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" we get important evidence for the natu i i iti
loarn abous the struetecn o sor the naty re of semantic theory, in addition t0 whatever we

Some senses of rake

The kind of lexical analysis we are undertaking i :
g 1is more than m i i
another way as well. It seeks to understand why the same word or Ewwﬁmo%wmﬂ be

used to express different concepts.

We are currently investigating the relationships among the senses of common

polysemous words. The word take is one of these Consider i

1. John took the book from Mary. e fllowing seninces:
2. John took the book to Mary.

3. John took the book to Chicago.

4. John took Mary to the theater.

5. John took a whiff of the coffee.

6. John 100k a punch from Harry.

7. John took a punch at Harry.

Here are some of the questions that we will try to answer:

~—How are the various senses of take related to
~ are 4 one another, and which, i i
|Mm_€ .mn.m that the subject can uo.msnog in 1 but must be BAH.FM_E_ Mw:v.. s contmlt
— __M.nw__ oM %._m” :Mn %MM“M«MoM_ in w. why need there be no change of possession in 37

i e play, as well
nﬁomwﬂ“ ﬁ.w@ ﬁuﬂoﬂ: ook Evn_ wh e as Mary. But Jokn took Mary to class

hat in 6, the directionality of action goes from H: J i
<o_.<w-~_n».n is used in both 6 and 7, why is that ngogwﬁoﬁﬁwwa given that the
— 858#:&;825?8«38.35%

e will argue that sense 1 is central and that givena i
s detailed representati

central sense, each of the other senses can be seen as a minimal <»~Mwmo: omnhw M.m %M

central sense or of another sense in the netwo ; A
will provide answers to all of the above qu n&o:.._m.. The resulting lexical network analysis

Since this verb has a large number of rela i
) u ted senses, it should be
Wﬂmw“ﬁ M%v“ﬂwﬂ _.om. .mr__M%._W w__uw_na»mnh list :ﬁ: not do. But before v_dsamwawm_. mssm_n-_ww__%
1 roach would be like, let us conside th pular
approach to lexical representation, what we will refi nctionist oo
analyss, acconing ty e 20 refer to as the abstractionist mode of
very generat and e s ! M.:mo. that appears to have many senses really has a single,

The Abstractionist Approach

The strict abstractionist approach to the lexi
S exicon demands exactl jti
each word. If a given word seems to have several senses, then Enwammmmmwwahwm ..N

ncmﬁopgocw:.ooanoam&m: i i
Tollowing deiiopencor uvuoa o?.woum..cﬁ_go senses. For example, Bendix (1966) gives the

Atakes B from C o C has B, and then A causes A (o have B
CgivesAB = Ccauses Atohave B

AgetsB —» A changes to having B
CgetsAB — some D has B, and then C causes A to have B
AhasB = there is a relation between A and B

Bendix devotes an entire chapter to describing the kinds of relations that characterize
have. He does not attempt to account for any metaphorical senses of the verbs, but as we
shall see shortly, there are many common-place uses that fall outside the given
definitions.

The problem with abstractionism is that it is very difficult to get the right definition

" without over- or undergeneralizing. Most English speakers agree that one can take a

look, take a whiff, or take a picture (meaning ‘to photograph®), but one cannot fake a
stare, take a smell, or take a painting (meaning ‘to paint’). It is hard to imagine a gen-
eral, abstract definition that could make just these distinctions.

Of course, saying that an abstract definition is **hard to imagine’* does not rule it
out completely, but we can show that particular definitions — including Bendix's — are
incomplete. Bendix defines take in terms of have, in such a way that take(x) is acceptable
only when have(x) is. But we can find counterexamples to this that hold regardless of
how clever the definition of have is. For example, one can say Reggie 100k the pitch ot |
took It in stride, but it is not felicitous to describe the results of those events with the
expressions Reggie has the pitch or I have it in stride. In general, we have found that an
attempt to find a single simple sense for multiply polysemous words has been fruitless.
Either it does not cover the cases, or it fails to differentiate them.

