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LINGUISTICS 

C A U S A T 1 V E S A N D I N C H O A T I V E S I N E N G L I S H A N D T H E I R 
T R E A T M E N T I N R E C E N T L E X I C O G R A P H I C P R A C T I C E * 

LEONHARD LIPKA 

München U n i v e r s i t y 

1. G e n e r a l P r o b l e m s 
1.0. The latest edition of the Oxford A d v a n c e d L e a r n e r ' s D i c t i o n a r y of 

C n r r e n t E n g l i s h defines i n c h o a t i v e 1 as "expressing the beginning of an action 
or state". A s an advanced learner, let me begin the action of reading this paper 
by saying that it has been caused by a letter from Prof. Quirk, who is therefore 
the "instigator of the act ion" and also " typica l ly animate". H e thus fits 
Fil lmore 's defmition of the A g e n l i v e case, and is consequently t he^nme mover 
behind m y attempts to deal wi th causatives and inchoatives in Engl ish. 

1.1. Somuch has been wri t ten in the last fifteen years on causatives that 
reading a list of the most important publications alone would take up the 
time available for my paper. I t would be hopeless to t ry to review the litera-
ture, so let me only refer you to Kas tovsky (1973) and Farber (1976) for 
causatives, to Shibatani (1976) for arguments for and against Generative 
Semantics, and to L i p k a (1976) for complementary aspects of Case Gram mar 
and Generative Semantics. 

* 1 would liko to thank Y . Ikogami, D. Kastovsky and J . Monaghan for vciy helpful 
comrnents on an earlier version of this paper whieh was read at the 1 Ith Triennial Confer­
ence of the International Association of University Professors of English at Aberdeen 
on 25 Angnst ] 980. 

1 Y . Ikegami (personal communication) lias pointed out to me that the notion 
'inclioative' is far from being well-defmed and contains heterogeneous types of aspect, 
such as e.g. the resultative or "egressive" become r i e h as opposed to the ingressive catch fire 
'begin to burn', that might be captured by metalinguistic construets such as COME TO 
vs. GO TO. The Situation is similar with 'causatives', which must not be considered as 
in binary Opposition to 'non-causatives'. This is true. However, the intention of the 
present paper is not to set up a detailed sub-classification, but to stress tlie connection 
of inclioatives and causatives, their discussion in linguistic tlieory, and the practice follow-
ed by dictionary-writers. Cf. Lipka (1972:61 — 72, 1979) for the semantic components 
BECOME and CAUSE. 
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I n the following I shall discuss various types of causatives and inclioatives 
i n Engl ish , i n particular those whieh can be considered as deadjectival and 
denominal derived verbs. Basical ly, m y approach w i l l be analyt ic , and I 
therefore adopt the listener's or reader's point of view. 

I w i l l compare morphologically complex verbs w i t h the lexica l decom-
position of simple items carried out in Generative Semantics w i t h a view 
to how these two analyses correspond to the practice of lexicographers. A 
number of problems concerning evidence from morphology for semantic 
analysis are then taken up. After this, contextual approaches to causatives 
and inchoatives are reviewed i n connection wi th possible generalizations 
and innovative uses of language. Throughout the paper I w i l l draw main ly on 
material from two recent dictionaries: the L o n g m a n D i c t i o n a r y of G o n t e m -
p o r a r y E n g l i s h ( L D C E ) and the revised and updated impression of the O x f o r d 
A d v a n c e d L e a r n e r ' s D i c t i o n a r y of C n r r e n t E n g l i s h (1980) ( O A L D ) . These 
dictionaries have been chosen beeause they are widely used, and especially 
since their relatively compact format allows the reflection of actual present-day 
usage. We w i l l see that dictionaries often do not draw a l ine between linguistic 
knowledge and explanation and extralinguistic encyclopedic Information. 

I hope to be able to show that the dictionaries, nevertheless, reflect the 
fact that there is some generalization possible in the lexicon of Engl i sh , de-
spite its irregularity, and that the lexicon must be distinguished from creative 
uses of language i n context, which allow non-lexicalized nonce-formations. 

1.2. When discussing the ({aspect of the verb" . Ot to Jespersen i n his 
P h i l o s o p h y of G r a m m a r (1924 : 287f). argues that, amongst others, a "distinc-
t ion between stabil i ty and change" must be made, which m a y be expressed 
by a pair of verbs such as have and get, or be and become (and i ts synonyms 
get, t u r n , g r o w ) . H e points out that there is a difference between be m a r r i e d 
and get m a r r i e d — which wi l l not surprise even the non-linguists — and that 
certain intransitive and transitive verbs can be derived from adjectives. 
Thus r i p e n and s l o w ( d o w n ) denote change of becoming, while flauen, i v e a k e n 
etc. are causatives. M a n y formations may be used both t rans i t ively and i n -
transitively. Jespersen further remarks that similar changes can be expressed 
by other means, such as f a l l asleep, go t o sleep, get t o Jcnow and b e g i n t o l o o h . 
Eor Jespersen, inchoatives and causatives are consequently taken together, 
since they both denote a change as opposed to non-chajnge. 

