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ABSTRACT |

y

The = present study investigated the effects that the
discourse factors of potnt of view and given-new information
structure cause on subjects’ selections Df1 alterpative

lihguistic expressions. The study focused on two types- of

«linguistic variation: psopositional and syntactic.

Propositional variation refers to the cases such as John

<" wrote to Mary vs. Mary heard from John, both of which refer

to the same event in a story. The furfa:e variation of

4 R A ,
three syntactic types was examined: 1) the surface order of
» . =
the two NP's of a symmetric predicate; 2) the sur*%;e order
I : .

of the agentive and the patient NP of a voice structure; and
3) the surface position of a dative object NP. .

Three, exberiments were carried out. In Experiment 1,

the subjects first listened to two short stories and were
[ B

then asked to rephrase the stories from the peint of view of
of one particular character. In Experiments 2
and 3, the subjects were fi}st asked to read short starieé
whose last sentences were deletedl They were then askeﬁr
either to choose one member from two alternative sucface
structures of the final sentences or to make intuitive
judgements of the fitness of four altenative surface
structures of the final sentences. Two types of short
staries were used in the Experiments 2 and 3: a "motivated
version," in which the "point of view" of each paragraph was

iv
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experimentally specified, -and n "unmotivated version,” in

which’ the "point of view" was amb1gu0us

fhe results of a- gﬁcpas1t1ana1* and a sur face
Subject/obje:} analysis aﬁ_Eﬁe rephras&ﬁ stories shgﬁed tﬁat
;the cHaracteﬁbin a story Q%@se point of view was.éstab1ished
as a paff of %he discourse context was signigicaﬁtiy more
l1ikély to be referred to as an agent or/and experiencer of
the probésitiﬁﬂailﬁQﬂtéﬁt of a sentence and was also likely
to be realized as a surface sentential subject. It was
conc luded that tézgléﬁtexﬁuai factor of point Dfiview was a
.major inditatian of whose perspective a ﬁafcatar or - a
speaker has to adopt in choosing from amﬂﬁd alternative
actions orf statés in planning the propositional content of a
sentence.

In Experiments 2 and 3, it was shown that the surface
subjects of the passive voice Qieariy reflected the
contextual factors of both point of view and .given-new
information, while the surface subjects of the symmetric
pred1cates and the leftmost p@s1t1@ns of the dative object
NP's reflected only the antextuaT factor of given-new

information. That is, if NP's.are the targets of the point

of view and/cr the giﬁé% information, they are msnaaki:=ﬁ

to be placed in earlier sentential positions.
particular, the su rface subjects of the passive voice 3re

much more context-governed than the surface subjects of the



. ,
cymmetric predicates and the leftmost positions of the
dative objects. '

Furthermore, the subject selection in thé.paséive,‘p}ce
and the symﬁetri: predicate was positively carre1atggziith

:=§Z£humanness hieraréhy of the NP's, while 'the leftward
movements of ®™he dative NP's were not. In particular, human
NP's were shown to be significantly more likely to be the
surface subjects of the passive vaice and the symmetric
predicates, regardless of their status with regard to the
sgptextua] factor of point of view and given-new
information. It was suggested that this distinction between
the voice structure and the symmetric predicate on the one
hand and the dative 5{urctu;e on the other should be
attributed to a psychciiﬁguistii difference bétweén a
syntactic subject and a syntactic objegt. That s, a
surface subject: fuﬁﬁfi@ﬁs to reflect a narrator’'s or a
speaker’s eg@:entr%c bias tauérds human or human-related
éﬁject or thing NP's and against non-human NP's.

It was concluded that., once a pértiéular point of view
and a given-new information structure are established as -
discourse context, they play a crucial role in a narrator's
planning of the propositional content and surface str@:ture
of a sentence, indicating whose action or mental state has
to 'be expressed in the Qn—geihg discourse and the leftward

movements of contextually salient NP's. It is on the basis
A

vi



of these contextual effects on the linguistic expressions
that a narrator or a speaker can be a cooperative
participant in the on-going discourse, by maﬁiﬁg’ his

sentences more relevant to the discourse context.

=
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1. INTRODUCTION

A étgry is, by definition, composed of a plot and a

storyteller. The plot may ‘be simply defined a: a

schematically organized set of events; the storyteller, in

general called "narrator,” may be a person (e.g., author

himself, main or minor charagtsri etc.) who is in charge-of
revealing the plot to the readers.

An important aspect of the narrator is that he is given
some special privilege by whiéh he can relate a sequence of
the same events or happenings in the stafy to his readers
from several different points of view or perspectives, for
example, character gA’si character kB’s; or th@ narrator’s
own. Put in another way, the narrator can identify himself
with one particular character as a target of the point of
view. é

vFutherngei iii is conventional for the narrator . to
establish and maintain a zchsiétEht point of view of one
particular character as a part of discourse context in a
whole story or at least in each p@rtian of the story (Booth,
1961; Black, Turner, & Bower, 1979; Scholes & Kellogg, 1966;

Winograd, 1977).

As an example, suppose two characters,

Mary and Tom, in a story\and that the narrator is relating

the story from Mary’s view. Ac;arding to

Kuroda (1973, 1977), it could bé‘aréaed that epistemologica
1



interpretations of the following two sentences: Mary is sad
and Tom is sad should be clearly distinguished. The former
expresses the mental stéte of Mary, to whom the narrator has
the so:cdlled "omniscient access,” and can, therefore, be
viewed as indicating true facts without any suggestion of
doubt. On the other hand, the latter refers to the mental
state of Tom to whom the narrator does not have any access
and thus it is not certain whether or not it 1is fact that
Tém really feels sad. The point is that, by Tom is sad, the
narrator tries to express Mary’s subjective judgement of
Tom’s mental state, namely, It seems to Mary that Tom is
sad, since the narrator is presenting the story from Mary'’s
point of vfewd It is also expected that experienced readers
can handle this rather complicated manoeuver.

Kuroda (1973) also claimed that in Japanese. this
epistemological difference in meanings éf- sensatiaﬁ QE
emotional adjectives is linguistically significant. This
means that, given Haﬁy’s point of view as discourse context,
“the dapanesé equivalent ' Tom wa kanasii ("Tom is sad") is
less acceptable. Kuroda then suggested that, in this case,
the predicate of Tom should not be the sensation adjéctive
kanasii but instead ‘a sensation verb kanasigaru, which
- refers 'to TQm’S:%ttitudes or behaviér such that the speaker
could infer that Tom is sad. Theéefgrei the Japanese

"eqpiva]en¥s of Mary is sad and Tom is sad have to be Mary wa



kanasii and Tom wa kanasigagéiﬁui

From these Eﬁﬁsiﬂeratiaﬁs; it may be argued that the
literary and traditional notion of point of view must be
tahé% into account as a crucial part of psychological models
both of sentence production and of sentence comprehension.
Hereafter, what is meant by. "Séﬁt;ﬁﬁe production” 1is the
planning  of the pFQﬁQSitiGﬁal' contents and surface
structuyres of sentences, while "sentence céﬁﬁrehensicﬂ“
refers to a conceptual level of sentence understanding
processes. '

The major effort of the pfesent study is focused on the
contextual effects of point of view on the so-called:
"stylistic choices" among alternative sentences, namely, how
one chooses among the alternative linguistic eipressiaﬂs of
the same event, given a specific point of view as discourse
context. In the preéent study, this is discussed in terms
1. the planning of a propositional content of a sentence;

2. the planning of a surface structure of a sentence,
namely, syntactica\iy structured array of lexical items.

First, it must be pointed out that the present study
focuses on two kinds of the stylistic variation of
linguistic expressions. The first is of a propositional
1eve1‘(T313man, 1975)." "For example, as far as the plot of a

story is concerned, (1-é.b) and (2 a,b) below can be claimed



to refer to the same event concerning Mary and Tom. However
each has a different propositional content, namely,

different case structures of the NP's and the predicates:

1) a.w Mary decided t6 send a letter to Tom.
~ b. Tom received a letter from Mary.

2) a. Tom agreed to sell a car to Mary.

'b. Mary bought a car from Tom. |

It can readily be seen-fhat, in (1a) and (2a), Mary and Tom
are referred to as the experiencers 'of\ psycholofical
processes of decision and agreément. respectively, and as
| the agents of actions of sending a letter and sei]ing a car,
respectively. On the other hand, in (1b) and (2b), Tom and
Mary are referred to as the agents of action-process
predicates of *receiving a letter and buying a car,
respeétively (Chafe, 1970: Fillmore, 1968).

The problem to be clarified here is what kinds of
linguistic and/or nonlinguistic factors govern  the
narrator’s éhoices from among the alternative propositional
contents of sentences which seem to refer to the same eQent
or happenihg.in the story. One possible explanation is
that, once the ,point of view of one particular character
(e.g.. Mary or Tom) is established as the,discourse,qontext:
the narrator or the speaker is expected to Lrélate or '
describe a sequence of events from a consistent point of

view of that character. Ffor example, given Mary’s point of

.



view, it is more 1likely that the narrator describes the
‘above two events as Mary’s actions or mental states, namély,
Mary decided to send a letter to Tom and Mary bdught a car
from Tom rather than Tom received a letter from Mary and Tom
agreed to sell a car to Méry: respectively.

Therefore. inA the present study, the following
hypothesis is proposed and tested empirically: if it is the;_
case that the narrator relates the plot or each event from a
consistent point of view of one particular character, he
tends to refer to that character as the agent of actions or
‘as the experiencer’of hent31 states or sensory activities in
planning the propositional contents of sentences, realizing
these agents or experiencers as the surface subjects in
planning the surface structures of sentences. In the
present.study, this' hypothesis is called the "Primary Effect
Hypothesis. "

‘ The second type of stylistic variation deals with the
syntactic variation of the surface structures of sentences
(Andersson, 1975; Jacobs & Rosenbaum, 1971). The present
study focuses on the following three Kinds of the
alternative surface structures: 1) the sur face orders of two
NP's of sSo-called "symmétric predicates” or “equative
predicates”; 2) the surface orders of agentive and patient
.NP’s of passive and active sentences; and 3) the surface
orders of (direct and dative object NP's of two-object

predicates. These are exemplified by the foliowing pairs of

sentences:



3) a. Mary conferred with Tom about a car.
. b. Tom S?REEFFEd with Mary about a car.
4) a. Mary was hit by Tom.

b. fgm hit Mary.

5) a. Tom bought Mary some flowers.
, _
b. Tom bought some flowers for Mary. f

while the Qrcpcsificﬁai contents, i.e., case structures, of
the two members of each pair are exactly the same, the

surface orders of the two NP's are reversed in each pair.

Hereafter these three syntactic types are referred to as the

"symmetric predicate,” "voice structure,” and T“dative

structure” for the sake of convenience.

The problem to be addressed here 'is what Riﬁdiéf
discourse context determines the surface structures in.
question.  Traditiomally, a number of linguists and
psycholinguists havsf attempted to account for this probiem
in terms of rather purely linguistic notions such as
“éubject vs. predicate,” ‘"given vs. new," "focus ws.
presupposition,” etc. (sée e.g., Li, 1976}, Haﬂevef,
according to Kuno (1976),  Kuno and Kaburaki (1977) and
Ransom (iS??). the stylistic choices between the alternative
surface structures of (3a.b)-(5a,b) could be explained in
terms of a narrator’s or a speaker’'s empathy focus on one
particutar participant in the event to be described. - (It
must be noticed that these authors used the term "empathy”

instead of the term "point of view," although there 1is no



significant differgnce between the two.)

Kuno and Kaburaki (1977) indeed proposed the following,
which they called the "Surface Structure Empathy Hierarchy"™:

It is easiest for the speaker to empathize with the

referent of the subject; it is next easiest for him

to empathize with the referent of the object; ...

it is next to impossible for the speaker to

empathize with the referent of the by - passive

agentive: Subject > Object > ... > By-passive

Agentive. (P. 6487 :

It should'be pointeds out that, concerning dative positions,
Kuno (1976) and Kuno and Kaburaki (1977) did not make any
specific.prediction. although Ransom (1877} proposed to
account for humanness ;nd definiteness constraints on dative
positions in terms of a speaKef’s empathy focus. Accoding
to Lakoff and Peters (1969), the underlying structure of
(3 a,b) is Tom and Mary conferred about a car. The subject
NP’'s and the objects NP's of the preposition of (3 a,b) are
derived from the phrasal conjunction of the two NP's of the
symmetric predicate in a traﬁsformational manner .

From this, it follows that pojnt of view is crucial in
the planning of the surface structures of sentences as well
aé' in the planning of the propositional contents of
sentences. Therefore, the second hypothesis of the-present
study is that the NP's denoting the referents from whose
point of view a narrator is rélating the story tend to be
placed in earlier syntactic pos{fions in the surface
structures of sentences. .In the .present study, this

hypothesis is called the "Secondary Effect Hypothesis."

Hereafter, the NP which refers to the target character or



refereﬁt of the .contextual factor of point of view is
referred to as "target NP."

It may be argued that the leftward movements in
question are viewed as linguistic marking devices of the
contextual factor of point of view, the function of which is
to place the target NP's in the leftmost positions of
sentences. Furthermore, these syntactic marking devices can
be claimed to compensate the Primary Effect Hypcthesis;
This is because the Primary Effect Hypothesis can not answer
the following questions raised in (3-5 a,b}:

1. Which of the two agent NP's is more likely to be the
surface subject of the sentence with the symmetric main

O verb?

Why is the patient NP realized as the surface subject of

[

the passive voice, with the agent NP 1in the final
position of the sentence? |
3. What determines the speaker’'s choice of the two
a?ﬁernative surface positions of the dative or
beneficiary NP: immediately after the main verb and the
final pgsitich of the sentence?
These can not be answered in terms of the Primary Effect
Hypothesis, but instead in terms of the Secondary Effect
Hypothesis. Therefore, the syﬂtactiz‘marking devices are
‘claimed to be for the contextual factor of point of view
which is beyord the Primary. Effect Hypothesis. It - is in
this sense that the second hypothesis of the present study

is called the "Secondary.”



In a sense, the contextual effects exegcﬂif%ea in
(3 a,b)-(5 a,b) may be claimed to be discourse functions of
the so-called "optional transformation rules,” . namely, the
correlation between the discourse context and the
alternativ® surface structures of sentences. In this
connection, Jacobs and Rosenbaum (1971) briefly summarized
the generative linguistic approach to stylistics as follow:

So, although transformations preserve the basic

meaning of a sentence structure, the choice of one

transformational route rather than another can have
important stylistic consequences. (p. 37) ... the.
choice made between alternative transformations
results in the additional dimension of meaning that

we have called surface meaning. Style is the

result of linguistic choice and surface meaning is

the result of style. (pp. 38-39) ‘

Needless to say, 4t 1is the difference in the surface
meanings that is meant by the contextual effects of point of
view on the stylistic choices among the alternative
linguistic expressions of the same events or happenings in a
story. '

An important aspect of the discourse notion of point of
view is the fact that human characters can be much easier
férgets of the point of view than animal or thing
characters. In other words, a narrator has some difficulty
in identifying himself with nonhuman characters in the
story. This can be taken to imply that there are
significant interactions between "the humanness 'of = the
referents of the target NP’'s and their tendency to be moved
into the leftmost positions within the surface structures of

sentences. For example, even though some animal or thing
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characters, e.g., the Wind, the Sun, etc. 1in fables, are
humanized as the targets of the point of view, they are less
likely to appear in the eﬁflier positiéns of the sUrface
structures of sentences.

A similar Kind of interaction can also be found between
the tendency for target NP’s to be moved into the leftmost
sentential positions and the humanness and animacy of the
'NP's which are to be moved into the rightmost sentential
positions. That is to say, if the lat}er NP's are higher in
the humanness hierarchy than the former, i.e., target NP's,
the tendency for the former NP's to‘ be moved into 'thé
leftmost positions may be less strong. For_the sake of
convenience, the latter NP's are hereafter referred .to as
"anti-target NP's.” For instance, the anti-target NP's of
‘(3-5 a,b) are indeed Tom, Tom, agd = Some  flowers,
respectively. . '

| The third hypothesis of the present study is therefore
that there are significant interactions between the‘
‘humanness 6f the referents of target and anti-target NP's
and a narrator’'s use of/ the marking devices of point of
view, namely, the Secondary Effect Hypothesis men}ioned
above. In the present study, this third hypothesis is
called the "Humanness Interaction Effect Hypothe?is."
In connection with this point, Kuno and Kaburaki (1977}
and Ransom (1977) made quite similar proposals. For
.exampje. concerning passive and dative positions, Ransom

proposed the following, which she called the
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“Humanness-Animacy Constraint”:

If an advanced NP is lower on the HumaﬁﬁESS*Aﬁimacy

Hierarchy than the NP it replaces, the sentence

will be less acceptable. (p. 423)

It SHDuId be noted that Ransom presupposed the following
Humanness-Animacy Hierarchy: Human-Animate NP’ s >
Nonhuman-Animate NP's > Nonhuman-Nonanimate NP's.

- Moreover, .th§re is anotBer type of interaction
pheromena bétNEEﬂ the marking devices of point of view and
the so-called “Given-New Strategy.” It has bééﬁ!ShGHﬁ in
several psycholinguistic experiments that given NP's tend to
precede new NP's in the surface structures of sentences
(Bock, 1977; Bock & Irwin, 1979; Smyth, Prideaux, & Hogan,
1979: Tannenbaum & Williams, 1968). From this, it may be
hypothesized that, if NP's are assigned the contextual
status of given information as well as of the target of the
point of view and anti-target NP's are new information, Ehey
are more likely to be moved to the leftmost ®f the
alternative sentential positions in an additive fashion. In
the present study, this hypcthesis is called the "Positive
Additive Effect Hypothesis."

It seems reasonable to assume that given information is
indeed much more likely to be the target @f the contextual
factor of point of view than new information. In this
connection, Kuno and Kaburaki (1977) proposed the following,
whjeh they called ‘the "Topic Empathy Hierarchy":

It is easier for the speaker to empathize with> éﬁ

object (e.g. person) that he has been talking about
than with an object that he has just introduced
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into the discourse _ for the first time.
Discourse-Topic > ~D{;course~Nonanaphoric. (p.
654) :

Réhsom (19777 also discussed -passive voice and dative
positions in terms of the definiteness and specificity of
the NP's to be moved. It is, therefore, of considerable
importance to see whether the contextual effects of point of
view and the contextual effects of a given-new information
structure on the sentential positions of the target and
given NP's are simply addit{ve or interactive.

The contextual effects of point of view on the
stylistic choices among the alternative linguistic
expressions of the same events have been discussed so far in
terms of the planning of both the proﬁositionai contents and
the surface structures of senténces. In summary, concerning
thosé contextual effects, the following four hypotheses have
been proposed and are. to be tested empirically; ‘

Primary effect hypothesis. The character who is
estab]ish?d in discourse as the target of the contextual
factor of point of view ténds to be referred to as either
the agent of an action or the experiencer of a psychological
state in the planning of the\propositional cont’it of a
sentence and then to be realized as the surface subject of
the sentence.

§e?g?dary effect hypotﬁesis. ; Given alternative
positions within the surface structure of a sentence, the NP

“which refers to the target character of the contextual
factor of point of view tends to be moved into the leftmost
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of the alternative positions in the planning of the surface
Structube of the sentence.

Humanness interaction effect hypothesis. 1f a narrator
has more difficulty in identifying himself .with animal or
thing characters than hHuman characters as the target of the
contextual factor of point of view, the target NP which
refers to the animal or thing.character is less likely to be
moved into the leftmost position than the target NP which
refers to the human character. Furthermore, if an
anti-target NP is higher in the humanness hierarchy than the
targe "NP, such a positiona] tendency of the target NP is
less stfong. |

Positive additive effect hypothesis. I1f the NP which
refers to the target character of the point of view is also
assiéned the contextual status  of given iéf@rmatiaﬁi the
tendency for the target NP to be moved into the Jleftmost
position is facilitated by another tendency for the given UP
to be moved into the leftmost position;

The purpose of the present study is to test these four
" psycholinguistic hypotheses about the planning of  the
propositionai contents = and ihe sur face sfructures of
sentences in' an empirical manner, namely, in terms of
sub jects’ sentence production under experimentally
manipulated situations. For this purpose, in the present
study; three different but related exberimenté were designed

and conduéted .



2. REVIEWS OF RELATED STUDIES

5

2.1 Prel iminary Remarks

In order to clarify the basic ideas of the present
study, it is necessary to review several related studies in
- both the linguistic and the psycholinguistic literature. In
this regard, the {Faligwing questions are of cantrg}
impor tance:

1. What Hiﬁé;éf psychological é@nsideratiSﬂs of discourse
context have been proposed to account for the contextual
effects on sentence production?

2. What is a propositional content of a séﬁtence?

3. How is the propositional content of a sentence built up
as the spewiker’'s intended message?

- 4. What prf::§;1es have been proposed”to account for the
céntextua1 effects on the choice among the alternative
surface structures of sentences?

In what follgws, each of these questions will be discussed

- along with the reviews of related studies.

2.2 Psychological Considerations of Discourse Context

It is first necessary to establish that it  is

7'psyéh§13gica1 considerations of discourse coritext and not

14



purely lingg}slic' considerations that are of considerable
importance for the present study. As pointed qyt earlier,
discourse context has traditionally been described in terms
of purely linguistic notions such as “subject 2
'predicate,f “given vs. new," "focus vs. presupposition,” and

SO on, whjle, the psychological aspects of these notions
have nat drawn much attention from many linguists. However,
it goes without saying that, Qithout their psychological
implications, these notions can not account for the
basically psychological phenomena in sentence production
which are the main focus of the present study (Chafe, ;975;
Clark & Ctlark, 1977. Schlesinger, 1977). | ‘

In  the present study, it is assumed that the
psychological considerétions of discourse context consist of
a narrator’'s assessment of his addressees’ unﬂerstandiﬁg as
well as his own uhderstanding of the on-going discourse
context. In a theoretical sense, the imp@rtaﬁée of the
assessment of the addressees’ temporary states G? mind may
be tFaced back to the so-called "cooperative principie”
between a speaker and the addresee which ‘was originally
pfoposed in Grice (1967, 1975). Grice (1975, pp. 45-46)
characterized the coopkrative principle by the following

four conversation conventions: "Quatity,”

"Relation,” and "Manner:"

~

Quant ity. . .Make your contribution as inéormative_ as is
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required (for the current purpose of the exchange). Do not
make your contrigtion more informative than is required.

Oualify‘ not say what you believe to be false. Do
not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

Relation. Make your contribution relevant to the aims
of the on-going conversation.

Manner . Make your contribution brief and orderly.
Avoid obscurity and ambibuity of expression.

The point is that a basic function of the psychological

considerations of discourse context can be viewed as an
esséntial part of the cooperative principle. Put another
way, it is on the basis of a speaker’'s assessment of the
addressee’ s understanding of the on-going discourse that the
speaker can be a cooperative participant in the conversation
and can also find the best linguistic expressions for his

intended messages.

Schlesinger (1977) referred to the psychological

considerations of discourse context as "communicative

cdﬁsideratioﬁsi' asserting that:
The decision to use one relation rule or intonation
rule rather than another, or one lexicalization
rather than another, is made .on the basis of
various COMMUNICATIVE CONSIDERATIONS (of which the
speaker may or may not be aware). We propose
therefore an additional component for the
production model, which together with the I[-marker
component determines the form of the utterance.
(p. 65) ]
From this, it 1is clear that a speaker’'s psychological
considerations of discourse context, possibly including
pragmatic considerations, must be pfaying a crucial role in

i}
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planning the propositional contents and the surface
structures of sentences. |

Clark and Clark (1977) and Halliday (1970, 1973)
argued that a speaker's psychological considerations of
discourse context had. tcr be reflected in the so-called
“thematic structure or thematic organization” of a seﬁtéﬂce.
Clark and Clark, in fact, characterized the psychological
considerations of discourse context in terms of the
following three elements: 1) the given-new information
structuré - what an aééressee already knew and what he did
not know yet; 2) the subject-predicate distinction - what a
speaker énd the addressee want to talk about; and 3) the
frame-insert distinction - what has to be the point of
departure (i.e., some particular afea of the addressee’'s
know ledge ) .

Ha11iday (1970) used the term "theme-rheme distinction’
for the third element, the frame-insert distinction,
characterizing the theme by "here is the heading to what I

am saying" (p. 163). Halliday also claimed that the
given-new information structure could be conceived of as
being relevant to the psychological considerations = of
diséaurse context and the given information could be defined
Siﬁﬂiy. as being “derivable“’iﬁfarqaticﬁ from ‘the preceding
disccurséi

" van DijK(1977 a, b; 1979) argued that when people are
involved in comprehending or producing discourse, they mus t

concentrate on the so-called "macro-structure” of the
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discourse as well as on single sentences. The
macro-structure is basically the same Kind of idea as a
story grammar or a schematic plot of a story (Kintsch & van
Dijk., 1978: Rumelhart, 1975, 1977: Schank & Abelson, 1977
Thorndyke, 1977). |

As linguistic evidence for the presence of the
macro-structure, wvan Dijk (1877b, 1979} pointed out that
conjunctions and sentence adverbials éuch as but, so,
however, furthermore, etc. fuhctioned not only as the
connection of single sentences, but also as the connections
of the macro-structures of whole passages, namely,
macré-propositiéns. In other words, a' narrator may
presuppose that his readergi‘da not merely construct an
unorganized list of single sentences of previous passages or
paragraphs, but alé@ somehow build a certain Kind of
macro-structure, i.e;i integrated shért summary, of the
previous passages as the discourse context. For example, if
a narrator starts a new passage or paragraph Qith f rom
Mary’s point of view, there is no doubt that he assumes,
that, as the discourse context, his readers Qnderstand that
the preceding passages are related from the point of view of
someone else, and not frgm Mary’'s point of view.

