovredicate defines a
thing by virtue of the role it plays in a procass. 2s conceived in space
arammar, then, the hase of the nominalizing pradicate consists of a
schematic process, an® its profile is the landmark of this process. The
entire schematic process constituting the hase functions ss e-site ¢ 204
[PLANT] elaborates it., Since the nominalizar is the profile Aeter-
minant, the compnsite structure desigrates a thing, nemelv one charac-
terized as the landmark of the process of nlanting.
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MY-PLANT-NR

VRN RY T IE

Pigurs 18

The integration of [PLANT] and [VR] illustrates two further deper-
tures from the canonical valence relation schematized in Fiqure 13. For
the first time in our examples the e-site is neither the profile nor a
subpart of the profile——rather it is a process in the base. Second, the
e-site is mot a proper substructure within the dependent predicate, hut
is in fact exhaustive of this predicate (apart from its profile smecifi-
cation). It is of course not unexpected, as a limiting case, that the
designated substructure might coincide with the whole.

At the second level of constituency, the trajector of [MY]
corresponds to the profile of [PLANT-MR], narallel to the previous exam-
pla. Additional correspondences account for the fact that the possessive
predication furnishes a periphrastic specification of the unspecified
trajector (subject) within the verb stem wes 'plant' of wes-'a. Though
it has not been convenient to represent it pictorially in Figure 19, the
relation defining the possessive neighborhood within ™Y1 is equated
with the [PLANTY relation constitutimg the “ase for [PLANT-VR]. Accord-
ingly, the lanémark of (MY] is integrated with the trajector of the
[PLANT] .relation, so that the planter,is identified with the speaker in
the composits structure [MY-PLAMT—VR]., " I have not shown the third
level of constituency, where ne-wes='a 'my nlant(ing)' combines with an
appositional noun such as navet 'cactus', since it is exactly analogous
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to the previous case.

va may now summarize the various ways in which a grameatical
valence relation can Aepart from the prototype. A valence relation need
not be binary, and it is not necessary that therz he a clesr asymmetry
hetween an autonomous anc a dependent structure. If there is such an
asymmetry, the dependent structure need not bhe rszlational, and its e-
site does not have to he a thing included in the profile: it can he a
relation rather than a thing, and it can be an unprofiled facet of the
hase (and even subsume the base)., Either the autonomous or the depen-
dent structure can function as profile determinant, and in  some
instances the components contribute equally to the profile of the compo-
site structure. Finally, a valence relation often involves multicle
lines of inteqration. The existence of 2t least one line of inteqration
is perhaps the only invariant feature of valence relations.

5. Scope and morphological lavering

To conclude, we return at last to the rroblem rosed at the outset,
nemely the tendency for morpholegical layerimm to carrelate with seman-
tic scope, as illustrated by the Luiseffo sentences in (1). The present
conception of grammatical wvalence allows a straichtforwar? account of
such expressions which avnids the problems encountered by the agenerative
semantic and predicate-argument approaches.

Let us focus on (1) (d), repeated here as (7).

(7) noo poy .ee-vi!u—ni-q
I him leave-want-make-TNS

'TI make him want to lzave.'
The semantic pole of its probable constituency tree is given in

Figure 19.

(I ~HIM~LEAVE=WANT-MAKE-TNS)

[ 1= HIM=LEAVE=WANT=MAKE-TNS)

[EIM}e———LEAVE-WANT-MAKE-TNS)

(LEAVE-WANT-MAKE {TNs] ‘
[ LEAVE-WANT j¢— MAKE)
[LEAVE}R——{WANT]

Figure 19

#e are primarily interested in the verbal constituent (LEAVE-4ANT-MAKE-—
™NS) . Two factors combine to account for the correlatinn hetween
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morpaological lavering and semantic scope. First, 2t sach level in the
constituency hierarchy at the semantic pole, the dspendent structurs is
also the profilsa determinant—this is the canonical aligmment, and it
samounts to what was recoanized as "semantic scope" in the generative
semantic framework. At the lowest level, for instance, FLEAVE] ela-
borates the landmark of [WANT] , hence [WANT) is Aependent; [WANT] is
also the profile determinant, since nee-vi¥u 'want to leave' is a kinA
of wanting, not a kind of leavim.ge?nus [WANT] imposes its profile on
the composite structure, overriding the profile of {LEAVE], and this
relationship is what peorle have in mind when they say that [LEAVE] is
"in the semantic scope of" [WANT] .

