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The	meaning	of	enormous

Enormous	meaning	in	bengali.	The	same	meaning	of	enormous.	The	meaning	of	enormous	power.	The	meaning	of	enormous	in	arabic.	The	meaning	of	enormous	in	malayalam.	The	nearest	in	meaning	of	enormous.	The	meaning	of	enormous	love.	The	meaning	of	enormous	in	malay.
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innovative	forms	Etymology	iconicity	Internet	lingÃ¼Ãstica	LGBT	lingÃ¼Ãstica	or	iGEM	​​language	Orthography	second-language	acquisi	prescriptivism	Theory	£	Ã§Ã	the	subfield	Portalvte	language	semantics	linguÃsticos	Sema	Sema	¢	¢	lexical	semantics	(m	©	tamba	known	as	lexicosemantics)	as	a	subfield	Sema	¢	semantics	linguÃsticos	the	study	©
the	meaning	of	words.	[1]	[2]	It	includes	the	study	of	how	words	structuring	its	meaning,	how	they	act	in	gramÃ¡tica	and	compositionality,	[1]	and	relaÃ§Ãμes	between	distinct	and	utilizaÃ§Ãμes	senses	of	a	word.	[2]	Analyzing	units	Sema	lexical	semantics	sÃ	£	¢	the	lexical	units	that	include	Na	£-Only	the	words,	but	as	well	©	m	sub-words	or	sub-
units,	such	as	words	and	phrases	and	affixes,	the	same	compound	.	lexical	units	include	the	word	catalog	on	one	language,	the	wool	©	Mexico.	Sema	¢	semantics	lexical	analyzing	how	the	meanings	of	lexical	units	related	to	the	structure	or	syntax	of	the	tongue.	This	Ã	©	referred	to	as	the	interface-Sema	¢	syntax	semantics.	[3]	The	study	of	semantics
lexical	look	Sema	¢:	a	standings	o	£	£	decomposiÃ§Ã	the	lexical	items	Differences	and	similarities	in	the	structure	of	lexical	semantics	Sema	¢	cross-linguistically	the	Interface	£	lexical	meaning	of	the	meaning	of	sentenÃ§ae	syntax.	lexical	units,	Tamba	©	m	referred	to	as	Ã¡tomos	sintÃ¡ticos,	can	stand	alone	as	in	the	case	of	root	words	or	parts	of
compound	words	or	they	necessarily	bind	to	other	units,	such	as	prefixes	and	suffixes	do.	The	first	sÃ	£	called	the	free	morphemes	and	bound	morphemes	Ãºltimos.	[4]	fall	into	a	narrow	range	of	meanings	(EMS	fields	¢	nticos)	and	may	combine	with	each	other	to	generate	new	denotaÃ§Ãμes.	SEMA	cognitive	semantics	¢	Ã	©	linguÃstica	the	paradigm
/	framework	since	the	1980s	has	generated	most	of	the	studies	in	SEMA	¢	lexical	semantics,	introducing	inovaÃ§Ãμes	as	protÃ³tipo	theory	metÃ¡fora	concept	and	SEMA	¢	semantics	of	the	picture.	[5]	lexical	relaÃ§Ãμes:	how	meanings	relate	to	each	other	lexical	items	on	contÃªm	My	Information	category	(lexical	and	sintÃ¡tica)	form	and	meaning.
