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SHE I, Part B: English Morphology and Syntax, 4   

 

 

 

Form-parts and meaning-parts of utterances:   

What kinds of forms express what kinds of meanings? 

(Anatomy of one English sentence) 
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1. Introduction 
 

After our survey of English Morphology as a whole and after our 
discussion of the several notions of wordhood, our particular interest in 
today’s lecture is in how the parts into which a word, or indeed a whole 
utterance, can be analysed on the side of FORM relate to the parts into 
which the whole can be analysed on the side of MEANING.  That is, today 
we’re doing lexicology, morphology, and syntax as well as lexicology’s, 
morphology’s, and syntax’s semantics.   
 
In a sense, this lecture is also about applying the “word” and related 
distinctions previously introduced. 
 
The basic assumption is that everything humanly conceivable can be 
said in any human language:  in this sense all languages are equal.   
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The differences across languages are are to do with HOW particular kinds 
of meanings are expressed through particular kinds of forms – simple 
forms of one kind or another, complex forms of one kind or another, 
complex forms constructed in one way or another.  (Though even here 
we sometimes find crosslinguistic commonalities:  such differences and 
identities across languages are the subject matter of TYPOLOGY.)   
 

The special ways its grammar and lexicon divide up the expressive 
labour defines the profile, or distinctive character, of a language.         
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2. A simple example analysed 
 

Consider this utterance: 
 

                            HL 

(1)  [DI.Æ”m.plO•I. "i…z. "l”ft]                           
 

 

What you see here may look like a faithful representation of the real 
stuff, but there’s a lot of analysis implicit in the form in which the 
utterance is represented here.     
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First, of course, the sound CONTINUUM is divided up into sound 
SEGMENTS (I count 13, with one or two exceptions all short), and these 
sound segments are identified through IPA symbols.   
 

(In some instances you might opt for another symbol, probably because 
the pronunciation you have in mind or ear is a little different;  but this is 
not a transcription exercise.)   
 

Homework (to keep your Phonology alive):   

Give feature descriptions of each segment:  features will matter a lot, at 
university and after, so you can’t practise them too frequently. 
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The utterance is also divided up into SYLLABLES (with periods marking 
the boundaries between syllables), with the syllables identified here 
being in accordance (i) with general syllabification principles and (ii) 
with language-particular phonotactic constraints.   
 

The language of the utterance, by the way, is English. 
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Primary and secondary STRESSes are also given.   

(Notice the stress clash:  neighbouring syllables, the two last ones, are 
equally stressed.  Anything to be done about it?  Nothing much, it seems 
– unlike in certain other situations where English manages to avoid a 
stress clash:  four.TEEN in isolation, but FOUR.teen BOOKS.   
 

Incidentally, when a part of that utterance part which causes the stress 
clash here is used on its own, it will be stressed on the final syllable, with 
no secondary stress on the first, and the first vowel will also be slightly 
different:  [Im."plO•I];  but when a syllable is added that attracts the main 
stress, as suffix -ee does, it’s not the neighbouring syllable that gets 
secondary stress, *[Im.ÆplO•I."i…], but one further away, giving a better 
rhythm, with stressed and unstressed syllables alternating within the 
phon/morph-word.)   
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Depending on the context of utterance (1), the first or the second 
primary stress can be the most prominent overall – and this further 
contextual differentiation of stress levels within the domain of whole 
utterances could easily be added to the form in which the utterance is 
given in (1).   
 

When the utterance is meant as the answer to the question ‘Who left?’, 
the first primary stress will be first among equals;   
if it is said in answer to the question ‘What about the employees?’ or 
perhaps also ‘What happened?’, then the second primary stress will win.   
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Last but not least, I’ve also indicated something about the INTONATION of 
the utterance over the part that is relevant for that purpose:  namely its last 
stressed syllable.  H is for “high” and L for “low” – which is to say, much 
simplified, the intonation is falling at the end.   If you pronounce the 
“same” utterance with the intonation contour rising on the last stressed 
syllable, its communicative force will be rather different, at least as per-
ceived by speakers-hearers of Standard English (there are dialects which 
differ in this respect):  instead of an assertion, you’ll have uttered a sort of 
question (not one requesting information but seeking confirmation), giving 
to understand that you can hardly believe that the right answer is ‘yes’. 
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Which leads us into the realm of meaning.  With the intonation 
indicated above, we have an utterance that represents the speech act of 
an ASSERTION (or, if you prefer, a statement) – something which can be 
true or false.   
 