The second factor pertains to inteqration at the shonoloaiczal role,
which I have largely ignored until now. I would claim that the notions
of autonomy and dependence are equzlly important at the rhonologinal
pole in valence relations as at the semantic pole. In the case of word
tructure, they amount to the distinction between root and stam on the
one hancd and affix on the other. An affix is morpholocically dependent
in the sense that it is characterized in Dart by its position relative
to 2 root or stem, and thus makes inherent reference ts a schematically
specified root or stem as part of its own intarnal structure. ‘This
schematic stem within each affix serves as elahoration site in & valence
relation and is elaborated by a specified stem. A root or stem is auto-
nomous in the sense that it makes ro internal referenca to ancther pho-
mological entity relative to which it is positioned.

The chonological pole of the verhal constituent e-vi?fu—n_i—q 'make
want to leave' 1is sketched in Fiqure 20. At each g\ex_ccesslve level in
the hierarchy, an affix (a dependent structure) combines with 2 rmot or
Stem (an autonomous structure) to form a higher-order stem or word (also
autonomous) . Chserve that at each level the autonomous semantic struc-
ture is symholized by the autonomous rhonological structure, and the
dependent semantic structure by the Zemendent chonological structure—
tnhis kind of "harmony" between the two poles is natural and is probably
to e expected as a general tendency. Together with the fact that the
dependent semantic structure is in each case the wrofile dererminant
(also the most natural aligmment), =his narallelisn hetween the semantic
and rphonological les is what accounts for the correlation betwean
semantic scope and morphological layerina. Fach successive
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morphological increment, working from the root outwards, symholizes the
addition of a semantic predication which—heing the profile
Jeterminant—imposes its own organization on the composite structure s»
derived.

We turn now to the specifics of how nee-vi¥u-ni-g is put together
at the semantic pole. The walence Qaatmns—a?e close to heina
canonical—the major departure from the canon is that the a-site within
the dependent predicate is in each case a ralation (more specifically, a
pProcess) rather than a2 thing. At the first level, (WANT] combines with
FLEAVEY, as seen in Fiagure 21 (cf. Figure 3).

LEAVE=WANT
tr
1lm \
*oS b aee

Pigure 21

TLEAVE] was sketched earlier (Figure 5) and is given here with anly
minor notational adjustments. TLEAVE] 1is a perfective process, one
invelving the change of a situation through time. [WANT], hy contrast,
is an imperfective process, one whiclé traces the continuation through
time of a stable, unchanaing situation.” All of its component states
are therefora identical, and it is sufficient to show one of them
diagrammatically.

Since T presently have no principled way of depicting the specific
nature of wanting, I have used for [WANT] the abbreviatory conventions
of Figure 17. ™“hat is most important for our murposes is that [WANT]
predicates 2 relation hetween a trajector, characterized only as a thing
capable of desires, and 2 process functioning as andmark, i.e. the
object of desire. It iz an inherent propertyv nf this predimste in
Luisefo, shown by a line of corresmondence, that the trajector of [WANT]
is identical to the trajector of its landmark process. 1his landmark
process is specifisd only schematically within [WAMT] itself, and it
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serves as e-sita for the valence relation, Seing elaborated by the mora
svecific process (LEAVE]. Since 'WANT] is the profile determinant, the
composite structure [LEAVE-#ANT] desiqnates an imperfective process that
can be described as the continuation throuah time of 2z relation hetween
a thinmy and a conceived process invelvimg this thirmg as trajector,
namely a process wherein the trajector goes from an "in" rela&ﬁon with
respect to some unspecified houncded area to an "out" relation.

(a) ?“ 1 tbr o“ 1 \
> 2
.