Sema	¢	semantics	related	to	these	categories,	then	refer	to	each	lexical	item	in	wool	©	Mexico.	[6]	m	©	tamba	lexical	items	can	be	semantically	classified	based	on	whether	their	meanings	sÃ	£	derived	from	the	lexical	units	or	simply	their	surrounding	environment.	lexical	items	attend	regular	padrÃμes	of	£	Association	with	the	other.	Some
relaÃ§Ãμes	between	lexical	items	include	hiponÃmia,	hypernymy,	sinonÃmia	and	antonÃmia	and	homonÃmia.	[6]	HiperÃ'nimo	HiperÃ'nimo	refers	to	an	Interface	between	the	£	a	general	term	Specifics	and	more	terms	that	fall	under	the	category	of	the	general	term.	For	example,	red,	green,	blue	and	yellow	colors	sÃ	£	o	hipÃ³nimos.	They	fall	under
the	general	term	of	color,	which	Ã	©	the	hiperonÃmia.	Taxonomy	showing	hiperonÃmia	"color"	color	(hiperonÃmia)	a	red,	green,	yellow,	blue	(hipÃ³nimos)	hipÃ³nimos	hiperÃ³nimos	and	can	be	described	using	Taxonomy,	as	can	be	seen	in	the	example.	Synonymy	Synonymy	refers	to	words	that	are	pronounced	and	written	differently,	but	contain	the
same	meaning.	Happy,	cheerful,	contented	content	Antónimo	Antão	refers	to	words	related	to	opposite	meanings	among	themselves.	There	are	three	types	of	antagonals:	classified	antagimes,	complementary	antagens	and	relational	antagens.	Dead,	Vivo	[6]	Long	and	short	homonymy	homonymy	refers	to	the	relationship	between	words	that	are
spelled	or	pronounced	in	the	same	way,	but	carry	out	different	meanings.	Bank	(from	Rio)	Banco	(Financial	Institution)	Polysemy	Polysemy	refers	to	a	word	with	two	or	more	related	meanings.	Brilliant	(bright)	bright	(smart)	An	example	of	a	semi-ntica	semi-ntica	semi-unique	lexical	semi-existic	network	also	explores	whether	the	meaning	of	a	lexical
unit	is	established	by	looking	at	your	neighborhood	in	the	semi-network	(Words	that	occur	in	natural	phrases),	or	whether	the	meaning	is	already	contained	locally	in	the	lexical	unit.	In	English,	WordNet	is	an	example	of	a	semi-ntical	network.	He	contains	English	words	that	are	grouped	in	Sinsets.	Some	semi-tempered	relationships	between	these
signs	are	Meronímias,	hypnosis,	synonymous	and	antagonal.	The	semi-tempered	fields	as	lexical	items	maps	in	concepts	proposed	for	the	first	time	by	the	triple	in	the	DÃ	©	Each	of	1930,	[7]	semi-field	theory	proposes	that	a	group	of	words	with	interrelated	meanings	can	be	categorized	under	a	domain	Conceptual	conceptual.	All	this	entity	is	thus
known	as	a	semi-ntical	field.	The	words	boil,	bake,	fry	and	bake,	for	example,	would	fall	under	the	largest	category	of	cooking.	The	theory	of	the	semi-century	field	states	that	the	lexical	meaning	can	not	be	fully	understood,	looking	at	a	word	alone,	but	looking	at	a	group	of	semantically	related	words.	[8]	The	semi-tempered	relationships	may	refer	to
any	relationship	in	significance	between	lexemes,	including	synonymous	(large	and	large),	antagonal	(large	and	small),	hypernymy	and	hypnosis	(pink	and	flower),	conversion	(Purchase	and	sale)	and	incompatibility.	The	semi-area	theory	does	not	have	concrete	guidelines	that	determine	the	extension	of	the	semi-tempered	relations	between	the
lexemas.	The	abstract	validity	of	theory	is	a	matter	of	debate.	[7]	Knowing	the	meaning	of	a	lexical	item,	so	it	means	knowing	the	semi-ntical	ingenues	that	the	word	brings	with	it.	However,	it	is	also	possible	to	understand	only	one	word	from	a	semi-century	field	without	understanding	other	related	words.	Take,	for	example,	a	taxonomy	of	plants	and
animals:	it	is	possible	to	understand	the	pink	and	rabbit	words	without	knowing	what	is	a	clove	or	a	muskrat.	This	is	also	color	applicable,	such	as	understanding	the	red	word	without	knowing	the	meaning	of	scarlet,	but	to	understand	scarlet	without	knowing	that	the	meaning	of	red	may	be	less	likely.	A	semi-century	field	can	be	too	large	or	too	small,