It is a complete form (so you can conveniently pause before and after it, 
with the sound segments, syllables, and intonation all there in full), and 
it is also a complete meaning (a full PROPOSITION asserted, or a 
“thought”, if you will). 
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Actually, to say that the utterance is complete is somewhat of an 
exaggeration on the meaning side.  If someone begins a conversation 
making the utterance above, there are various things that you’ll find 
missing. 
 

•  Which employees?  (Have any been mentioned before?  Or are any 
being pointed to?)   
 

•  Left what or where?  (Some place or institution, but none is specified.  
Perhaps the place of the speech act itself?) 
   

This is information that is needed if you seriously want to know whether 
the assertion is true or false. 
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But then, there’s much information that is given through the form of the 
actual utterance.   
 

(i) The utterance is a particular speech act, namely an ASSERTION.   
 

(ii) It is an assertion about an EVENT,  
 

(iii)  and about an event that took place in the PAST – that is, prior to the 
act of utterance.   

 

(iv) The event is being identified as a change of place (or institution), 
that is, as a MOVEMENT;  and this is all that is said on this count, 
with no explicit information provided about the places/institutions 
at the beginning and the end of the movement, other than that they 
are different.   

(v) The PARTICIPANTS involved in the movement are also categorised, 
namely through identifying their role in their working lives:  they 
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are employed by someone or by some institution remaining 
unspecified;  they are not themselves employing someone else.   

 

(vi) And they are QUANTIFIED, if not very precisely:  those leaving 
were more than one – perhaps indeed all of them who are relevant 
for the conversation. 

 

(vii) Finally, when reference is made to participants thus categorised 
and quantified, the express assumption on the part of the speaker 
is that s/he is NOT ACTIVATING SOMETHING NEW in the mind of the 
addressee(s);  s/he expects, rather, that the addressee(s) will be 
able to pick out, on the basis of the categorisation and 
quantification given, precisely those referents the speaker has in 
mind. 

 

So much (or little) for the meaning of (1).  Obviously an utterance 
meaning is a complex affair, and so is the form of an utterance. 
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How do complex meanings and forms relate to one another?   
 
That’s what grammar (the grammar of sounds and the grammar of 
meaningful forms at several levels of complexity – morpheme, word, 
phrase, clause, sentence, ...) and lexicon are all about.  
 

In our case, we’re dealing with the grammar and lexicon of a particular 
language, English.   
 

Still, in the case of syllabification, part of the grammar of sounds, we 
saw universal principles at work, in conjunction with the 
rules/constraints of that particular language.   
 

Is anything about the relation between meanings and forms also 
governed by universal principles?   
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This is a difficult question, both in general and especially in concrete 
particulars, and the answers that have been suggested are all tentative.   
 
It has been hypothesised, for example, that different intonation contours 
on the one hand and meaning (namely speech-act) distinctions like that 
between assertion and question on the other are matched by universal 
principles rather than by rules of language-particular grammars.   
 
A final fall would universally mean ‘assertion’ and a final rise ‘question’.   

Unfortunately, there are languages which go for the exact opposite 
match (final rise = assertion):  in fact English itself, as intoned in the 
north of England and in parts of Scotland, is one of them;  Swiss 
German is another (at least in some of its regional varieties).   
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(But then, segmental markers of questions have also occasionally been 
found to have been generalised to assertions;  cf. Swiss German oder, 
South German gell or net wahr, Canadian English eh, all originally 
signalling a YES/NO question, but now able to accompany even the 
most assertive of statements.)  
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It has also been hypothesised that quantification universally correlates 
with the length of utterances or relevant utterance parts.   
To see what this means, compare utterance (1) with (2): 

 

                          HL 

(2)  [DI.Æ”m.plO•I."i…."l”ft]  

 

The formal difference is minimal:  (2) is one segment shorter than (1).  
(Ten minutes for finding out which one’s missing.)   
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Imagine yourself as not knowing any English:  Could you still tell which 
of the two utterances is about one participant in the leaving-event and 
which is about more than one participants in the same kind of event?  
  

I’d bet you a lot of money that for any language whatsoever the 
expressions of plural meanings (‘more than one’) will generally be 
longer than those of singular (‘precisely one’) meanings, and certainly 
not shorter.   
 