From this, the following points can be made: a) it is
rather a conventional skill for a narrator to assu%e that
,hi§_ readers always cQﬁEEﬁtrate on summarizing preceding
discourse as well as on understanding each single sentence:

b) a narrator takes into account his own assessment of these



19
|,

tempgraﬁyé summaries of the: readers in the pianniné of
sentences; and c) the notion of point of view is one ma jor

element of the macro-structure of discourse context. | |
As far as I know, Chafe is the first linguist to call
for the psychological considerations of several discourse
"notions from a persﬁective of cognitive psychology. Chafe
(1972, 1976) claimed that the prﬁpasitiaﬁalrcéntent of a .
Séﬁté%ﬁe might be represented in terms of the seméﬂtic
structure with a predicate and its case arguments and that
each noun could be assigned contextual status as well as the
syntactic case status. This may be taken to mean that a
speaker’'s psychological considerations of discourse context
may be assumed to consist of the contextual status of nouns

or noun phrases. _

As possible contextual roles of nouns, 'Chafe (1976)
pointed out: “"givenness," "contrastiveness,’ "défihitéhessi“

"subject,” “topic.," and "point of view." Each of these is
worth a brief summary. '

GEVEﬁEESS. ~ -According to Chafe (1976), what a speaker
assumes to be in the addresee's consciousness 1in ‘the.
planning of sentences is called "given {nfarmatiaﬁg“ On the
other hand, what is introduced into the consciousness of the
addressee for the first t%mé by an utterance of the speaker
is called "new information.® (As implied earlier, it is
interesting to note the difference between Chafe's notion
and Halliday's notion of the given-new distinction.)

Contrast iveness. Chafe (1976) argues that, when a



speaker produces a contrastive sentence, for example, R&hald
made the hamburgers, he must have made at least the

fcllgﬁiﬁg three assumptions about his addressee’s temporary

state of mind: 1) the addressee is aware that someone made -

the haﬁburgers; 2)the addressee has .a limited number of
candidates in his mind as that someone: and 3} the assertion
is necessary  for the addressee which tells him that the
someone is Rgﬁéid. It may, although not necessarily, be
that the addressee’'s awareness, namely, SSmE@ne made the
hamburgers, and the set of the candidates for that someone
are assumed to be the given information.

Def initeness. Chafe's (1976} criterion for the
uniquely identify the referent of the noun either through

grmation, or through

his consciousness, i.e.., as given inf
his knowledge of the world. [In the latteh
assumes the addressee to be able to identify the specific
referent of the noun on the basis of the schematic Knowledge
of« the world. An example from Chafe (1976) is helpful:
after a speaker utters We Jooked at a new house yesterday,
the speaker can treat the referent of kitchen as béing
definite in the next sentence, The kitchen was extralarge.
This 1is because the speaker assumes that his addressee is

able to identify easily which Kitchen is being talked about

on the grounds of the conventional _Rﬁﬂwjedge that most

houses have a kitchen,
This also implies that the speaker assumes that his

¥

case, the speaker

Ta



4

addressee is able to understand a macro-level of
implications of his utterance. However, it is not certain
whether or not the speaker assumes that the kitchen is
already in his addressee’'s consciousness (namely, as given
information) by hearing We Jooked at a new house, but the
speaker at least assumes that, at the knowledge level, his
addressee will have little trouble in ‘identifying which
Kitchen he megps in the next sentence. From the speaker’'s
point of view, givenness is necessarily definiteness, but
definiteness does not necessarily imply givenness.

It is interesting to note a clear distinction with
regard to givenness and definiteness between Chafe (1975) on
the one hand and Halliday (1970) and Haviland and Clark
(1974) on the other. The latter authors treated the notion
of definiteness as a variant of givenness. for example,
Haviland and Clark (1974) argued that given information
could be divided into two types: "direct antecedent’ and
"indirect antecedent,” the Jlatter of which could  be
jdentified with resort to a so-called *inferential bridge."
Thus, the referent of the kitchen in the above example is
exactly the given information of the second type, 1.e., an

_indirect antecedent. However, Chafe’s (1976) distinction
between givenness and definiteness, can be claimed to be
significant from the viewpoint of information processing
psychology: the distinction between a short-term or working
and a long-term memory. Put another way, givenness and

definiteness have to do with the information processing of
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the short-term and the fang'term memory level, respectively.
According to Chafe (1976), the inferential briége is
obviously a cognitive process of the long-term memory level
(i.e., human Knowledge).

Subject . Chafe (1976) first assumed that human
Knowledge was composed of a large number of cognitive units
which represent our knowledge of particular individuals or
bévents and tha% a primary function of sentences was to add
ﬁewfgkﬁcw1edge about such particular iﬁéividuais or events.
For this purpose, a speaker has to plan sentences in such a
way that the addressee can identify some particular
ihdividgai or eveét in his knowledge as .a starting point to
which the new knowledge ccﬁveyéd by the senteﬁ&es can be
assimilated. The subjégt may be defined as the\ starting
point of the addressee’s knowledge of the world.

In a sense, Ehis notion éF subject does not greatly
differ from the rather traditional notion of subject,
namely, that which is being talked about. The point is that
Chafe (1976) attempted tq define the notion Df subject from
a psychological point of view. That is to 53. the ﬁthéﬁ
of subject has to do with the acquisition process of new
knowledge and the way human knowledge is organized.

It Qas also sﬁggestéz: that subjecf nouns need not
always represent given information. This can be easily seen
from the g#01lowing examp]e from Chafe (1976): suppose that
two people hear a crash from the hext room; one shouts to

the other 'What happened?. and that the other’s response is
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The dbg knocked over the lamp. The subject the dog is not
the given information, but instead the new information in
the sense of being introduced for the first time in the
discourse context into the consciouness of the addressee;
and the céﬁcéptuai referent of the dog may be easily
identified in the addressee’'s Kknowledge as the starting
point, i.e., the dog of their next door neighbor, to which
the new knowledge knocked over the lamp can be added. This
is also why the referent of the dog is assigned the definite
status in spite of the fact that it has not been referred to
in the preceding discourse context. (It is, of course,
possible that a non-definite referent, i.e., totally new
information, can be a subject as the starting point in
. knowledge. )

Topic. Chafe (1976) claimed that, as far as English
language was concerned, the so-called “t@aic; was a special
case of contrastiveness in the sense that the focus of
contrast was placed in a sentence initial position for some
reason. Therefore, it seems that the psychological
considerations of the contrastiveness discussed above can
also be conceived of as being true for the not'ion of topic.

Point of view. Ac;érding to Chafe (1976), the
psychological basis of point of view lies in an
epistemological fact that one can, to some extent, see thé
world through the eyes of others as well as through one’s
own eyes, or can identify @ﬁeseif with others so as to see

their inner as well as outer world. This can be interpreted
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tcv imply that, in verbalizing the on-going worid, one may
take the point of view of some particular participant in the
world. One of the psychological considerations of discourse
context may, therefore, be from whose point of view the
discourse participants are talking about or describing'their
shared experience in the on-going world.

Based on what has been discussed so far, it can be
claimed that the discourse notion of point of view is one of
the essential psychological considerations of discourse
context. Therefore, at this point, it is necessary to
review the discourse notion of .point of view from a
historical p@iﬁf of view.

Traditionally, the notion of point of view has been
discussed in the narrative literature rather than in the
linguistic literature (Booth, 1961; Kuroda, 1973, 1977;
Scholes and Kellogg, 1966). Bgcéh (1961) described the

literary notion of point of view as follows:

One of the most obviously artN\ficial devices of the
storyteller is the trick of ‘going beneath the
surface of the action to obtain a reliable view of
a character’'s mind and heart. Whatever our ideas
may be about the natural way to tell a story,
artifice is unmistakably -present whenever the
author tells us what no one in so-called real life
could possibly know. In life we never know anyone
but ourselves directly and authoritatively without
being forced to rely on those shaKy inferences
about other men which we can not avoid in our
lives. (p. 3) .

dpst as the reliable view of a character’'s mind and heart is
""an essential part of readers’ joy in reading stories, so is

it an essential part of narrators’ linguistic skills or
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/

devices to make clear whose point of view they are takKing,
namely, ‘whose thoughts, fellings, actions, and so on they
are expressing. ‘

As for the linguistic function of point of view, Grimes
(1975) stated:

It seems to be a special property of sentient
participants that the amount of"' information the
speaker is allowed to iMput to each of them is
limited according to rather strict rules. Just as
we use linguistic identification to attach the
af different physical characteristics to

:!§1e hat we talk about, so that we build up a
picture of a person named Billy who is five vyears
old, blond headed, and cute, we use similar means
to establish that he Jlikes cotton candy, saw a
parade go by last Saturday, and just had a fight
with his sister. In other words, we use speech and
inference to build up an image of a data base that
we impute to him, in which his experiences are
accessible to us, and his attitudes and feelings at
each stage of our talking about him are open to
“inspection. The rules for proper management of the
. speaker’'s picture of what is inside the heads of
the persons,real or fictitious, about whom he is
talking, are collectively KkKnown as VIEWPOINT,

» (p. 319)

This can be taken to mean that the linguistic expressions of
‘events in a story must be gcﬁerﬁed by whose physical aﬁd
psychological image a narrator is trying to build up, ' since
a basfz literary function of language is to build up such
images of.characters in the story. More impcrtantly,'it is
this purpose that the linguistic markiﬁé devices of point of
view, discussed in Chapter 1, are assumed to serve.

> One point has to be made here: Booth's (1961) literary
- notion of point of view can, in a sense, be considered to be
restricted to the psyche]ggicai descriptions or images of

characters in a story, for example, thoughts and feelings.
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Hbuever, it should be noted that the present use of point of
view refers to not only such psychglggical aspects, but also
physical aspects, namely, actions, action-processes,
physical processes or states, etc. This means that the
‘notion of point of view includes a narrator’'s idea or
decision of whose actions or physical processes he has to
describe in ard%r to maintain a consistent point of view in
the story. It might, therefore, be an alternative to use
the term "a ’psyéhéﬁcgieal.ebias ‘towards one particular
character and against others,” instead of the term "from one
particular character’'s point of " view.” However, it was
decided that the present study should use the term Ppint of
View, as long as it does not cause terminological trouble,
except that the present use of péiht of view has to be seen
as being wider than the traditional literary use of the
expreésiang It is possible that Kuno (1976) and Kuno and
| Kaburaki (1977) emplioy this wider use of point of view,
thereby motivating the term Empathy rather than F@inf of
View. |
4 According to Grimes (1975) and Perrine (1965), the
_following four are major types of peiﬁt of view in the
narrative literature: |

Omhniscient point of view. A narrator is in general the
author. He considers himself to have complete access to the
minds as well as the actions of all the characters in the
story. ~ Accordingly, the narrator can relate the story from
the point of view of any charac%eﬁ. 1
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Third person subject ive point of view. A narrator is
usually the author. He tells the story both from his own
point of view;aﬁd,FFam the point of view of one particular
character, referred to as a third person pronoun. In other
words, the omniscient power of the narrator is limited to
this particular character only, Thus the narrator does not
have any direct access to the minds of other charcters
except that he can refer to the minds of those characters
through a rather subjective evaluation by the chosen
character.

First person participant ﬂéiﬁt of view. A narrator is
one character himself. ' He refers to himself as a first
person and relates the story from his own point of ‘view
only. He can.'af course, nqt refer directly to the minds of
other cﬁarazters.‘except that he is allowed to infer things
about them.

Third person objective point of view. A narrator is in
general either the author or the character. The narrator
relates the story:fram a completely objective point of view.
Tﬁat is, he does not make any comment on, interprete, or
enter the minds 'of the people in the story, but instead
reports only what is seen and heard.

From these perspectives, it follows that one of the
possible points of view may be established and maintained as
a consistent discourse context at least in one portion of
the story; furthermore, the language use of the narrator is

"subject to a consistent point of view, namely, the
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linguistic marking deviceg of point of view (Winograd,
1977).

It has been assumed so far that the point qf view of
discourse tontext has to do with one particular character in
a story with whom the narrator identifies himself or towards
whom the narrator has a psychological bias. However, it
must be Fe:cgn§zed that the notion of point of view has also
been éiscusseﬂ in connection with a deictic property of
discourse situation (Ertel, 1977; Fillmore, 1966; Lyons,
1968) . Fii]m@fe (1966) - suggested that the meaning
structures of such English deictic words as here vs. there,
this vs. that, come vs. go, etc. could not be described
adequately without resort to the ‘deictic properties of
discourse situation, namely, a spatial or visual point of
view as well as characters’ points of view.

Black, Turner, and Bower (1979) argued that the point
of view of discourse context was composed of both a !deiétic
and a character’s é@int of view. In addition, Black, et al.
FQUﬁd that it took the subjects a significantly shorter time
to comprehend a compound sentence Bill finished working in
the yard and he went into the house than its lé@i:al synonym
Bill finished working in the yard and came into the house.
The argument is as follows. The common first clause of both
sentences establishes the narrator’'s point of view, namely,
he identifies himself with Bil], and his spatial point of
view 1is Jin the yard, but the use of came in the second

sent indicates the narrator's sgatial point of view is



in the ﬁause, not iﬁ  the yard. Thus, two inconsistent
spatial points of viéw arise and such inconsistency may
cause the subjects to spend more time in comprehending the
second sentence.

The present study focuses on the notion of the point of
view whjch is defined by a narrator’'s identification with or
bias towards one character, excluding the sgatiaT point of
view of discourse situation. But it can be claimed to be of
theoretical importance to assume the  poiﬁt of view of
discourse context to be - composed of both a deictic and a
character’'s point of view. e E

In summary, it can be concluded that as an essential
part of the cooperative principle between a storyteller and
. his readers, the storyteller is expected to establish and
ma%ntaiﬂ a consistent point @% view as a part of the
ﬁsych@1@gisai constraints on discourse cahtext: otherwise,
the readers may have aiffi:u1ty in understanding the story.
It is also imp@rtaht to note that a storyteller does not
only have to establish and maintain such a consistent point
of view, but also must represent it unambiguous ly by means
of several linguistic devices. It s aﬁ}gé%piriCEI issue
what Kinds of linguistic devices can be considered to be the
marking devices of point of view. In the present étudy..the
following were ‘hypathesized as the marﬁiﬁg devices: 1) two
case argumeﬂgs of a propositional 1evei: agent and
experiencer; 2)  the surface sugject variation of a

symmetrical predicate; 3) the surface subject variation of a
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voice structure; and 4) the positional variation of a dative

object (see Ehépter 1).

2.3 Propositional Contents of Sentences

There is no question that a sentence has it own content
‘and that a major function of language is to convey the
saﬁtEﬂf of the sentence to an addressee. Halliday (1870)
stated:
Language ’se%ves for the expression of 'content’:
that is, of the speaker’'s experience of the real
wor 1d, including the inner worid of his own
consciousness. We may call this the Iideational
function, though it may be understood as easily in
behavioural as in conceptual terms ... 1p. 143)
A major question on which the present study focuses is how
one builds such experience units relevant to linguistic
expressions. In other words, how does one éivide the whole
experience of the inner or outer world into several smaller
part%.' each of. which may then be built into the
propositional content Jf each sentence? The present study
~assumes that tﬁe discourse notion of pciﬁt of view plays a
major role in partitioning the experience and then building
the propositional content of each sentence.
It was éssumed in much early psycholinguistic researéh
that one began planning sentences with an initial symbol #S#
of the so-called "kernel sentence" (Chomsky, 1957, 1965).
The main effort of these studies was then focused on the

psychological reality of the basic notions of generative

*
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transformational .grammar such as phrase structure and
transformational rules (e.g., Fodor, Bever, & Garrett, 1974,
Slobin, 1971).

However, it has more recently been suggested that one
starts planning and producing sentences with cognitive or
~prelinguistic antecedents which may lead to his intended
message (Baker, 1976: Carroll, 18973; Osgood, 1971
Schlesinger, 1977). For example, Osgood {(1971) stated:

In any case, it is clear that any theory of

language behavior (psycholinguistic performance

model) must inquire into the antecedents of S and
relate these antecedents to the forms and contents

of particular sentences. Neither the syntactic

bone nor the lexical flesh of sentences created by

real speakers is independent of the non-linguistic
contexts in which they occur . C this
non-linguistic cognitive system is 'where sentences -
come from in sentence creating by speakers and

‘where sentences - (finally) go to' in sentence

understanding by listeners. (pp. 498-499)

The important point is that the cognitive (or prelinguistic)
meaﬁiﬁg is the actual initiator of the planning of
sentences, not merely the semantic interpretation of the
initial symbol #5#.

It can also be argued that the cognitive or
prelinguistic antecédents have to do with human thought.
Accordingly, they are generally called “"psychological
meanings" and have been considered to be beyond the semantic
structures of sentences. However, the present study assumes
‘“that, from the viewpoint of sentence production, there is no
clear boundary between the psychological meaning and the

linguistically relevant meaning (i.e., the semantic
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strUcture) of a sentence; bathrsf them should be'rEpresented
by the same terms and at the same level, except that the
propositional content of a sentence or a speaker’'s intended

message is further elaborated in he planning process of

sentence production as being—mdre relevant to linguistic

expressions. - For example., the propositional contents which
refer to unnecessary information or are not td be verbaiizeﬂ
are in general deleted, although they are surely part of the
psychologically perceived meaning of an event.

Several psychological models have been proposed which
attemét‘ to represent such cognitive and prelinguistic
contents of sentences (Anderson & Bower, 1973; Kintsch,
1974, Norman & Rumelhart, 1975). It is interesting to note
that all of these models are based both on the so-called
“meaﬁing!'repPESEhtaticﬁ" of generative semantics (e.g.,
lexical decomposition) and the so-called "case structure" of
Fillmore's (1968) case grammar. Their basic assumption is
that the cognitive content of a sentence éah be defined as a
set of propositions each of which consists of one conceptual
predicate plus its obligatory or optional case arguments.

Following these suggestions, the present study assumes
that a proposition is a basic unit of human verbal thinking
and - Knowledge representation (@E semantic memory), with an
intended message, as well as the cognitive content of a
sentence, 'represgﬁted in -térms of suéh prcp@s%ti@ns of
psychological validity (Clark & Clark, 1977; Kintsch & Di jk,
1978; Schiesinger, 1877). . It should be noted that, as
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mentioned above, the propositional contents of sentences are
more directly relevant to their linguistic expressions than-
the cognitive and prelinguistic contents.

There seem to be two different psycholinguistic views
of the propositional contents of sentences. One is that
gxtual and/or illocutionary information is a part of the
propositional content of a sentence (Baker, 1976; Chafe,
1972; Carroll, 1973}). The other is that these Kinds of
information have to be -regarded as rather independent
“variables in plamning and producing sentences. For example,
Clark - and Clark (1977} suggested that the propositional
content, the illocutionary content, and the thematic content
be assumed to serve different kinds of functions in planning
sentences. Likewise, Schlesinger (1977} identified two
basic components of sentence production: an intentiéna]l
marker (denoted by "Il-marker"”) for the content of a sentence
and a communicative cénsideratiah for the illocutionary and
thematic content of the sentence. Schlesinger described his
motive for the functional distinction between the I-marker
and the communicative consideration as follow:

The distinction between two components which is

proposed here is motivated by a difference in

function between [-marker elements and relations on

the one hand and communicative considerations on .

the other; the I-marker marshals sets of

alternative  realization rules and communicative
considerations determine the choice between the
alternatives, These two aspects of the messages
thus play different roles in the production process

and :Dnsequ3ﬁtly they - are ass1?ned to different
components in the model. (p. 66

Sl

Although it is beyond the scope of the present study to



determiggfahether or not the contextual factor is a.part of
the propositional content of a sentence, there is no
question that these two different kinds of psyéha]inguisti;
variables can bevdistinguished at least in their functions
in planning sentences.

Therefore, j is sufficient for the purpose of the
present study to identify and set forth the functional
difference between the propositional content and the
contextual variables of a sentence from the viewpoint of
sentence production. Furthermore, the present study
concentrates on the psych@lggiéal discourse nétiéﬁ of point
of view and on its contextual effects on the propositional
content and the alternative surface structures of sentences.

A main question to be addressed in this section is how
~one divides a continuum.of experience of the inner .as well
as the outer world into several smaller sentential units
which are then built into specific propositional céﬁtentsg
For example, the sentences of each of the following two
pairs can be taken to mean the same event or happening in a
story: Tom sold the car to Mary vs. Mary bought the car
from Tom and Tom wrote to Mary vs. Mary heard from Tom.
This can be discussed in terms of two major questions:

1. How does one choose to treat the transition of the car
and the letter between Tom and Mary as the idea units of

- _sentences? E
2. How does one choose one specific proposition from among

alternatives: namely, who is more likely to be treated



as aﬁ!“égent“ or "experiencer?” _

In regard to the first, Clark and Clark (1977) proposed
three criteria for the so-called ‘“experience chunkKing™:
“conceptual salience,” “verbalizability,” and "pertinence to
discourse.” They also claimed that the following were
conceptually salient enough to be‘verba1izedi a) joints -
pciﬁts of rapid changes from one state to another;: b)
intervals — between these jngts; and c) states — the
situations with no change at all. It should be noted that
it depends on their verbalizability and pertinence to the
on-going discourse whether or not these conceptually salient
units of experience are ultimately realized in terms of
propositions and then utterances.

In regard to the second, Clark and Clark (1977)
proposed a2 principle they called “"simplicity criteria,”
éccgrding to which, when there exist alternative
propositions to represent the same idea unit or event, one
is most likely to choose the most natural or the simplest of
them. Thus it is more likely that one says A Iis above B
instead of B is below A and The boy jumped before the dog
barked instead of The dog barked after the boy jumped on the
grounds of perceptual and temporal naturalness, respectively
(Clark & Clark, 1977, pp. 239-240).

However, it seems that the choices between Tom sold the

car to Mary and Mary bought the car from Tom and between Tom
wrote to Mary and Mary heard from Tom have to do with

contextual naturalness; namely, which of Tom and Mary is the
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topic, the given information. and so on. In this case, the
more im@@rtant determinant of the contextual natuéaiﬁess is
the one whose actions or mental states a narrator or a
speaker is trying to talk about or from whose point of view
- he is describing the on-going experience or géventsg For
example, if the harrétar is relating the story from Tom’s
point of view, he is most likely to choose Tom sold the car
to Mary and TGm'HﬁQté:ED Mary, so as to describe the given
events as Tcﬁ*%’aetiéhi not Mary’s. Put another way, the
narrat;r tends to refer to Tom both as the agent of actions
and as the experiencer of me?tai states. In the present
study, this is hypothesized as the Primary Effect Hypothesis
(see Chapter 1).

Chafe (1977, 1979, 1980) argued that, in verbalizing
experience, there was a significant parallel between a
hierarchical organization of human memory and a hierarchical
organization of human language. That is to say, the
memor ies, episodes, thoughts, and foci of the memory
organization seem to be reflected in the stories,
paragraphé. sentences, and phrases, respectively, of the
1an§uage_argaﬁizatiaﬁ. Furthermore, the idea unit of a
sentence is assumed to be a basic amount of information
necessary to human organisms or activities.

In this connection, Chafe (1980) stated the following:

First, a speculation of the functional adequacy of

focuses of consciousness. It seems likely that

what can be embraced within a single focus is often

too little to serve adequately the needs of the
human organism. We might suppose that the basic
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adaptive function of a focus of consciousness is to
alert the organism to some piece of information
that is potentiatly useful to it. It ma{ well be
that the amount of information which will serve the
organism best is often of an amount that overflows

. the very limited capacity of one focus. In such a
case, it is necessary to allow several focuses to
scan such information, in order that all of it can
be comprehended and acted on. Such, 1 am -
suggesting, is the nature of what | will call a
center of interest (a term taken from Buswell
(1935: chap. 2)). Too great to be taken in at once
with a single focus, it can be used and acted on , .
only by alloﬂ1ng a series of focuses to play across ™
it. It is the conclusion of this scanning of a
center of interest, | would speculate, that is
typically signaled with sentence-final intonation
and syntactic closure. (p. 26)

From this, it follows that a sentence'may be assumed to be
composed of several phrases representing foci in regard to a
certain specific "interest,” for example, actions or mental
images. of partiéular ob jects, things, and people,
conventional schemata, procedures_for achievement of géaisi
etc. Chafe (1979) further stated:

My guess at the moment 1is that people have in

memory a large number of foci involving Knowledge

of particular objects, events, and so on plus a

relatively small number of principles of coherence

‘by which these foci can be organized into the

larger wunits that appear in language as sentences.

. These principles of coherence have to do with unity -

in terms of images, schemas, goals, and the like.

(p. 176)
It is worth mentioning that Clark and Clark's (1977)
simplicity criteria for the propositional content of a
sentence, discussed above, can be said to be basically
consistent with these principles of coherence; that is, the

] : . - _

planning of the propositional content of a sentence is
biased by a certain schematic or conventional Kknowledge

framework, namely, perceptual, temporal, and contextual
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naturalness of the siﬁgii:ityrcriteria.