depending	on	the	contrast	level	being	made	between	lexical	items.	While	cat	and	dog	falls	under	the	largest	semi-area	of	​​animal,	including	the	race	of	dog,	such	as	the	German	Shepherd,	would	require	contrasts	among	other	rays	of	dog	(eg	Corgi,	or	Poodle),	further	expanding	the	semi-century	field.	[9]	As	the	lexical	items	map	in	the	event	event
structure	are	defined	as	the	semi-existing	relationship	of	a	verb	and	its	syntactic	properties.	[10]	Event	structure	has	three	primary	components:	[11]	Primitive	event	type	of	ITEM	LIBO	©	Xico	The	composition	rules	of	the	event	The	mapping	rules	for	the	verbs	of	the	lexical	structure	may	belong	to	one	of	the	Three	types:	states,	processes	or
transitions.	(1)	a.	The	door	is	closed.	[11]	b.	The	door	closed.	ç.	John	closed	the	door.	(1a)	defines	the	state	of	the	door	being	closed;	There	is	no	opposition	in	this	predicate.	(1B)	and	(1C)	Both	predicates	showing	transitions	of	the	door,	being	implicitly	open	for	closing.	(1b)	Give	the	intransitive	use	of	the	nearby	verb,	without	explanatory	mention	of
the	cause,	but	(1C)	makes	explanatory	men	involved	in	the	action.	Synthetic	baseline	of	the	event	structure:	a	brief	manatic	semi-historic	From	1960	the	analysis	of	these	different	lexical	units	played	a	decisive	role	in	the	field	of	"generative	lingual"	during	the	DÃ	©	Each	of	1960.	[12]	The	generative	term	was	of	Noam	Chomsky	in	its	syntactic	books
of	books	published	in	1957.	The	managerial	language	term	was	based	on	Chomsky's	geratic	gramatics,	a	linguistic	theory	that	affirms	systematic	sets	of	rules	(X	'theory)	can	predict	grammatical	phrases	of	a	natural	language.	[13]	The	generative	linguática	is	also	known	as	theory	of	connection	by	the	government.	De	1960	generators,	including	Noam
Chomsky	and	Ernst	von	Glasersfeld,	believed	that	the	semi-tempered	relations	between	transitive	verbs	and	intransitive	verbs	were	linked	to	their	independent	synthactic	organization.	[12]	That	meant	that	they	saw	a	simple	verbal	phrase	as	encompassing	a	more	complex	syntactic	structure.	[12]	Lexicalist	theories	in	the	DÃ	©	Each	of	1980	Lexical
theories	have	become	popular	during	the	DÃ	©	Each	of	1980,	and	emphasized	that	the	internal	structure	of	a	word	was	a	matter	of	morphology	and	not	syntax.	[14]	Lexical	theories	emphasized	that	complex	words	(resulting	from	composition	and	repayment	derivation)	have	lexical	entries	that	are	derived	from	morphology,	rather	than	arising	from
overlapping	syntactic	and	phonological	properties	,	as	generating	lingual	predictions.	The	distinction	between	the	generative	linguzyme	and	lexicalist	theories	can	be	illustrated	considering	the	transformation	of	the	word	destroy	the	destruction:	generative	linguity	theory:	it	affirms	the	transformation	of	destroying	the	destroy	As	the	nominal,	the	Nom
+	destroy,	combined	with	phonological	rules	that	produce	exit	destruction.	You	see	this	transformation	as	independent	of	morphology.	Lexicalist	theory:	you	see	destroy	and	destruction	as	having	idiosyncretic	lexical	entries	based	on	your	differences	in	morphology.	He	argues	that	each	morphem	contributes	with	specific	significance.	It	states	that	the
formation	of	the	complex	the	destruction	of	the	word	is	accounted	for	by	a	set	of	lexical	rules,	which	are	different	and	independent	of	the	synthetic	rules.	[14]	A	lexical	entry	lists	the	basic	properties	of	the	whole	word,	or	the	individual	properties	of	the	morphemes	that	compose	the	own	word.	The	properties	of	lexical	items	include	their	C-selection