Test this out for yourselves.  And don’t be too disappointed to find that 
English sometimes goes against the prediction.  For instance, 
[DE."Si…p."kØm] is one segment shorter than [DE."Si…p."kØmz];  but the latter 
is about one sheep and the former about more than one);  it’s a pretty 
unique language in this respect.   
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Your little research project concluded, read up on ICONICITY in a 
dictionary or encyclopedia of linguistics:   
 

signs are called ICONIC if their forms are motivated by their meanings, 
and they are called SYMBOLIC if the form-meaning matching is regulated 
by language-particular convention (and in this sense “arbitrary”).  
Instances of iconicity most popular with very basic textbooks are 
onomatopoetics, especially words for animals or for how they sound 
where the sound shape of the words is reminiscent of the sound these 
animals produce (such as cuckoo or miaow).   
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Homework 

Can you also find iconicity in English words such as those listed in (3) 
— and feel free to add some more? 
 

(3a) glare, glitter, glow, glimmer, glimpse, glisten, gloom, glamour, ... 

(3b) flare, flitter, flow, flimmer, flip, flit, flicker, float, flop, flash, ... 

(3c) glitter, flitter, titter, jitter, litter, skitter, ... 

(3d) flutter, stutter, mutter, sputter, ... 

(3e) shatter, batter, spatter, scatter, chatter, patter, ... 

(3f) glow, flow, slow, grow, blow, ... 

(3g) glare, flare, blare, stare, tear, ... 
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Back to (1), and to applying our newly acquired skills of word analysis.  
I assume you can divide it up into STRESS-WORDS.  It’s two: 
 

                                     HL 

(1a) DI [Æ”m.plO•I."i…z]  +  ["l”ft]  
 

Those who can also write English (illiteracy rates are reported to be on 
the increase everywhere) will be able to divide it up into three 
ORTHOGRAPHIC-WORDS — and they ought to be able to tell whether 
orth-words have any justification in the structure of spoken English 
(homework): 
 

 (1b) The employees left. 
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The three orth-words in (1b) are actually SPACE-WORDS.   

Capitalisation is another part of orthography, but the rules of capitalisa-
tion are operating within essentially the same domains as those required 
for putting in spaces between letters of the alphabet.  Essentially (except 
in certain abbreviations, such as PhD – or is it Ph D, or Ph.D.?), it’s 
only after a space or after certain punctuation marks, or also after other 
capital letters with no space in between (e.g., OPEC, OED), that you can 
use a capital letter for certain kinds of (lex-)words, especially proper 
names: 
 

(4a) The Ottomans left. 

(4b) *The OttoMans left. 
 

Thus, the and Ottomans are not only two sp-words, but also two CAP-
WORDS. 
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Spelling (1) as in (1c) would be wrong, in light of the conventions of 
English orthography – and the (homework) question again is whether 
there is a reason in the structure of the spoken language. 
 

(1c) *The employ ees left.  

However, dividing up (1) into four parts as in (1c), even though the 
orthography doesn’t allow it, is in fact something the spoken language 
requires you to do:  otherwise you won’t be able to stress (1) correctly, 
in line with the rules of English phonology. 
 

In order to assign stress, you first need to divide an utterance into stress 
domains.  These are str-words.  But these str-words aren’t arbitrary 
chunks of utterances:  essentially, they are WORD-FORMS, word-forms 
being the realisations of LEX-WORDS (LEXEMES), plus perhaps stuff 
around them that isn’t able to carry stress on its own (=CLITICS).   
Reread the previous lecture notes if puzzled.  
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Having delimited stress domains, you now want to identify the right 
syllable to assign main stress to.  For this again, lexicon and grammar 
matter in a language like English (they don’t in the same way in other 
languages where stressing seems somehow simpler):  which syllable to 
stress depends on the word class, noun (etc.) or verb (etc.) – and word 
class is again a lexical classification, one that matters for all sorts of 
purposes in grammar.  
 