2. I n c h o a t i v e s a n d c a u s a t i v e s : a C l a s s i f i c a t i o n 
2. Causative and inchoative change-of-state verbs and paral lel syntactic 

groups may be classified i n the following way (cf. D i rven and Radden 1977 : 151, 
153, 162. Kas tovsky 1973 : 266—73): 

1. d i a c h r o n i c a l l y r e l a t e d p a i r s : 
(1) fa l l - feil 
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sit — set 
l ie — l a y 
füll - fill2 

There is an etymological connection, but no synchronic derivational relation-
ship. 

2. s y n c h r o n i c a l l y r e l a t e d p a i r s : 
(2) ha rd — hard/en 

solid — solid \ify 
legal — legal/ize 
dry — d r y / 0 
hyphen — hyphen/a^e 
a tom — atom/ize 
but ter — but ter /0 
cash — cash/0. 

The verbs in this group can be considered to be derived from adjectives or 
nouns. The inchoative or causative meaning is represented on the surface by 
morphological means, i.e. Suffixes. I have here disregarded prefixes, such as 
en- in encage, or be- in b e l i t t l e . The problem of zero-derivation, as instanced 
by the verbs t o d r y , t o b u t t e r , and t o cash, but also possibly by the transitive 
causative verbs t o o p e n , t o b r e a k , and t o m a r c h w i l l be taken up later. 

3. e x p l i c i t c o n s t r u c t i o n s w i t h a n i n c h o a t i v e o r c a u s a t i v e a u x i l i a r y : 
(3) get, g o , g r o w , t u r n pale, 

become wa rm, mad; 
make legal, drunk, known, 
cause to go, collapse, die. 

Semantic distinctions between the various inchoative auxiliaries and their 
collocations are investigated in B a l d (1972 : 95—106). I n Leech (1969 : 20f.) 
two different iCs3^stems of c a u s a t i o n " are distinguished: "weak caiisation" 
(expressed by l e t , a l l o w etc.) and "strong causation" (expressed by mähe, 
c o m p e l etc.) (cf. L i p k a 1972 : 63). I n a l l these cases syritactic means, i.e. analy-
tical constructions, are used to express inchoative or causative meaning, 
instead of morphological or synthetic means. 

4. e x p l i c i t c o l l o c a t i o n s : 
(4) b e g i n to look, s t a r t to burn, 

f a l l asleep, i l l , 
c a t c h fire, sight of, cold; 

2 As was pointed out in the discussion by A. F i l l , fill and füll may also be seen as 
synchronically related. However, this is certainly not a productive word-formative pattern. 
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p u t to sleep, 
set fire to, on fire/ 
sleep sober, push open; 
chop down, knock up. 

This group is only gradually distinct from the previous one. Fo r example, 
B a l d counts f a l l in f a l l i l l amongst the copulative verbs in Engl ish belonging 
to the sub-class become. I consider verbs in this group as not being auxiliaries. 
One might object, i t is true, that become and cause are also not auxiliaries 
properly speaking, but rather a sort of pro-verb. Very often such explicit 
collocations are idiomatic. Verb-adjective constructions and deverbal verb-
-particle constructions constitute a special group which cannot be discussed 
here (cf. L i p k a 1972 116-20) . 

The L D C E defines c a t c h fire as cto begin to burn ' and set o n fire or set fire 
t o as 'to light (somethingnot really meant toburn) ' . In one of its useful U S A G E -
notes (s.v. fire) and the explanation for them (xxviii) i t points out that people 
set fire to things (either b}' accident or on purpose) and that things c a t c h 
fire. The intentional or uuintentiona causative collocation set fire t o is thus 
paraphrased b}^ the simple lexical i tem t o l i g h t , which is defined in the first of 
its senses as 'to (cause to) start to burn' , wi th the auxil iary cause in parentheses 
or round brackets. The superficially simple verb l i g h t can thus be either i n ­
choative or causative. Paraphrasing simple lexical items, in order to carry 
out a semantic analysis and establish their so-called 'atomic predicates' is 
at the basis of the classical procedure of l ex i ca l decomposition' in the theory 
of Generative Semantics (cf. L i p k a 1976). We w i l l return presently to this 
subject. 