category	selection,	selection	selection	properties	(also	known	as	semi-ntica	selection	),	[12]	phonologic	and	characteristic	properties.	The	properties	of	the	lexical	items	are	idiosyncretical,	unpredictable	and	contain	specific	information	on	the	lexical	items	they	describe.	[12]	The	following	is	an	example	of	a	wool	input	for	the	verb	Put:	Place:	V
Dpagent	DPEXPerier	/	PPLocative	Lexical	theories	say	that	the	meaning	of	a	word	is	derived	from	his	morphology	or	xoic	of	a	speaker,	And	not	your	syntax.	The	degree	of	influence	of	morphology	in	the	general	gramatic	remains	controversial.	[12]	Currently,	lingers	who	perceive	a	motor	driving	both	morphological	items	and	synthetic	items	are	in
most.	Micro-syntactic	theories:	1990s	until	the	present	until	1990,	Chomsky's	minimalist	framework	on	the	structure	of	language	led	to	sophisticated	survey	of	survey	to	investigate	languages.	[15]	These	probes	of	polls	analyzed	negative	data	on	prescriptive	gramatics,	and	because	of	the	prolonged	projection	proposal	of	Chomsky	in	1986,	the	probes
of	survey	showed	where	the	specifiers	of	a	sentence	They	had	moved	to	fulfill	the	EPP.	This	has	allowed	unions	to	hypothetize	that	lexical	items	with	complex	syntactic	characteristics	(such	as	ditransitive,	incorransitive	and	causative	verbs)	could	select	their	own	specifying	element	within	a	syntax	tree	construct.	(For	more	about	probes,	see	Suci,	G.,
Gammon,	P.,	&	Gamlin,	P.	(1979)).	This	brought	the	focus	back	into	the	Lexical	Semunal	Syntax	interface;	However,	the	synthaceticians	still	sought	to	understand	the	relationship	between	complex	verbs	and	their	related	syntactic	structure,	and	in	what	degree	to	syntax	Projected	from	the	lexical	wool,	as	lexicalist	theories	argued.	In	the	mid-1990s,
Heidi	Harley	linguists,	Samuel	Jay	Keyser,	and	Kenneth	Hale	addressed	some	of	the	implications	placed	by	complex	verbs	and	and	syntax.	Their	proposals	have	indicated	that	predicates	cause	and	become	referred	to	as	subunits	within	a	verb	phrase,	acted	as	a	semi-¢	xico	model.	[16]	Predicates	are	verbs	and	declare	or	affirm	something	on	the
subject	of	the	sentence	or	the	argument	of	the	sentence.	For	example,	the	predicates	were	and	are	here	below	affirm	the	argument	of	the	subject	and	the	state	of	the	matter,	respectively.	Lucy	went	home.	The	parcel	is	here.	The	subunits	of	verbal	sentences	led	to	the	hypothesis	of	the	structure	of	arguments	and	hypotheses	of	verbal	phrase,	both
described	below.	[17]	The	recursion	found	under	the	phrase	of	the	"Umbrella"	verb,	the	VP	shell,	theory	of	binary	ramification	accommodated;	Another	christian	topic	during	the	DÃ	©	1990.	[18]	The	current	theory	recognizes	the	predicate	in	the	position	of	the	specifier	of	a	tree	in	incorrect	/	anticausual	verbs	or	causative	verbs	(transitive)	is	the
which	selects	the	role	of	the	joint	teat	with	a	specific	verb.	[12]	Hale	&	Keyser	1990	Hale	and	Keyser	1990	Structure	Kenneth	Hale	and	Samuel	Jay	Keyser	presented	their	thesis	on	structure	of	lexical	arguments	during	the	beginning	of	the	90's.	[19]	They	argue	that	the	structure	of	the	predicate	argument	is	represented	in	the	syntax	,	and	that	the
synthetic	representation	of	the	predicate	is	a	lexical	projection	of	its	arguments.	Thus,	the	structure	of	a	predicate	is	strictly	a	lexical	representation,	where	every	Frasal	head	projects	its	argument	on	a	letter	chromatal	inside	the	syntax	tree.	The	selection	of	this	phrasal	head	is	based	on	the	principle	of	the	empty	category	of	Chomsky.	This	lexical