Stress in English is even more stressful.  There are further 
considerations that may interfere with stress assignment as determined 
by word class:  certain parts of the word-forms to be stressed may attract 
the stress onto themselves or may move it onto a preceding syllable.   
Reread the phonology lecture notes if necessary.   
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Thus, DI [Æ”m.plO•I."i…z] in utterance (1) is a noun, or rather the plural form 
of a noun, or rather, it’s a whole noun phrase, but its first part, [DI], isn’t 
stressed and leans onto the more substantial second part, the noun-in-the 
plural itself.  Stressing nouns, the final syllable ought to be discounted 
(as extrametrical) – but here it isn’t:  it receives main stress.  This is 
because the noun consists of two parts, and for the time being I leave out 
the initial “leaner” as well as the final pluraliser: 
 

(1d) [Æ”m.plO•I]  +  ["i…] 
 

Although the boundary between them happens to coincide with a 
syllable boundary, these two parts are meaningful and they have 
grammatical properties;  they are not mere sound parts.   
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The first, employ (or EMPLOY, with capital letters throughout to 
distinguish it from the ordinary orthographic form:  lexemes are 
supposed to be abstract entities), is a lex-word of the class of verbs;   
it means something like ‘X (a person or institution) uses the services of 
Y (a person) in return for payment’.   
 

The second part, ee (or EE), means ‘a person passively involved in a 
relation’.  (Its active counterpart is er.)   
 

These two meanings differ in kind:   
 

•  the first is rather concrete, being a particular kind of relation;   

•  the second is more abstract, being a general kind of involvement 
(passive) that you can get with all particular sorts of relations.   
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The two meanings are expressed by forms that also differ in 
grammatical status:   
 

•  the first form can occur independently;   

•  the second can only occur bound, in combination with parts that can 
occur independently.   

 

Parts of word-forms of the first kind are called STEMS (but then, as 
pointed out previously, in English there is no real need to give such 
prominence to stems:  stems will usually also be full words);   
parts of word-forms of the second kind are called AFFIXES.   

Affixes which come after stems are suffixes;  affixes coming before 
stems would be prefixes, those inside stems infixes, those around stems 
circumfixes. 
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Homework 
 

The meaningful parts of employees were categorised as one stem 
(employ) and two suffixes (-ee, -s).  How would you categorise the 
meaningful parts of the word-forms of the nouns in (5) (underlined) – 
stems or affixes? 
 

(5a) The lift boys are leaving. 

(5b) The cleaning ladies are leaving.    

(5c) The snowmen are leaving.     

(5d) The confidence men are leaving.    

(5e) The gentlemen are leaving. 

(5f) The postmen are leaving.  
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(5g) The night watchmen are leaving. 

(5h) The talismans are leaving. 

(5i)  The caymans are leaving. 

(5j)  The Ottomans are leaving. 
 

Seems like in language, or linguistics, “nothing is what it is” (to quote 
Shakespeare, though on life in general).  At any rate, in grammar and 
lexicon there are usually transitions between things of one kind and 
things of another.  They reflect how forms, meanings, form-meaning 
pairings, and constructions have become what they are – how they are 
being reanalysed by grammar acquirers, with previous generations of 
grammar acquirers having analysed them differently.  How do you get 
affixes, historically speaking?  From stems, mostly.  But it may take 
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time reanalysing a stem as an affix:  one property characterising a stem 
may get reanalysed after the other, not all at once.   This is what is 
illustrated in (5):  sometimes the relevant forms include a stem man 
/mœn/, just like boy and girl are stems, except that the stem man is 
pluralised through stem-vowel alternation, giving [men];  sometimes 
these underlined forms include what seems more like an affix than like a 
stem, -man /mEn/, with the corresponding plurals formed through zero 
(the orthography is misleading in this respect:  the pronunciation of 
singular and plural is the same);  sometimes what is spelled man 
probably isn’t even a suffix, but is a part of the noun not itself 
meaningful, and the plurals here are formed with the “regular” suffix. 
 

End of homework.    
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Assigning stress in English, thus, sometimes requires you to identify 
stems and affixes.  Phonologically speaking, in the case at hand, -ee is 
one of the suffixes that attract stress onto themselves.  Speaking in terms 
of utterance-parts with meaning, -ee is a suffix that derives lex-words of 
the class of nouns from lex-words of the class of verbs (more precisely, 
from their stem).   
 

(VERB and NOUN are names of WORD-CLASSES or PARTS OF SPEECH.  
How to establish word-classes and to assign words, or rather lexemes, to 
the appropriate class are major issues, in morphology as well as in 
syntax, perhaps even in phonology.) 
 