The Lexical Network Approach

From Brugman’s work we know that there is at least one polysemous lexical item
with a very large number of senses which is structured in terms of a network such that
each sense is a minimal variant of some other sense. When we say that sense A is a
minimal variant of sense B, we mean that, even though A and B may differ in many
ways, all their differences boil down to a single difference from which the others can be
predicted. Although we are by no means certain that all polysemy will ultimately be
represented in terms of networks whose links are single differences, nonetheless we
would like to investigate this idea and see where it fails,

So far, we have found that the links in lexical networks fall into the following
types:
A. Image-schema transformation links: These are links given by natural relationships
among image-schemas.

B. Metaphoric links: These are links that are established by metaphoric mappings that
exist independently of the given lexical item.

C. Metonymic links; These are links that are established by metonymic mappings that
exist independently of the given lexical items.

D. Frame-addition links: Here the minimal difference is the addition of a frame.

These link types enable us to represent a network of lexical senses in such a way as to
eliminate redundancies, state generalizations across senses, and show exaclly how
polysemous senses are related to one another.



This paper proposes an addition to the theory of link types. We will suggest two addi-
tional types of minimal distinction links:

+ E. Semantic role differentiation links: There are cases where one sense identifies two
semantic roles, and a minimally related sense distinguishes those roles.

F. Profile shift: These are cases where what is backgrounded in one sense is foregrounded
in a minimally related sense,

Incidentally, lexical network theory theory does not dispute the claim that
homonyms and abstractions may exist in certain cases, but its emphasis is on the analysis
of polysemes. Within lexical network theory, homonyms and abstractions have less
semantic structure than polysemes — and from our point of view, are therefore less
interesting. From our point of view, a rich polyseme like rake presents a challenging and
interesting problem.

Take is interesting because it can express a basic action, because it is so common
(among the 10 or 15 most frequently used verbs), because it is both a verb of motion and
a verb of possession, because it has conventional metaphorical senses, and because it
occurs in a great many idioms. Indeed, it is because take can express a basic action that it
can be extended to many other uses — which take 14 pages to list in the OED. Dic-
tionaries, of course, merely list senses. They do not provide representations in a form
that allows one 10 state generalizations goveming the relations among the senses, which
is what we take to be our task.

Though we ultimately expect to provide a theory of the intemal structure of seman-
tic roles, for the purpose of this exposition we will follow the normal practice of consid-
ering them as primitives. Here is the list of semantic roles that we have found to occur in
the various senses of take:

Participants:
A agent: active actor or causer of an action
S source: initially has the patient
R recipient: receives the patient
P patient: object acted upon or affected by the agent
I instrument: used 10 transport the patient
Settings:
O  origin: location where patient started out
D destination: location where patient ends up

We will begin with what we hypothesize to be the central sense of take, the rake in
The baby took the toy Jrom its mother. As we shall see shortly, the other senses of take
can be represented most economically in terms of minimal variation links if we do so.

Moreover, speakers intuitively judge this sense to be the most basic, and dictionaries
reflect this judgment.

Take-1: grab
Background Conditions: Risat D, Pisat 0,0 #D,S#R,A=R.

ACT: A MOVES P ALONG A PATH FROM O TO D (WITH I)
CONDlTIOi‘I: DURING ACT, A PHYSICALLY CONTROLS P

DEFAULTS:

Result: A receives P

A is human . )

P = easily manipulated physical object
I=A's arm and hand

O=near A;

D=at A’s body

Examples:

The baby took the toy from its mother
The baby took the toy from the table.

i i i lays the role of the
nse the agent is resmctedtobeahumanwhpalsop
recipigl:m ltsx tshee typical gcase, the agent uses his hand as mehlgls‘uumggl: of tr‘no_\::e:lnt;.:l\)tj :z
i i jent i ively small, light-weight physi
extending his arm, and the patient is a relativ cight physical object
ithin grasping distance of the agent. Because the agent is the recipient, 2 C
m:mbg movi:‘gg: only the patient need move. Moreover, the agent may take sometl‘tuur:ig
and then drop it or lose it before actuallytgaving_ ital firmly :‘l‘xe m:gg:fsfﬁgﬁ; 1:;?5“ th:
i i it is not the typical case. In the typical case, r ives U
;)sam“;?'t;ssr:s?ﬂt oftyﬂlxae taking. For this reason, we have listed the condition ‘A

receives P* as a default.