projection	of	the	argument	predicate	in	the	synthetic	structure	is	the	basis	for	the	hypothesis	of	the	structure	of	the	argument.	[19]	This	idea	coincides	with	the	chomsky	projection	principle	because	it	strengthens	a	VP	to	be	selected	locally	and	be	selected	by	a	tense	phrase	(TP).	Based	on	the	interaction	between	lexical	properties,	location	and
properties	of	PPE	(when	a	phrasal	head	selects	another	locally	phrasal	element),	the	Hale	and	the	keyboard	make	the	allegion	that	the	position	Specifying	or	a	complement	are	the	only	two	semi-ntic	relationships	that	project	a	predicate	argument.	In	2003,	Hale	and	Keyser	presented	this	hypothesis	and	argue	that	a	lexical	unit	must	have	one	or
another,	specifier	or	add-on,	but	can	not	have	both.	[20]	Halle	&	Marantz	1993	Main	article:	Morphology	distributed	Halle	&	Marantz	1993	Structure	Morris	Halle	and	Alec	Marantz	introduced	the	notion	of	morphology	distributed	in	1993.	[21]	This	theory	is	the	syntactic	structure	of	words	as	a	result	of	morphology	and	semi-ntica,	rather	than	the
Morpho-semi-unique	interface	being	provided	for	by	the	syntax.	Essentially,	the	idea	that,	under	the	outstanding	projection	principle,	there	is	a	local	limit	under	which	a	special	meaning	occurs.	This	meaning	can	only	occur	if	a	head	projection	morpheme	is	present	within	the	local	domain	of	the	syntactic	structure.	[22]	The	following	is	an	example	of
the	structure	of	the	tree	proposed	by	morphology	distributed	to	the	"John	destroying	the	city"	sentence.	Destroy	is	the	root,	V-1	represents	verbalization	and	D	represents	nominalization.	[22]	Rampand	2008	in	her	2008	book,	the	meaning	of	the	verb	and	the	wool	©	Xico:	A	first-phase	syntax,	Lingestist	Gillian	Ramchand	recognizes	the	papers	of
lexical	inputs	in	the	selection	of	complex	verbs	and	its	arguments.	[23]	The	syntax	"first	phase"	proposes	that	the	event	structure	and	event	participants	are	directly	represented	in	the	syntax	through	binary	ramification.	This	branch	ensures	that	the	specifier	is	consistently,	even	when	investigating	the	projection	of	the	lexical	entry	of	the	complex	verb
and	its	corresponding	synthetic	construct.	This	generalization	is	also	present	in	the	theory	of	rampand	that	the	complement	of	a	head	for	a	complex	verbal	phrase	should	co-describe	the	verb	event.	The	rampand	also	introduced	the	concept	of	homomobile	unit,	It	refers	to	synchronizes	structural	apparatus	between	the	head	of	a	complex	verbal	phrase
and	its	complement.	According	to	Ramchand,	homomobile	homomobile	It	is	"when	two	events	descriptors	are	syntactically	merged,	the	add-in	structure	should	unify	with	the	structure	of	the	head."	[23]	Classification	of	the	intransitive	verbs	of	event	types:	Inexacted	versus	underlying	tree	structure	without	energy	for	(2a)	underlying	tree	structure	for
(2a)	2b)	The	non-existent	hypothesis	was	Presented	by	David	Perlmutter	in	1987,	and	describes	how	two	classes	of	intransitive	verbs	have	two	different	syntactic	structures.	These	are	disconnected	verbs	and	meaningless	verbs.	[24]	These	verbs	classes	are	only	defined	by	Perlmutter	in	synthetic	terms.	They	have	the	following	structures
underliningly:	inaccurate	verb:	__	[vp	v	np]	[24]	verb	without	servant:	np	[vp	v]	The	following	is	an	example	of	English:	(2)	A.	Maria	dropped.	[25]	UNERGATIVITY	B.	Mary	worked.	In	(2a)	the	verb	subibly	takes	a	direct	object,	while	in	(2b)	the	verb	subibly	takes	a	subject.	Transitivity	alternations:	The	Inchoative	/	Causual	Alternate	Main	Article:
Causing	Alternation	The	Change	State	Change	(VP)	property	is	a	significant	observation	for	the	syntax	of	semi-¢	Ntica	L-Xica,	as	it	provides	evidence	that	subunits	are	incorporated	into	the	VP	structure,	and	that	the	meaning	of	all	VP	is	influenced	by	this	internal	grammatical	structure.	(For	example,	vice	vase	broke	carries	a	significance	of	state