Wha t is relevant at the moment is to ascertain that morphologically simple 
verbs, such as t o l i g h t , may also be inchoatives or causatives. This is further 
demonstrated by the fact that the verbs i g n i t e and k i n d l e both receive the 
same paraphrase as t o l i g h t in the L D C E , v iz . 'to (cause to) start to burn ' . 
In the O A L D t o l i g h t is defined as 'cause to begin burning' , wi th b e g i n replacing 
s t a r t in the L D C E . In C O D 6 k i n d l e is paraphrased as either 'catch fire' or 
'set on fire', and i g n i t e as 'set fire to, cause to burn ' or 'take fire'. Thus the 
paraphrasing circle is closed. 

In case you begin or start to wonder whether you have to do w i t h a pyro-
maniac, let me now turn to another nice subject, v iz . to d i e , k i l l , m u r d e r , 
d r o t v n , assassinate, and p u t d o w n . D i e is inchoative, the others are most ly 
causative verbs. The blame for discussing them should not be put on me, 
but rather on such Generative Semanticists as George Lakoff and James 
McCawley. They have concemed themselves with d i e , and its relationship 
t o k i l l i n many scholarly articles. Before broaching this topic, let me now 
introduce a fifth group of causatives, morphologically unrelated j>airs of 
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simple verbs., whose second member is causative and whose first may be 
inchoat ive: 

5. u n r e l a t e d s i m p l e p a i r s : 
(5) die - k i l l 

eat — feed 
l eam — t e a c h 3 

see — show 
know — te i l 
have — give. 

Instances of this k i n d have sometimes been termed 'suppletion', since they 
are s imilar to grammatical suppletion as in go and w e n t or be, a r e , and i s . 
The parallelism between semantic description and analysis of complex lexical 
items and the lexical decomposition of morphologically simple verbs has 
been discussed i n Kas tovsky (1973, 1981) and L i p k a (1976, 1979, 1981). One 
may argue that the discipline of word-formation, which is concerned wi th 
morphologically structured verbs, may provide evidence for specific semantic 
analyses of lexemes. In the theory of Generative Semantics, to which we w i l l 
now turn , besides syntactic and logical arguments, paraphrasing has mainly 
been used for performing the decomposition of simple lexemes into so-called 
^atomic predicates'. 

3. The G e n e r a t i v e Semantics a p p r o a c h 
3.1. I n Iiis dissertation of 1965, published under the t i t le I r r e g u l a r i t y i n 

Syntax i n 1970, George Lakoff (1970 : 33f.) argued that inchoative sentences 
such as (6b) and (6c) and (7b) and (7c) are synonymous and should therefore 
be derived froan "vevy s imi lar" deep structures, and transformationally 
related to the sentences (6a) and (7a): 

(6a) The sauce is i h i c k + inchoative pro-verb => 
(6b) The sauce thickeneä 
(6c) The sauce became i h i c k + causative pro-verb => 
(6d) John thickeneä the sauce 

(7a) The iron is l i q u i d + inchoative pro-verb => 
(7b) The iron l i q u e f i e d 
(7c) The iron became l i q u i d . 

3 As Y . Ikegami has mentioned, one can certainly teach someone something without 
necessarily causing him to l e a r n , and the notion of activity is perhaps more important in 
•such pairs than that of causativity. However, it is also useful to draw attention to the 
semantic relationship in such pairs, which Fillmore (1968:30f.) was the first to do (cf. 
also Kastovsky 1973:258f. and 273 for the "double causative" teach). Cf. the discussion 
of the notion of transitivity and causativity in connection with two-place verbs such 
4äs eat in Lipka (1972:61-6 and 48-51). 
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A n "inchoative pro-verb" is postulated to be contained i n such verbs as 
t h i c k e n and l i q u e f y , para l le l to the overt inchoat ive auxi l ia ry become i n (6c) 
and (7c). 

S imi la r ly , a "causative pro-verb" is assumed to be present i n the transit ive 
verb t h i c k e n (1970 : 42f.) i n the sentence (6d), and i t is claimed that the same 
relationship exists between t h e sauce and i h i c k i n a l l three sentences (6a), 
(6b), and (6d), but obviously also i n (6c). A causative transformation is said 
to operate on inchoative verbs, which i n tu rn are the product of an inchoative 
rule. The under lying structure for the sentence (6d) is consequently claimed. 
to contain bo th the inchoative and the causative pro-verb. 