The important point is that the discourse notion af
point of view or empathy may be viewed as one of those
principles of coherence. In other words, the way the foci
of a phrase level are ergaﬁized into an idea unit of a
sentence level is largely dependent on from whose point of
view a narrator or a speaker is decribing the evenls or the
happenings of the inner as well as the outer {iz:;:;ﬁce.
For example, Tom sold the car to Mary and Hary bought the
cér from Tom can be claimed to consist of the same
conceptual foci: "TOM," “BUSINESS TRANSITION," "CAR," and
"MARY." If the narrator- is more interested in Tom’s
actions, these foci are assigned the following semantic

"agent " "action-process," "patient,” and

cases:
"beneficiary,” respectively; otherwise, they are assigned
the following cases: "source," "aﬁtian-pr?cessi“ ‘"patiEht.“
"agent  (and beneficiary)," respectively (Chafe, 1970:
Fillmore, 1968). The point is that these» resulting case
_strugtureé of the propositional contents are clearly
predictable from the narrator’'s specific interest either’ in
Tom’s actions or Mary’s actions (Fillmore, 1877).

| Therefore, it may be concluded that the Primary Effect
Hypothesis of the present study is clearly in agreement with
Chafe’'s (1379) notion of coherence or center éf‘iﬁterest, by
which the propositional content of a sentence may be built
from ifs conceptual foci of the phrase-level. It is also

evident that the Primary Effect Hypothesis is consistent
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with Clark and Clark’'s (1977) simplicity criteria, -in
particular, the contextual naturalness, for the planning of

‘the propositional content of a sentence.

2.4 Disééuﬁse Functions of Alternative Surface Structures
In D;der to clarify linguistic marKing devices for
point of view, it will be helpful to review several
principles of the correlations beween a narrator’'s or a
speaker's psychological considerations of discourse context
and the alternative surface stuctures of sentences. These
correlations héve been, for the most part, described in
terms of .an intonation system, namely, phonetic ferms such
as contrastive stress, sentence stress, and the 1ike. Fér
example, the given and new information of a sentence afe
characterized in terms of low pitch stress and sentence
stress, respectively (Chafe, 1976; Clark & Clark, 1977).
| However, as stated in Chaper 1, the present study
focuses primarily on the alternative word orders ﬁ}thin the
surface structures of sentences with normal intonation
contours, namely, noncontrastive sentence stress on the last
noun phrase. In addition, the present study’fccusgs on the
following types of alternative word orders: (a) the surface
orders of two NP's of symmetric predicates: (b) the surface
orders of agent and patient NP's of active and passive
sentences; and (c)the surface orders of direct and dative

object NP's of two-object predicates (see Chapter 1).



In what follows, several principles attempting to
account for contextual effects on the surface structures of
-sentences will -be discussed in terms of two ma jor points:

1. What Kind of contextual factor is assumed to be the most
important in the psychological considerations of
discourse context?

2. What principles are proposed in order to account for the
contextual effects in terms of such discourse
information?

From a purely lihguistic point of view, Creider (1979)
- argued that ~ the so-called "movement rules” of
traﬁsfa?matianaI grammar should be defined in terms of the
following two discourse functions, which Creider called
"topicalization function," .and "focusing function." That
is, Créider assumned that discourse context might consist of
_tﬁc ma jor information tyées: topic and focus.

According to their discourse fuﬁ&tignsi the movement
rules of the English language can be divided into two types,
whic:hj Creider . (1979) called .“Tépicalizaticn Rules” and
"Focusing Rules.” The topicalization rules ‘are the
Fcilcwing: "Topicalization,” "Left-Dislocation, "
'"Passivi:atiah;" "Dative-Movement " "About -Movement , "
"Adverb-Fronting, " "Particle-Movement , " "Sub ject-Sub ject
Movement," and “"Tough-Movement." The focusing rules are the
following: "Extraposition, : h(It—Iﬁsertien).;
"There-Insertion," “Extraposition from NP ~ (Relative Clause

Extraposition),” “Complex NP  Shift," and “Quantifier
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Postposing.” Taken together, these suggest that sentence
initial and final positions are the targets of the topic and

focus NP's, respectively, with regard to the English

language.
Furthermore, Creider _({979). claimed that the basic
syntactic orders of human languages, i.e., SVO, SOV, and

VSO, and the positional.strategies for locating topic and
focus NP's were'profounaly related. This suggests that, as
‘shown above, the subject and object positions of sentences
are somehow correlated with the moving directions of the
topic and focus NP's. In SVO languages, e.g., English,
Spanish, etc., initial and final sententia} positions are
more likely to be reserved for the topic and focus NP's,
respectively; in SOV languages, e.g., Hungarian, Japanese,
etp;, topic and focus NP's tend to be in the initial and in
the preverbal positioés of sentences; and in V0OS or VSO
languages, e.g., ﬁandi, Tagalog, etc., topic and focus NP’'s
tend to bé ‘in the final and the initial positions of
sentences, respectively.
| However , fhe following twg-questions can be raised: 1)
How can the topicalization rules and focusing ru}es be
interpreted from a pSychological point of view, especially
from the viewpoint of sentence production? 2) How  should the
interactions between thé notions of topfc and focus and.
other possible discourse notions be treated? |
It jé important to note initially that Creider (1979)

restricted his arguments and considerations to purely



linguistic ones, ignériﬁg any psychological consideration
cleafly associated with the topicalization and the focusing
functions. Therefere: it can not be answered how one should
interpret Creider’s notion of discaur%g context and its
correlations with the movement rules from the viewpoint of
ESEﬁteﬁEé production, which is Gf‘thearetiéa1 importance for
the present study.

. Secondly, the only criterion for topic and focus that
Creider (1979) specified is whether or not they are "part of
the assertdon.” In other words, topic is not "part of the
assertion?f while focus is. Nevertheless, it does not seem
to be clear how the discourse nctiahs of topic and focus can
be distinguished from other discourse notions, in
particular, given and new information.

For example, this confusion can readily be. seen from
his following arguments for the topicalization function of

Passivization and Dative Movement :

6) a. What did John do?
b. #The artwcfk was done by John.
c. John did the artwork.

~7) a. Who was the artwork done by?
b. The artwork was done by dphﬁiv

#John did the artwork.

0y

What did you do with the pennywhistie?

I gave the pennywhistle to Geafgeg

o oW

()

#! gave George the pennywhistle.
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9) a. What did you give to George?
b. | gave George the pennywhistle.
c. #] gave the pennywhistle to George.

=

(Creider, 1979, p. 6) .

("#" indicates that the sentence is not ungrammatical, but
less acceptable as the answer to the first WH-question of
each set.) The argument is that, by the first question of

sach set, John, artwork, pennywhistle, and George, are

1]

established as the topic of each discourse context; and that
Passivization and Dative Movement are obligatory in thg
cases in which the Jlogical and the dative object NP's,
respectively, are the topics of the discourse context.
However, it can be argued that these sets of
questicﬁi;nswers may also be accounted for by the discourse
phenomenon of giVéﬁ‘ﬁEw information structures: given
‘information tends to precede new information under normal
iﬁt@ﬁétian contours. Accordingly, the lesser agseptabi1ity
of (6b) and (7-9 ¢) could be attributed to the unexpected
constituent orders: new information precedes given
%ﬁférmaticn. ,

A similar ambiguity in the distinction between topic
and focus on the one hand and a given-new information
structure on the other can be found in Dik's (1978)
treatment of pragmatic functions (or wider context under
which an utterance is produced). Dik, in fact, refused to

treat given-new information as an independent pragmatic
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function, focusing on only two types of pragmatic functions:
"“theme vs. tail" and "topic vs. focus." However , it seeTs
that there is no reasonable justifisa%icn for his refusal of
the pragmatic function of given-new information (ef.
Halliday, 1976; Symth, Prideaux, and Hogan, 1979; Prideaux,
1981) .

Erteschik-Shir (1979) proposed a new discourse notion,
which she called "dominance," suggesting that, as shown
below, some syntactic constraints on Dative Movement be
accounted for by resort to the dominance status of direct
and d;tive object NP's. Erteschik-Shir (1979) defined the
discourse notion of dominace as FQ11awé;

DOMINANCE: A constituent C of a sentence 5 is

dominant in § if and only if the speaker intends to

direct the attention of his hearers to the

intension of C by uttering S. (p. 443)

This can be taken to mean that, in planning sentences, a
speaker tends to select one particular constituent as ,beiﬁg-
most significant and he seeks to dire:t' the hearers’
attention to it by means of lipguistic devices, e.g., word
orders, intonation systems, and so on. In additio, such a
dominant constituent is, consequently, a natural candidate
for the topic of further conversation.

Erteschik-Shir (1973) mentioned two cases in which the
notion of dominance could be viewed as discourse
“1nfbfmation. First, given a WH-question, the NP of the next
sq‘fence is necessarily dominant which answers the

WH-pronoun. As an instance, let us consider the following:
\
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Spéakeé A: Who did you see? )
Speaker B: | saw Paul. (Erteschik-Shir, 1979, p. 445)

The NP Paul of the second sentence is no doubt dominant
since, by_the WH-question, Speaker A suggested to Speaker B
that Speaker B should direct Speaker A's attention to the NP
Paul which answers the HprranDuh Who. It is, however,
rather obvious that, in this case, the notion of dominance
does not differ from the notion of focus or new information
(see Chomsky, 1971; Jackendoff, 1972).

The second case is the so-called “"extraction phenomena"
of discourse. For example, the dominance status of a
embedded clause Mary kissed Bill is different in the
following two sentences: John said that Mary kissed Bill and
John mumbled that Mary kissed Bill. This is because. as
shown below, the embedded clause of the former can be
extracted as an indepéndEﬂt CDﬁSt%tuEﬂt of the next

" sentence, while that of the latter can not:

10) a. Speaker A: John said that Mary kissed Bill.
Speaker B: That's a lie, she didn't.
(or similarly: That's amusing, I never thought she

would, etc.)

. ©. Speaker A: John mumbled that Mary Kissed Bill. .
Speaker B: ?? That's a lie, she didn't.

(Note that replacing "is a lie" by "is true," "is
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p
~amusing,” "is highly probable,” etc. does not. improve
SpeaKer B's response.) _ '
(Erteschik-Shir, 1973, p. 444)
[ ]
(Note that "??" indicates that the sentence is less than
acceptable.) It islalso clear that neither Mary nor Bill
can be assigned the dominant sfatus, since, as Speéker B's
response, both of I know which Mary it is and I know which
Bill it is are less acceptable; namely, neither Mary nor
Bill can be extracted by it. Accordingly, the dominant
constituent of the latter may be said to be the next bigger
constituent; i.e., the matrix clause.

However, an interesting point can be made: if John
mumbled that Mary kissed Bill.is an answer to the question
What did John mumble, the embedded clause can, by
definition, be viewed as being dominant. Therefore, it does
not seem that the notion of dominace is clear enough to be
unambiguously distinguished from other discourse notions,
especially, focus, given, and topic.

Erteschik-Shir (1979) proposed the following dominance
hiérarchy. using the extraction criterion.desctibed above:
indefinite NP's > definite NP's (definite NP's with a
relative clause > definite NP's without a relative clause) >
proper noun > pronoun., (">" indicates that it is eas}er for
the left-hand NP to ‘receive the dominant status 6f the
sentence than the right-hand NP.)

Erteschik-Shir then suggested that the following subtle
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syntactic constraints on Dative Movement be accounted for in
terms of the dominant hjerarchy, namely, the dominant status

of direct and dative object NP's:

11) a. John gave it to Mary.
b. *John gave Mary it.
© 12) a. Who did John give the book to?
b. *Who did John give the book?
13) a. Mary was given the book.
. b. =Mary was given the book to.
(Erteshik-Shir, 1979, p. 449)

("=" indicates thét the sentence is ungrammatical.) The
argument is as follows: the ungrammaticality of (11-13 b)
can be attributed to the dcmiﬁaﬁt status of the direct
object and the dative object NP's. That is, when the dative
object NP's are higher on the dominant hierarchy than‘thé
direct object NP's, the appiica:igﬁ of Dative MavemEﬁt
results in the ungrammatical sentences, i.e., (11) and
(12b). When the dative object NP's are .lower tﬁggﬁxthe
direct object NP's, Dative Movement is obligatory (see (13
a, bl). ) p

From this, ErteschiR*Shirlricame to the iFé1léﬂiﬁg
hypothesis of the correlation between the surface orderings
zﬂéf iwc object NP's and the disc@ufee-ﬁ@t§§ﬁ of ﬂaminance:vm J
. In tée structure ... V NP1 NP2 (derived F;am

V. NP2 to/for NP1) NP1 is nondominant and NP is
dominant. (p. 449)



Put another way, the less dominant NP tends to be in the
postverbal position; the more dominant NP in the final
position. From the viewpoint of discourse context, this may
be taken to mean that the more 1likely NP’'s are to be
extracted as the topic of further conversation, the more
likely they are to be in sentence final positions.

It seems that the daﬁinaﬁze hierarchy is, in a sense,
quite similar to Ransom’'s 1977) constraint on Dative
Movement and Passivization, called ‘"Definiteness -
Specificity Constraint.” That is to say, the more dominant
NP's are, the less definite they are: and the less definite
NP's are, the more likely they arevta be in sentence final
pdsiti@ﬁs and to be extracted as the topic of further
conversation. Ransom defined the Definiteness - Specificity
Constraint as follows: | '

If an advanced NP is lower on the Definiteness -

Specificity Hierarchy than the NP it replaces, the

sentence will be less acceptable. (p. 420)

As the Definiteness - Specificity Hierarcﬁy. Ransom
presupposed definite-specific, indefinite-specific, and then
indefinite-nonspecific. |

The important point is that the Definiteness -
Specificity Constraint interacts with the Humanness-Animacy
Constraint, discussed in Chapter 1 in connection with the
Humanness Interaction Effect Hypothesis. This can be

readily seen from the following pairs of sentences:

14) a. ?They fed the lion the Christian.
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b. They fed the lion a Christian.
15)-a. ?The cat was alttacked by the man.

b. The cat was attacked by a man. J
(Ransom, 1977, pp. 422-4é5)

-

("7" indicates that the’sentence is grammatical, but less
acceptable.) Note that (14a) and (15a) are less acceptable,
since the animal NP's, Jion and cat, are shifted to the left
of the human NP's, Christian and man, respectively, but they
both became acceptable in (14b) and (15b) in which the two
NP's., Christian and man, are demoted on the Definiteness -
Specificity Hierarchy. |
' This significant interaction is Ransom's (1877) very
motive to reconcile these two hierarchies gﬁder a discourse
notion of empathy. According to her Empathy Hierarchy,
additionally computed from the two hierarchies, the
acceptability of (14b) and (15b) can be accounted for as
follows: the two definite and animal NP's, the lion and tﬁé
‘cat, can be considered to be as high on the Empathy
Hierarchy as two other indefinite and human NP's, &
Christian and a man, respectively. As a result, Ransom
(1977) proposed the following constraint on Dative Movement
and Passivizatién which she called the “Empathy Constraint™:
1f an advanced NP is lower on the gpathy Hierarchy
than the NP it replaces, then the sentence is less
acceptable. (p. 4264 » : :
It is also evident that, as implied in Chapter-1. Ransom’ s

Empathy Constraint is consistent with Kuno and Kaburaki’'s
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(1977) Surface Structure Empathy Hierarchy, except that
Ransom restricted her arngEﬂts to Dative Movement and
Passivizaiicﬁi

It is clear eﬁcugh that Erteschik-Shir's (1979) notion
of dominance and Ransom’'s (1977) notion of definiteness of
NP's can be viewed as discourse information, aiming to
account for the discourse functions of the alternative
surface structures of sentences, in particular, Dative
Movement and Passivization.

As stated in preceding sections, the given-new strategy
or contract may be ;laimeﬂ to be a rather successful
explanation of the correlation between the psychological
considerations of discourse context and the surface
structures of sentences (e.g., see Clark & Haviland, 1977;
Haviland S Clark, 1974, ﬁThe basic assumption of the
given-new strategy can be traced back to Grice's (1975}
"cooperative principle” between a speaker and the hearer
(see section 2.2).

‘The main effort of these researches (e.g., Clark &
Havitand, 1877; Haviland & Clark, 1974) is focused on the
given information of discourse cantext and on its
psychological or  linguistic effects on sentence
comprehension and production. It should be noted that, as
stated in section 2.2, Halliday's (1970, 1973) notion of .
given information had to do with whether or not the
information is derivable from preceding discourse.

Furthermore, it seems that Halliday's and Clark and
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Haviland's 1(1974) notion of given information contains
Chafe’'s (1976) notions of givenness and definiteness (see
section 2.2). On the other hand, Chafe’s (1976) notion of
given information 1is based on ﬁumaﬁ cénsciauﬁess, i.e., a
Kind of short-term or working memory, which is assumed to be
one of the basic underlying components of human thinking and
Qerbal behavior (also ;ee Chafe, 1979, 1880). ‘i

In several psycholinguistic experiments, it has been
shown that given information tends to precede new
information (Bock, 1877: Bock & Irwin, 1979; Smyth,
Prideaux, & Hogan, 1979: Tannenbaum & Williams, 1968). This
word drder tendency of given and new information seems to be
predictable from information processing considerations of
human beings. According to the given-new contract, a
listener has to identify the direct or indirect antecedent

| of the given information by seérzhihg hié memory, be?aﬁe he
can integrate the new information into the antecedent. In

‘éaddition, the listener can not start searching memory for
the antecedent, unless given some specific information as
the given information.

Therefore, from a listener’'s point of view, it may be
hypothesized that given-new word order serves to reduce the
memory and processing load of the listener. If a speaker is
a cooperative participant in a discourse, he may intuitively
follow the given-new word ordering principle in his sentence |
planning. As ;pointed out below, this is consistent with

Bock and Irwin’s (1979) explanation of the given-new word
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order phenomena. , !

The experimental results of Bock (1977) and Bock and
Irwin (1979) showeéd that the subjects tended to follow the
given-new ordering principle in producing answers to
WH-questions and that this ordering teAdency could be found
across a  number of syntactic types of. answers.
Interestidgiy'enough. Bock and Irwin (1979) attributed the
given-new ordering phenomena to two psychological factors:
the given information's referential availability at a

conceptual or memory level and referential availability at a
linguistic level. They stated:
using information that requires little
processing may facilitate sentence production.

Information previously formulated for inclusion in

a gentence, or readily retrieved from memory for

the preceding discourse, may be more available for

‘production than new information. .1f this readily

- available information is prépared for production
eartier than other information, given-new ordering

may be explained as the result of either

availability at the conceptualization level or

availability at the assembly Jevel. (p. 468)

It is important to note that they attempted to account for
the near-universal order of given and new information from
the viewpoint of the infarmatigﬁkprasessiﬁg system of human
beings.

Smyth, Pfideaux, and Hogan (1979) reported similar
experimental results in regard with the surface orderings of
directeand dative object NP's. From a psycholinguistic.
point  of view, they came to conclude the following
generalization: .

(al If one NP 1is Given and another is New, the
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relative syntactic order is Given-New, with the New

NP under sentence stress; the order New-Given may

occur only if the New NP is under stress.

(b) 1f both NP's are either Given or New, either

order may occur. (p. 40)

In addition, Prideaux (1979) suggested thél psychologically
'valid linguistic rules or Eeyices should be viewed as
mapping the intended message  of a speaker directly to
surface structures of a sentence. Put aﬁcthér way, such
rules specify how each element of information of the messége
leyel is realized by means cf word orders, affixes,
functional words, and the 1like within the surface
structures. The point is that the mapping rules seem to be
plausible as psychological processes of human verbal
behaviors. Moreover, they are to bewfaﬁmuiated on the basis
of ‘sigﬁiffcaﬁt generalizations in the correspondences
between the message level and the surface structure level,
for example, theigigsﬁéﬁew ordering generalization described
above.

From a psycholinguistic point of view, Osgood and Bock
(1977) attempted t® acspunt for the alternative word orders
@F'a sentence in terms of the so-called "salience” of each
EéﬂStituEﬁfg . That is to say, the more salient the
constituent, the earlier if is.  produced in sentence
production. The notion of salience was assumed to be
somehow calculated from three interrelated factors:
"Naturalness,” "Vividness,” and "Motivation of Speaker.” It
should be noted that these three factors interact with each

other in accounting for the word orders in question and that
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that is the very  reason why -the . notion of éaiiEﬁee is
proposed. “© ,
| First, it 1is assumed that a basic unit of human
perceﬁticn or cognition can be represented by the following
three ordered elements: M1 — M — M2, where M1 is the meaning
of the perceived entity; M2 the ﬁeaﬁiﬁg of the, other
perceived entity; and WM ther meaning of one perceiveﬁ
relation, e.g., action or state, between M1 aﬁd M2. It is
also assumed that M1 is perceived before M2 and that M is
more associated with M1 than with M2, (More -complicated
cagnitigﬁé consist of a set of hierarchically interrelated
cognizing units.)” Osgood and B@ck- (1977) suggested  that,
from a linguistic point of view, the perceived entities and
relation of M1, M2, and M should be taken to correspond to
ACTOR, RECIPIENT, and ACTION, respectively, with regard to
the actin relation or FIGURE, GROUND, and STATE,
Féspe;;ively. with regard to the state relation. The former
type of sentences are the i@llgwing: Tom hit Mary, Tom broke
the window, and so on. The latter type of sentences are the
following: Tom is tall, A ball is on the table, and so on.
What is meant by the:iNaturaiﬁess“ factor is that the
natural order of sentence caﬁstituéﬁts may correspond to the
natural order of human cognition: M1 is before ﬁ2;7
Therefore, it is most natura) and salient that the ACTOR and
the RECIPIENT are realized as the surface subject and the
sur face object, regpectivelyiras in SVO. or SOV languages,

unless the salience of the RECIPIENT is increased because of



the two other facotors.

The next factor, "Vividness,” is defined as referring
to an affective or emotional meaning of each perceived
entity or its linguistic equivalent, e.g., the the vampire
versus the man. As a result, it s hypéthesized that
sentence constituents havinb relatively high vividness tend
to be moved into the earlier sentential positions.

The third factor, "Motivation of Speaker," has to do
with thg speaker’s own motivation such as interest, concern,
ego involvement, etc., for some specific perceived entity or
its linguistic equivalent. Sentence constituents with such
. high motivation may be&assgmed to appear in_ the earlier
sentent%ai positions in planning sentences. It is worth
mentioning that the motivation of speakers is assumed to be
reflected in discourse context; that is to say, the

motivation of speakers may be taken

to indicate their
psycholﬁgic§1 ccﬁsidgraticns of digkourse .cantext. or at
least results of these considerations

The- interaction among these thAhge factors of salience
can be readily seen Frém the Fc]ié&ing active-passive
alternatives: John kii]ed Mary and Mary was killed by John.
According 'to Dggaﬁﬂ and Bock (1977), the function of
Passivization is to reflect the high vividness of and/or the
speaker’s high motivation for the referent of Mary, even
though it results in ;dscreasing the naturalness of the

‘agent-action-recipient ordering. That is, the relative

salience of the referent of Mary is high enough to sacrifice
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the salience of the natura]IWOrd ordering; and that is the
very reason‘wh;’the.speaker may choose to use the passive
structure instead of the active.

However , Bock (1877) argued that given-new ordering
phenomena did not necessarily seem to be consistent with the
salience principle. For example, the motivation of speake%s
can also be interpreted to be for new informétion as well as
for given informétion; that is, which of given and new
information ié more salient? Bock also claimed that
children tended to employ the new-given ordering strategy
more than the given-new ordering strategy, while adults the
given-new ordering strateg;f These phenomena seem to raise
certain subtle questions with the salience principle.
Consequently, as stated earlier, Bock and Irwin (1879)
attehpted to account for the given-new ordering from a
somewhat different point of view, namely, in terms of given
information’'s referential and lexical availability.

Zubin (1979) claimed that subjeét selection is
profourdly correlated with a cognitive property of human
perception. It was then suggested that-a tendency for the
referents of subject NP's to be higher in an egocentric
scale reflects the cognitive properties; called "selectional
atten{idn" and “"egocentric bias,”" of human perception.
quin also proposed the following bhypothetical egocentric
scale: Speaker > Héarer > Other Human‘(Central > Peripheral)
> Concrete (Inanimate) > Abstract Human > Abstract, where

the central-peripheral distinction refers to the distinction
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betwéen main characters and minor characters in a story and
the category, Abstract Human, refers to an abstract concept
such as " thought* and “"Knowledge" which may relate
specifically. to human beings. From this, it was
hypothesized that the higher NP‘s are on this scale, the
more likely thgy are to be selected as the surface subject
NP's of the sentences.

However, it can be easily seen that this egocentric
scale may, to some exteﬁt, parallel the empathy hierarchy.
In other ;ords. a narrator or a speaker may have
preferential interest in his own pointQ‘of view or in the
" point of view of the entities close to himself. Therefore,
it can be arguéd that the egocentric scale may be, in some
sense, . in correspondence to the difficulty which the
narrator or the speaker may have in identifying himself with-
other people, animalé, or things. In fact, this is the very
basis of the Humanness Interaction Effect Hypothesis (see
Chapter 1). It is of theoretical interest to see how these
different notiE)ns, egocen'tr‘ic bias and empathy, correlate
with each other in accounting for the alternative sur face
structures in question.