J e e
S )
MAKE LEAVE-WANT-MAKE

Pigure 22

e turn now to the second level of constituency within the verhal
expression, where the dependent predicate MAKE] combines with the com-
cosite structure [LEAVE-WANT]. The internal structure of [MARE] is
given in Figure 22(a). [MAKE] is 2 perfective process. TIts trajector is
a thing, but it has two salient landmarks, one a thing and the other a
processilit is further specified that the former is the trajector of the
latter.™ The schematic landmark process is instigates and/or controlled
by the trajector of [MAKE], ard it serves as e-site at this particular
level of constituency. It is elahorated by the composite structure
[LEAVE-4ANT] shown in Fiqure 21. Since [MAKE1 is the profile deter-
minant, the (Fresumably novel) higher-order composite structure (LEAVE-
WAMNT-MAFE) inherits its profile as a perfective process, shown in 22(h).
22(b) is obtained simply by replacing the schematic landmark process of
22(a) with the more highly specifiec pProcessual structure [LEAVE-WAMT]
from 21.

I will ignore the tense predication except o o?ﬁewe that it
leaves the processual profile of 22 (" unaffacted.”” The comrosite
Structure of the verbal expression e—vi&u—ni—g 'make(s) want to leave!'
is thus the same as 22(h), with an g?itlonal—specification locatina the
temporal profile of this process relative to the time of speaking.,

This brings us to the higher levels of constituency, where the nom-
inals noo 'I' and poy 'hin' combine with the verhal structure. These
are exactly parallel T the canonical valence relations treated previ-
ously for the Hopi example (cf. Figures 11 and 12). It will be obsarver
that Figure 22 has two thinas in its profile, one the krajector an® the
other a landmark, both specified only schematically., We can assume that
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vy 'him' elaborates the landmark at one level of constituency, and that

0o 'I' elaborates the trajector at the hichest level.

3

The constituency in Figure 1¢ accords well with the overt form of
(7), since nco and poy are separate words, the latter closer to the cor—
plex verbal expression ggg—vi&h—ni—q, which is treated as both 2 seman-
tic and a phonological®constituent in the present framework. This con—
trasts with the generative semantic or predicate-argument concention,
where the phonological constituency (or surface structure) is at odds
with the underlying semantic structure (cf. Figures 1 and 2). This
discordance bhetween semantic structure and overt constituencv is neces-
sary in these other models in order to account for the fact that 'I' is
the semantic subject of 'make', though it coes not form a phonological
constituent with it, and 'he/him' the semantic subject of 'want' and
'leave', though it forms a phonoloaical constituent with neither. This
discrepancy is handled hy the syntactic rule of Predicate Paising (pos-
sibly also Subject Raising) in the generztive semantic model, and
presumably by some comparable device in a predicate-araument model.

In the space grammar account thers is no discordance hetween the
semantic and the phonological constituency, and no underlying structurass
or special rules are needed to account for the semantic relations. The
semantic relations are an automatic consequence of corresponcdences, Soth
those internal to predicates and those between substructures of  the
semantic components in qrammatical valence relations. In Fiqure 22(h),
for instance, the thing functionim as the profiled landmark of (LEAVE-
“ANT-MAKE) is also indicated to be the trajector of the commonent
[LEAVE-WANT! as well as [LEAVE]——each role pertains to 2 different level
of constituency, but it carries over from one level to the next as more
and more complex composite structures are formed by superimposing
corresponding entities. A particular schematic entity can therefore he
elaborated at alternate levels of constituency, with no effect on the
semantic relations it hears at other levels. In the case at hand, po
is introduced at a rather hioh level of constituency, but the schematic
lendmark object it elaborates corresponds to the trajector of [LEAVE]
and of [LEAVE-WANT] at lower levels. Similarly, noo elahorates, at the
highest level, an entity introduced by [MAKET 2t “he sacond lawest
leval.

