Would you have marked it wrong?

The candidate wrote:
1. Art are all the beautiful things in one’s life,
except nature.
2. If he had not arrested Bob, he would have

10.

11.
12

broken his highest principle, namely honesty.

. Only a small group of people look at the

information a work of art gives.

. The audience do not only hear the sound

of music, but they get the feelings that the
composer wants to express.

. Some animals were merely injured, but

quite a lot was killed.

. Suddenly I saw Stapleton went to the out-

house.

. “Bob, are you that?” he asked doubitfully.
. He has sold his mother’s-in-law house.
. The people are only sometimes, namely in

election, able to regulate the government.

Do not make a god out of someone who you
don’t even know.

There was much time #ill evening.

All they wanted to do was taking away the
gold secretly.

Die Besprechung der einzelnen Punkte erfolgt auf S. 62.

The examiner corrected:
B -

...violated . . . basic. . .
.. looks . ..

.does. . .itgets. ..
..were...
. . that Stapleton went . . .
...isthat you?”. ..
... mother-in-law’s . . .
. . able to exert an influence on the government,

namely when there is an election.

... make anyone a god. . . .
. .. till the evening.

...lotakeaway . ..
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Would you have marked it wrong? schiissel

Vergleiche S. 59.

1. Art are all the beautiful things in one’s life,
except nature. . . . is . . . The examiner is correct.
The verb agrees with the subject, not the com-
plement. If the sentence had been reversed in
order (“All the beautiful things . . .”), then the
verb would have been in the plural.

2. If he had not arrested Bob, he would have
broken his highest principle, namely honesty.
...violated . . . basic . . .

This is not a grammatical question. The collo-
cation of violate with such nouns as principle,
law, rights, is very common, and is stylistically a
more careful choice than the general-purpose
verb break; but either could be used. Likewise,
principles can be both highand basic.

3. Only a small group of people look at the in-
formation a work of art gives. . . . [00ks . . .
Doubtless the candidate has chosen the plural
concord because of the possible collective sense
of “group”, along with the proximity of the plu-
ral concept of “people”; but grammatically, the
subject is singular (“group”), and the sense in-
tended is probably that of the group as a unity,
and not as a collection of individuals — in which
case the correction is appropriate.

4. The audience do not only hear the sound of
music, but they get the feelings that the com-
poser wants to express. . . . does . .. it gets . ..

As with Number 3, it is a question of point of
view. Is the audience seen as a single, unified
phenomenon, or as a group of individuals? Both
versions are possible.

5. Some animals were merely injured, but quite
alot was killed. . . . were. ..

The context, and in particular the clear plural in
animals, warrants the interpretation of lot as a
collection of units, and the plural verb is thus
required. (In an abstract sense, the singular
could of course be used, as in “A lot was hap-
pening”).

6. Suddenly I saw Stapleton went to the out-
house. . . . that Stapleton went . . .

The examiner’s grammar is basically correct, but
it still produces an odd sequence of tenses.
Rather more likely would be . . . (that) Staple-
ton had gone”, “. . . Stapleton go”, “. . . Staple-
ton going”, or “. . . (that) Stapleton was going”.
The candidate’s version is definitely deviant.

7. “Bob, are you that?” he asked doubtfully.
.. Listhat you?™ .
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The examiner is correct. An alternative correc-
tion could have been “Are you there?”

8. He has sold his mother’s-in-law house. . . .
mother-in-law’s . . .

The genitive always occurs at the end of a com-
pound, and the correction is needed. Perhaps
the candidate is getting confused with “mothers-
in-law”, the traditional plural form, which is
often these days replaced by “mother-in-laws”.
9. The people are only sometimes, namely in
election able to regulate the government. . . . able
to exert an influence on the government, namely
when there is an election.

The candidate’s version is stylistically awkward,
and rhythmically disjointed, but there is nothing
much wrong with its syntax. A better preposi-
tion than in would be during, followed by an
election, elections, or election-time. Regulate is
also a rather odd choice of word, implying total,
mechanical control: the examiner’s circumlocu-
tion is a great improvement. But there is cer-
tainly no need to alter the general order of the
sentence, as a parenthetic appositional comment
is quite possible in a sentence of this kind.

10. Do not make a god out of someone who you
don’t even know. . . . make anyone agod . . .

The candidate’s version is quite alright, and the
examiner has made matters worse, by introdu-
cing an ambiguity — in his sentence it might be
the god who isn’t known. Who in the candidate’s
sentence is of course omissible, and it might
have been wise to leave it out, as in an impli-
citly formal context, the use of whom would
have been the more appropriate choice.

11. There was much time till evening. . . . till
the evening.

The thing that is wrong with the candidate’s sen-
tence has not been noticed by the examiner,
whose correction was unnecessary. The prob-
lem is over much, which is rarely used in a predi-
cative noun phrase unless the verb is negative.
Cf. “We haven’t much time” vs. “We have much
time”, which is a common English learners’
mistake. Given the positive verb, then a replace-
ment determiner is needed, e.g. “a great deal
af3,

12. All they wanted to do was taking away the
gold secretly. . . . to take away . . .

The examiner is correct; but fo is omissible,
especially when it has been used immediately
previously.