In summary, it can bé concluded that several discourse
notions or their psychological congiderations may, to soﬁe
extent, account for the diséourse functions of alternative
sur face structures, namely, differences in surface meanings
(see Chapter 1).. In other words, the alternative surface

structures. can be described in terms of such discourse



notions. However, it is rather suprising to note that the
notion of point of view or empathy has néver been discussed
in detail as such, even though it is one of the best
established psychelcgicél aspects of discourse context, at
least in the rhetoric literature. It is, therefore, of
great impartance!}Q investigate the psychological reality of
point of view and its contextual effects on the alternative
suﬁface structures in question. This is characterized in

terms of the four basic hypotheses in the present study (see’

Chapter 1).



3. EXPERIMENTS

3.1 Prel iminary Remarks

The presenf study focuses on the contextual effects of
point of view and a given-new information structure on the
planning of propositional contents and surface structures of
sentences. For this purpose, the contextual effects have sO
far been characterized in terms of four different but
related hypotheses: the Primary Effect, Secondary Effect,
Humanness Interaction Effect, and Positive Additive Effect
Hypotheses, each of which was discussed 1in detail 1in
Chapter 1. In order to test these four hypotheseé. three
different experiments were designed and carried out

independent iy of each other.

3.2 Experiment 1

3.2.1 Purposé

The purpose of Experiment 1 .is to test the Primary"
Effect Hypothesis. The Primary Effect Hypothesis was first
divided into the following testable hypotheses: Primary
Effect Hypothesis. The character established as the target
of the contextual factor-of point of vieﬁ is:

. 59
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1. more 1%kaiy to be referred to as eiéher the agent (of an
action) or the experiencer (of a psychological state)
than as any other semantic case:;

2. more likely to be referred to as either the agent or the
experiencer than any other character; »

3. more likely to be realized as the surface subject of a
sentence than as any other grammatical role: and

4. more likely to be realized as the surface subject than
any other character.

Furthermore, there should be. "a significantly high

correlation between the fréquEHGié&, with which characters

are treated as the semantic ageﬁt or experiencer and the
frequencies with which the charaetaré are realized as the
surface\subjests of sentences.

For the sake of convenience, the first two hypotheses

are hereafter designed as the "Propositional Hypotheses 1

and 2"; the next two the "Syntactic Hypotheses 3 and 4" and

the last is referred to as the "Correlation Hypothesis.”

3.2.2 Method

Subjects. Ten subjects, five females and five males,
volunteered to participate in Experiment 1. The subjects
were. either undergraduate or graduate students of University

of Alberta. All the subjects were native speakers of North
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Amer ican English.

Materials. Two short sta%ies were selected from
 Aesop’'s fables and then somewhat modified for the purpose of
Experiment 1. Their original titles are "A MiLLER AND HIS
SON" and "A PARROT AND A CAT." Hereafter, the two stories
will be referred to as Story 1 and Story 2, respectively.
(For the modified versions of the stories, see Appendix A.)

The selections and modifications of the two stories
uére made on the basis of the following criteria:

1. Two characters in a story are equa?Iy important with
regard to story grammar or s%@ry plot, so that both can
be considered to be main characters or prctagénists of
the story.

2. The style of a story has to be an omiscient point of
takes the points of view of the two characters almost
equally.

3. As a result of a pFQpGSitiGﬁa]! analysis, the two
characters are equally often referred 1@ as an agent
?hd/ar'as an experiencer.

The details of the propositional analysis will be discussed

in the following sections. - :

The main purpose of these criteria s temmed from the
fact that, unlike some other discourse studies, the purgsse'
of Experiment 1 was not to see whetﬁer or not the subjects’
summar ies of short stories were contistent with a certain

schematic plot or story grammar, but instead to see how the
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subjects reorganize and then rephrase the short stories®

‘under different points of view (cf. Kintsch and van Dijk,

1978; Rumelhart, 1975, 1977: Thorndyke, 1977). The subjects
were not expected to rephrase the stories on the basis of
other possible contextual factors such as topic and a main
or minor character, butvinstead only on the basis of the
contextual fagtar' cf point of ViéﬂiQF a psychological biié
towards one particular character and against the others.

Procedures. The two stories were recorded into a
cassette tape in the Recording Room at the Department of
Linguistics, University of Alberta. A female graduate
student volunteered to read the stories for the recording.

The same experimental procedure was carried out by the
subjects for Story 1 and Story 2 with a three-minute
interval. The presentation orders of the two stories were
in fact randomized. The task of the subjects was to 1istéﬁ
to a story on the cassette recorder twice with a five-second
interval and then immediately to rephrase or rewrite the
content of the story from the point of view of one of the
two characters. The point of view was Speci%igﬂ on the top .
of the answer sheet, which ﬁas provided immediately after
the listening®#Phase was completed. Each subject yas
randomly assigned one of the two possible points of view in
Story’1, namely, father’s or son’s, and one of the two
bossfble points iéf view in étcry 2i.ﬁaﬁely. parrot’s QF‘”V
cat’s.

The subjects carried out the experiment individually or
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in pairs in the Phonetic Laboratory at the Department of
Linguiétics. On the average, it took thé subjects 25
minutes to finish the listening and rephrasing tasks for the
two stories. 4

Before beginning the experimental task, each subject
read a one-page instruction sheet. In addition ‘to the
procedures of the rephrase task, the following points were
emphasized in the written instructions: a) all the
characters are humanized, regardless of whether they are
animals (or birds} or things;-b) the subjects do not have to
memor ize the stories word by word, but instead to understand
what is going on in the stories; and c) the subjects are
advised to use their own words in the rephrase task.
Furthermore, the subjects were allowed to spend as much time
as they»wished to in the rephrase task and to write as much
as they wanted. It was also suggested that the subjects
might refer to the target characer of point of view as first
person pronouns, I, my, and me. It should be noted that the
main reason for the use of the first person pronouns was to
help the subjects identify themselves with or to have a
psychological Rias towards the target character of point of
view. In other words, the subjects were expected to

‘rephrase Story 1 and 2, written from a neutral or oonniscient

point of view, as first person participant. point of view .

stories (see section 2.2).
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3.2.3 Analyses and Results

Before going to the details of the analyses, it is
useful to examine a few subjects’ rephrased stories. For
this purpose, four subjects’ rephrased stories are found in
Appendix B. hﬁé\

Rephrase task. A preliminary analysis was carried out
on the rephrased stories in order to see whether or not one
particular point of view which was given for the rephrase
task caused the subjects to have more difficulty of some
kind in rephrasing the content @% the story than the other .
As a reliable indication of such difficulty, a simptle
word-counting me thod was adopted, including function words
such as the, ;. and, etc.

It was shown that the mean word numbers of the
rephrased stories under son’s and FathEF‘s point of view
were 247.80 and 225.80, respectively and the standard
deviations 41.50 and 52.17, respectively. The word number
of the original Story 1 was 326. Neither a F-test nor a
t-test showed that there were significant :diffeﬁences
between the two variances and the two means of the two
independent subject groups. F

In the case of Story 2, the mean word numbers of theg
rephrased stories under parrot’s and cat’s point of view
were f92.60 and 173.20, respectively; and tﬁe standard
deviations 18.53 and 39.65, respectively. The word number

of the original Story 2 was 298. It was also shown, as a
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result of a F-test énd a t-test, that there was no
significant difference between the two variances and the two
~ means of the two independent sub ject groups.

fFrom this, it could be concluded that, as far as the
word numbers of the rephrased stories were concerned, the
difference between the two specified points of view for the
rephrase task did not lead to a significant difference in
dificulty between the two rephrase tasks. This Scu]d also
be taken to mean that the criteria for the selections and
modifications of the stories were satisfied. That is, the
stories and their two characters had to be neutral with
regard JO story grammar and the narrator’s point of view.

Propositional analysis. "in order to test the
Propositional Hypotheses 1 and’2. a propositional analysis
was carried out on the original and réphraséé stories.
,Followiné a conventional method of propositionai analysis,
it was decided to employ Chafe's (1970) semantic case
relations, Kintsch's (1974) "text base,"” and Norman and |
Rumelhart’'s (1875) "propositional network model of human.
memory . " The following were assumed to constitute a
predicate of a single proposition: main verbs of independent
and dependent clauses, sentence adverbs (i.e., subject- or
speaker -oriented adverbs -~ (Jackendoff, 1872) ),
nominalizations,  and manner adverbs. The dependent clauses
included infinitives, gerunds, present and past participle
clauses, and adverbial dependent clauses.

ASo0-calléd "action-process” or “causative" verb such as
LY
]
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kill, surprise, break, etc. were decomposed and analyzed in |
terms of primitive predicates (Lakoff, 1965; Norman and
Rumelhart, 1977). For example, the English transitive verb
upset in The cat upset me (=parrot) was in fact decomposed
into three hierarchically related propositions: ((THEVCAT DO
SOMETHING) CAUSES (THE PARROT BECAME UPSET)). The cat was
then counted as ;n agent of the éction»of doing something;
the parrot as an experiencer of the psychological predicate,
became upset. According to some psychological models of
memory representation, the above decomposition might be
((THE CAT‘PO SOMETHING) CAUSES STATE-CHANGE from (THE PARROT
IS NOT UPSET) to TTHE PARROT IS UPSET)). However, it was
decided that the first decomposition would be sufficient for
the purpose of the propositional analysis of Experiment 1.
Since, as menfioned earlier, the style of the rephrased
stories could, to some extent, be viewed as "first person -
participahf point of View," the so-called "speaker-oriehted“’
adverbs or adverbial.phrases were analyzed as predicating a
target character of point of view. For idstance, suppose
that a subject is asked to rephrase Story 2 from parrot’s
point of view. Then a sentence Surprisingly, (or to my
surprise), the cat ate all the food could be paraphrased by
It seems (to me=bar'r~ot) surprising that the cat ate all the
food, or 1 (=parrot) considered It surprising that the cat
ate all the food. In‘this ¢ase. the pafnot can be counted
as an experiencer of the psychological predicate seems to or

consider; the cat as an agent of the action, ate all the
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sentence is the target character, paﬁﬁét.instead of cat, the

paraphrase may be It seems (to the subject) suprising that I
=parrot) ate all the food. That is, it was assumed that

~ the subjects expressed his own poiht of view, not parrot’s.
However, this kind of speakefzariented adverﬁ was not, in
‘fact, found in the propositional analyses.

In the case of subject-oriented adverbs or adverbial
phrases, the following paraphrases were made: Anxiously, the
cat looked for more food — The cat was anxious to look for
more food. The cat was then counted as an experiencer of
the psychological predicate be anxious to and also as*® an
agent’of the action 1ook for more food.

With regard to the Es}cﬁaiagica] predicate, anxious to,
the following should be noted: given the point of view of
, parrot for the rephrase task, every psychological predicate
of cat had to be interpreted to indicate parrot’s subjective®
interpretation of cat’s mental st;tei This was because the
style of the rephrased stories was the "first person
participant point of view." Following these suggestions,
the above sentence had to be It seems to me (=parrot) that,
_anxiously, the cat looked for more food. Then parrot had
also to be counted as an experiEﬂéer;@F the psychological.
predicate, seems to. ¢

However, as can be seen in Appendix B, the results of

the rephrase task rather sﬁggest that such a perfect or an

+
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ideal identification with or a bias towards a target
character was, in practice, impossible for the subjects and
that the style of the rephrased. stories was instead"

somewhere between the .omniscient and the Firg% person
participant point of view. Therefore, it was decided that,
for the sake of the propositional analysis, this second
level of paraphrasing was not necessary. It is important to
note that, in the rephrase task, the subjects were not
necéssari1y expected tc total'y identify themselves with a
target character, but rather to have at least a
psych&]gg%cal bias towards the targef character and against,
the other non-target characters. In the present study, this
is precisely what is meant by "a narrator describes the same
idea ‘from one particular point of Qiew rather than the
other” (sie-e section 2.2).

Other adverbial phrases such as in dismay, without any
shame, and feel at home were paraphrased by be dismayed, be
not ashamed of, and feel comfortable, respectively.

Another important point to be clarified witﬁ the
prapasitiaﬁa1l analysis was that semantic cases, agent and
experiencer, could not necessarily be distinguished
unambiguously. For example, a predicate watched in I
(=parrot) watched the cat eating all the food can be
interpreted to refer either to the subject’'s psychological
SENnsory process or ic his ﬂil]?u? activity of watching
(Jackendoff, 1972; Fillmore, 1971; Maratsos, 1979).

For the purpose of the propositional analysis, it was
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decided that the semantic cases, agent and experiencer, were
operationally defined, following Chafe's (1970) criteria
rather than. Jackendoff’'s (1972). Chafe (1970, p. 109)
defined the agent as "... a thing which has the power to do
something, a thing which has a force of its own, which is
se]f-motivated.” Chafe (1970, p. 145) also defined the
experiencer as ... one who was mentally disposed in some
way." Therefore, the experiéﬁtia] verbs were operationally
defined as referring to the psychological activities such as
perception, sensation, thinking, etc.

The propositional analysis focused on the numbers of
times a >particular character was referred to as either an
agent, an experiencer, or other . semantic case (e.g.,
patient, complement, and beneficiary), respectively, in the
propositional contents of sentences. As a result, these
threg frequencies were obtained for each of the GhEFEEtEFé*
in Stories 1 and 2. For the sake of convenience, the set of
the three frequencies is hereafter referred to as the
"semantic index of character.”

15 Story 1, the semantic indices of father and son were
(6 6 0) and (8 6 0), respectively; the first, the secofd,
and the third numbers are for the agent, the experiencer,
and other semantic case, respectively. In Story 2, those of
parrot and cat were (15 8 10) and (15 9 8). It is impor tant
to note that, as implied by theseifigufes. Stories 1 and 2
might be conceived of as béiﬁgrﬁeutra1 with regard to the

semantic indices of the two characters as well as with
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regard to the story style; that 1is, having an omniscient
poiﬁf of view.

As a result of the propositional analysis, Tables 1 and
2 show the mean semantic inaices for characters in the five
subjects’ rephrased versions of Story 1 and 2, respectively.
It was clear enough that these results of the propositional
analysis suggested that, when the subjects were asked to
rephrase the stories Frﬁm one particular characterisixisif
of view, they tended to refer to him either as an agent or
as an experiencer in planning the propositional contents of
sentences.

An analysis of variance was performed for  the semantic
indices .of the characters, in ;DFQEF to test the
Propositional Hypotheses 1 and 2. The three within-subject
independent variables were Story Type (Story 1 VS,
Storyl 2), Semantic Case (Agent, Experiencgr: vs. Others),
and éGﬁSiStEﬁCy (Consistent vSs. Inconsistent) . The
Consistent condition was defined as the case in which the
given point of view for the rephrase task was paired with
the Earget character’'s semantic index. For example, -in

Story 1, if the target character is selected as father

(i.e., given point of view = father’s), then the number of
 times the Fatheri§ppears as an agent, an experiencer, or
other semaﬁtici case under that given point of view
constitutes one of the Consistent cases. This case is
labelled "“father/ father" or "F/F." The number of times son

appears as an agent, an experiencer, or other semantic case



Table 1
Mean Semantic Indices of Father and Son

Point of Semantic

View Case Father  Son Father+Son Others

Agent 5.60 4.20 11.00 8.60

Father Experiencer 4.60 1.80 2.60 3.40

Other Case 0.40 0.40 4.40 29.60

Agent 4.80 5.40 13.40 8.80

Son Experiencer 1.20 4.80 -~ 4.60 2.20

Other Case 0.60 0.40 6.40 31.20

Agent 6.00 8.00 13.00 13.00-

Original Experiencer 6.00 6.00 2.00 3.00
’ Other Case 0.00 0.00 6

.00 33.00
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Table 2

Mean Semantic Indices of Parrot and Cat

Point of Semantic ) ) . ) o
View Case Parrot Cat Parrot+Cat Others

.80 0.20
.80 0.40
.60 21.60

.40 0.00
.40 .80 0.00
.60 .40 20. 40
.00 1.00 1.00

.00 .00 0.00
.00 2.00 14.00

.40
.60
.80

.60

.80
.80
.80

.60
.40
.00

.00
.00
.00

Agent 1
Parrot Experiencer
Other Case
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Agent
Cat Experiencer
Other Case
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Agent
Original Experiencer
Other Case
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(i.e., son’s semantic index) under the given point of view
of father constitutes an Inconsistent case (i.e.,
“father/son* or "F/S"). Therefore, there were four
Consistent cases (F/F, S/S, P/P, and C/C) and four
Inconsistent cases (F/S, S/F, P/C, and C/P). (NOte that "P°
and "C" indicate parrot and cat “1 Stéry 2, respectively.)

As shown in Table 3, the main effects of the three
factors were shown to be significant: F(1,9)=433.5, p<0.01
for Story Type; F(2,18)=37.2, p<0.01 for Semantic Case; and
F(1.9)=41.6, p<0.01 for Consistency. More importantly, the
following interaction effects were also significant:
F(2,18)=4.6, p<0.05 for Story Type X . Semantic Case and

F(2.,18)=9.6, p<0.01 for Semantic Case x Consistency. These

interaction effects are as shown in Figure 1.

The significant iﬁteracticﬁs suggested that the
semantic indices of the target character and the non-target
character were sigﬁificahiiy reversed between Agent and
Experiencer on the one hand, and Others on the other (see
Figure 1). This means that the target character was much
more likely to be referred to as either the agent or the
experiencer of the propositional contents of sentences
(i.e., a Céhsjstent éase) than és any other semantic case,
supporting the Prcpasitiqnal Hypothesis 1. Furthermore, the
targent character was shéWﬁ to be much more liKely to be.
treated as éither the agent or experiencer than the
non-target character (i.e., an Inconsistent case),

supporting the Prap@sitiénai Hypothesis 2.



Table 3

Results of Analysis of Variance
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Source' 5. S. D.F. M. S. F Ratio Significance?

S 128.500 9 14.278 ‘ -

A, 472.034 1 472034  433.509 e
AS 9.800 9 1.089 -

B 56.033 1 56.033 41.565 =
BS  12.133 9 1.348 -
. AB 0.000 1 0.000 0.000
ABS  18.167 9 2.019 -

C  407.117 2 203.558  37.179 e
cCS  98.550 18 5.475 -

AC  34.817 2 17.408 4.551 *
ACS  68.850 18 3.825 -

BC  62.517 2 31.259 9.566 s
BCS  58.817 18 3.268 -
ABC 18. 149 2 9.075 2.506
ABCS  65.183 18 3.621 -

~ ”

v

Sub ject. )
Story Type (Story t vs. Story 2).
Consistency (Consistent vs. Inconsistent).

~
~
»*

Semantic Case (Agent, Experiencer vs. Other Case).

and ' **' indicate p<0.05 and p<0.01, respectively.
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Figure 1. Interaction of Semantic Case by Consistency for
Each Story (AG - Agent, EXP - Experiencer, and OTH - Other
Semantic Case). :
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Surface subject/object analysis. An analysis, which is
here called the “"surface subject/object analysis," was
per formed on the :ephrased stories to test the 'Syﬁtaatie
Hypotheses 3 and 4. The procedure of this analysis was
rather simple. The analysis focused on the frequencies with
which the characters in Story 1 and 2 were realized as
either the surface subjects of clauses or some S?Ft of
surface objects (i.e., direct or indirect object and ébjects
of prepositions). The two frequencies (i.e.., for subjects
and for objects) were obtained for each éf the characters in
Stories 1 and 2. For the sake of convenience, these
frequency pairs are hereafter referred to as the “syﬁtaetic
index of character,“

As shown in Tables 4 and 5, the results of the analysis
were consistent with the hypotheses of the present study.
That is to say, when the subjects were asked to rephrase the
neutral story from one particular character’'s point of view,
they ¢onsistent1y tended to realize the target character as
surface subjects more frequently than the other character.

An analysis of variﬁﬁce was performed for the syntactic
“indices of the charaters to test the Syntactic Hypotheses' 3
and 4. The three within-subject independent variables were
Story Type (Story 1 vs. Story 2), Syntactic Role (Subject’
vs. Object), and Consistency (Consistent . vs.
Inconsigtent)i The Consistent and the Inconsistent
condition were defined in the same way as in the previous

analysis of variance, except that the dependent variable was



Tabel 4
Mean Syntactic Indices of Father and Son

7 7 7 Father 7 Son
Point of View Sub ject Object Sub ject Ob ject

.20 2.40
.60 2.00
.00 1.00

Father , 6.60 1.20 ‘
Son 3.40 2.40
Original 8.00 0.00

m b w
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Table 5
Mean Syntactic Indices of Parrot and Cat

Parrot Cat
Point of View Subject Object Sub ject Object
Parrot 12.40 3.40 . 7.40 5.60
Cat ' 9.20 3.20 11.00 2.80

Original 17.00 5.00 14.00 6.00
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the syntactic indices of the characters, not the semantic
indices of the characters.

The main effects of the three factors were significant:
F(1,9)=251.1, p<0.01 for Story Type; F(1,9)=57.2 p<0.01 for
Syntactic Role; and F(1,9)=16ié, p<0.01 for Consistency (see
Table 6). More importantly, the following two interaction
effects were also shown to be significant:
Ft1.9)222i9.p<0.01 for Story Type x Syntactic Role; and
F(1,9)=47.4 p<0.01 for Syntactic Role x Consistency. These
iﬁteracticas can be seen in Figure 2.

Based on the significant interactions, the following.
can be suggested: }he syntactic indices of the target and
the non-target characters were significanliy reversed
between Subject and Object, particularly in Story 2 (see
Figure 2). This means that the target character (i.e.,
Cans;stEﬁt) was much more likely to be treated as the
surface subject than as the surface object of a sentence,
supporting the Syntactic Hypothesis 3. The Syntactic
Hypothesis 4 was also confirmed by the fact that the target
character was much more likely to be realized as the surface
subject of a sentence than the non-target character (i.e.,
Inconsistent ). " ;

Correlat ion analysis. 1n order to test the Correlation
Hypothesis, the ocorrelation coefficienls were ;aigulafed
between the semantic indices and the syntactic indices of
characters. | For this purpose, the two variables were

defined as follows: the simple addition of the agent and the



Tabel 6

Results of Analysis of Variance

M. S.

F Ratio Sigﬁificance?

ABS

CS

AC
ACS
BC
BCS

ABC -

ABCS

.300
5. 450
1550

.200
.800

. 450
10.

378.
59.
72.
28.
76.
14,

050

450
550
200
300
050
450

'3.199
39.

800

W— W—a W Wa W ©O-— WO

LY -

8.700
266. 450
1.061
16.200
0.978
0.450
1.117
378. 450
6.617
72.200
3.444
76.050
1.606
3.199
4.422

1.103
.568
.403

. 196

.961

L

g

'+’ and '

Subject.

Story Type (Story 1 vs.
Consistency (Consistent vs.

- Syntactic Role (Subject vs. Object).

Story 2)
Inconsistent) .

indicate p<0.05 and p<0.01, respectively.
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Figure 2. Interaction of Consistency by Syntactic Rgie for
Each Stroy (SUBJ - Subject and 0BJ - Object).

4
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experiencer frequency of each semantic, index on the one
hand, and the subject frequency af'each syntactic index Dﬂi
the other. ~ - N i
_ ST -

Since the main effects of Consistency and Story Type
were shown to be sigm'f’l’nt in thé previous analyses of
variance, it was decidéﬂ that the correlation coefficients
were - to be calculated independently for each of the
following four cases: the Consistent cases (i.e., F/F and
$/S) and the Incosistent cases (i.e., F/S and S/F) in
Stary 1 and the Consistent Cases (‘i.e., P/P and C/C) and the

Inconsistent cases (i.e., P/C and C/P) in Story 2. For the

‘sake of convenience, these four are referred to as “case 1,

2, 3, and 4," respectively.

. The following Pearson v:crrg]aticn coefficients were
obtained and shown to be signifieant, on the 'basis of the
directional tests: r:0.82, dP:8, p<0.01 for case 1; r=0.79,
df=8, p<0.0t for case 2: r=0.63, df=8, p<0.05 for case 3:
and r=0.84, df=8, p<0.01 for case 4. These suggested that
in the three cases 1, 2, and 4, more than siity percent of

variability in the variable, ‘the subject frequency of the

syntactic index of character, should be attributed to the '

]

variability in the other variable, the agent plus the

experiencer Freauency of the semantic index of character.