change	from	the	vessel	that	becomes	broken	and	therefore	has	a	silent	subunit	within	its	underlying	structure.)	There	are	two	types	of	predicates	of	state	change.	:	Inchoative	and	causative.	Incorrect	verbs	are	intransitive,	which	means	that	occur	without	a	direct	object,	and	these	verbs	express	that	their	subject	was	submitted	to	a	certain	change	of
state.	Incorrect	verbs	are	also	known	as	anticausual	verbs.	[26]	The	causative	verbs	are	transitive,	which	means	that	occur	with	a	direct	object	and	express	that	the	subject	causes	a	state	change	in	the	object.	Linguist	Martin	Haspelmath	classifies	incorrect	/	causative	verbal	pairs	under	three	main	categories:	causative,	anticausal	and	not	directed
changes.	[27]	Changes	are	not	yet	subdivided	into	labeled,	equipped	alterations	and	supplement.	Underlying	Tree	Structure	for	(3A)	Underlying	Tree	Structure	for	(3B)	tend	in	favor	of	lactile	alterations,	[28]	which	means	that	the	same	verb	is	used	in	incorrect	and	causing	forms.	[27]	This	can	be	seen	in	the	following	example:	Broke	is	an	intransitive
incanstractory	verb	in	(3A)	and	a	transitive	causative	verb	in	(3B).	(3)	English	[26]	a.	The	vase	broke.	B.	John	broke	the	vase.	As	seen	in	the	structure	of	underlying	trees	for	(3a),	the	silent	subunit	becomes	incorporated	into	the	verbal	phrase	(VP),	resulting	in	the	meaning	of	incorrect	state	change	(y	becomes	Z).	In	the	structure	of	underlying	trees	for
(3B),	the	cause	of	silent	subunits	and	become	embedded	within	VP,	resulting	in	the	meaning	of	changing	state	change	(X	Cause	Y	becomes	Z).	[12]	The	change	of	English	status	verbs	is	often	de-adjectivity,	which	means	that	they	are	derived	from	adjectives.	We	can	see	this	in	the	following	example:	(4)	a.	Nóso	is	loose.	[29]	b.	The	node	loosened.	ç.
Sandy	let	go	of	her.	In	the	example	(4a)	we	began	with	an	intransitive	adjective	stative	and	derive	(4b)	where	we	see	an	intransitive	viewal	verb.	In	(4C)	we	see	a	transitive	causative	verb.	Marked	incorporates	some	languages	​​(eg,	German,	Italian	and	French),	have	several	morpholic	classes	of	incited	verbs.	[30]	In	general,	these	languages	​​separate
their	incorrect	verbs	into	three	classes:	verbs	that	are	obligatory	not	marked	(they	are	not	marked	with	a	reflective	pronoun,	clinical	or	affixed),	verbs	that	sound	Optionally	marked	and	verbs	that	are	mandatory	marked.	The	causative	verbs	in	these	languages	​​remain	without	marks.	Haspelmath	refers	to	this	as	the	Anticausiveness.	Underlying	tree
structure	for	(4A)	Underlying	tree	structure	for	(4b),	for	example,	incorrect	German	verbs	are	classified	in	morphological	three	morpholéticos	Class	A	Verbs	necessarily	form	Inchatives	with	Sich	pronoun	reflexive,	Class	B	Shape	Inchoatives	necessarily	without	the	reflective	pronoun	and	CLASS	C	VERBOS	COLOMATES	form	optionally	with	or	without
the	reflective	pronoun.	In	Example	(5),	the	Zerbrach	verb	is	an	incoreful	verb	not	marked	from	class	B,	which	also	remains	marked	in	its	causal	form.	[30]	(5)	German	[30]	One.	Die	Vase	Zerbrach.	The	vase	broke	'the	vase	broke.'	B.	Hans	Zerbrach	die	vessel.	John	broke	the	vase	'John	broke	the	vase.'	Underlying	the	tree	structure	for	(5a)	underlying
(5b)	tree	structure	in	contrast,	the	verb	ãƒâ¶Ffnete	is	a	class	that	necessarily	has	the	reflective	pronoun	siche	in	its	incoact	form,	but	,	it	is	not	marked	in	its	causal	form.	(6)	German	[30]	One.	Die	tÃƒÂ¼r	ÃƒÂ¶FfNete	sich.	The	door	opened	Refl	'The	door	opened.'	B.	Hans	ãƒâmFnete	die	TÃƒÂ¼r.	John	opened	the	door	'John	opened	the	door.'	There	has