Lakof f (1970 : 98ff.) already carried over these theoretical proposals to 
such pleasant examples as k i l l , d i e , and dead. H e analyses k i l l as meaning 
'to cause (someone) to die 5 and considers it as "hav ing the same lexical meaning 
as d i e " (cf. also F i l lmore 1968 : 30). I t is i r r egu lä r , however, i n being "an 
absolute exception to the causative transformation". D i e , i n turn , which is 
paraphrased as 'to come to be dead', is said to have the same meaning as 
d e a d but to be an exception to the inchoative transformation. No te that in 
German the transit ive verb töten, which is the equivalent of k i l l , is obviously 
derived from the adjective t o t , the equivalent of dead, while the inchoative 
verb sterben is unrelated to either. Such cross-linguistic observations, in m y 
opinion, lend further support to the posit ion of the Generative Semanticists. 

I n the O A L D k i l l is defined as 'put to death, cause the death o f w h i l e 
the L D C E gives the classical paraphrase of Generative Semantics 'to cause 
to die ' . Other items from this area, v i z . causative and inchoative d r o w n and 
the pure ly causative m u r d e r and assassinate cannot be decomposed without 
residue into atomic predicates and require addit ional semantic features. I n the 
O A L D d r o w n is defined as '(cause sb to) die i n water because unable to breathe' 
while L D C E gives two entries: 1. die b y being uncler water for a long t ime' , 
and 2.' k i l l by holding under water for a long t ime' . This does not include the 
case of e.g. drowning cats by throwing them into the water. B o t h dictionaries, 
clearly, give extensive encyclopeclic Information, besicles providing a l i n -
guistic explanat ion. 

F o r m u r d e r , as another h y p o n y m of k i l l , they both mention the same addi­
t ional semantic elements, v iz . 'unlawful ly ' and 'on purpose', which are obvio­
usly not atomic predicates. Assassinate requires a part icular object, speeified 
as a 'po l i t ic ian ' or 'ruler' i n both dictionaries, and the further component 
'for po l i t i ca l reasons 'also mentioned by both. The L D C E i n i ts paraphrase 

4 Both 'unlawfully' and 'on purpose', as well as Lakoff's COME A B O U T , are clearly 
morphologically complex and therefore already superficially decomposable and non-
atomic. As mentioned in the discussion, the atomicity of 'atomic predicates' is notoriously 
problematical. Cf. Lipka (1976) and especially (1979) for surface strueture evidence for 
semantic components. 
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gives the alternative 'for po l i t i ca l reasons or reward ' and uses the hyponym 
m u r d e r instead of k i l l . S t i l l another specihc objeet is required for p u t d o w n , 
marked i n the L D C E as euphemistic and defined as 'to k i l l (an animal), esp. 
because of o ld age or illness'. F r o m a l l this i t should be clear that a simple 
decomposition into 'atomic predicates' 4 , i n the manner of Generative Seman­
tics, is not sufrlcient for an adequate descripti lon of these causatives and in ­
choatives, as i t is to be found i n the dictionaries. I t is therefore not surprising 
that the Generative Semantics should have restrieted themselves to the simple 
cases of k i l l and d i e (and never mention d e a d e n ) . 

3.2. Lakoff ' s proposals have been widely publ ic ized, or made public , i n 
several later articles of Iiis, but especially i n many publications by James 
McCawley . The inchoative and causative pro-verbs have become the so-called 
atomic predicates B E C O M E and C A U S E , as i n the analyses o i d i e as B E C O M E 
N O T A L I V E and k i l l as C A U S E B E C O M E N O T A L I V E . They must be 
considered elements of the metalanguage, not ident ical w i t h the object-language 
verbs become and cause of Eng l i sh , wh ich tu rn up in paraphrases used for the 
postulation of lex ica l decomposition. 

The analysis of k i l l and d i e , which is the stock example of Generative 
Semantics, has been revised i n more recent articles b y McCawley , where a 
new atomic predicate D O is introduced. I have argued i n L i p k a (1976) that 
there are a number of correspondences between Generative Semantics and 
Fi l lmore 's Case Grammar and tha t the presence of the melal inguist ic nnit 
D O m the verb ]s equivalent to the addit ion of an A g e n t i v e case i n its context 
i n Fi l lmore 's framework. B o t h theories are therefore to some extent com-
plementary. 

I f the intransit ive verb b r e a k in (8a) is analysed as containing the atomic 
predicates B E C O M E N O T W H O L E , then the t ransi t ive verb b r e a k i n (8b) 
can either be interpreted as containing the addi t ional predicates C A U S E , 
or D O and C A U S E , or being the same verb i n a different context (cf. L i p k a 
1976 : 120f., 126f.). 

(8a) The window b r o k e B E C O M E N O T W H O L E 
(8b) John b r o k e the window + A g e n t i v e = + (DO) C A U S E 

Fi l lmore i n (1968) and other articles explains such ident i ty of meaning i n 
various contexts wi th the not ion of different 'case frames', i n wh ich such 
verbs may be inserted. 