_The rest of the variability in the surface subject of a

could be associated with other linguistic and/or

nonlinguistN factors, for example, Nominalization,

Ob ject-Sub ject Raising, Extraposition; Equi - Sub ject
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3.2.4 Discussion and Conclusions
~~ .
‘-.'The results of the propositional and the subjéct/égject -
| analysis.’clearly " confirmed the Propositional Hypotheses 1
and 2 and the Syntactic Hypotheses 3 and 4. Furthermore, it
was shown -that there was higﬁly significant correlation
between the number of times the characters were referred as:
&€itber the agent or the experiencer bf the propositional
contents of sentence$ and the number of times the characters
were realized as the surface Sijects of sentences.
Therefore, the Primar§ Effect Hypothesis was clearly
confirmed by these exhériménta? facts. That is to say, when
the subjects were asked to rephrase the stories from one
particular éharacter'g pciﬂt of view, they teergaﬁized the
contents of the stories both at tEe propositional Teveﬁ and
at the syntactic level. In such reorganizations, the ta%get
character of the point of view'tendeﬁ to pé referred to as
an agent and/or an experiencer of the propositional level,
and thenv to be realized as a surface subject of the
syntactic level. v
Therefore, it was concluded that the contextual factor
of point of view played a cru&%al role in planning the
,propositional contents and/or the surface syﬁtactic sub jects
of sentencés; Put éﬁ@ther Eway. the point of view, aé

coﬁteitually'established in discourse, appears to determine



‘for in _terms of the Primary Effect Hy

following. are t
%

-
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whasé:aztiaﬁs or mental states a narrator has to deéscribe in
his on-going ‘experience in the story. In this sense, the
discéﬁrse notion of p@ihtr of view can be viewed as an
that  narratives or ‘sharf stories are basiﬁéllg
action-oriented discourses. : o '

As stated in Chapter 1, there are certain ,sty}éigjggﬁf

aspects of linguistic expressions which géﬁ not be accounted

othesis. . The

_cases of this sort: 1) }f more than one

4T
o &3

entity, including target entity of point @f‘ Wew, is
referred to as an agent or experiencer, gé in tHe case of
symmetric predicates, which is more 1ikeﬁy ta be a surface
subject? 2) If a target character of point of view is

referred to as a patient rather than as an agent of an

action, will the narrator try to mark the discourse context

of point of view by shifting the target NP to the surface
subject? 3) If a ;argef' character ~of point of view is

referred to as a dative rather than as a agent of a

‘benefactive predicate, will the narrrator try to move the

’*target NP into the surface position immediately after the

main verb to mark the discourse context of point of view?

Experiments 2 and 3 were designed to find the answers to

- these questions.
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e ! 3.3 Experiment 2 ,!!_
) i . : I

3.3.1 Purpose

The purpose of Experiment ) was to test thE‘SEQGﬁéaFy:
Effect Hypothesis and the Humanness Interaction Effect
Hypotpasis;A As mentioned in a precedin; ge@ti@n. it is
clear that the sutface subject variation of- the symmetric
predicate and ‘the wvoice structure and the positional
variation of the dative structure are stylistic phenomena
- which | are beyand the Primarf Effect Hypothesis. Thiis is
because these «stylistic variation phenomena are not

propositional in nature, but jnstead syntactic.

i
In the present study, git was hypothesized as the
Secondary Effect !Hypathesis that, given altermative
positions within thé surface structures of sentences, NP's
whose referents were the targets of point of view were
lTikely to be moved into the leftmost of the pesitjcns! It
Qas also hypothesized as the Humanness Interaction Ef;ect
Hypothesi¥ that, it a narrator had more difficu]ty in
identifying himself with animal or’thing NP's than human
NP's as the targets of point of yiéw. the animal or tHihg
Nﬁ's were less iigeiy to be moved into the leftmost 1
positions than the human NP's and, if anti-target NP's were
not human but animaii or tﬁing NP's, such a positional

tendency should be significantly more salient.
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3.3.2 Method

' ) . . » o
L]

}Sdbjects.- Twenty- four ynivé‘sity étudéﬁts vo lunteered
to take part in Experiment 2. Al 'of the. subjects were
native speakers of North American English and were taking an
introductory liﬁguistﬁcs course.

Materials. The task of the subjects was to Egad short
stories'without final semtences. They then read three pairs
of alternative 'senteﬁces, one of which was assumed to be a
_ deleted final sentence. After the re;ding phase, they f}re
asked to choose 'one member from each pair which they felt to
be the more¢appropriate final sentence. /

Nine different stories were»conétru:teé some of which
were originally selected from ’Aesopfs fablés and then
modified for the purpose of Experiment 2. Each story had
two main characters, each of whom was either a human, a
humanized animal, or a humanized thing.

More importantly, two different versions of each story
were constructed: the " "motivated” version or story and
“unmotivated" version or story. The motivated story
consi;ted of two or three paragraphs, each written in such a
way td specifically establish the point of yiew of one
particular character. That is, the subjects were expected
to be able to identify relatively easily from whose point of
view each paragraph was written, or the ﬁarraﬁar’s
- psychological bias towards one character and against the

other. The unmotivated stories were composed of only one



paragraph in which twa points of V\EW(Df tu@ ma1ﬁ ﬁhirattensf
were combined in a rather random marmer . ~ That iis. thefjé
subjects collld not identify from whose p@int of yiew tﬁe

stories were written or from dhose pa1nt &F v1eu thé;

o

narrator was des:ribing his on-going exper13ﬁce
In. this study, the following cr1ter1a fQFsﬁQTﬁf*Df v1ew o

were imposed on each paragraph of the m@t1vateditype; . }3“

1. The ssurféce subjects of main clauses are the té}geti‘ﬁ
character of the point of view. ~
2. The use of psy:halgg1:a1 predicates such as thlnk Fee,in‘

and so on is restricted to the target character of the"

point of view.

However, in the one-paragraph unmctivated star1es, the

i

surFaEe subjects QF the main :133&&5 were alternated between

the two ma1n characters and'bﬂth were the expéfiéﬁééFs of

=

psychalag1ca1 predicates It is alsp af great importance to .

note that, as far as Experiments 2 and 3 were concerned, the
13dascgur;e factor of point of view was cperat1analiy deFiﬁed-
iby these two criteria.

It is helpfu1 to cite as an example the motivated
version and the unmotivated version of a story eptitieﬂ "A -
RABBIT AND THE WIND" é !

Once upon a time, there was a very proud

rabbit. The rabbit always told everybody that he
" could’ run faster than anybody else, even the !lih:_:i.
What is more, the rabbit enjoyed ﬁakiﬁg fun of (gf

=



- other ahimals. - o

‘ ~ One day, the Wind heard about the Fabblf The
i | Wind got angry about the conf idence of the érb:f!
/ The Wind planned to teach the rabbit tc - el ]

in the forest by making fun of him i v " e

Wind then sent an invitation card * < o
. @& race with him. - - _ _
}he unmotivated version is:
. . t
A rabbit and the Wind both we . in
. " tunhing fast. The rabbit a . erybody
s that he could run faster than & se, even
. o the Wind. The Wind got angry ~abbit for
- his overconf idence. So they agree ~ha( theiy would
race in front of many animals in the forest. They §
. sent many Invitation cards to their many friends.
o * N

("_" indicates a geleted final sentence.) Note that the
narrator takes no Sbarticular point of view in the
unmotivated veréieﬁi However, the narrator of the motivated
version is clearly taking rabbit’s point of view in the
first paragraph and the Wiqg;s in the second. (For the rest
of the stariesi)see Appendix C.)

The stories were immediately followed by three
dif?ergﬁt pairs of alternative sentences. For exanﬁie.-the
above motivated version was followed by the following  three"

pairs: o



16) Tﬁe Emtr'rf: P@éiaﬁs B

af,r The* Fabl:nt was F:é\:@ﬁcrféd with the Wind after the
: - F:l .

=

F‘-ﬂ

f b T!'E wnd ﬂéé
; PEEE ¥,’l *;h? ,J;‘~ c o o0
1?1 The VG!GE Stru:‘tgﬁé |

a The rabmt msuiz;ed fhé‘l'md before ‘the race.

e oo T : :
SR - wnd was msﬂfed Ety the r‘abbit: before the

=3

¥ : -

P led with ghe rapoit after the

%

,i, ’Paﬁé . : v
S . .

‘-,TS) THE Eatlve SfFLEtUEe s'_ A ;’ . "f
-TFE ’:{aﬂﬁit sentftre a:cepfed imﬁai‘ ien éard to the

L

y;gg _ o T .
The:raupa: “sent. the Wind the accepted invitat ion

l‘mf._ N N * : 3
: ft.‘ . = h

card.- ¥ " el -
Note that these threeE pg%rs correspond to the three.
different syntactic types in qyestiéﬁ: the symmetric
predicate, the voice stru&tu?ei and the dative structure,
respectively,” and were designed to test the contextual
effects of the point of view on thé target character’'s, the
Wind’s, surface positions in the sentences of the three
"syntactic types. The target NP occurs iﬁ_ the J]eftmost of
t%e two alternative positions in (16b-18b), while it is in
the r€ghtmast in (163*183)? zln_thé present study, (1Eé§18b)
are called "marked sentences,” and (16a-18a) “uﬂmaéked
sentences.” In the marked sentences, the discourse ' context
of the point of view of the Wind is indicated byrshift{ng

the Wind to the leftmost position. As. mentioned in



90

Chapter 1, the rabblt. of (16a,b) and (17a,b) and the
accepted  invitation card of (18a.b] are called the
"anti-target NP‘gl;AJ Ig Shbuié be noted thatk'thé Jterm
e marggd/unmanked has nothing to do with the traditional
notion pf markedness in the 11ngu15t1:5111terature ‘ but s
designed purely for the sake of convenience. ’
 According to the Secondary Effect Hypothesis, the .
SUbjects are expected ta choose many more marked sentences
under the_m?t1vated versions than under the unmﬂt1vateﬁ

i
However, = the  Humanness Iﬁteract1aniaEffe:t ‘Hypothesis ,

;Feaicts' thét the subjects’ Erefere?ce for the maﬁhjﬂ
|sentences over the unmarked, sentences should be somewhat '
r;duceé (i.e., the reduced cfhtextual effects of point of
view), since the targét NP, the Wind, is lower in a
humanness-animacy hierarchy than the anti-target NP, the
rabbit. 1f target NP's are higher in the hierarchy than the
anti-target NP’s.-the contextual effects of the point of
view should be increased. ' |

In order to tes} the Humanness Interaction Hypothesis,
three ’human. three humanized animal, and three humanized

thing characters were selected as the referents of target -
. J =

NP's; anofher three human, another threéhgzzgﬁﬂa animal
and another three humanized ‘thing charactergXy as the

referents of anti-target NP's. Nine pairs of one target and
one anti-target NP were then made into the titles of the .
nine stories. These were simply given on the top of each

story in terms of conjoined noun phrases, for example, "A



B
(NSRRI R N

PARROT AND A WOMAN.° The order of the two fﬁQUﬂszQn"eacE
title was random1zed ul _-
| One po1nt must be made with regard to tii ‘anti-target
NP's of the dative structure: as could be seen in (183.b).
the ‘anti-target NP's, i.e., dire¢f ob ject NP'sig were
actually restricted to thing NP’'s, while the target NP's
P's

were exactly the same as the: target of two other

syntactic types. This was simply because hyman or humanized

girect,object NP's were found to cause infolerable semantic °
anomalies between the pair of alternative sentences aﬁd-the
contents of the stories. Accordingly, e test af the
Humanness Interaction .Effect . Hypothesis was restr1eted to
the significance test of the interaction effects between the
contextual effects of point of view and the humanness of
target NP's only, with regard tg‘gﬁe dative structure.

Another important point to be clar1f1ed w1th these
materials is the fact that a target NP and an ant1=target NP
had to be viewed as being equal candidates for the title of
| ~a story, and bofh of them had to be given information from
the viewpoint of discourse context. The purpose of this
ekperiﬁental manipulation was to prevent the subjects from
taking into account other Kinds of discourse factors, e.g.,
iOpic and given-new . information, in their choosing one
member ‘from eachv pair. In other words, the subjects were
expecied to exclude those Kinds of contextual ~factors, and
to focus on the discourse factor of point of view.

Procedures. First, two different Kinds of booklets
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were constructed, cérrespcnﬂing to the motivated versions
and the unmotivated. The booklets consisted of ten pages,

including one instruction page. Ont eachvof the nine test

pages, one story and its three pairs of aljternative

' sentences were typed. The presentation orders of the nine

stories ahd;a¥ their three sentence '‘pairs ,were randomized.

These experimental booklets were distributed to the 24
subjects. Thé subjects were not given any specific\ time or
any specific place to do the task, except -that ;hey were
told to bring the completed booklets back in aggauple of
days. They were allowed to spehd as much time as they
wanted. * . -

In the instructions. .the following points  were
empﬁa;)zed: a) al] the éharacters in the stories were
humanized: bl the subject§ need not worry that there mighf
be some semantic anomalies between the contents of the
stories and the chosen sentences; and c) the subjects had to
ignore ‘the two other pairs of sentences, while they were

choosing within one particular pair.

3.3.3 Analyses and Results

For, the purpeig of statistical analyses, the f@]]gﬁ%ﬁg
scoring was carried out for the raw data: "+1" waszassigned
to 2 single selection of a marked sentence; "-1" to a single
selection of an ummarked sentence. Therefore, each of the
three sentence pairs for each story was assigned either +1

)
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qf -1. For the sake of convenience, these meaéurementf will

hereafter be referred to as "markedness” of which the range

is from.-1 to +1. (N@té that the term “markedness”™ has

- nothing to do with the traditidnal nDt1gﬂ of markedﬁess in
the 11ngu1st1c5 literature.) :

Tables 7 and B8 reveal the mean markednesses for the

symmetric predicate and the -voice structure and for the’

dative . structure, respectively. . (For their graphic

repre ?ﬂtat1§ﬁ5, see Figure 3a,b and Figure 6.

First: an aﬁ!lys1s of variance was performed for the
- original data of Table 7. The between-subject variable was
Discourse Type (Motivated vs. Unmotivated version); the

within-subject variables Sy?tactic Type (Symmetry ~ vs.

Véice), Humahﬁess of Target NP (Human, Humanized Animal vs.

Humanized Thing), and Humanness -of Anti-Target NP. All  of

these independent vafmables and subjects were treated as
fixed effects. The results of the anaysis of variance .are

shown in Table 9.

Although, as expected, the mean markedness for the

motivated version, 0.037, was larger than the mean -

" markedness for xthe uﬁmativatgé‘ version, -0.23t1, the
difference between the two was not significant: that is, an
insignificant maiﬁieffect of Discourse Type. Neither the
main effect of Humanness of Target NP nor the-maiﬁ effect -of
Humanness of Anti-Target NP was found to be significant.
The main effect of Syntactic Type was shown to be

significant, F(1,22)=32.5, p<.01. The mean markednesses for

4

¥
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Table 7

Mean Markedness

44

Syntactic

Type NP.

%é}get‘

Anti-

- +
Discodrse

Target NP Motivated

Unmot i vated

Human

Symmetry Animal

=

ih.'.

Thing

- Human

Voice Animal

Thing

" Animal

"Human
. Animal
Thing
Human
Animal
Thing

Human
Thing
Human

Animal
Thing

X

1

Human
Animal
Thing

Human
Animal
Thing

cmgwé

.500
.500
667

.333
1000
167

.333
167
.000

.333
. 187
167
.667
.000
.333
.333

333
000

]
el olel =Rl el lo ol ol

. 833
.667
.667

667,
. 167
.500

.333
167
1333

500
.500
. 333

.667
. 000
.833

. 667
.500
.500
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. Table 8

Mean Harkednéss
Syntactic Target Ant - o

Discourse Type'

Type. NP Target NP Motivated

. Unmgfivafed
N I

[

" Human  Thing *-0.27¢ 0.0%6 3!

Dative ~Animal - Thing ~  -0.111 0.389

Thing Thing . 0.167 ' -0.500 °

Note. -t < score < +1 - &g o ! ) |

N : = e
I .
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Table 9

Results of Analysis of Variance

Saurcéxr S. SiiiDiF. M. S. F Ratio Significance?

A 7.787 1
S/A 53.685 22

B 30.083 1 3
AB 5.787 1
BS/A  20.352 22

C  6.056 = 2
. AC 1.685 z\g‘*‘
‘CS/A 51.370 44

BC 5,722 2
ABC = 2.463 74
BCS/A  32.259 44

‘D 2.880
AD  3.185
DS/A  26.370

BD 1.556
ABD 2.296
BDS/A 28.593
5

cD 5.556
. ACD 10.593
CDs/A 56.741

BCD  10.556
ABCD D.704
BCDS/A  61.629

083  32.52
787 6.25
.925 -

.028 2.593
.843 0.722
168 -

L~ OWw OWO K~

861  3.902 .
L1231 1.680
.733 -

444 2.410
.593 2.657
.599 -
.778 1.197

. 148 1.767
650 -

b —a M

'~
D — Y D — —

389 - 2.154
648 4.107 s
645 -

o0 B
02 b > m o o o WD M -~

.639 3.768 .k
. 176 0.251
.700 -

s

—

oO®@B> WY
¥ ] " L] I

Subject.

Discourse Type (Motivated vs. Unmotivated version).:
Syntactic Type (Symmetry vs. Voice).

Humanness of Target NP (Human, Animal, vs. Thing).

2’ %' and '=*=*' indicate p<.05 and p(QbT?*ﬁéspgctiveiy!

1

Humanness of Anti-Target NP (Human, Animal, vs. Thing). -
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;he symmetric predicate and the voice structure were 0;157
and -0.361, respectively. This can be taken to indicate the
‘subjects’ basic preference for the active voice over the
passive voice. B

More importantly, the following interaction effects
weﬁe found to be significant: Discourse Type X Syntactic

Type, F(1.22)56:2. p<.05; Syntactic Type X Humanness of

Target NP, F(2,44)=3.9, p<.05; Discourse Type X Humanness of

Target NP X Humanness of Anti-Target NP, F(4,88)=4.1, p<.01;

and Syntactic Type X Humanness of Target NP X Humanmness of

Anti-Target NP, F(4,88)=3.8, p<.01. These results indicated

that the contextual effects of point of view should be

‘other ‘linguistic and/or non-linguistic factors.
rThese significant interaction effects can be seen in

:;Figure 3 a,b. On the basis of the significant interactions,
the following points could be made:

1. The contextual effects gFipaiﬁt of view on the target
NP's of the ve%ce structures were much more clearly
observed than on the target NP of the symmetric.
predicates (see Figure 3a,b).

2. With regard to voice, it was found that the contextual
effects of point of view were significantly increased in
the following pairs of a target and én anti-target NP:
human = human, animal - animal, and thing — animal, and
they were also significantly decreased in the following

pairs: human — thing and animal - human (see Figure 3bl.
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when the target NP's of the voice structure were either
humans or humanized things, they were significantly more
likely to be fhe surface subjects of the pdssive ivcice,
regardless of whether the discourse type was the
motivated version or the unmotivated (see Figures 3b and
4).

4.~ With regard to' the symmetric predicate, it was shown
: that the surface subjects of ‘the symmetfig predicates
could not necessarily be predicted from the contextual
factor of point of view, but rather from the humaﬁness
and animacy of the target and anti-target NP’'s
(Figures 3a and é).

s
It could be seen in Figure 3a and 4 that, as far as

wn

human and humanized thing NP's were concerned, the
higher target NP's were in the humanness hierarchy, the
more likely they were to be the surface subjects of the
"symmetric predicates; and the lower aﬂtiﬁtafget NP's in
the hierarcy, the more salient such a positional
tendency was, regardless of whether the discourse type
was the motivated version or the unmotivated version.

An@thér analysis of variance was perfcﬁmed for the
original raw data of Tab{e 8. The between-subject variable
was Discourse Type (Motivated version vs. Unmot ivated
version); and the within-subject variable Humanness of
Target NP.  The two analyses of variance were performed
independently, since the factor Humanness of Anti-Target NP

did not have to be treated as an error term or within-cell
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error. This was because. the interaction effects between
Hunanneiigf Anti-Target NP and and other factors were shc:wrr'
to be significant. The results of the anaysis of variance
is as shown in Table 10.
Contrary to expectations, it was found that the overall
mean markedness for the ummotivated version, -0.019,
'slightly exceeded the overall mean markéﬂﬁess‘ for the
m&tivatéd version, -0.074. However, the interaction effect
between Discourse Type and Humanness of Target NP was shown

to be significant, F(2,44);

7.7, p<.01.

Only “humanized thing target NP's were found fa be
subject to the contextual effects of point of view (see
Figure 6). In other words, when dative object NP's ﬁere
thing target NP's, they were significantly likely to be
moved into the surface positions immediately after the main
verbs. Human and animal target NP's were shown to be moved
into the more rightward positions, i.e.. sentence final
pésiﬁ‘bﬁsg This is of course totally contrary not only “to
the Secondary Effect Hypothesis, but also to the Humanness
Interaction Effect Hypothesis.

Another interesting difference between the dative
structure and the two other syntactic types was that, for
the dative structure, there was no positive relationship
between the humanness-ahimacy hierarchy of the target and
ahti-target NP's and the tendency for the target NP's to be
moved into the leftmost surface positions. It was found

that the leftward positions of the dative NP's were contrary
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* Tabie 10
R S'Its of Anaiys1s of Variance ;.
Source' S 5, DEF. M S. 1 F Rat1a S1gmf1¢:ance2
A 0.055 1. 0.055 0.163
S/A 7.491 22 0.340 -
B 1.271 2 0.636 2.027 e
AB 4.777 = 2 2.389 7.618 *x
BS/A . 13.796 44 0.314 -

o P L
[} ]

2! ‘i

Subject.
Discourse Type .(Motivated vs. Unmotivated Version) .
Humanness of Target NP (Human, Animal, vs. Thing) .

and '*x' indicate piDiDS and p<0.01, respectively.
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to the positive ordinal -relationship with the humanness
hierérchy of the aP's.; (éee Figure 6). However, the
surface subjects of the symmetr%c‘predigatgs were found to
relate . to the humanness hierarchy of the target and
anti-target NP’'s rather than to the contextual factor of
point of view. The human or humanized thing target NP's of
the voice structures were significantly lfkely to he the
surface subjects of the  passive voice, regardless of the

discourse factor of point of view.

3.3.4 Discussion and Conclusions

CGﬁEerning the Secondary Effect Hypothesis, three
points could be concluded. First, ‘the choice of the surface
sub ject of the symmeE;;;ngedicate was a function of the
humanness and anim&ey of [the target and anti-target NP's
‘rather than of the contextual factor of point of view.
Second, the Secanﬁary . Effect Hyﬁafhesis was clearly
ccnfirmed with regard to the voice structure, even tho&%h
the magnitude of the mean markednesses for the voice
structure was relatively small. Therefore, 'a discourse
function of Passivization could be claimed to mark the
discourse context of point of vie@ which was fixed on the
referent of the surface subject. Third, with regard to the
dative structure, the Secondary Effect Hypothesis was 1in
part confirmed: that is, the contextual effects of point of

view were restricted to humanized thing dative NP's.
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The Humanness Interaction Effect Hypothesis was not
-confirmed by the overall results'fcr the Syﬁﬁ&tricaprediéété
and the voice structure. That is to say, there was no
signi%icant relationship between the increases or decreases
in the contextual effects of point of view on the surface-
subjects of the two syntactic types and the humanness
hierarchy of tﬁe target ahd anti-target  NP's, It was
instead suggested that the surface subjects of the two
syntactic types were directly related to the humanness
hierarchy of the target and anti-target NP's.

In this connection, two points could be concluded.
First, the @veraii results far- the symﬁetric predicate
clearly suggested that the higher the target NP's were in
the hierarchy than the anti-target NP's, the more likely
they were to be the surface subjects. The' following
huﬁaﬁﬁess hierarchy was suggested: human >> humanized animal
>. humanized thing, where ">" indicates that the Jleft-hand
type is more likley to be >the surface subject than the
right-hand type. Therefore, it could be concluded that the
shpige of the surface subjects of the syﬁmetﬁic predicates
was a function of the humanness and animacy of the target
and anti-target NP's. Second. the overall results for the
voice structure suggested the following hierarchy: human >
humanized thing >> humanized animal. Taken together, these
two suggested that there was a positive ordinal relationship
between the subject selection of the symmetric predicates

and the passive voice and the humanness hierarchy of the
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» :
target and anti-target NP’'s, regardles§ of fhe discourse
context of point of view.

 This, it could be concluded that a function of the
subject selection of the symmetric predicate was to reflect
the humanness and animacy hierarchy of NP(s: human >> animal
> thing. A function of passivization could be claimed not
only to m;rk the digcourse context of point of view, but
.alsd to reflect the humanness and animacy hierarchy QF'NPiSE
human > thing >> animal.

- The overall results for the dative structure could be
 viewed as be%ng totally contrary to the Humanness
Interaction Effect Hypothesis, since only humanized thing
target NP’'s were subject to the contextual effects of point’
of view, while human or humanized animal target NP's were
not. Furthermore, it was suggested that there was a
negative ordinal relationship between the leftward movements
of the dative NP’s and the humannese hierarchy of the dative
NP's. That is, the higher the dative target NP's were in
the hierarchy, the less likely they were to bei moved into
the leftmost positions, as far as human and humanized animal
dative NP's were\concerned. ) . ’ .

An interesting distinction could be made between the
two syntactic types: the symmetric_ predicate énd the voice
structure on the one hand, and the dative structure on the
other. This distinction is based on tHe experimental fact
that the surface subjects of the symmetric predicates and

the passive voice reflected the positive ordinal
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relatioﬁship with the humanness higfarshy of the NP's, while
a negative ordinal relationship was found between the
leftward movements of the dative NP's and their hunanﬁess
hierarchy. . /

if this distinction can be simply attributed to the

syntactic -difference between a subject and a dative object,

'it is consistent with Ertel’'s (1977) and Zubin's (1979)
"egocentric subjects,” a;gardigg to which sub ject §eie¢tian
is profoundly related to a speaker’'s egocentric bias, while
objects are not. Futhermore, humans and human-reiated
things or objects are likely to be subject to ai speaker’'s
egocentric bias and- and thus are likely to be the surFazé
subjects of sentences.