(Homework question:  Can -ee derive nouns from any verb?)  
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Looking at the complete noun form in (1), we can identify yet a third 
meaningful part, [z], transforming a singular form (designating one 
person of that kind) into a plural (more than one persons of that kind).  
It’s a suffix like ["i…]:  its meaning is general and it cannot occur on its 
own but only bound.  It’s irrelevant for stressing, in sofar as it doesn’t 
contribute a syllable.  (And even if it did contribute a syllable, that 
syllable would be disregarded for stressing purposes.  Remember 
[ÆhI.pE."pO.tE.mE] sIz.)   
 

How else does [z] differ from ["i…]?   
 

It’s further away from the stem and thereby closer to the right edge of 
the word (word in what sense?);  in fact, no further suffix can come after 
it, it’s therefore a true “ending”.   



SHE I, B: Morpho&Synt 4       page 33 

 

We said that employee is a noun derived from a verb.  What now is the 
word class of employees?  The same:  a noun, like the form it contains, 
employee.  No change of word class here, then, unlike with -ee.   
 

Also, -s (and this is how [z] is rendered by the orthography) can be 
added to just about any noun, at least to those denoting individuals 
(=count nouns), always bringing about the same change in meaning 
(‘more than one individual’).  We’ve asked the same question on an 
earlier occasion:   
 

•  Are kitten and cat forms of one and the same (lex-)word, or are they 
different (lex-) words?  Answer:  arguably the latter.  Why? 
 

•  Are cats and cat forms of one and the same (lex-)word, or are they 
different (lex-) words?  Answer:  arguably the former.  Why? 
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Same here:   

•  Are employee and employ forms of one and the same (lex-)word, or 
are they different (lex-) words?  Answer:  arguably the latter.  Why? 
 

•  Are employees and employee forms of one and the same (lex-)word, 
or are they different (lex-)words?  Answer:  arguably the former.  Why? 
 

Clues as to why these are plausible answers can be found in the running 
text above.  We’ll come back to the distinction between INFLECTION and 
WORD-FORMATION/DERIVATION later.  At any rate, for now just accept 
that Number is an inflectional category of English, realised by the two 
terms Singular and Plural (whose exponent with the noun in (1) is the 
outer suffix [z]), while PIP (short for ‘Passively Involved Person’, 
exponent:  inner suffix ["i…]) is a derivational category of English.   
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In an extra table I have given a succinct survey of English inflection (or 
“accidence”) in  its entirety;  it would require half a semester to really 
justify why some categories have been included and others haven’t – 
and even then I’m not sure everybody would be convinced the 
distinction between INFLECTION (those categories included) and 
DERIVATION (not included) is a sensible and especially a clear-cut one. 
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Homework 

Does ["l”ft] in (1) consist of meaningful parts?  Identify them and 
discuss how they are combined?  Compare this to the corresponding 
parts in (6a/b/c): 
 

(6a) [DI.Æ”m.plO•I."i…z."wO…kt.E."weI]  

(6b) [DI.Æ”m.plO•I."i…z "w”nt.E."weI]  

(6c) [DI.Æ”m.plO•I."i…z."rœn.E."weI]  
 

Is Past Tense inflectional or derivational? 

 

End of homework. 
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3. Summary 
 

In conclusion for today, let’s summarise where and how the meanings 
we’ve identified are expressed in (1). (And always ask yourselves 
whether the same would be expected to hold for any other human 
language as well.  Evidence that would allow confident answers are not 
always easy to come by.) 
 

•  First, to express a proposition – the event of the employees leaving – 
you need a sentence, an utterance as complete as that in (1). 
 