A th i rd possibil i ty of analysing the transit ive causative verb b r e a k wou ld 
be to consider i t as derived from the intransi t ive inchoative verb b y means of a 
zero-morpheme. This proposal is based on its different meaning and its paral-
lel ism w i t h overt derivatives such as a t o m / i z e 'cause to become atoms, convert 
into atoms' and l e g a l j i z e 'cause to become legal, make legal ' (cf. L i p k a 1976: 
129). 
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4. M o r p h o l o g i c a l evidence f o r s e m a n t i c a n a l y s i s 
4.1. Superf ic ia l^ simple lexemes — whether analysable as zero-derivat-

ives or not — and their semantic analysis have been the main concern of 
Generative Semantics. Overt derivatives, which are clearly morphologically 
structured, on the other hand, appear to provide surface structure evidence 
for similar lexical decomposition. However, there are not only exceptions to 
derivative patterns — as Lakoff had noticed — but also other irregularities, 
pa r t ly due to the process of lexicalization, which must be considered, i f word-
formation is adduced as morphological evidence for semantic analysis. There 
<exist several problems and diffieiilties for such an approach which, nevertheless, 
do not constitute true counter-arguments i n m y opinion. 

4.2.1. F i r s t ly , there is ambiguity. A superficially identical suffix may be 
used to clerive inchoatives as well as causatives. Thus, e.g. Anderson (1971 : 67) 
points out that -en derives both inchoatives and causatives from adjectives 
-as seen in the following: 

(9a) The rope was s l a c k 
(9b) The rope s l a c k e n e d 
(9c) Egbert s l a c k e n e d the rope. 

This , according to the L D C E , also holds for b l a c k e n , h a r d e n , r e d d e n , s o f t e n , 
tveaken, Lakoff 's t h i c k e n , and others. Ambigu i ty as to inchoative or causative 
sense is also to be found wi th zero-derivatives, which Anderson does not 
discuss. 

For the lexicographer such ambiguity is no problem and the two possible 
eeonomical Solutions may be illustrated wi th the entries for b l a c k e n i n the 
O A L D and L D C E : 

(10) b l a c k e n : 
O A L D . . . vt, v i . . . make or become black. . . 
L D C E . . . v ... to (cause to) become black or clark... 

The same procedure is followed in both dictionaries in the case of s o l i d i f y , 
defined as 'make or become solid ' in the O A L D and 'to (cause to) become 
solid, hard, or firm" in the L D C E . 

4.2.2. The second difficulty for morphological evidence is the opposite 
case, v iz . that several Suffixes may derive inchoatives or causatives from the 
same basis. Thus besides b l a c k e n — and verb-particle constructions l ike b l a c k 
o u t and b l a c k u p (cf. L i p k a 1972 : 90, esp. fh. 17) — there is also a transit ive 
verb t o b l a c k , interpretable as a zero-derivative, which has the more specific 
meaning 'make black (of boots or eyes)' and 'declare black' i n the sense of 
'not to be handled' as in the example t h e s t r i k e r s b l a c k e d t h e s h i p j c a r g o . 

Alongside causative and inchoative l i q u e f y , there is also a more specialized 
transitive l i q u i d i z e , paraphrased as 'crush, e.g. fruit, vegetables, to a l iqu id 
purp* i n the O A L D , and more accurately as 'to crush (esp. fruit or vegetables) 
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into a l iquid-Iike form or juice' i n the L D C E . Here again, the speeification of 
the process c r u s h , by which the change of state is caused, represents a piece of 
encyclopedic Information. 

There seems to be a wide-spreacl belief that l i q u e f y is rather technical 
and scientific, as wi th most derivatives in -ify. B u t i f one trusts the following 
entry in the L D C E , this must be called i n doubt: 

(11) L D C E : l i q u e f y . . . to (cause to) become l iquid: 

B u t t e r l i q u e f i e s i n h e a t . 

The C O D 6 defines the verb thus: 

(12) C O D 6 : bring (solid or gas) or come into l iquid condition. 
A former colleague of mine, Dr . James Monaghan, has carried out a test 

w i th twelve native Speakers, which shows that there is far from complete 
agreemerit as regards the acceptability of collocations wi th l i q u e f y , l i q u i d i z e , 
and m e l t . A l though there is a general feeling that l i q u e f y denotes a change 
from gas to l iqu id (which contradicts Lakoff and the L D C E ) and m e l t a 
change from solid to l iquid , due to heat, a number of persons queried the 
collocation of l i q u e f y and s t e a m , and three accepted that of l i q u i d i z e and i r o n . 
I n the case of e q u a l i z e vs. t o e q u a l the distinction seems to be quite clear-cut. 
The former is apparently only causative, while the latter, interpretable as a 
zero-derivative, is neither causative nor inchoative, but stative wi th the 
meaning 'be equal to ' and therefore transitive, as a relational predicator. 