A few more interesting phenomena must also be mentioned
before a final conclusion on thé contextual effects of point
of view is drawn. Further experimental research 1is
definitely required, at least with regard to the ‘symmetric
predicate and the dative  structure. One deals with the
interaction between two different Kkinds of contextual
factors: point of view and gi%en=ﬁew iﬁfé'hﬂti@ﬁi Another
should address‘the interaction between experimental methods
(i.e., specific task of subjects) and experimental results.

A Experiment 3 was designed to investigate these possible
interaction phénomena using somewhat different exéerimental,;

¥

me thods .
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3.4 Experiment 3

3.4.1 Purpose .

The purpose of Experiment 3 was to complement the
results of Experiment 2 with a different method and to see
how the contextual effects of point of  view on the
sentential positions of the ‘target NP's interact with
another contextual factor of anti-target NP’ s, i.e.,
"given-new information. Hereafter, this factor is referred
to as "Anaphora of Anti-Target NP."

It was hypothesized as the Positive Additive. Effect
Hypothesis that, if anti-target NP's were not anaphoric from
the viewpoint - of discourse séﬁtéxti the contextual effects
of point of view on the sentential positions of the target
NP’'s should be increased significantly. Put another way, it
‘should be more probable that target NP's occur in the
leftmost positions within the surface structures as
additional effects of two differggt kinds of contextual.
factors of the target and aﬁtiitabgét NP's: the target NP’'s °
are the targets of the point of view and the anti-target
NP's are new information. It is a]scrcf §reat interest to
see how these additional effects on the sentential positions
of target NP's iﬁtefact with other Féctcrs. namely Syntactic
Type, Humanness of Target NP, and Humanness of Antiffarga{
NP | 5



3.4.2 Method | | -

Subjects. Ten subjects volunteered to participate in.
Experiment 3. The subjects were either undergraduate or ”7
graduate students at University of Alberta} and all were
native speakers of North Americamn English.

Materials. The nine motivated stories of Experiment 2
were used in Experiment 3 (see Appendix C). Ten-page
booklets were constructed, including one instruction pagﬁi

Since Discourse Type (the motivated version and unmotivated
version) was not an independent variable in Experiment 3,
the unmotivated stories were not used.
There were two main differences between Experiments 2
- and »3. First, each motivated ;tory i% Experiment 3 was
followed by three different sets of four alternative
sentences, one of whfch was assumed to be the final sentence
of the story.“)gcond; the subjects’ task in Experiment 3 |
was not to chéose one member from among the four of each
set, but instead to méke intuitive judgments of the fitness
of the four alternatives of each set as the final sentence.
As the fitne;s measure, a 7-point scale was designed in
which "7" indicated "the best fit of the four" and "1" "the
~worst fit."
It is helpful to take for example/; motivated story, "A
RABEIT'AND THE WIND," described in section 3.3.2, of which
the target character was the Wind. The story was followed

by the following three sets of four alternative sentences:



112

59’ The Symmetric Predicate: C
a. The Wind was reconciled with the rabbit after the
race. i
b. The rabbit was reconciled with tﬁe Nind after the

race. | |
c. The Wind was reconciled wit@ the rabbit’s
supporters after the race. | :
d. The rabbit’s supporters were reconciled with the
Wind after the race.
20) The Voice Structure:

a. The Wind was insulted by the rabbit before

the
b. The rabbit insulted the Wind before the rack.
c. The Wind was insulted by the rabbit’s supf
before the race.
d. Tﬁe rabbit’s supporters insulted the Wind before the
race.
21) The Dative Structure:
a. The rabbit sent the Wind the accepted invitation
card. | |
b. The rabbit sent the accepted invitation card to the
Wind. i e
C. The rabbit sent the Wind a me&sage.
"~ d. The rabbit sent a message to the Wind.
‘The anti-target NP’'s of (19c,d) and (20c.d) and (21¢.d), the
rabbit’s é@p@gﬁtéﬁs and @ message, respectively, are not

anaphoric (i.e., they are new information), whether the
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criterion 1is Chafe's (1976) or Halliday's (1970). However,

the anjiiktarget NP's of (19a,b) and (20a,b) and (21a,b), the
r _ and the accepted invitation card, are anaphoric

(i.e., they are given information). For the sake of
~ convenience, (19a-21a) are,  hereafter, called “"marked
sentence of type 1": (19b-21b) ‘“unmarked sentence of
type 1", (19¢-21c) “marked _sentence of type 2", and
(19d-21d)“unmarked sentence of type 2.° The marked and
unmarked sentences of type 1 are exactly the same as the
marked and unmarked sentences of Experiment 2. (It should
be noted that the term "marked/unmarked” has nothing to do
with the traditional %Qti@ﬁ of markedness in linguistics
literature.) The above three sets of four alternatives
correspond to the three syntactic types in question: the
symmetric predicate, the voicé structure, and the dative
structure, respectively. The presentation orders of the
’ \three sets and the four alternatives of each set were
randomized. |
According to the Positive Additive Effect Hypothesis,
the differences .between the judged fitness of marked
“sentences and' unmarked sentences of type 2 should
significantly exceed the differences between the judged
fitness of marked sentences and unmarked sentences of
Aype 1. T;is is because, as exémﬁiified above, ‘the
~anti-target NP's of marked sentences of type 2 are neither
the target of the point of view nor anaphoric information.

In other words, the tendency for the target NP's to be moved
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into leftmost positions should be facilitated by another
tendency, called "Given-New Strategy,” for the naﬁ=ana§hariz
anti-target NP's to be moved into the rightward positions.

Procedures. The ten-page booklets were individually
distributed to the ten subjects. The subjects were not
_giVEh any specific time or place to do the experimental
‘task, except that they were told to bring the completed
booklets back in a couple of days. |

As to the stories, the following points were emphasized
in the written iﬁstrgéticn; a) all the characters in the
stories were humanized, regardless of whether they are
animals (or birds) or things; and b) the subjects were net’
to worry that there might be some semantic anomalies between
the content of each story and the four alternatives of each
set . | ‘\ |

Since the task was for the subjects to make their’
ihtuitivé judgements of the fitness of the four alternatives
-, as tﬁe‘final sentence, they were instructed to be familiar
with the following é*p@iﬁt scale before starting the task:

7 -- the best fit “

6 -- a better fit, but not as good as 7

5 -- a good fit, but not as good as 6

4 -- uncertain as to the fitness,

exéctly in between 7 aﬁé 1

a bad fit, but not as bad as 2

L
L]
[}

a worse fit, but not as bad as 1

]
]
1

1 -- the worst fit
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The subjects were also instructed to follow the following

steps:

1.  Read the story.

2. Read the four sentences of the first set.

3. Choose the best and the worst final sentence from among
the four and assign 7 and 1 to them, ﬁespectively@

.- 4. Compare two other remaining sentences with the best and
the wohst.and then assign the fitness measures (6, 5,
4, 3, or 2) to them.

5." Go on to the next set of sentences and repeat the 2nd,
3rd, and 4th procedure. You may also reread the story
if you need to.

Fur thermore, tqitsubjects were told to ignore the other two

sets of sentencés, while they were making the fitness

judgement; of tﬁé four alternatives of one particular set.
The motivation for this experimental method stemmed
from the fact that the focus of Experiment 3 was not on the
choice of the best final sentence .from among the four, but
instead on the numerical differences between the Jjudged
fitness of marked and unmarked sentences of type 1 and
between ‘the judged fitness of marked and unmarked sentences
of type 2. The range 6f such numerical differences was from

-6 to +S.
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3.4.3 Analyses and Results

First, it 1is neccessary to explain how the numerical
differences between the judged fitness of marked - and
unmarked sentences were calculated. The numerical
difference was simply defined by the- following subtraction
formulas: (the judged fitness of a marked sentence of type 1
minus the judged fitness of an unmarked sentence of type 1),
(the judged fitness of a marked sentence of type 2 minus the
judged fitness of an unmarked sentence of type 2). Taking
for example (19a-d), the former difference is (19a)-(19b);
and the latter (19¢c)-(19d). These two numerical differences
were then calculated for each of the three sets of each-
story. Hereafter, fhe numerical difference is FEFEFPEdV to
as "markedness difference." (Ngté that the term
"markedness” is des igned purely for the sake of
convenience. )

Tables 11 and 12 réveal the mean markedness differences
for two syntactic types: the symmetric predicate and the
voice structure, and for the dative structure, respectively.
The graphic representation of Table 11 is as shown in
Figure 7. Plus signs aﬁézmiﬁus signs indicate the subjects’
preference for marked sentences and for urmarked seﬁtences,
respectively. The Positive Additive Effect Hypothesis
predicts that the markedness differences for non-anaphoric
anti-target NP's should be larger than those for anaphoric

anti-target NP's.
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Table 12

Mean Markedness Difference for Dative

Syntactic Target Anti- Targei NP

Type , NP Thing Thing Thing

- Human 0.6
Dative Animal -0.5
Thing 0.6

Lo o Ko
~J L D
]

—

~ Non-Anaphoric Anti-Target NP

Human

0
Dative Animal 0.
Thing 0

[ o
[}
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An analysis of variance was performed for the original
raw data of Table 11. The within-subject variables were
Syntactic Type (Symmetry vs. Voice), Humanness of Target NP
(Human, Animal, vs. Thing), Anaphora of Anti-Target NP
(Anaphoric vs. Non-Anaphoric) and Humanness of Anti-Target
NP. A1l the variables and subjects were treated as fixed
effects. The results of the analysis @F variance are as
shown in Table 13. o F

| Three main effects of Syntactic Type, Humanness of

Target NP, and Anaphora of Anti-Target NP were shown to be

significant: F(1,9)=6.2, p<.05; F(2,18)=6.1, p<.01: and

F(1,9)=7.7, p{idsi respectively. These facts suggest the

following three points:

1. ‘As expected from the results of Experiment 2, the
subjects tended to prefer the active voice to the
passive voice. The overall mean markedness differences

" ¢ for the symmetric predicate and the voice structure were
0.611 and égi472i respectively.

2. Human target NP's were more Hk’té be moved to the
sur face sﬁbject positions than animal or thing target
NP's. -Thé évgrali mean markedness differensesi for the
three were G!§§24'50i350i and -0.425, respectively.

3. As exhegtedi ﬁGﬁ’aﬁathFiG anti-target NP's were more
likely to be moved into rightward surface positions than
anaphoric anti%target NP's. The overall mean markedness
differences for non-anaphoric and aﬁaphérfa anti-target

NP's were 0.378 and -0.239, respectively.
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‘Results of Analysis of Variance .

Séﬁ;ee’ ) 5;731 D.F. i¥ S. F Ratio Significanc?

9.921 - -
105.625
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.336
.345
.008
332
.225
.435
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-390
.775
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.825
.137
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175
.808
151
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.976
. 825 ,
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. 750 1.896
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.800 0.262
. 058 -

S 89.292

A 105.625

AS  152.625

B 150.672
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AB° - 50.017
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AC 0.625
ACS  12.513
BC 5.550
BCS  65.228
ABC 9.650
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D 9.739
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AD  17.616
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BDS  263.467
" ABD  35.467
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'+’ and '**' indicate p<0.05 and p<0.01, respectively.
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More importantly, the following interacti?n effects
were also found to be significant: Syntactic Type X
Humanness of Taréet NP, F(2,18)=7.5, p<.01 and Syntactic
Type X Anaphora of Anti-Target NP X Humanness of Anti-Target
NP, F(2,18)=4.6, p<.05. These significant interaction
. effeéts are as .shown in Figures 7, 8, and 9. |

These significant interaction effects cou1d‘d be“" H

summar ized on the following points:

1. The .main effects of Anaphora of Anti-Target NP's ?ould
be much more clearly observed in the case of the voice
structure than in the case of the symmetric predicate,
éxcept that, wheh the anti-target NP’'s of the wvoice
structures were humanized things, such effects were
reduced to zero (see Figures 7 and 9). .

2. The effects of Anaphdra of Anti-Target NP was found to
be rather complicated. in the case of the symmetric

" predicate. For example, when the anti-target NP's were
humanized animéls, such additional effects were contrary
td expectations, namely, not positivé but negative

- effects of shifting the target NP's into rightward
positions. However, such anaphoric additional effects
could clearly be observed, when the target NP’ s were
humanized animals (see Figures 7, 8, and 9).

3. When the target NP’'s of the symmetric predicates were
humans, they were muéh more likely to be the surface
sUbjects, regardless of whether the anti-target NP's

were humans , animals, or things and whether the

~
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anti-target NP's were anaphoric or not (see Figure 8).
4. The humanness-animacy hierarchy was found to be borne
out, with regard to the voice structure as well as the
symmetric predicate, in which human NP's and animal NP's
were more likely to be the surface subjects of the
" sentences than animal NP's and thing NP's, respectively.
This also held, regardless of whe ther the anti-target

" NP's were anaphoric or not (see Figure 8).

Another analysis of variance 'was performed for the
original raw data éF Table 12. The within-subject variables
were Humanness of Target NP and Anaphora of Anti-Target NP.v
Both variables and subjects wére treated as fixed effects.
_The results of the analysis of variance are Eevéa]eﬁ in
Table 14. )

As expected, the main effect of Anéph@ra of Target NP_
was found ‘to be significant, F(1,9)=7.6, p<.05. This main

effect could then be .interpreted in a rather straigﬁtfarwardi
‘manner, since the iﬁééfi&ti@n effect he%ween the two
variables was not found to beksignifi;ant (see Figure 10).
That is to say, the non-anaphoric anti-target NP's caused
purely additional effects.cf moving the target NP’'s into the
leftmost positions. The overall mean markedness differences
for anaphoric and non-anaphoric anti-target NP's were -0.411
and 0.367, respectively.

It was also shown that the surface positions of dative
target NP's were not subject to the humanness hierarchy of

the NP's in a signifcant fashion. The overall mean
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Results of Analysis of Variance

Source' S. S D.F.

. 5. F Ratio Significance?

S 91.337

). 604
3.357

0

3

9.073
BS 10.813

2

5

2.048

5.840

o o L Y o

oM D e

10

0.
1

- D

. 149 -

302 0.233
,298 -

.073 7.551 .
.201 -

.024 1.163
.880 -

'S - Subject.

A - Humanness of target NP
B - Anaphora of Anti-Target NP (

(Huma

n, Animal, and Thing),
Anaphor ic and Nonanaphoric).

20 %' and ‘e indicate p<0.05 and p<0.0t, respectively.
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markedness differences for the human, aﬁima{. and thing
target NP's were 0.117, -0.067, and -0.117, respe;tively; A
Newman-Keuls test indicated no significant difference among
these three means, although the magnitudes of these three

were consistent with the manness and animacy hierarchy.

- 3.4.4 Discussion and Conclusions

The QGEPE]I results of Experiméht 3 clearly confirmed
the Positive Additive Effect Hypothesis. That s, if
anti-target NP’'s are not anaphoric and ta?gét NP's are, the
tendency for the target NP's to be placed in the Jleftmost
surface positions is, to a significant extent, facilitated.
As a consequence of iﬁterazti@ﬁr effects, such additional
contexutal effects were not necessarily in agreement with
the hypothesis in a ccgple‘ef pairs of a target NP and an
anti-target NP (see Figures 7, 8, and 9). However, these
inconsistent cases could not be viewed as devaluing tﬁe
general conclusion. It could, therefore, berﬁaﬁgigdgd that
the surface subjects of the symmetric predicate .and the
voice structure were clearly subject to the contextual -
~effects of given-new information; namely, given information
lshcuid precede new information.

However, it was also sh@ﬁﬁ that such a discourse
function of the symmetric predicate was still questiomabie,
compared with that of Passivization. This was because, as

could be seen in Figure 7, the additional contextual effects
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of shifting target NP's to the leftmost positions were less
clearly observed with regard to the symmetric predicate than
with redard to thé voice structure. Figure 8 suggests that
the humanness of target NP’'s should be a major determinant
of the surface subject of the symmetri; predicate rather
than con ontextual Fact9¥f In fact, ;Exgeriment 2 indicated
that the choice of the surfacé subject of thé symmetic
predicate had to do with the humanness and animacy of the
target and anti-target NP's réther than the contextuat
factor of point of view.

Taken together, the results of Experiments 2 and 3
suggested the following with regard to the symmetric
predicate: the surfacé! subject of the symmetric predicate
did not relate to the contextual factor of point of view iﬁ!
a systemétic and significant manner, but rather to the
contextual factor of the given-new information. In
addition, the surface subjects of the symmetric predicates
were directly related to the humanness and animacy hierarchy
of NP's. . : _

With regard to voice, it could be concluded that the
discourse function of Passivization involved at least two
different contextual factors: point of view and given-new
information. The contextual effects Gf the two on the
suifage sub ject of the passive voice were simply additive,
not interactive. Furthemore, the surface subjects of the
passive structures involved the humﬁnness and animacy of

NP's, but the ordinal relationship between the two was not
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as significant as the ordinal relationsiip between the
surface subjects of“the symmetic predicates and the
humanness hierarchy of NP's.

As far as the dative structure was concer%ed. the
results of Experiment 2 and 3 were rather inconsistent in a
sense. In Experiment 2, only the thing target NP's _were
subject fo the contextual factor of point of view. In
addition, there was a negative relationship between the
leftward  positions of the target NP's and the humanness
hierarchy of the target NP’'s.

However, the results of Experiment 3 suggested that the -
surface positions of dative target Ngﬂs could be predicted
from the contextual factor of the given-new distinction,
regardless of whether they were human, animal, or thing
NP's. That is, when the anti-target NP's were not
anaphoricl the tendency for the target NP's to be placed in
the leftmost position was significantly facilitated in a
straightforward fashion.

These two results strongly suggested that, in general,
dative positionslare not subject tb the contextual factor of
point of view, but rather to the givenness of the dative and
direct object NP’ s. Moreover, there was no ordinal
- relationship between the leftward positions of dative NP's
and the humanness hierarchy of the dative NP's. It was also
showh that.vwhén the anti-target NP's were anaphoric (i.e.,
given information), the human target NP's were likely to be

in the final positions of the sentences. This was found in
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both of Experiments 2 and 3. It is by the positive and the
negative relationship with the humanness of NP's that the"
distinction between the two syntactic types: the symmetric
predicate and the voice structure and the dative structure

could be drawn.
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4. GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The Primary Effect Hypothesis was clearly confirmed in
Experiment 1. It was shown in the rephrase task that, wheh
the subjects were asked to rephrase two stéﬁies. written
from a neutral point of view, from one particular
character’'s point of view, or with a psychological bias
towards that character, they significantly tended to refer
to that character as an agent and/or an experiencer of the
ércpcsitianal content of a sentence. They also tEﬁdEd- to.
represent these agents and/or experiencers as the surface
grammatiéal subjects of the sentences. ~In other words, the
associations between the given points of view for the
rephrase task and the resulting semantic indices of
characters, and between the given points of view and the
fésu1ting syntactic indices of characters, were highly
“significant. ‘ : ~

An attempt was made to keep subjects from taking into
account other possible contextual factors such as “topic”
and "a main or minor character."” Thus it can be argued that
the differences in the semantic and syntactic indices of
characters must be attributed to the differences in the
given points of view, namely, subjects’ psychological bias
towards one character and against the other.

fFrom this evidence, it can be concluded that the

133
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discourse notion of point of view is no doubt
psychologically salient in the orgaﬁization or planning of
sentences. Furthermore, the semantic cases of agent and
experiencer are associated with the contéxtual'factor of
point of view. Like other discourse notions such as topic
and subgect. the discourse notion of point ot)view is no.
doubt one possible explanation of the stylistic variation of
‘the propositional contents of sentences in quesfion (see
Chabtgr 1). Put another way, the point of view established
in discourse context is an indication of whose actioné or
mental states the narrator has to describe in his on-goirg
exper ience or which he has to choose, among the alternative
propositional contents of sentences. '
The discourse ndtibn of point of view can then be
- considered an essential aspect of text to the extent that a
narrative or. a short story is basically action-oriented

(Marckwor th & Baker, 1979; van bDijk, 19739) For example, van

. Dijk stated:

A narrative, both mnatural and artifical, is a
specific type of action discourse. An action
discourse is a discourse which contains action
descriptions. An action description is a sequence
of propositions denoting actions or component
properties, caused reasons and consequences, of
actions. An action is a state change (in some
possible world or ’'situation’') brought about,
intentionally, by a conscious human being (a
‘person’ ). This implies that a (simple) action is
an ordered pair of some mental state or event,
e.g. an intention and/or purpose, on the one hand,
and a bodily movement, or ‘'doing’, on the other
hand. (p. 61)
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The results of Experimént 1 suggest that it is on the basis
of a narrator’'s point of view or psychological bias that he
can deéide on how to build up such a “"sequence of
propositions denoting actions ..." In other words, the
narrator’'s -point of view or péychological bias establishes
who is more likely to‘be an agent or an experiencer of an
action or a mental state, respectively. in planning the
propositional contents of sentences.

This is also consistent with Chafe's (1979) “principle
of-coherence." according to which'a narrator, for the most
part, organiies several conceptual foci of a phrase level
into an idea unit of a sentence level with»regard to certain
interests in particular persons, objects, or things. An
action or a mental state seems to be exactly what is meant
by a speaker’'s “"certain interests in or psychological bias
towards" the persons, objects;'o: things.

It was also shown that the subjects reorganized the
propositional contents of stories not only with regard to a
schematic plot or a story grammér, but also with regard to
the points of view of fhe characters in the stories. It has
recently been pointed out that the understanding,
summarizing, and recalling of the propositional contents of
stories can be prediéted by the story grammar or biased by
schematic knowiedge, namely hierarchically interrelated
categories such as setting, episode, state, event, reaction,
and so on (e.g.. Kintsch & Dijk, 1978 Rumelhart, 1975,

1977:. Schank & Abelson 1977 Thorndyke, 19771 .
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Van Dijk (1977 a) and Kintsch and van Dijk (1978)
identified 'three typical macro-operations, “generation,”
"deletion," and “construction,” by which the content of a
story, a set of micro-propositions, is filtered as a short
summary of the story. For example, given the following part
of - a stgry: “... Mother was cleaning the " Kitchen. Father
was typing his new book. The children were painting the
doghouse...," . one may produce the following
micro-propositions: (CLEAN MOTHER 'KITCHEN), (TYPE FATHER
(NEW BOOK)), and (PAINT CHILDREN DOGHOUSE). These four
micro-propositions are likely to be substituted for by only
The whole

one macro-proposition: (WORK WHOLE-FAMILY)
family are working or busy working in summarizing or
re&afiiﬁg the story. This is precisely a filtering function
of the macro-operation construction. - i | ‘
However, it is obvious that this kind of propositional
reorganization can not a:c@uni for the stylistic variation
of the ﬁr@p@;iti@ﬁé]ycéﬂtEﬁtS of sentences in question (see
(1-2 a,b)). . Experiment 1 suggests that there is another
level of tEe propositional reorganization of a story, namely
one in which the propositional centents are reorganized from
one particular cﬁaracter*s p@iﬁf of view or with a
psychological bias towards one particular character and'
against others. Futhermore, it is this level of
propositional reorganization that accounts for the stylistic
variation of the propositional contents of sentences.

Therefore, it can be concluded that the discourse
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notion of point of view has to be taken into c@nsideratiaﬁ
in the psycholinguistic studies of discourse. This is
because the understanding, summarizing, recalling, and
reproducing of stories are all subject to the contextual
factar of point of view as we]1ias the schematic bias of
story grammar. )

In Experiment 2, it was shown that thevSecﬁndaFy Effect
Hypothesis was not confirmed in a stréightfgrﬂard manner,
but rather in an interactive manner. This suggests that the
céﬂtextuai effect of point angiew on the surface structures
of ther target NP’'s should be discussed in connection with
other linguistic or/%nd non-linguistic factors such as
Syntactic. TQpE, Humanness of Target NP, Humanness of
Anti-Target NP, and so on. : ’
| on ithe, other ‘hand, the Positive Additive Effect
Hypothesis was confirmed in a"ather straightforward manner.
This- means that the contextual effects of the given?ﬁew
information structure on tHe suﬁfaée stbuctures‘éf sentences
can be seen to operate in a étraightfgﬁward fashion. That

is, given information tends to precede new information in

"

planning the surface structures of sentences.

The Humanness lntéraGticﬂ Effect Hypothesis wig not
‘confirmed, as far as the symmetric predicate and the voice
structure were concerned. Therefore, it is not true that a
narrator has more difficulty in identifying himself with
animal or thing characters than human characters. In this

sense, Kuno and Kaburaki’'s (1877} “Humanness ‘Empathy
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Hierarchy: and Ransom’ s (1977) "Humanness Animacy
Constraint” cén not be supported. It was instead sugges ted
that the humanness and animacy of NP's should be directly
related to the surface subjects of sentences. That is, the
higher NP's are in the humanness hierarchy, the more likely
they are to be the surface subjects of sentences, regardless
of whether or not tﬁey are the targets of p@inticf view; in
other words, a narrator tends to select human characters as
“thei surface subjects of the symmetric predicates and the
passive voice, regardless of the contextual factor of péiht
of view.

With regard to the voice structure, it can be concluded
that both of the Secondary Effect Hypothesis and the
Positive Additive Effect Hypothesis were clearly confirmed.
If the pafieqt NP’'s are the targets of the contextual factor
of point of view, they are significantly more likely to be
theq sur face subjects of the passive voice. In addition, if
the anti-target NP's, i.e., agentive NP's, are new
information, such contextual effects on the surface
_positions of the targegh NP's are enhanced by a significaﬂt
degree. In this sense, the experimental methodology was
successful in forcing} the subjects to identify the
contextual factor of point of view.in the motivated stories.