Contrary to the generative sementic view, then, grammatical consti-
tuency 1= not a direct reflection of semantic structure. Constituency
reflects only the order in which simpler conceptinns combine to form
more complax ones—the semantic structure of an expression is given not
by the constituency tree mer se, Lut rather by the internal organization
of the composita structure at each level. Recause the seme valence
potential, involving the same entity as e-site, can e exploited at Jif-
ferent levels of constituency, diffarent constituency rrees (i.z. dif-
ferent orders of amalgamation) can often lead to the same overall compo-
site structure. This is why the conventiosns of a lanquage often permit
alternate word orders or phonolocical phrasings for otherwise equivalent
expressions. Correspondences are essential to arsmmeticzl valence rela-
tions, but constituent structure is to some deqree incidental and vari-
able .



Footnotes
ke a8 0

lLangacker 1372, 127%a, and 1979b oresent an earlier version nf this
{ramework, one which used predicate-argument structure of the sort
illustrate¢ in Figure 2. Langacker 1980a and 192Cb are general intro-
ductions to the model as it presently starrls,

2I will ignore the accusative inflection on moosa 'cat', as w2ll as
tense/aspect.

e 3 : s '

“This is the same device already used internally to the predicate TFTD)
in Figqure 3—the dotted lines in 7 indicate that the traiectsr is ident-
ical for all component states of the process, as is the landmark.

dThis is no doubt related to the special status of the traiector 28 the
figure within the relational profile. The reasons for helievirg “hat
tne landmark (object) is normally more closely bound to the verb than is
the trajector (subject) are well known. They include word srder tenden-
cies, the prevalence of ohject-incorporation as omposed to subject-
incorporation, the common occurrence of object-verb idioms in contrast
to the rarity of subject-verb idioms, and s» on.

I use rectangles and scuare brackets tn enclose structures that
probably represent fully mastered umits for a typical soeaker; ellipses
anc parentheses enclose structures that may well he novel. "hile all of
the individual predicates in Figure 11 are obviously estahlished units,
the composite structures (FIND=CAT) and (FTND=CAT-MAN) possibly are not.

“The data and analysis are from Eugene Casad.
This data is taken from Seiler 1977 (p.200f).

i Y] itself is internally complex, but I will ignore that here. CF.
Langacker 1980a.

[=]

"It is not unlikely that ne-wes-'a navet can also desianate a cactus
that the speaker owns even iF it has heen planted by someone else. This
variant of the construction would simply lack these latter two
correspondences, and the neighhorhood within Y] would be one of owner-
ship, as with ne-'a¥ kiyul.

Q 3
“See Langacker 1972 and 197¢h for extensive discussion of this aspectusl
distinction and its implications for aramnatical structurs.

loﬂo rule analogous to Equi WP Delastiosn is needed in space Ararmar.
Lines of correspondence within an® hatween predicates establish that the
trajector (subject) of [WAMT] is identical to that of [LEAVE]; this is
explicit in the composite structure and requires no specisl provisions.

11Noti3ns like trajector and lanémark must he understood relative to 2
particular level of organization. Thus, the thina labeled 1n in ?2(a)
is simultzneously a landmark and a trajector. It is the trajector rela-
tive to the process servinm as the lanémark of MAKE]1, hut it is 2 land-
mark relative to [MAKE] as a whole.
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This kind of processual predicate, with two landmarixs, one ‘func-
tioniny as the trajector of the other, is quite cormon. Consifer
ITEROW], as in B8ill threw the satchel +o his sister. MMERIN] relates
two objects, elaborzted Here by Pill anc the satcnel, and also makes
salient internal refesrence tn a scatial meth, namely the trajectory fol-
lowed by the landnark oWyject, the thirng thrown. This path is itself a2
landmark, 2 salient entity within [THROW] which c2n e elaborated hy a
relational predication such as to his sister. Ohserve that the satchel
is both the landmark of [TIROW] 2nd the trajectar of the path specifica-—
tion.

12'1'11at is, [™NS] locates the process temporally but ~oes not otherwise
affect it. (.g is a neutr2l tense marker, normally translated as
oresent or recent past.) It is an epistemic npredicate and consecuently
has special properties regqularly associated with such predicates (cf.
Langackar 197%a and 1980b for further Aiscussion).
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