W i t h q u i e t e n vs. t o q u i e t there is s t i l l another complementary distribution, 
since the former, which is both causative and inchoative, seems to occur 
mainly in B r i t i s h Engl ish , while the latter is restricted to American Engl ish . 
S imi la r but inverse distribution is found wi th the non-causative b u r g l a r i z e 
vs. t o b u r g l e where the overt derivative is chiefly American Engl ish. 

4.2.3. A s the previous examples show, Systematically possible derivatives 
may be restricted to specific speech communities, may have a fixed Interpre­
tat ion, or occur only i n particular registers. This phenomenon may be captured 
by the concept of 'norm', as introduced into linguistics by Eugenio Coseriu. 
According to h im, the norm of a language can be seen both as a social Con­
vention and as a th i rd level of abstraction, i n between de Saussure's l a n g u e 
and p a r o l e . The 'norm' accounts for the i r regulär deviations from the System 
of a language on the morphological and syntactic plane, as well as for speci­
fic fixations and the acceptability of unsystematic collocations. 

I th ink that this concept is also useful for explaining the th i rd problem tied 
up wi th morphological evidence for semantic analysis, v iz . that certain 
Suffixes only occur in one Interpretation i n particular derivatives. Thus, 
although - i z e is almost exclusively used for deriving causatives from adjecti-
ves and nouns, m a t e r i a l i z e may have an inchoative meaning, which, besides 
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others, is paraphrased in the O A L D as 'take material form'. Sympathize is 
defined in the L D C E as 'feel or show sympathy' where the underlying predicate 
is not really C A U S E but rather H A V E . Used as an intransitive verb, s y m b o l i z e 
is paraphrased i n both dictionaries as 'be a Symbol of' which results in the 
underlying stative predicate B E . S o c i a l i z e also, besides having two causative 
senses, must be assigned an underlying predicate B E i n the meaning given 
as 'spend time wi th others i n a friendly way ' i n the L D C E . I n this sense i t 
is derived from the adjective s o c i a l as i n man i s a s o c i a l a n i m a l . This adjective 
is also the basis, i n the technical sociological causative meaning 'to cause to 
fit into society'. The second causative reading given as 'bring into public 
ownership' i n the L D C E , may be derived from s o c i a l (property), but one 
might also establish a relationship wi th the noun s o c i a l i s m . Consequently 
a number of separate derivatives fal l together in the surface form 
s o c i a l i z e . 

4.2.4. A further problem i n the use of morphological evidence is the in -
fluence of context, both in the sense of linguistic environment and extra-
linguistic knowledge. 

The verb a t o m i z e is defined in the O A L D as 'recluce to atoms' while the 
noun a t o m i z e r is characterized as 'device for producing a fine spray, e.g. of 
perfume'. The l ink wi th this instrument is at the basis of the only definition 
of a t o m i z e given i n the L D C E , v iz . 'to break a l iquid into a mist of spray of 
very l i t t le drops by forcing i t through an instrument ( a t o m i z e r ) and out through 
a very small hole'. Obviously, i n this definition, the nominal base a l o m of the 
verb is no longer motivated, and the Single possible process, denoted by the 
verb, is described b}^ the definition as the only meaning i n use. This loss of 
motivat ion may be interpreted as the result of lexicalization. 

However, i f the sentence t h e b o m b a t o m i z e d t h e c i t y is judged acceptable 
(cf. Kas tovsky 1973:267), and a t o m is defined i n one of its meanings as 'very 
small bi t ' , (as i t is i n fact i n the O A L D ) , then the causative verb a t o m i z e 
must be considered perfectly regulär , w i th the paraphrase 'convert into atoms' 
and the lexical decomposition ' C A U S E B E C O M E atoms'. This example 
shows that the nominal co-text of verbs, such as a t o m i z e — v i z . b o m b and c i t y 
— has to be taken into account for an adequate semantic analysis. It further 
demonstrates that derivation i n principle does not proceed from the global 
meaning of a word, such as s o c i a l or a t o m , but only from part of i ts meaning, 
i n this case from definition 2 i n the O A L D . 