•  Second, to express that the proposition is being asserted, you choose 
the right intonation contour:  a HL (i.e., a fall) over the last stressed 
syllable in Standard English.   
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•  Third, to express that the event took place in the past, prior to the 
utterance act, you need a marker of past tense, bound to the verbal 
lexword, or more precisely to its stem (which coincides with the 
simplest word-form actually realising the lexeme).  With the verb in (1), 
that past tense marking takes the form of suffix [t].  Also, the stem of the 
verb takes the form [l”f].  This lex-word also has another form, [li…v], 
with a different stem vowel and with the coda consonant voiced.  It is 
the presence of the past tense suffix which selects the form [l”f].   As 
seen above in (6), the past tense marker itself has alternative 
realisations.  How is [t] selected in (1)?  (Answer:  lexically;  that’s 
something you need to know about this particular lex-word.  If you 
didn’t, you’d presumably come up with the past tense word-form [li…vd].  
Look forward to next week’s lecture, on Allomorphy.)   
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(Another little research project for you:  Find out how other languages 
express past tense.  Also bound to the verb, as in English?  Isn’t pastness 
rather something that concerns the proposition as a whole?  So, why 
bind its marker to one particular part of the proposition, the verb?  Don’t 
let this get out of hand;  it’s a dissertation project, really.  There are 
languages where noun phrases are tensed, or prepositions too.) 
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•  Fourth, to express that the event was a kind of change of place or 
institution, in particular a leaving-event, you pick the lex-word LEAVE, 
of the word class of verbs.  LEAVE is presumably a transitive verb:  that 
is, it needs an object, the place or institution left;  but that information 
can also be omitted without rendering the sentence formally incomplete.  
With no such specification, it will still be understood that the employees 
left some place or institution that’s relevant in the current context.  
 

•  Fifth, to identify those involved in the event, its participants, you need 
a noun phrase, which in English usually precedes the verb as its subject.  
In (1) the leavers are categorised through their working relation:  
another verbal lex-word, or rather its stem, is used for this purpose:  
EMPLOY.  It is not the relation, however, but the people who are 
passively involved in it (as the objects, not the subjects), who are being 
referred to:  this is expressed through the inner suffix, -EE. 
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•  Sixth, to express that it was more than one referent of the appropriate 
kind (categorised as employee) who was participating in the leaving-
event you need a plural marker, bound to the corresponding noun, or 
more precisely to its stem.  With the noun in (1), that plural marking 
takes the form of the suffix [z];  there is only one form that that stem, 
itself consisting of a stem plus a derivational suffix, can take, 
[Æ”m.plO•I."i…].  What form can plural marking take with other nouns?  
How are alternative plural markers selected?  (Again, look forward to 
next week’s lecture, on Allomorphy.) 
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•  Seventh, the speaker of (1) assumes that the addressee can identify the 
referents categorised as employees.  Presumably they have been talking 
about these people and/or their institution before:  thus, it is not out of 
the blue that employees are being introduced into the conversation, or 
else the speaker woud say something like Employees left.   To express 
that you’re making such an assumption about the identifiability of noun 
phrase referents, you use what is called the definite article, spelled the 
and pronounced [DE], [DI], or [Di…].  (When do you choose which of these 
three pronunciations?)   
 

THE is a lex-word, or at least you can find it in all published 
dictionaries.  (But one might consider analysing it morphologically, as 
consisting of a stem /D/, as also found in other words which are to do 
with definiteness as characterised above:  th-is, th-ese, th-at, th-ose, th-
ere, th-en, etc., followed by a morpheme, perhaps a suffix, to do with 
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what distinguishes -e from -is, -ese, -at, -ose, -ere, -en, etc.)  Its 
meaning, however, is not as concrete and particular as those of, say, 
EMPLOY or LEAVE.  It is sometimes characterised as a “function 
word”, performing a grammatical task (expressing the assumption just 
explained) rather than denoting persons, things, activities, properties 
(which is what nouns, verbs, and adjectives do).  As used in (1), [DI] is 
not bearing stress, unlike the word-forms of the two lex-words;  and if it 
gets stressed, the noun it goes with will be destressed in compensation.  
Though a word of sorts, THE, thus, does not establish a stress domain of 
its own.  It’s what is called a clitic.  (A PROclitic, leaning on a following 
host;  an ENclitic leans on a preceding host.)  It is not a prefix.  Why 
not?   
 

Anything missing? 
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Background reading: 
 

Edward Sapir, Language: An Introduction to the Study of Speech, 
especially Chapters IV and V.  It’s been originally published in 1921 
(New York: Harcourt), but there are later paperback editions, as well as 
translations.  It’s not old:  it’s a classic.  It’s one of the best, and best-
written, books about linguistics ever, by one of the greatest linguists 
ever.  Good reasons to read all of it, or indeed buy it. 
 

However unlikely it is that you’ll encounter such sentences in real life, 
in whatever situation and context, Sapir’s analysis of the sentence The 
farmer kills the ducklings is worth studying.  My analysis above of The 
employees left, outlining what kinds of meanings are expressed by what 
kinds of forms in English, is modelled on it. 
 