~ An interésting question can be raised with ‘regard to
ﬁhe relatively small magnitude of the mérkednesses and the
markedness differences for the voice strustUFe: how should

the subjects’ basic preference for the active voice over the

L=‘k

41
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passive be accounted for? In one sense, this is predictable
from the Priéary Effect Hypothesis of Experiment 1 which
statesi that the agentive NP's are more likely to be the
isurface subjecté of sentences than any other NP. This‘r
prediction was clearly confirmed by the highly significant
association between the two given points of view for tﬁe
rephrase task and the resulting syntactic indices of the two
characters. This 1is also consistent with Dik's (1978)
"semantic function hierarchy,” acc@rdiﬁé to which agents are
more likely to be the surface subjects of sentences than anyi
other semantic case category (also see Fillmore, 1968).

Turner and Rommetveit (1968). reported similar
experimental results in connection with the basic preference
for active voice over passive voice. From a
psy;%31inguisti: point of view, this can be attributed to
the most basic cognitive pattern: Agent - Action - Patieét,
namely Osgood and Bock’'s (1977) “natural order of human
cognizing” or Chafe’'s (1879) "schematic pattern.”

Howeven, the most important point is the empiricial
fact that, when patient NP's were the taégets of point of .
‘'view, the mean markédness for the voice structure was
increased by 82% (from -0.611 to -0.111); furthermore, when
anti-target NP's were new information, the mean markedness
difference for the wvoice structure was additionally
increased by 85% (from -0.122 té 0.878). (It is iﬁtérestiﬁg
to note that those for the symmetric predicate were

increased by 25% and 55%, respectively.) Therefore, it can
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be concluded that the active voice is more natural with
regard to a linguistic 1evel as well as a cognitive level;
ho&ever, if patient NP's are aésigned the contextual status
of point of view énd’ the contextual status of given
‘information, they are significantly more likely to be the
sur face éubjects of the passive voice. Thjs is exactly what
was expected in Experiments 2 and 3. It is also obvious
that these results for the voice structure are consistent
with the results of several other psycholinguistic studies
(e.g., Osgood & Bock, 1977; Bock & Irwin, 1980; Tannenbaum &
wWilliams, 1968).
It was suggested in Experiment .2 that the surface
subject of thé passive voice was related to the humanness of
1P_P’s, regardless of the contextual factor of point of view.
adudging from the markedness for the voice structure, the
following humanness hierarchy can be identified: humgn. 2
thing >> animal, where ">" indicates that the left-hand NP
is more likely to be a surface subjects of a sentence thanl
the right-hand one. Experiment 3 also suggests the
following hierarchy: human > animal > thing. Taken
together, these results suggest that there is a
significantly positive relationship betwéen the surface
subject of the bassjve voice and the humanness and animacy
hierarchy of NP's, begardless of the contextual factors of
both point of view and given-new information. ‘
An interesting question is why humanized thing NP's are

‘more likely to be the surface subjects of the passive voice
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than humanized ani@a] NP's in Experiment 2: however, this
finding did not hold for the symmetric predicate. A
possible explanation .is that, in the fable or narrafive
literature, humanized things such as the Wind, the Sun,’ and
so on are closer to human beings than humanized animals such
as a rabbit, birds, and so on. The difference between the
humanized things and the humanized animals may also be
accounted for in terms of 0Osgood and Bock' s (1977)
"vividness." ~ That is to say, the humanized things are
closer to human beings in the sense of an emotional distance
than the humanized animals (see section 2.4).

Based on the results»ﬁf Experiments 2 and 3, three
functions of Passivization can be identified: 1) a discourse
function to mark the point of view; 2) a discourse function
to mark the given-new information structure; and 3) a
humanness function for a surface subject to reflect the
‘humanness hierarchy of NP's.

Concerning the symmetric structure, it can be concluded
that the Positive Additive Effect Hypothesis was confirmed
in Experiment 3, while the Secondary Effect Hypothesis was
not. In other words, the surface subjects of symmetric
predicates are not governed by the contextual factor of
" point of view, but by the contextual factor of anaphora of,
NP's. In this sense, the surface subjects of symmetric
predicates are less context-governed than the surface
‘subjéztg of passive voice. |

A~ question can be raised here: was the point of view



well established in the motivated stories? Since the
contextual difference between the motivated stories and the
unmotivated was clearly reflected in the surface subjects of
the passive voice, there is no question that the surface
subjects of the symmetric predicates are much less sensitive
to discourse context than those of the passive voice.

It was also shﬁﬁn in Experiments 2 and 3 that the
choices of the surface subjects of the symmetric predicates
had to do with the humanness and animacy of the target and’
anti-target NP'S,i Put anéiher way, the higher the target
NP's are in the humanness hierarchy, the more likely they
are to be the surface subjects of the symmetric predicates,
regardless’ of whether the discourse context is a motivated
version or an unmotivated version., Furthermore, the lower
the anti-target NP's are in the hierarchy, the more likely
the target N?’g are to be the surface subjects. The same
can be found in Experiment 3. If the target's NP's are
. humans, they are significantly more likely to be the surface
,suﬁjects. regardless of whether the anti-target NP's are
anaphoric or not. Taken together, these results suggest
that the humanness and animacy of NP's should not be viewed
as an interactive effect, but rather a main effect directly
determining the surface subjects of the symmetric predicate.

A further result is that the following hierarchy can be
identified: human >> Vahimal > thing, where ">" indicates
that the left-hand element is more likely to be a surface

subject of the symmetric predicate than the right-hand.
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.Moreovér, the positive correlation between the surface
subjects of the symmetic predicate and the humanness
hierarchy of the NP's is much higher than that between the
sur?ace subject of the passive voice and the humanness
hierarchy of the NP's.

Therefore, two functions of the surface subject of the
symmetric prediéate can be ddentified: 1) a discourse
function to mark the given-new information structure; 2) a
~ humanness function for the surface subject to reflect the
humanness hierarchy of NP's.

wﬁth regard to the da?ive structure, the Secondary
Effect Hypothesis was 'confirmed only in connection with
humanized thing target NP's, while the Positive Additional
Effect Hypothesis was clearly confirmed. In addition, since
the interaction effect between Anaphora of Anti-Target NP
and Humanness of Target NP was not shown to be significant,
the contextual effects of anaphora on the surface positions
of dative NP's can be interpreted in a straightforward
fashion. Therefore, dative positions are in part subject to
the contextual factor of point of view and totally ' subject
to the given-new distinction. Therefore, it can be
concluded that a discourse function of advanced dative NP's
is to mark the distribution of the given-new information.

Concerning the Humanness Interaction Effect Hypothesis,
the results of Experiment 2 can be viewed as being t@taﬂyv
contrary to expectations, judging from the fact that only

humanized thing taréet NP's are subject to the contextual
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factor of point of view. Futhermore, it is suggested that
the higher target NP's are in the humanness hierarchy, the
less likéiy they are to be moved into the postverbal
positions (sée the "motivated line" in Figure 6). These
results are also contrary to the humanness hierérchy as well
as to the VHumaﬁﬁess Interaction Effects Hypothesis.
Therefore, it can be concluded that, as far as the dative
ructure is concerned, there .is a negative relationship
“:theen the optional advancement movements of dative NP's
and the humanness hierarchy of the dative NP's.  This
negative relationship één also be seen in Experiment 3 (see
the "anaphoric line” in Figure 11). -This negative
relationship, then, can not be attributed to experimental
errors. It is not certain whether or not such a positional
tendency for the human dative NP's to be moved into the
sentence final positions has to be viewed as a linguistic
and/or psychological function. "In other words, the sentence
final positions may function to reflect the human:;55
hierarchy of the NP's as well as new information.

This result reflects a crucial difference between two
syntactic groups: the symmetric preﬁi&ate and the voice
structure on the one hand and the dative structure on the.
other. In the case of the former, it was found that the
choices of the surface suhj&gts of the symmetric predicates
and the passive voice had to do with {he humanness hierarchy
of NP's. In the case of the latter, the relationship

between the optional advancements of dative NP's and the
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humanness of the dative NP's was found to be negative. One "
explanation is that this significant difference may be
attributed to the linguisgic or/and psychological difference
between a grammatical subject and a grammatical object. In
this connection, Ertel (13877) and Zubin (1979) seem to- be
correct in arguing that subject selection has to do with the
distance between a speaker’'s own ego and the reférents of
NP’'s, while object selection does not. Osgood and Bock's
(1877) “"vividness of or speaker's motivation for" the
referents of NP's might be an alternative to the ego
distance principle. That s, humans and human-related
objects or things are much closer to a speaker in terms of
ego distance: and the closer the referents of NP's are to
the speaker, the more likely they are to be the surface
subjedts of sentences. It is clear that the notion of ego
distance can account for both the significantly positive
relationship between the surface -subjects of symmetric
predicates and passive structures and the humanness
h}erarachy of the taZ;et and anti-target NP's and the rather
negative relationship between the leftward movements of
détive objects and the humanness of .the dative objects.
Futhermore, Ertel (1977) asserted the following in
connection with the difference in a psychoiogica? Fuhsti%ﬁ
between a gramﬁatical subject and a grammatical oﬁjéct;

It is assumed here that one of the basic mental
operations underlying sentence construction is a
certain manner of selection that may be called
nominal seizing. The speaker seizes one and only

one of the cognitive units that offer themselves
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as nominal candidate withfn the realm of what is

going to be uttered. The cognitive unit that has

been seized is the primary reference point of the

sentential construction. Once the reference point

is decided upon, the rest. of the sentence-the

other nominal units included-will be set- in

relation to this point. Its main role, thus, is
. to serve as a kind of cognitive device for fixing

the sentential construction. As a rule, it will:

be represented linguistically as a noun phrase

preceding the verb and nonsubject noun phrases.

(pp. 146-147)

Th present study further suggests that the "reference
PO} t" for sentence production has to do with both the
contextual factors of point of view and given-new
information, as well as with the ego of the speaker. As far
as the voice structure is concerned, both contextual factors
were shown to be directly related to the reference points of
sentences. Incidental]y,i Chafe’'s (1976) “stirting point”
function of a surface subject is gquite similar to the
referent point for sentence production (see section 2.2){
Therefore, it can be concluded that the surface subjects of
-

sentences function to refldect the speaker’'s egocentric bias
toward human and human-related NP's as well as to mark the
discourse factor of given-new information (and point of
view) .

Ransom’'s {1977) attempt to account for the leftward
movements in the voice structure and the dative structure in
terms of the same notions gpre highly questionable. The
present study 1Qstead suggests that there 1is a clear
distinction between the voice structure and the d‘tive

structure with regard to the interaction between the

leftward movements of the NP's and the humanness of the
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NP’'s, except that there is no significant difference between
'the two with regard to the given-new strategy. |

The voice structure was shown to be much more sensitive
to caﬁte;tual factors than the symmetric predicate and the
dative étruﬁture. The subject variation of the voice
structure is clearly subject to both the contextual factors
of point of view and giVEﬁEHEHfiﬁFérmatiBn. In a sense,
this is predictable, since it has been ;epcﬁted in numerous
psycholinguistic studies that Passivization is clearly
context-governed and subject to discéurse context.

ééfére coming to the final conclusion, it is ﬁeéessary
to suggest possible changes in the methodology to complement
the present study. First, it may be necessary to use longer
paragraphs in the motivated stories. This is because each
paragraph in the motivated stories may not have been long
:engugh for the subjects to identify eésily the discourse
factor of the point of view: longer paragraphs might help
the subjects to identify themselves with the target
characters or to have a psychological bias towards the
target characters and against thF others.

Second, it would be necéssary to makg experimental
repetitions with different sets of the nine pairs of target
and anti-target characters and their motivated and
unmotivated stories in order to make the conclusions more
general, reducing experimental errors. This is because
markednesses or markedness differences for a few pairs of a

target and an anti-target character were found to be
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exceptionally low or high, as,/ for example, in the

unmotivated version of "A SLAVE A FARMER," the
unmotivated version of "A RABBIT AND THE WIND" and the
unmotivated version of "A MOUSE AND A LION" (see
Figure 3a,b). These exceptibnally low or High scores might
be attributed to the subjects’ own personal image or the
specific contents of the stories or the alternative
sentences. ! |

Third, the unmotivated stories should have been used in
order to treét Discourse Type as an independent variable in
Experiégﬁt 3. This 1is because some of the results of
Experiment 3 were found to be inconclusive in relation to
| Humanness Interation Effect Hypothesis.

Four th, it would be useful to wuse different
experimental . methods, such as recall and comprehension
tasks, bchFérdrawing final conclusions about the céﬂtextuai
effects of point of view on the a1t§rnative sur face
structures in question. It is important to make sure fhat
the subject variation of the sywnetric-predicate and the
positional variation of the dative'strugture are not or are
less sensitive to the contextual factor of point of view. |

The results of Experiments 2 and 3 can be summarized
with three points. First, the Secondary Effect Hypothesis
was clearly confirmed with regard to the voice structure and
in part with regard to the dative structure. However, the
Positive Additive Effect Hypothesis was clearly confirmed

for the three syntactic types: the symmetric predicate, the
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voice structure, and the dative structure. Thus, it can be
concluded that the voice structure is no doubt much more
sensitive to discourse context than any other syntactic type
in qQESfiﬂﬁ and that the contextual effects of given-new
information on the surface structures of sentences are much
stronger than the contextual effects of point of view.
Second, the Humanness Interaction Effect Hypothesis was
not confirmed. Thus it is not true that a narrator or a
speaker has more difficulty in identifying himself with an
animal or thing character than a human character. It was
also found that the choices of the surface subjects of the
symmetric predicates and the passive voice were directly
related to the humanness and animacy of the NP's. In other
words, the higher NP's are in the humanness hierarchy, the
. more likely they are to be chosen as the surface subjects of

sentences. The positive correlation between the surface

and the humanness hierarchy of the NP's was shown to be
independent of the contextual factors of point of view and
given-pau information. There is no significant interaction
befﬁeem two.

| Third, there is an interesting cluster between the
symmetric predicate and the voice structure on the one hand
and the dative structure on the étheri}in the sense of the
humanness constraints on the leftward movements of the NP's.
The subject variation of the first two syntactic types

‘reflects the humanness hierarchy of the NP's, although the
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sugges ted hierarchies are not necessarily the same.

However, dative posftions do not have to do with the

humanness of the dative NP's in a‘significaﬁt way. This

interesting difference can be attributed to the difference

in linguistic or/and psychological function between a

grammatical subject and a grammatical object. That is, the

sur face sub jects of sentences functioh to reflect a

speaker’s own egocentric bias towards human = and

human-related objects or things as well as to indicate the
discourse pe}spectives of point of Viéw' and given-new
information. _

Taken together, the results of Experiments 1, 2, and 3
nggest'the following three conclusions:

1. Ih order to be a cooperative participant in discourse, a
narrator or a speaker tends to refer to a target
character, one from whose point of view the story is
related, as an agent or an experiehcer and then to
realize him as a surface subject of a sentence.

2. A cooperative narrator tends to use passive voice as a

| marking device to indicate that the ApatiEﬁt NP s
assigned the contextual status of point of view and/or
given information.

3. The alternative surface structures of the symmetric

| predicate and the dative structure can not necessarily
be viewed as marking devices for the contextual factgr
of point of view but instead signals a given-new

information structure, namely the distribution of given
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and new information, with the given infromation placed
in the leftmost surface p::sit' of a sentence.

v



152
. REFERENCES

Andersson, E. Style, optional rules . and, contextual
_ conditioning. In Ringbom, H. (Ed.), Style and text.
Stockholm: Sprakférlaget Skriptor AB, 1975. T-
Anderson, J.R., and Bower, G.H. Human assoc |at ive memory .
‘Washington, D.C.: V.H. Winston and Sons, 1973.

Baker, W.J. An "information structure’ view of language.
Canadian Journal of Linguistics. 1976, 21, 1-16.

Black, J.B., Turner, T.J., and Bower, G.H. Point of view in
narrative comprehension, memory, and production. Journal
of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 1978, 118,
187-198.

Bock, J.K. The effect of a pragmatic presuposition on
syntactic structure in question answering. Journal of
Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 1977, 16, 723-734.

. Bock, J.k., and Irwin, D.E. Syntactic effects of information
availability in sentence production. Journal of Verbal
Learning and Verbal Behavior, 1980, 19, 467-484.

Booth. W.C. The rhetoric of fiction. Chicago: The University .
‘ of Chicago Press, 1961. .

Buswell, G.T. How people look at_a picture. A Study of the
psychology of perception in art. Chicago: The University
of Chicago Press, 1935.

Carrol, J.B. Toward a performance grammar for core sentences
in spoken and written English. In G. Nickel (Ed.),
Special issue of IRAL on the occasion of Bertil
Mglmbeng’s sixtieth birthday. Heidelberg: J. Groos,
1973.

Chafe, W.L. Meaning and the structure of language. Chicago:
Chicago University Press, 1970.

Chafe, W.L. Language and consciousness. Language, 1974, SO.
© 111-133. - :

- Chafe, “W.L. Givenness, contrastiveness, definiteness,
subject, topic, and point of view. In C. Li (Ed.),
Subject and topic. New York: Academic Press, 1976.

Chafe, W.L. The flow of thought and the flow of language. In
T. Givdn (Ed.), Syntax and semantics, Vol. 12, Discourse
and syntax. New York: Academic Press, 1979. '

Chafe, W.L. The development of consciousness in the



\ : 153

\

production of a narrative. In W.L. Chafe (Ed.), Advances
in discourse processes, Vol. 3, The pear stories.
Newood: Ablex Publishing, 1980. '

Chomsky, N. Syntactic structures. The Hague: Mouton, 1957.

Chomsky, N Aspects of the theony of syntax. Cambridge: The
M.I.T Press, 1965. :

Chomsky, N. Deep structure, surface structure, and semantic

interpretation. In D. Steinberg and L. Jakobovits
(Eds.), Semantics: An interdisciplinary reader in
philosophy, linguistics, psychology . Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 1971.

Clark, H.H., and Clark, E.V. “Psychology and }anguage: An
introduction to psycholinguistics. New York: Harcourt
- Brace Jovanovich, 1977.

Clark, H.H., and Haviland, S.E. Comprehension and the
given-new contract, In R.0. Feedle (Ed. Advances in
discourse processes, Vol. 1, Dvscourse product ion and
comprehension .- Newood: Ablex Publishing, 1977.

Creider, C.A. On the explanation of transformations. In T,
Givon (Ed.), Syntax and semantics, Vol. 12, Discourse
and syntax. New York: Academic Press. 1879.

Dik, S.C. Functional grammar. Amsterdam: North-Hol land
Publishing, 1978.

Ertel, S. Where do the subjects of sentences come from? In

. S. Rosenberg (Ed.), Sentence Production: Developments in
research and theory Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence
Erlbaum Assocites, 1977.

. +. Erteschik-Shir, N. discourse constraints on dative movement.
In T. Givon (Ed.), Syntax and semantics, Vol. 12,
Discourse and syntax. New York: Academic Press. 1979.

Filimore, C.J. Deictic catedories in the semantics of
"come." Foundations of Language, 1966, 2, 219-117.

Fillmore, C.J. The case for case. In E. Boch and R.T. Harms
(Eds.), Universals in linguistic theory. New York: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston, 1968.

Filimore, C.J. Types of -lexical information. In D. Steinberg
and L. Jakobovits (Eds. ), Semantics: An
interdiscipl inary reader in phflosophy linguistics,
psychology . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1971,

Fillmore, C.J. The ca@se for case reopened. In P. Cole and
J.M. Sadock (Eds.), Syntax and semantics, Vol. 8,



154

Grammat ical relations. New York: Academic Press, 1977.

Fodor, J.A., Bever, T.G., and Garrett, M. The psychology of
language : An introduction to psycholinguistics and
generat ive grammar. New York: Mch;w=Hi11i 1974.

Grice, H.P. La?ic and conversation. In P. Cole and J.L.
Morgan (Eds.), Syntax and semantics,. Vol. 3. Speech
_acts. New York: Academic Press, 1975.

Grimes, J.E. The thread of discourse. The Hague: Mouton,
: 1975.

Halliday, M.A.K. Language structure and language function.
In J. Lyons (Ed.), New ‘horizons In linguistics.
Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1970.

Halliday, M.A.K. Explorations in functions of language.
London: Edward Arnold, 1973. .

Haviland, _ S.E., and Clark, H.H. what's new? Acquiring new
information as a proces§ in comprehension. dJournal of
Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 1974, 13, 512-521.

Jackendoff, R.S. Semantic interpretation in generat ive
grammar . Cambridge: The M.I.T. Press, 1972.

Jacobs, R.A., and Rosenbaum, P.S. Transformat ions, style and
meaning. Waltham, Mass.: Xerox College Publishing, 1971.

Kintsch, W. The ﬂEpFéSEﬁfEfiéﬁ of meaning In memory .
Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
1974. -

Kintsch, W., and van Dijk, T.A. Toward a model of text
comprehension and production. Psychological Review,
1978, 85, 363-394. '

Kuno, S. Subject, theme, and the speaker’'s empathy - A
reexamination of relativization phenomena. In C.N. Li
(Ed.), Subject and topic. New York: Academic Press,
1976.

Kuno, S., and Kaburaki, E. Empathy and syntax. Linguistic
Inquiry, 1977, 8, 626-672.

Kuroda, S-Y. Where epistemology, style, and grammar meet: . A
case 'study from Japanese. In S.R. Anderson and P.
Kiparsky (Eds.), A~ festschrift of Morris Halle. New
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973. ,

Kuroda, S-Y. Reflections on the foundations of narrative
theory - from a linguiatic point of view. In T.A. van
Dijk (Ed.),* Pragmatics of language and |iterature.

éF,



155

Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing, 1976.

Lakoff, G. Instrumental adverbs and the concept of deep
structure. Foundations of Language, 4, 4-29.

Lakoff, G., and Peters, S. Phrasal conjunction and symmetric
predicates. In D. Reibel and S. Schane (Eds.), Modern
studies in English. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall, 1969. : '

Li, C.N. Subject and topic. New York: Academic Press, 1976.

Lyons, J. Introduction to theoretical Iinguistics. London:
Cambridge University Press, 1968.

Norman, D.A., and Rumelhart, D.E. Explorations in sggﬁitiqpf*sﬁ
San Francisco: Freeman, 1975.

Maratsos, M. How to get from words to Séﬁteﬁces In D.
Aaronson  and R.W. Rieber (Eds.), "Psycholinguistic
research: 2mplication and appi:catians Hillsdale, New
Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1979.

Marckworth, M-L., and Baker, W.J. A discriminant function
analysis of co-variation of a number of syntactic
devices in five prose genres. In G.D. Prideaux, B.L.
Perwing, and w.J. Baker (Eds. ), Experimental
Linguistics. Ghent: E. Story-Scientia Gent, 1879.

Osgood, C.E. Where do SeﬁtEﬁCES come from? In D.A. Steinberg
and L.A. Jakobovits (Eds.), Semantics: An
interdisciplinary readers in shiiasapﬁy, linguistics,
and psychology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1971.

Osgood, C.E., and Bock, J.K. Salience and sentencmgE
production principles. In S. Rosenberg (Ed ntencé
production: Developments In  research and  theory.
Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
1977.

Perrine, L. Story and structure. New York: Harcourt, Brace,
and World, 1966. v .

Prideaux, G.D. A psychcl1ngu1st1c perspective on English
grammar. Glossa, 1979, 13, 123-157.

Prideaux, G.D. Review of Functional grammar, Language. 1582.
57, 717-720.

Ransom, E.N. Def1ﬁ1tEﬁess animacy, and NP ordering.
Proceedings of the Third Annual Meet ing of the . Berkeley
Linguistics Society, 1977, 418429,

/



156

Rumelhart, D.E. Notes on a schema for stories. In D.G.
Bobrow and A.M. Collins (Eds.), Representation and
understanding. New York: Academic Press, 1975.

Rumelhart, D.E. Understanding and summar izing brief stories.
In D. Laberg and S.J. Samuels (Eds.), Basic processes In
reading: Perception and comprehension. Hillsdale, New
Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1977.

Schlesinger, 1.M. Production and comprehension of
utterances. Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Er 1baum
Associates, 1977.

Searle, J.R. What is a speech act? In M. Black (Ed.),
Philosophy in America. London: George Allen and Urwin,
1965. ’

Schank, R.C., and Abelson, R.P. Scripts, plans, goals and
understanding. Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Er 1baum
Associates, 1977.

Scholes, R., and Kellogg, R. The nature of narrat ive. New
York: Oxford University Press, 1966.

Smyth, R.H., Prideaux, G.D., and Hogan, J.T. The effect of
context on dative position. Lingua, 1879, 47, 27-42.

Tannenbaum, P.J., and Williams, F. Generation of active and
passive sentences as a function of subject or object
focus. dJournal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavlior,
1968, 7, 146-250.

Teleman, U. Style and grammar. In H. R i ngbom (Ed.).fgtyie
and text. Stockholm: Sprakforlaget Skrioptor AB, 1975.

Thorndyke, P.W. Cognitive structures in comprehension and
memory of narrative discourse. Cognitive Psychology,
1977, 9, 77-110.