I w i l l briefly discuss two possibilities of capturing the relationship between 
verbs and their subjects and objects, or participants in a sentence, v i z . F i l l ­
more's Case Grammar and the approach to nouns used as verbs i n Clark and 
Clark (1979). B o t h are contextual theories, but only the latter one is a model 
of Interpretation which takes extralinguistic knowledge and innovat ive uses 
of words in context as a starting point. 
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5. C o n t e x t u a l a p p r o a c h e s 
5.1. I n various publications Fi l lmore argues (cf. Kas tovsky 1973:257f., 

L i p k a 1976:126) that such transitive and intransitive verbs as o p e n , b r e a k 
and c o o k represent one and the same lexical i tem, whose inchoative or causa­
t ive meaning is contextually determined. Thus, for example, i t is not necessary 
to distinguish two different verbs b r e a k , as i n the sentences (8a) and (8b) i f 
one recognizes that precisely the noun phrases which appear as subject of the 
inchoative b r e a k can occur as the direct object of the causative b r e a k . 

The addi t ion of a noun phrase in the Agentive case, as in (8b), produces 
the causative variant, which is therefore contextually determined. This, 
according to Fi l lmore , also holds i n principle for the second number of the 
pairs i n (5), such as k i l l , s h o i v , t e i l , t e a c h , g i v e , although in these cases the first 
member is not formally identical, but completely unrelated (cf. Kas tovsky 
1973:258f.). 

There are many verbs i n Engl i sh which can be used i n various syntactic 
frames i n the same form, either intransit ively or transitively, often wi th 
inchoative and causative meaning, such as b r e a k , o p e n , cook, f a i l ; d r y , s p o i l , 
m e l t , freeze, b u r n ; fly, r o l l , i v a l k , m a r c h (as i n J o h n m a r c h e d t h e p r i s o n e r s ) , and 
generally move and c h a n g e . They have been labelled the 'Move and Change-
class' b y Jespersen, and 'ergative verbs' by Lyons (cf. L i p k a 1972:63 fn.72). 
Bas ica l ly their possible causative meaning can be explained in two ways: 
either as inherent i n the verb itself, representecl by atomic predicates such as 
C A U S E and D O , or as a function of the nominal environment as i n Fi l lmore 's 
Case Grammar . 

5.2.1. The contextual approach in Clark and Clark (1979) is very different 
from Fi l lmore 's . The authors are concemed wi th what one may call zero-deri-
ved denominal verbs. However, they do not subscribe to the concept of deri-
va t ion , but rather attempt to determine "the meaning and acceptability of 
innovat ive verbs in various contexts" (1979:767). A l a r g e part of the examples 
they discuss are instrumental verbs, but many others can be analysed as causa­
tives. They develop a "theory of interpretation" which accounts for the 
fact that people can readily create and understand innovative denominal 
verbs as e.g. i n t o p o r c h a newspaper or t o H o u n d i n i one's way o u t of a doset. 
I n their opinion, such verbs, which would tradi t ionally be called "nonce-
formations", constitute a new category, which they call "contextuals". These 
are characterized by having "a shifting sense and denotation" (1979:782). 
According to Clark and Clark (1979:773) 'contextuals' have "an indefinitely 
large number of potential senses, and their interpretation depends on the 
context. . . (and on) the Cooperation of the Speaker and the listen er". 

A t the heart of their theory is a Convention (1979:767, 787) that the Spea­
ker, cooperating with the listener, on the basis of their mutual knowledge. 
means to denote a state, event, or process that he believes the hearer can 
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work out on this occasion. This is clone in such a way, that the nominal basis of 
the derived verb, which they call "parent noun" (e.g. p o r c h or H o u d i n i ) , 
denotes one role in the state, event, or process, and the remaining surface 
arguments of the verb denote other of its roles. Thus, e.g. w i th the class tra-
dit ionally labelled 'omative verbs', as in the expression t o gas t h e c a r , the 
listener knows that the gas goes i n the car (and is therefore an 'Objective' 
deep case). B u t he can also work out the identical relationship in the "hmOva­
t i o n " t o b l a n k e t t h e bed. The same holds in expressions where the 'parent 
noun' is i n the 'Locat ive ' case, both wi th established verbs as in t o kennet 
t h e d o g (where the dog goes in thekennel) and the innovat ion t o r a c k t h e p l a t e s . 

I n the following complaint by a demonstrator 
(13) We t v e r e s t o n e d a n d b o t t l e d by t h e s p e c t a t o r s (1979:785) 
I t is not v e r y difficult to compute the role of the 'parent noun' of the 

innovative verb b o t t l e . I t is not the normal function of bottles, which is reflected 
i n expressions such as t o b o t t l e t h e beer, but i t is perfectly interpretable. 

Clark and Clark argue (1979:798) that people categorize objects, e.g. accord­
ing to their physical characteristics, their ontogeny or their potential roles, 
and that what they call "predominant features" are very important i n this 
respect. A n example of such features which they do not mention, would be 
the object denoted by the noun m u s h r o o m . This can be said to have as pre­
dominant features its shape and its rapid growth. The L D C E mentions three 
different zero-derived verbs, which belong to the norm of Engl ish and are 
therefore not innovations, v iz . 