Take-2: take Patient to Recipient

LINKED TO: Take-1
DIFFERENCE: A#R

Example: the messenger took the book to Mary

i ition i kept constant across
assume as a hypothesis that the ACT gondmon is to be ! !
sensesw\:henever possiblg.p:ince that is the most important pz:lt :;f the sceenf: ﬂ(li;ltv;:: :kues
- inimal variant of take-1. The minimal di erence n take-
tzaktl‘:ezageutml i‘:: rsleb?‘tl:es raegilpuilgt. This entails that the movement from origin to destination
is locomotion on the part of the agent, since the recipient ig at the destination, the agclr;;
no longer is, and so the agent must move to the destination if the ACT condition is to



kept constant. An additional

the recipient is profiled, consequence is that the agent’s movement of the patient 1

Take-3: take Patient to Destination
LINKED TO: Take-2
DIFFERENCE: SETTINGS ARE PROFILED

CON. :

SEQUENCES: § AND R ARE OPTIONAL; RESULT IS OPTIONAL
Examples:; |
1 took the book home,

! 100k one suitcase 1 Bali
Take a cookie with you,

Take-4: take action at Patient

LINKED TO: Take-2

DIFFERENCE: THE METAPHOR THAT APPLYING FORCE IS TRANSFERRIN(C
AN OBJECT

Example: I took a punch at him

Take-5: take action from agent
LINKED TO: Take-4

DIFFERENCE: RESULT IS PROFILED
CONSEQUENCE: R IS SUBJECT

Example:  took a punch from him

Take-4 is a minimal variant of take-2, which is a transfer of a patient by an agent to
a recipient. The relation between take-2 and take-4 is metaphorical. In the metaphor, a
quick, forceful action is understood as an object delivered by the agent to the patient.

Source domain; taking
Target domain: performing a quick forceful action

Agent — agent

Patient — quick, forceful action

Recipient — patient
Notice that the patient in the target domain (e.g., punching) is the recipient in the source
domain (taking), while the action in the target domain is the source domain patient.
Since there is a patient in both source and target domains, and since they are not in a
one-to-one correspondence, it is important not to confuse them, With respect to the syn-
tax, it is the source domain semantic roles (the ones associated with taking) that arc
relevant. Thus, punch, the action that corresponds to the source domain patient, is the
direct object. This aspect of the syntax is a predictable consequence of having such a
metaphorical link.

Another thing that is predicted is the use of ar as opposed to 0. In general, at is
used instead of o when a goal is not necessarily reached. This is part of the meaning of
sense 4, which is why at is used. The reason it is part of the meaning of sensc-4 is as fol-
lows: In take-2, as in take-1, the result condition that R receives P is optional, since
defaults by their very nature are optional. In take-1 and take-2, the preposition fo is used
since the patient reaches the destination setting, even though there may or may not be any
receiving by a recipient located in that setting. When you are delivering an object, the
difference usually doesn’t matter; if it reaches the neighborhood of the recipicnt, that is
good enough, since things in his immediate neighborhood are still in his control. But with
a punch it is a different matter. Getting close isn't good enough. Unless the punch is



received, the metaphorical patient, the X
Toelved. & .pun.ch, doesn t reach its destinatio
that the punch reach its destination, since the reception conditi;:'n lsB::)tiit::aln.m

) TaketSdiffersﬁomtakeJinthatmemunispn_)ﬁled.mdasaoonsequenceis

leads to a syntactic difference Siny ipient i
grounded, iy e it vy ce the recipient is profiled while the agent is back-

y §a sh .

typically does at the theater. i i
standing for the entire m?;m 1. the going there part of the scenario is metonymically

The precise characterization of thi
the range of possible examples: this metonymy is somewhat complex. Consider first

-Harry went to prison.
-Max went to work.

-Sam went to a restaurant_
~Irv went to the store,
-Maxine went to church.
-Sadie went to the doctor.
-Ron went to the bank.
-Mark went to class,

case, going 10 D s i i
boend tands metonymically for doing C. Let us call this the Going-to-D

The Going-to-D Schema

C = a conventional activity with i
N acon
D = public establishment where C take‘;egluaz:?l putpose.