Turner, E.A., and Rommetveit, R. Focus of attention in
recall of active and passive sentences. Journal of
verbal Learning and Verbs] Behavior, 1968, 7, 543-548.

van Dijk, T.A. Semantic macro-structure and knowledge frames
in~ discourse comprehension. In M.A. Just and P.A.
Carpenter (Eds.), Cognitive processes in comprehension.
Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Ertbaum Associates,
1977a. ] ' .

van Dijk, T.A. Text and context: Explorations in the
sgmgntigs and pragmat ics of discourse. London: Longman,
1977b.

van Dijk, T.A. Recalling and summarizing complex discourse.



In W. Burghardt and K. Holker (Eds.), Text processing.
New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1879,

Winograd, 7. A framework for understanding discourse. In
M.A. Just and P.A. Carpenter (Eds.), Cognitive processes
in comprehension. Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, 1977,

Zubin, D.A. Discourse function of morphology: The focus
system in German. In T. Givdn (Ed.), Syntax and
semant ics, Vol. 12, Discourse and syntax. New York:
Academic Press, 1979.



APPENDIX A

Story 1

é father and his son were taking their donkey to a
neighboring fair to sell it. The son was getting rather
tired of driving the donkey. On the other hand, the father
felt excited, anticipating a high profit.

They encountered a group of young girls who were
laughing and talking together. One of the girls cried "Did
you ever see such fools, trudging along the road, when they
could be riding?" Upon hearing this, the father hastily told
his son to get on the donkey. But the son felt éuiity
because his father had to walk, whereas he got to ride.

Later, they came up to a group of old men engaged in
earnest debate about young people. Dﬁé of the old men cried
out that, nowadays, no one paid any respect to the aged. The
son, embarassed and red with shame, quickly scampered off
the donkey and insisted that his father ride. The father was
rather reluctant to ride. But at last he agreed to get on.

The father and the son pr@§§eded along in this way to
the market. The father felt sérry for. the donkey. however,
the son was quite satisfied that at least he "had done the
right thing. ‘

Just as they reached the edge of the vii]gge, a
townsman criticized them for bver loading the poor beast and

suggested to them that they carry it instead. Upon hear ing



159

that, the son suggested to his father that the father get
down from the donkey. The son replied that they would tie
donkey’'s legs together and, with a pole across their
shoulders, carry the donkey to the market.

When they came to the town, they ;were such a funny
‘'sight that lots of people came out to laugh at them. The
poor donkey, frightened by the uproar, began to struggle to
free himself. In the middle of the bridge, the donkey

slipped off the pole into the water and drowned.

Story 2

There was once a cat and a parrot. They agreed that
they would take turn inviting each other to dinner. First,
the cat asked the parrot, and then the parrot invited the
cat and so on.

However, the cat Qas very mean. He planned to fool the
parrot. He decided not to provide anything at all for dinner
except a pint of milk, a 1little slice of fish, and a
biscuit. The parr?t. came to the cat's house, expecting a
fine i"ner. He was quite disappointed with the dinner
provided, but he was too polite to complain abagt it.

When it was the parrot’s turn to invite tﬁe cat, the
parrot‘ cooked a fine dinner. He served a roast of Qeef. a
pot of tea, and a basket of fruit. Furthermore, he baked, a
whole basked of little cakes. Wwhen thé cat came to the

parrot’s house, the parrot put four-hundred and ninety-eight
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cakes in front of his guest. He kept only two cakes for
himself.

"The cat ate all the roast and fruit and drank all. the.
tea. He also ate all Fauréhundred and ninty-eight cakes.
Anxiously, he looked around for more to eat. At last, he
said that he still felt hungry and asked the parrot if he
had some more food. The good parrbt was quite upset, but Qe
offered the two remaining cakes to his guest. The cat ate up
the two cakes and said that he was beginning to build up an
appetite. ‘

Upon hearing that, the parrot became angry with the
cat. He said to the cat that he did not have anything more
to serve, unless the cat was willing to eat him. By saying
" this. he hoped that his guest would feel ashamed. He then

started cleaning off the table.
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APPENDIX B

Sub ject 2

Given: Father’s Point of View

As I walk to the market with my son and donkey, I am
struck by the large amount of discussion being made about me
by a group of laughing girls. They wonder why my son is not
riding the donkey. Their Jlaughter has embarrased me
considerably. Feeling a sense of shame, 1 asked my son to
ride the donkey the rest of the way to the market. He
agrees, and we /E:af-r-y on our way. Not long after this, I
heard a group of men discussing the lack of respect shown to
the elderly. Turning toward my son, I notice that he is red
with shame after he hears their comments thaf it is I who
should be riding the donkey. He requests that we tﬁaﬁé
places and I agree only a short time later, we are again met
by a group of people. Only this time they are upset about
the burden of our donkey. We decide that they are perhaps
right In claiming that the donkey should not have to carry
us. I then request of my son that we consider carrying the
dohkey by tying his legs together, slinging him om a pole,
and rest the pole on our shoulders, carrying the -donkey In
| this fashion. After containing the d@nkéy in this manner we
continue toward the market. Not long after this, we cross a
bridge. To my surprise, we lose our hold on the donkey. I
helplessly watch him fall into the river below. There is no
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hope of retrieving him and 1 watch the animal drown. I may
only sit and ponder the value of having listened to the

people’s opinions on the way to the market .

N\ Subject 9

Given: Son’s Point of View

My father and 1 were taking our donkey to market to
sell. We were walking along leading the donkey when some
girls said we were silly to not ride on the donkey. My
father told me to get on the donkey zut I really didn’t want

"’;‘{c I was embarrassed to ride while my father walked. A
jittle further on we passed a group of men and one of them
made some remark about me not having respect for my Father*
It wasn’t true, I hadn’t wanted to ride in the first place.
I got off and insisted my father ride. He didn’t want to
either but we didn’t want to look |ike fools. After a while
we passed some people and they thought we were terrible to
make the donkey work so hard. We felt bad and , decided to
carry our donkey to market. We got-a long pole and tied the
donkey to It upside down. Then we carried him between us. We
got t::’ town and everyone started to laugh at us. The donkey
was F'rigﬁte%neﬂ and struggled. We were crossing the bridge

" when he kicked free and fell Into the river and drowned.
That’s the last time I m:;F‘r'y about publ ic appearances.

S" ¥
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Subject 4

Given: Parrot’s Point of View

The cat and I came to an agreement insofar as I would
invite him for tea and he would also invite me for tea. I
was to go to the cat’s house first; and when 1 arrived I
only found a pint of milk, a slice of fish and a biscuit -
not lavish food at all! However when my turn came around I
made sure that my guest would not lack anything. I prepared
a roast, a pot of tea, a basket of fruit and 1 baked five
qEndﬁed smal] cakes with the intention of placing four
~ hundred and<ninety eight in front of him. 1 thought this
would be a lavish feast but on the contrary the cat was very
hungry wﬁen'he had devoured the roast drank gl? the tea and
eaten §71 the fruit. He also ate all the cakes and desplte
the fact that I gave him the cakes that I had Intended to
eat he claimed that his appetite had only been whetted!
Naturally 1 was annoyed and began to clean up saying that If
the amount that I had prepared for him was not enough he

might as well eat me too!

Subject 3

Given: Cat’s Point of View &
One day a parrot and myself decided to Invite each
other over for dinner. I would have the parrot over first,

then the parrot would invite me over, and we would continue
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to do this, alternating each other. When I asked the parrot
over the first time, I decided to trick him, only served a
very meager dinner, with a little fish, and very little
else. When the parrot asked me over to dinner, he served a
yery nice meal. He served a roast of beef, some tea, and a
lot of cakes. I ate all the beef, drank all the tea, and ate
all the biscuts he served me (498). Then I told him I was
still hungry. When he heard this he gave me his two cakes. I
ate these and then told him I was just beginiing to develop
an appetite. When I said this, he said "well I

have to eat me", and proceeded to clean the tab
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The first nine stories below are the mot€vited versions
which  were used in Experiments 2 and 3. Each story is
followed by three sets of four altqr?atwesf' It should be
noted that only -the ijSt two of each set were used as a
pair of two alternatives fn Experiment 2. Thé next nihe
stories are the urmotivated vefsigﬁs; The unmotivated

versions were usgd 'n Experiment 2 only.

A FARMER AND AN OLD SLAVE

There was once a rich farmer. The farmer owned . several"
slaves and their families. One of the slaves was quite old.
The farmer thought that the old slave could not bear hard
work on his farm. Thus, the farmer planned to sell the old
slave.

The old slave had been satisfied with his family life,
living in a small shack. But the old slave got angry with -
his master when he heard about the plan. The old slave
thought that he could not live without his beloved wife and
children. The old slave then decided to take his family and
run away from the farm, .

1. The old slave discussed the farm with Ehe, farmer the
night before he ran away. ’

2. The farmer discussed the farm with the old slave the
night before he ran away.

3. The old slave discussed the farm with a young slave the
night before he ran away.

4. A young slave discuséeﬂ the farm with the old slave the
night before he ran away. '

€ .

1. The old slave was beaten by the farmer before he ran
away .

2. The farmer beat the old slave before he ran away .
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3. The old slave was beaten by a young slave before he ran
away.

4. A young slave beat the old slave before he ran away.

1. But the farmer was kind enough to give the old slave the
small shack.

n. But the farmer was Kind enough to give the small shack
to the old slave. .

3. But the farmer was Kind enough to give the old slave an
old wagon.

4. But the farmer was Kind enough to give an old wagon to
the old slave. '

A PARROT AND A WOMAN

A parrot was kept as a pet by an old woman. The parrot
felt that he was the best friend that the woman had. The
parrot's main job was to set up a squawk twice a day, once

at daybreak and then again as the sun set.

One night, the old woman was reading ome of her
favorite books, sitting in a rocking chair. The woman
enjoyed reading the book so much that she almost forgot what
time it was. Suddenly, the woman was interrupted by the
squawk of the parrot: "Go to sleep. Go to sleep." ____ .

1. The woman drank a glass of milk with the parrot before
going to bed.

s

The parrot drank .a glass of milk Qith the woman before
going to bed. ' *

3. The woman drank a glass of milk with a cat before going
‘ to bed.

4. A cat drank a glass of milk with the woman before going
~ to bed.

v
1. The woman was scolded by the parrot.

2. The paﬁrct scolded the woman.
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3. The woman was scolded by a cat.
4. A cat scolded the woman. ’
.

1. One of .the woman’s friends presented her with the
parrot.

2. One of the woman’'s friends presented the parrot to her.

3. One of the woman's friends presented her with sleeping
pills.

4. One of the woman’'s friends presented sleeping pills to
her.

AN.- INDIAN CHIEF AND THE PEACE PIPE \,

There was once a strange pipe in an Indian village. The
pipe was called the -"Peace Pipe" and was worshipped by the .
villagers since he saved them by per forming miracles. Ffor
example, the Peace Pipe healed the sick people and made
people feel comfortable and friendly toward everbody. Every
Saturday ‘morning, the Peace Pipe talked about the future to
the villagers. ' -

One day, the chief of the village met a white merchant
who came to the village to sell new rifles. The chief
decided to consult the Peace Pipe about the business. So the
chief told the merchant that before getting down to
business, they were supposed to greet the Peace Pipe. ’

EJ

1. {dhe chief discussed the business with the Peace Pipe.
2. The Peace Pipe discussed the business with the chief.

3. The chief discussed the business with a disciple of the
Peace Pipe. , .

4. A d#sciple of the Peace Pipe discussed the business with
the chief. :

1. The chief was criticized by the Peace Pipe.
2. The Peace Pipe criticized the chief.

\\
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3. The chief was criticized by a disciple of the Peace
Pipe. ’

4. A disciple criticized the chief.

1. The merchant showed the chief the rifle before going to
the Peace Pipe.

2. The merchant showed the rifle to the chief before going
‘to the Peace Pipe.

3. The merchant showed the chief new clothes before going
to the Peace Pipe.

4. The merchant showed new clothes to the chief before
going to the Peace Pipe. .

A FARMER AND BIRDS

There was once a farmer in a village. One day. the
farmer went to- his rice field to see if his rice had
ripened. He felt satisfied that the rice was growing well.
while he was there, the farmer saw many birds flying over
his rice field.

The birds told the farmer that they Knew how to use
Fice cutters and they were willimg to help him. The birds
also thought that the rice was ripe enough to be cut and
urged the Farmer to start cutting the rice as early as
possible. o _ - .

1. The birds conferred with the farmer about the rice.

2. The farmer conferred with the birds about the rice.
3. The birds conferred with farm employees about the rice.
45

Farm employees conferred with the birds about the rice.

1. The birds were asked by the farmer to help him.
The farmer asked the birds to help him.

L]

3. The birds were asked by farm employees to help them.
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4. Farm employees asked the birds to help them.

1. The farmer handed the birds the rice cutters.

The farmer handed the rice cutters to the birds.

[ %]

The farmer handed the birds some bread for breakfast.

b W

The farmer handed some bread to the birds for breakfast.

f

A LION AND A MOUSE

One day, a mouse happened to run across a lion. The
mouse got, frightened and then immediately tried to run away
from the lion. But the mouse realized that the lion was in
pain and in need of his help. Discovering a large thorn
embedded in the lion, the mouse pulled it out and relieved
the pain. ,

The lion felt very grateful to the mouse. The lion
invited the mouse to a wild party. The lion then told the
mouse to call for him whenever other animals attacked the
mouse. _ _ — I :

1. The 1lion drank a glass of wine with the mouse at the
party.
/Thermﬂuse drank a glass of wine with the lion at the
party.

]

3. The 1lion drank a glass of wine with a dancer at the
party.

4. A dancer drank a glass of wine with the 1lion at the
party. N

[

e

1. The lion ~was declared the King of the Forest by the
mouse at the party.. .

2. The mouse declared the lion the King of the Forest at
the party. ' : :

3. The lion was declared the King of the Forest by dangers
at the party. {jse
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4. Dancers declared the lion the King of the Forest at the
party.

1. The mouse brought the lion the throne for the party.

2. The mouse brought the throne to the lion for the party.
3. The mouse brought the lion the bottles for the party.
4. The mouse brought the bottles to the lion for the party,v

THE FLOWER AND A TURTLE

The Flower wondered how she -could live for more than
one season. She envied many animals for having longer lives.
One day, the Flower met an old turtle in a garden and asked
hin what the secret of his longer 1life was.

The old turtie told the Flower that he could live
longer than any other animal, but that he was not as
beautiful! as she. The turtle wished that he could be a much |
‘more beautiful animal, and could make the same kind of sweet
nectar as the Flower. The turtle then suggested to the
Flower that she stop hoping for a longer life. i .

1. At last, the turtle got acquainted with the Flower.
At last, the Flower got acquainted with the turtle.

At last, the turtle got acquainted with another Flower.

B W N

At last, another Flower got acquainted with the turtle.

1. The turtle was invited by the Flower for a fine dinner.

The Flower invited the turtle for a fine dinner.

L

3. The turtle was invited by another Flower for a fine
dinner. ? .

4, Another Ficygr iﬁviteﬂ the turtle for a fine dinner.

1. The Flower offered the turtle some nectar.
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2. The Flower offered some nectar to the turtle.
3. The Flower offered the turtle a gift.

4. The Flower offered a gift to the turtle.

THE TREE AND AN INDIAN BOY

There was once a young Indian boy. The boy was the only
son of an Indian chief. The boy was respeclied by many
Indians as the best successor to his father\ Like other
boys, the boy wanted to have his own canoe. Thus the boy
decided to go into the forest and find a big anc strong
tree. At last, the boy found the strongest tree th he had
ever seen. The boy was excited and was about to cul it with
his axe.

Unfortunately, that tree was the King of the Forest of
-which many Indians were afraid. The Tree was so stron that
the boy could not cut him, no matter how strongly he swung
the axe. The Tree was angry with the boy and threatened him
by saying that if he did not stop cutting, he would be
punished. — - i .

1. The Tree conferred with the boy about the canoce.

[ %]

The boy conferred with the Tree about the canoe.

3. The Tree conferred with a queen of the forest about the
canoe. ’

4. A queen of the forest conferred with the Tree about the
canoe.

1. The Tree was respected by the boy after all. «
The boy respected the Tree after all. | |
The Tree was respected by a queen of the forest.

3 -

B oW N

A queen of the forest respected the Tree.

1. The boy left the Tree the axe as an apology.

2. The boy left the axe to the Tree as an apology.



3. The boy left the Tree his necklace as an apology.

4, The boy left his necklace to the Tree as an apology.

A RABBIT AND THE WIND

Once upon a time, there was a very proud rabbit. The
rabbit always told everybody that he could run faster than
anybody else, even the Wind. What is more, the rabbit
Eﬁjcyed making fun of other animals.

One day, the Wind heard about the rabbit. The Wind got
angry about the confidence of the rabbit. The Wind planned
to teach the rabbit to behave well in the forest by making
fun of him in public. The Wind then sent an invitation card
to the rabbit for a race with him. .

1. The Wind was reconciled with the rabbit after the race.
2. The rabbit was reconciled with the Wind after the race.

3. The Wind was reconciled with the rabbit's supporters
after the race.

4. The rabbit’'s supporters were reconciled with the. Wind
after the race.-

1. The Wind was insulted by the rabbit before the race.
2. The rabbit insulted the Wind before the race.
”~
3. The Wind was insulted by the rabbit's suppgrters before
the race.

4., The rabbit's supparters insulted the Wind before the
race. .

1. The rabbit sent the Wind the accepted invitation card.

2. The rabbit sent the accepted invitation card to the
Wind. .- .

. 3. The rabbit sent the Wind a message.

4. The rabbit sent a message to the Wind.
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THE SUN AND THE WATER

One bright sunny day, a farmer happened to be walking
next to the river. The farmer asked the Water and the Sun
which of them was more important in the world and which he
had to greet first,

The Water said that there was no doubt that the Wwater
was much more important than the Sun. The Water then asked
the farmer to think what would happen to his rice field
without the Water, and insulted the Sun. The Water suggested
to the farmer that he greet him first. '

Upon hearing this, the Sun got angry with the Water.
The Sun told the farmer that the rice needed the Sun more
. than the Water. The Sun threatened the farmer by saying that
if he did not greet him first, he would have to live in
darkness all the rest of his life.

1. EVEﬁtuaiiyl the Sun was reconciled with the Water.
2. Eventually, the Water was reconciled with the Sun.

3. Eventually, the Sun was reconciled with the Water's
supporters.

4. Eventually, the wWater's supporters were Fecanciiad with
the Sun.

1. The Sun was invited by the Water to discuss it further.
2. The Water invited the Sun to discuss it further.

3. The Sun was invited by the Water's supporters to discuss
it further. -

4, The Water's supporters invited the Sun to discuss it
further. '

1. The Water bought the Sun some rice as an apology. .-

" ‘M‘

The Water bought some rice for the .Sun as an apology.
The Water bought the Sun some flowers as an apology .

The Water bought some flowers for the Sun a& an apology .
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The next nine below are unmotivated stories. These nine
were used in Experiment 2 only.

" AN OLD SLAVE AND A FARMER

There was once a rich farmer. The farmer owned an old
slave and his family. The slave and his beloved -wife and
children were living in a small shack. The farmer was
satisfied that the old slave worked hard on his farm. But
the old slave was already fifty-five years old. One day, the
farmer and the old slave agreed to talk about the slave's
retirement. , ) - i .

1. The old slave discussed the retirement with the farmer.

2. The farmer discussed the retirement with the old slave.

1. The farmer was Kind enough t?give the old slave the
small shack. ;

2. The farmer was Kind enough to give the small shack to

the old slave. .

1, The farmer hit the old slave.

2. The old slave was hit by .the farmer.

A PARROT AND A WOMAN !

There once lived an old woman and a parrot. The parrot
was the best friend that the woman had. The woman liked
spending most of her free time talking to the parrot.
Somet imes the woman read her favorite book to the parrot.
The parrot always enjoyed listening to the stories. The
parrot and the woman also liked listening to the music on
the radio every evening. __ _ , .

1. The woman patted the parrot every morning.

2. The parrot was pa‘ted by the woman every morning.



175

1= A next door neighbor presented the woman with the radio.

2. A next door neighbor presented the radio to the woman.

1. The woman drank a glass of milk with the parrot before
going to bed. '

2. The parrot drank a glass of milk with the woman before
- going to bed.

AN INDIAN CHIEF AND THE PEACE PIPE

There was a pipe, called the “Peace Pipe,” in an
Indian -village. The Peace Pipe was worshipped by all the
villagers, since he saved them by performing miracles. A
chief of the village also respected the Peace Pipe as
his political adviser. Every time the chief had some
trouble in his job, he visited the Peace Pipe. The chief
and the Peace Pipe sometimes had dinner together and the
Peace Pipe gave his political advice to the chief. .

1. The Peace Pipe got acquainted with the chief.

grould cut the rice together. 7 - .

2. The chief got acquainted with the Peace Pipe.

1. Young Indians caused lots of trouble for the chief.
2. Young India® caused the chief lots of trouble.

1. The chief was sometimes criticized by the Peace Pipe.

2. The Peace Pipe sometimes criticized the chief.

, ;; A FARMER AND BIRDS

| S
~ wfThere was once a farmer in a village. One day, the
farmer saw some birds flying over his rice field. The birds
ticed the farmer and told him that the rice had already
ripened. The birds also said that they were willing to help
the farmer to cut the rice. The farmer appreciated the
birds’ offer. The birds and the farmer agreed that they

o A
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1. The birds conferred with the farmer about the harvest.
2. The farmer conferred with the birds about the harvest.

I
I

’é;ﬁfi:>§§;:::7The birds were offered some rice by the farmer.
N\ .

' The farmer offered the birds some rice.

!

1. The farmer fed some bread to the birds for breakfast.

A\ L .
=%~ The farmer fed the birds some bread for breakfast.

- - -
A MOUSE AND A LION

There once lived a mouse and a lion in a forest. One
day, the 1lion was suffering from a great pain in his
leg, and could not run. The mouse dropped by to see the
lion. The 1lion asked the mouse to-pull a large thorn out
of his leg, which was causing the pain. The lion
expected that the mouse . would be kind enough to help
him. But the mouse mentioned one condition, that is, the
lion had to cook a fine dinner and work as the mouse’'s
slave for at least three days. Eventually, the mouse and
the lion came to an agreement. .

1. The lion was scolded by the mouse during the dinner.
2. The mouse scolded the lion during the dinner.

1. The mouse drank a glass of wine with the lion during the
dinner.

2. The lion drank a glass of wine with the mouse during the
dinner. .

1. The lion prov{ded a fine dinner to the mouse.

2. The lion provided the mouse with a fine dinner.
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A TURTLE AND THE FLOWER

One day, .the Flower and an old turtle met in a garden.
The Flower always wished that she could live for more than
one season. On the other hand, the turtle wished that he
could be more beautiful. The Flower asked the turtle what
the secret of his longer life was and said that she envied
him for having such a long life. The turtle replied that his
longer 1life was not necessarily easy and said.that he envied
the Flower for having . such beauty and sweet nectar. The
Flower and the turtle then took a walk in the garden
together. _ - o - .

1. Bees on the Flower brought the turtle some nectar .

2. Bees on the Flower brought some nectar to the turtle.

1. The turtle was invited by the F]Qwer.fgf a dinner.

2. The Flower invited the turtle for a dinner.

1. The turtle discussed life with the F lower .

2. The Flower discussed life with the turtie.‘s5

AN INDIAN BOY AND THE TREE

) One day, a young Indian boy went into a forest to look
for a big, strong tree for his canoe. Afer a while, the boy
found a huge tree. But it was the King of the Forest. Since
the Tree was woken up by the noise made by the boy, he did
not feel good and got angry with the boy. The Tree
threatened the boy by saying that if he tried to cut him, he
would be punished. However, the boy was so excited with the
huge tree that he could not listen to the Tree. The Tree
also told the boy that he could not cut him with such a
small axe. The boy and the Tree then argued for a while.

1. The excited boy hit the Tree.
2. The Tree was hit by the excited boy .

i



1. The Tree conferred with the boy about the canoe.
2. The boy conferred with the Tree about the canoe.

1. The boy brought the axe to the Tree to cut him.

2. The boy brought the Tree the axe to cut him.

THE. WIND AND A RABBIT

A rabbit and the Wind both were confident in rumning
fast. The rabbit always told everbody that he could run
faster than anybody ‘else, even the Wind. The Wind got angry"
with the rabbit for his overconfidence. So they agreed that
they would race in front of many animals in the forest. They
sent many invitation cards to their many friends. .

1. The Wind was reconciled with the rabbit after the race.

2. The rabbit was seconciled with the Wind after the race. |

1. The Wind's friends handed the Wind the invitation card
before the race.

2. The Wind's friends handed the invitation card to the
Wind before the race. ,

1. The rabbit sha]ien?gﬂ the Wind.
2. The Wind was challenged by the rabbit.

-E

¥

THE SUN AND THE WATER

One bright sunny day, the Water and the Sun were arguing
about which of them was more important in the world. The
Water said that plants, trees, and rice could not grow up
without his help. The Sun said that nobody could live in
darkness. Both of them were very excited in their argument
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and were getting rather tired. Eventually, the Sun and the
Water agreed that they would go to a farmer and m‘ld ask
him which was more important in the world. )

,
1. The farmer offered some rice to the Sun.

2. The farmer c‘Fered the Sun some rice.

1. The Water disgraced the Sun before the farmer..
2. The Sun was disgraced by the Water before the farmer.

1. The Water then left \u’ith\he Sun to see the farmer.

2. The Sun then left with the Water to see the farmer.