been	some	debate	for	the	fact	that	the	different	incorporated	verbs	classes	are	purely	based	on	morphology,	or	if	the	differentiation	is	derived	from	the	lexical-semi-unique	properties	of	each	verb	individual.	Although	this	debate	is	still	solved	in	languages	​​such	as	Italian,	French	and	Greek,	has	been	suggested	by	the	Linger	Florian	SchÃƒâ¤fer	that
there	are	semi-ntical	differences	between	inchatives	marked	and	not	marked	in	German	.	Specifically,	that	unique	incumbtic	verbs	without	identification	allow	an	unintentional	cause	(which	means	they	may	have	an	"x	y	involuntarily	caused"	reading).	[30]	Marked	Causes	Underlying	Tree	Framework	For	(7a)	Running	Tree	Framework	(7b)	Morphems
Causing	are	present	in	the	verbs	of	many	languages	​​(eg	Tagalo,	Madagáscar,	Turkish,	etc.	.),	which	usually	appear	in	the	form	of	a	jelly	on	the	verb	[26].	This	can	be	seen	in	the	following	examples	of	tagalo,	where	the	prefix	pag	causes	(herein	made	as	NAG)	attributes	to	the	verb	tomb	to	derive	a	transitive	verb	causative	in	(7b),	but	the	prefix	does
not	appear	in	the	uncontransitive	verb	in	(7a	).	Haspelmath	refers	to	this	as	the	causative	alternation.	(7)	Tagalo	[26]	One.	Tumumba	Ang	Bata.	The	child	has	fallen.	'The	child	fell.'	B.	Nagtumba	ng	beat	you	pink.	Caus-Fall	of	the	child	De	Rosa	'pink	hit	the	bass	child.	BITRANSITIVE	VERBOS	1,981	Anal	Way	Inequity	Kayne	Tree	Diagram	(8a)	Tree
Diagram	(8B)	Richard	Kayne	Proper	views	of	pathways	without	ambiguity,	as	an	alternative	to	C-dominant	relationships,	which	©	the	type	of	structure	observed	in	examples	(8).	The	idea	of	​​unequivocal	paths	stated	that	a	foreground	and	an	essay	should	be	connected	through	an	unequivocal	path.	This	means	that	the	line	connecting	a	foreground	and
an	anaphor	can	not	be	interrupted	by	another	argument	[31].	When	applied	to	bitransitive	verbs,	this	hypothesis	introduces	the	diagram	structure	(8a).	In	this	tree	structure	that	can	be	seen	that	the	same	path	can	be	traced	from	any	DP	to	the	verb.	Tree	diagram	(7b)	illustrates	this	structure	with	an	example	of	English.	This	analysis	was	a	step
towards	binamous	branching	trees,	which	was	a	leading	change	that	was	favored	by	Larson's	VP-Shell	Analysis.	[32]	Larson's	Tree	Diagram	"VP-Shell"	from	Larson	to	(9A)	Tree	diagram	for	(9B)	Larson	postulated	his	only	hypothesis	add-on	in	which	he	stated	that	every	complement	is	introduced	with	a	verb.	The	double	construction	object	presented	in
1988	gave	clear	evidence	of	a	hier	run	structure	using	thorough	binary	ramification.	[32]	Phrases	with	double	objects	occur	with	bitransitive	verbs,	as	can	be	seen	in	the	following	example:	proposed	binary	ramification	structure	of	Larson	VP-Shell	for	(9)	a.	John	sent	Mary	a	package.	[33]	b.	John	sent	a	package	to	Mary.	It	seems	as	if	the	verb	shipping
has	two	objects,	or	add-ons	(arguments):	both	Mary,	the	recipient	and	parcel,	the	theme.	THE	Argument	of	BitRansitive	verbal	syntagms	is	complex	and	has	different	structural	hypothesis	suffered.	The	original	structural	hypothesis	of	which	a	branching	had	seen	in	and	(9b),	but	then	from	Kayne	Analysis	1981,	Larson	maintained	that	every
complement	is	introduced	by	a	verb.	[31]	[32]	Your	hypothesis	programs	that	there	is	a	lower	built-in	verb	within	a	VP	shell	that	combines	with	a	superior	verb	(can	be	invisible),	thus	creating	a	VP	inverdle	(as	can	be	seen	in	the	diagram	of	Right	rvore).	Most	of	the	current	theories	do	not	allow	the	structure	of	the	Ternary	Tree	(9a)	and	(9b),	so	that
the	theme	and	the	objective	/	receiver	are	seen	in	a	hierile	relationship	within	a	binary	ramification	structure.	[34]	Examples	of	Larson	tests	are	followed	to	show	that	the	hierachary	order	(upper)	of	any	two	objects	aligns	with	a	linear	order,	so	that	the	second	is	regulated	(C-commanded)	by	the	first.	[32]	This	is	according	to	X'Bar	theory	structure