METONYMY: Going to D stands for doing C.

The sense of take in Sam took Sadlie to the em:
a0 e ‘ i i
But it involves a restricted version of it. In &e fol‘l’::;;; ‘::::lsv s the Going:to-D schema,

-John took Mary to the restaurant.

-Mark took Suzie to the concert.
-Sam took his son to the ballgame.

the agents (John, Mark, and Sam) are all taking part in the activity C

However, in cases like

-Max took Sadie to the doctor.
-Sam took Molly to the bank.
-Harry took his son to class.

there is no implication that the agent is taking part in the activity that normally takes
place at the destination. In these cases, the Going-t0-D Schema is not invoked for the
agent. What distinguishes the first set of cases from the second is that, in the first set, C is
a recreational activity, while in the second set, it is not. Thus, we can represent the sensc

of take in the first set of examples as follows:

Take-6: take to the movies

LINKED TO: take-3

DIFFERENCE: ADD Going-to-D Schema
RESTRICTIONS:

C is recreational.
P is human.

CONSEQUENCE: A doesn't kave P in the sense of possession, but remains in charge of
P.

The tricky part of this account is the notion "in charge of". Thus, John took Mary
10 a restaurant could be true in this sense even if he was not in charge of transporting her
there. So far as we can tell, the notion "in charge of” is simply vague and varies a great
deal from case to case.

Let us tum now 1o expressions such as take a whiff, take a sniff, take a look, take a
glance, take a glimpse, take a 1aste, etc. We need 1o account for the relationship between
take in these expressions and some other more basic sense of take. We also need to
describe what take means here, and why it is take that is used in these cases. We also
need to explain why such seemingly parallel examples as *take a stare, *take a leer, etc.

are ill-formed.

The usual account of these cases is no account at all — it is just a list of para-
phrases, with no description of the semantics of take in these cases. While we do not
claim that the cases that occur are completely predictable, it appears that take in such
cases is a metaphorical use of take-1, which is a special case of the very general metaphor
PERCEIVING IS RECEIVING, according to which perception is the reception or taking in of



sense impressions, Briefly, the meta i
. phorical mapping is of the followi :
Source Domain: receiving i fom:
Target Domain; perceiving

Patient — Percept
Agent/Recipient — Perceiver
EuS.E._nE —» Sense organ
WM%SS:N — Perceiving
ent moves to Recipient —» Percept moves to percei
Recipient _E Patient + Patient is available for wwmaaum.m use
= Perceiver has percept available for use

This m.:nsgo_. interacts with a general process i i i i

Mﬂﬂ W.a “ m_.oau_ng action an asa bounded __”_Ewam.mh:ww.agiao: ”aﬂam.nnnmmu“o% o

100l E " m %m%_.,_ﬂma etc. What is special about this sense, is that it includes the aa8=§=

Thhos, o sap g ww a mwoao.E stands for the percept. It is the percept that is "taken 5«

o nding uoaa. 2 action of perceiving, which is metonymically mapped onto 5.n

¢ :83»: v pt. By 9» wgma.— 92.%:2 of perception-as-reception, the i
patient which an agent/recipient "takes” in the sense of take-] T permeptis

This analysis answers a number of questions:;

—Why are the acts of perceiving typicall
y ar y short ones (peeks, whiffs, etc, j
MMMM Momanw_a Bwo &wn-ﬂm_i.moa the %m»ﬁ..v»no:m is a small physical oawmnwcﬁo_n_._cwm_.::_”
! pping, the size of the physical object is mapped onto the duration of the

action, yielding shont actions in th : f
cases like taking a long look. i the default case, though still allowing for non-default

—Why doesn’t *zake a stare occur? B inalization process
perfective actions, and stare is inherently mavou.wnmmnz one only applies o
—Why is the source coded with of instead of f :
. ur om? Take-1 has i i i
%thoﬂam Is partitive rather than locative; in this case of is used .M %Mﬂhﬁcwirmg
P%~.in take a slice of the roastbeef on the table, the roastbect is the whol of ahion

the slice is part. Similarly, i j i
Dot ot e . Y, in take @ whiff of this roastbeef, the whiff is metaphorically a