(14) L D C E : f o m u s h r o o m / . 1. 'to form and spread i n the shape of a 
M U S H R O O M " 
2. 'to grow and devclop fast' 
3. ' togather M U S H R O O M S ' . 

As the lack of corresponding German derivatives sbows, such predominant 
features are not universally exploited in the same way. 

Clark and Clark point out (1979:793) that such features may lead to remar-
kable ambiguity. Thus, the substance denoted b}7 the noun m i l k is said to have 
two features: one based on its ontogeny or origin, the other on its po tent ia l 
roles. M i l k comes from mammary glands and is put into certain foods. This. 
explains the fact that there are two possible causative verbs, t radi t ional ly 
labelled 'privative ' and 'ornative 5 . I n m i l k t h e c o w the verb means ' take m i l k 
out', while in the innovation m i l k t h e t e a it means 'put mi lk i n ' . Other verbs 
wi th such contradictory senses would be c o r k t h e b o t t l e l o a k s , seed t h e l a w n j g r a p e s > 

f n i t h e b o a t j f i s h . 
5.2.2. Including 'innovations' in the analysis and description of causatives 

and inchoatives means that we do not restrict our selves to the verbs which' 
have been actually coined once, and have then entered the lexicon, as the 
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list of verbs which belong to the 'norm 5 of the language, and are included in 
dictionaries. Such established lexemes are affected to a lesser or larger extent 
by idiomatizat ion and other effects of lexicalization. The product ivi ty of inno­
vations is, however, not unrestricted. I w i l l only give one example from what 
Clark and Cla rk (1979:799) call "entrencliement". The fact that the causative 
verb h o s p i t a l i z e is "entrenched" in English. prevents, or "pre-empts", the for-
mat ion of an innovat ive verb t o h o s p i t a l , meaning 'put into hospital ' . 

6. C o n c l u s i o n s 
6.1. F r o m the examples we have discussed we see that lexicographers 

at tempt to capture the various types of causatives and inchoatives that we 
have distinguished. They do not include 'contextuals' or other innovative 
uses of language because the task of the dictionary-makers is to record as 
adequately and economically as possible the 'norm' of the language as i t exists 
at a certain time. A l so , they do not give a consistent and systematic l inguht ic 
analysis, and the incorporation of encyclopedic information often counteracts 
the at tempt to be economical. 

Information as to the acceptable and habitual collocations of the verbs 
und er review is found to some extent i n both recent dictionaries that I have 
drawn upon. Besides quoting typical co-texts, i n the form of syntactic frames-
and lexical environments, extralinguistic context is also referred to in a num­
ber of defmitioiis, as e.g. i n a t o m i z e . 

The generalization that many verbs in Engl i sh — whether derived or 
simple — can be used equally well as inchoatives and causatives is reflected 
i n both dictionaries b y paraphrases such as '(cause to)become... ' — wi th cause 
so to speak "parenthesized" — or 'make or become... '. The former procedure 
corresponds to the classical approach of Generative Semantics and is more 
often found in the L D C E , as can be seen from example (10) b l a c k e n . However;. 
i n some instances i t is used in the O A L D only. The loss of motivation, as one 
result of the lexicalization of established items, is reflected more often and 
more precisely in the L D C E in such entries as l i q u i d i z e 'crush into 1 i quid-1 i ke 
form', b l a c k e n '(cause to) become black or d a r k , s o l i d i f y ' (cause to) become 
solid, h a r d or f i r m ' . However, as we have also seen in such examples as 
d r o w n , l i q u i d i z e , a t o m i z e the L D C E sometimes tends to overstress encyclo­
pedic information at the expense of possible generalizations, and to split up 
words into different lemmas. 

6.2. Generally speaking, morphological evidence for semantic analysis 
is used profltably in the dictionaries, despite the problems that we have in -
vestigated. F i r s t ly , this is done by using explicit inchoative or causative 
constructions, such as those in (3), in the definitions. Sccondly, in the case of 
derived verbs, this is made use of by including the basis of the derivation in 
the paraphrase, in case the relationship is s t i l l motivated. Clearly, there is no 
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one-to-one correspondence between specific Suffixes, and an inchoative or 
causative meaning. A l so , as we have seen, i n many cases a suffix is missing 
altogether. Nevertheless, morphological surface structure can contribute 
to the justification of semantic analyses, not only i n the case of causatives 
and inchoatives, but also i n other areas of the lexicon of Engl i sh , such as pre-
fixal derivatives, Compounds, adjectivalizations, and nominalizations. Used 
with discretion, morphological evidence m a y benefit bo th the professional 
linguist and the contemporary advanced learner. 
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