gramatic	phrase,	with	Larson's	tree	structure	using	the	empty	verb	so	that	the	V	is	raised.	Reflective	and	reciprocates	(Anafora)	show	this	relationship	in	which	they	must	be	C-commanded	by	their	background,	in	such	a	way	that	(10a)	is	grammatical	but	(10b)	is	not:	(10	)	a.	I	showed	up	Maria.	[32]	b.	*	I	showed	Mary.	A	pronoun	should	have	a
quantifier	as	its	antecedent:	(11)	a.	I	gave	every	worker	his	salary.	[32]	b.	*	I	gave	his	owner	each	paycheck.	Words	asks	to	follow	this	order:	(12)	a.	Who	did	you	give	that	salary?	[32]	b.	*	What	a	salary	you	gave	to	whom?	The	effect	of	the	negative	polarity	means	that	"any"	must	have	a	negative	quantifier	as	a	background:	general	tree	diagram	for	the
underlying	structure	the	Larson	proposal	of	a	phrase	with	a	causal	sense	(13)	a.	I	showed	no	one.	[32]	b.	*	I	showed	no	one.	These	tests	with	bitransitive	verbs	confirming	C-command	will	also	confirm	the	presence	of	underlying	or	invisible	causing	verbs.	In	bitransitive	verbs	how	to	give	someone	something,	send	something	to	someone,	show
something	to	someone	else	etc.	There	is	an	underlying	causal	meaning	that	is	represented	in	the	underlying	structure.	As	seen	in	the	example	in	(9a)	above,	John	sent	Mary	a	package,	it	is	not	the	underlying	meaning	that	'John'	caused	'Mary	having	a	package'.	Larson	proposed	that	both	sites	in	(9a)	and	(9b)	share	the	same	underlying	structure	and
the	difference	in	the	surface	lies	in	which	the	Double	object	construction	"John	sent	Mary	a	package"	is	Derivated	by	the	transformation	of	a	Construction	NP	Alest	PP	"John	sent	a	package	to	Mary."	From	Beck	&	Johnson	2004	Double	object	construct	Beck	and	Johnson,	however,	give	evidence	that	the	two	underlying	structures	are	not	the	same.	[35]
By	doing	so,	they	also	give	more	proof	of	the	presence	of	two	VPs	where	the	verb	assigns	to	a	verbal	cause.	In	Examples	(14a)	and	(b),	each	of	the	double	object	constructions	are	alternated	with	NP	+	PP	constructions.	(14)	One.	Satoshi	sent	Tübingen	Damron	guide.	[35]	b.	Satoshi	sent	the	Damron	Guide	of	Tubingen.	Beck	and	Johnson	show	that	the
object	in	(15A)	has	a	different	relationship	with	the	verb	movement,	since	it	is	not	able	to	realize	the	meaning	of	having	that	the	possessor	(9a)	and	(15a)	can.	In	(15a),	Satoshi	is	an	animated	possessor	and	so	it	is	forced	to	have	Kisimen.	The	PP	for	Satoshi	in	(15b)	is	a	benefactive	nature	and	does	not	necessarily	carry	this	meaning	to	have	so	much.
(15)	One.	Thilo	Kisimen	Satoshi	cooked.	[35]	b.	Thilo	Kisimen	cooked	for	Satoshi.	The	underlying	structures	are	not,	therefore,	the	same.	Differenties	reside	in	the	semi-ntica	and	syntax	of	sentences,	in	contrast	to	Larson's	transformational	theory.	Other	evidence	for	the	structural	existence	of	VP	shells	with	an	invisible	verbal	unit	is	given	in	the
complement	application	or	modifier	"again."	Phrase	(16)	It	is	ambiguous	and	looking	at	the	two	different	senses	reveals	a	difference	in	the	structure.	(16)	Sally	opened	the	door	again	[35].	Underlying	the	tree	structure	to	(17a)	underlying	tree	structure	for	(17b)	however,	in	(17a),	of	course	it	was	which	repeated	the	action	of	opening	the	door.	In
(17b),	the	event	is	on	the	door	being	opened	and	Sally	may	or	does	not	He	opened	earlier.	To	make	these	two	different	meanings,	"again"	assigns	VPS	in	two	different	places,	and	therefore	describes	two	events	with	a	purely	structural	change.	(17)	One.	Sally	was	so	kind	that	she	went	out	of	her	way	to	open	the	door	one	more	time.	[35]	b.	The	doors
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