Take-7: Take a glance at
LINKED TO: Take-1

DIFFERENCE: THE METAPHOR THAT PERCEIVING IS RECEIVING

m_.%o.“_dnmo seven senses taken together form a network with the following link-types and
1 to 2: semantic role differentiati
2 10 3: profile shift ® ton SR
2 10 4: metaphor (M)
4 to 5: profile shift (P)
3 10 6: frame addition (F)
1 to 7: metaphor (M)

Conclusion

What we have just scen is that it is not an arbitrary fact that the same word take is
used in all these seven senses. There are generalizations govemning the relationships
among these senses, and lexical network representations using the theory of minimal
differences can account for them. The difference between a network structure and a list
is critical here, There are not just some random similarities and differences among the
senses. Rather, the differences are minimal and of a restricted number of types. Only a
network structure permits the statement of the minimal differences. We predict that the
same types of links will occur in other lexical networks.

One of the most striking things about this lexical network representation is that all
of the minimal differences are semantic in nature, despite the fact that the various senses
have a great many syntactic differcnces. All of the syntactic differences are predictable
from the minimal semantic differences.

Profile-shift occurs twice in the network, which suggests to us that as more such
cases are investigated more and more instances of profile-shift should show up. We feel it
is an extremely basic kind of semantic relation, as Langacker and Talmy have repeatedly
suggested. But what is most remarkable about profile shift is that it can give rise to
important and noticeable truth-conditional differences, as in the relationship between
take-4 (Sam took a punch at Harry) and take-S (Harmry took a punch from Sam); in the
latter case, Sam connected, though in the former case he did not nccessarily connect.

Finally, and most importantly, we have shown that the lexicon is govemed by
explanatory principles. It is anything but a mere list of irregularities, and characterizing
the relations among entries is fundamental to the study of semantic theory.
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EXPERIMENTAL PHONOLOGY

John J. Ohala
University of California, Berkeley

This paper is an advertisement for Experimental Phonology. I
will try to promote an approach to phonology that I think will do
for the field what Buddhism promises to do for the soul: to
permit it to escape the endless and agonizing cycle of birth and
death of trendy theories, schools, frameworks, etc. and achieve
oneness with the spirit and principles that guide all scientific
endeavor, be it physics, chemistry, physiology, psychology, or
linguistics. The structure of my paper will be as follows:

--To characterize briefly what experimental phonology is.

--To counter certain myths or misconceptions about experi-
mental phonology.

--To provide examples of phonological experiments.

1. WHAT IS EXPERIMENTAL PHONOLOGY?

Undoubtedly the popular image of an experimental discipline
includes complicated procedures or instruments. But this is a
false image: first, the complexity is unessential and complex
instrumentation by itself does not make an undertaking experimen-
tal. William Harvey conducted some of the first physiological
experiments with 1little more equipment than a few tourniquets.
What is essential for experimentation is an attitude: first, a
keen awareness that the world is not necessarily as it may seem,
i.e., that our sense-impressions and therefore the opinions and
beliefs based on them may be faulty, and, second, the willingness
to actively do something to compensate for or correct these poten-
tial errors by making observations under carefully controlled
conditions. Pasteur (and others before him) doubted the apparent
evidence of spontaneous generation of, for example, bacterial
growth in food because he guessed that we might be unable to
detect the minute air-borne spores that produced the bacteria. He
therefore contrived a situation where foodstuff was left open to
the air but where air-borne micro-organisms were prevented from
reaching it. He demonstrated that under such circumstances the
food remained unspoiled, thus further undermining the doctrine of
spontaneous generation. What made his actions experimental was
taking pains to make observations whose evidential value on the
issue at hand would not be distorted by unwanted sources of error.
As a field matures and accumulates more experience with experimen-
tation it (a) learns of more potential sources of error and ways
to compensate for them and (b) begins to ask questions of a more
detailed sort which requires ever more careful observations. This
is where the complicated instruments and procedures may enter in--
simply as a natural outgrowth of the epistemological development
of the discipline.



