









































11. CONCEPTUALIZING AND FORMULATING 273

the blockwise presentation needed in Section IV—but the special assumption
that middle verbs are “basically” transitive verbs is superfluous. If middle verbs
are regularly followed by noun phrases, then the participants mobilize the
corresponding Search-and-Formulate program. If not, then they activate the
“intransitive” Search-and-Formulate program which does not look for an object.

Thus, the appropriate level of explanation seems to be that of syntactic
constructions, not of individual words. The lexical structure of a word influences
recall performance only indirectly, namely, if it dictates what kind of Search-
and-Formulate program the subjects execute.

VI. THEORETICAL OVERVIEW

After this long survey of experimental work, which appears to support the main
theoretical notions of syntactic constructions and Search-and-Formulate pro-
grams, it is useful to summarize the human sentence production system outlined
in this paper.

The sentence production system does not work according to the schedule:
conceptualization first, then formulation. Instead, selection of conceptual con-
tent and determination of sentence form are heavily interdependent. Often, the
speaker has available a syntactic construction that he knows will allow him to
express what is on his mind, at the same time or even before he has definitely
decided on the content of the sentence. This syntactic construction, then, shapes
the content selection process. The interaction between conceptualization and
formulation is made possible by Search-and-Formulate programs, of which I
have sketched a few outlines.

How does the speaker know that a certain syntactic construction will fit in
with what he wants to say? I mentioned two possibilities (but there must be
more of them): repetitive situations where many messages of the same type of
content have to be worded in succession, and scripts which specify both when
the speaker will engage in speaking and which syntactic construction he can use.
This idea of hooking up syntactic constructions with speech scenes in scripts is
important because it contributes to the what-to-say and the how-to-say-it prob-
lems at the same time.

The syntactic formulation process does not always start with a full-fledged
conceptual structure built by the Conceptualizer. What often seems to be the
input to the Formulator is (a) a rudimentary conceptual structure only contain-
ing the core of the to-be-expressed content, and (b) some advice on which type
of syntactic construction to use. The formulator must be able to search through
memory for further content details. Finally, what has to happen if the syntactic
advice turns out to be wrong? In order to do justice to the great flexibility the
human language generation system obviously has, it seems obligatory to endow
it with some sort of problem-solving mechanism that is able to reason about the
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applicability of the syntactic constructions it has in store. But writing about this
topic requires many what-to-say and how-to-say-it problems solved first.
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