DAVID CRYSTAL



Would you have marked it wrong?

The candidate wrote:

1. They seem not to have remarked that we have
followed them.

2. They always enter the house by that French
window.

3. They went off for shooting.

4. The base of this policy is the complete power
over men.

5. He said that he was no longer interested in
the post they had offered o him.

6. People were happy at those ancient times.

7. “He is the greatest”, one could hear out of the
mouth of everybody.

8. They got off the car and into the train that
had just arrived.

9. There is no way left than to use terror against
the terror of the Party.

10. In a minute I made up my mind that I wanted
to live here in Alexandria and give up my
career.

11. But poor Aunt keeps expecting them back.

12. There are certain things that resist the total
oppression of the Party.

13. If he had known that that day was the last day
where help was possible, he surely would
have helped her.

14. I'm waiting for my wife. But it doesn’t seem
as if she’ll ever come.

Die Besprechung der einzelnen Punkte erfolgt auf S. 164.
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The examiner corrected:
...don’t seem to have remarked . . .
.. through ...
. MO80. %

abasis:.

. . offered him.
e
.. hear ev}rybod y say.

S OWROf. Ol

b

..tolive...togiveup...

. . them to come back.

v B

..was tobe...that/when . ..

.. as if she’d ever come / that she’ll ever come.



Would you have marked it wrong? schiissel

Vergleiche S. 158.

1. They seem not to have remarked that we have
followed them.
.. don’t seem to have remarked . . .

Traditionally, the rules governing the placement
of not have always given grammarians heartburn.
The problem is essentially one of determining
how much of the sentence is governed by the
negative form. For example, we may have ‘I defi-
nitely don’t want to participate’ as well as ‘I don’t
definitely want to participate’, and these have
clearly contrasting meanings. In the same way,
we might also have ‘I definitely want not to par-
ticipate’ — though this is a less likely expression
(and the not, in such an instance, would be strong-
ly stressed). Placing the not immediately before
the stretch of utterance it governs is therefore a
regular process in English; but it is one which can
produce very formal, semantically careful utter-
ances, which would seem inappropriate or un-
warranted in a casual colloquial context. This is
what happened to the candidate’s version. His
version is possible, but it is artificial, in that the
implied semantic precision is unlikely to have
been justified by the context. The examiner has
correctly substituted the more colloquial form,
where the auxiliary takes the negative. There is
no danger here of ambiguity, because the verb
seem (which now falls under the scope of the
negating word) is not one which readily allows a
negative contrast (you cannot easily ‘not seem’).

2. They always enter the house by that French
window .. . through. . .

Through would be the usual preposition to
express the idea of movement here. By could also
be used, though it means strictly ‘by means of’ or
‘via’ (therefore tending to collocate more with
such nouns as door and entrance).

3. They went off forshooting ... 70 go. ..

The trouble with the candidate’s version is the
multiple ambiguity of the -ing form. ‘We’re going
to Scotland this weekend for the shooting’ is a
quite normal utterance, as is ‘That rifle’s not for
waving, it’s for shooting!’, and also ‘We only
keep these birds here for shooting’ (i.e. to be
shot, when occasion arises). The examiner has
interpreted the candidate to mean the action, and
his correction resolves the ambiguity.

4. The base of this policy is the complete power
overmen. ... basis ...
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4 Base is used to refer to the physically definable
foundation of a structure; basis is used when one
is talking of an abstract foundation (e.g. ‘the basis
of a set of beliefs’). Here the latter sense is clearly
intended and the examiner is correct.

5. He said that he was no longer interested in the
post they had offered 1o him . . . offered him.

Both versions are possible, with minimal styl-
istic differences.

6. People were happy ar those ancient times . . .
m:ox

The sense of ‘during’ cannot be expressed by
at, which is generally restricted to the identifi-
cation of a specific, physical point of reference.

7. “He is the greatest”, one could hear out of the
mouth of everybody . . . hear everybody say.
The candidate’s version is quite unidiomatic.
.. on everyone’s lips would be the natural expres-
sion. But in addition, it is worth pointing out that
English tends to avoid sequences of of, and if the
expression with mouth were used, the idiom
would tend to be in the form ‘out of everybody’s
mouth’. But it is uncommon, whichever way one
putsit.

8. They got off the car and into the train that had
justarrived. . .. outof ..

The examiner is right to correct off to out of.
The travellers were presumably inside the vehicle
and not riding on top of it, or attached to its out-
side in some way! But given the rhythmic anti-
thesis of the sentence, and the contrast of move-
ment implied, one would expect the second pre-
position to be a dynamic one — and either into or
onto could be used, the former implying more
literally ‘motion inside’, the latter being more
idiomatic.

9. There is no way left than to use terror against
the terror of the Party ... but. ..

Than is used in comparative constructions, and
is therefore inappropriate in this context, where
we are not comparing the pre-than and post-
than parts of the sentence, but paraphrasing the
first part by the second part. The examiner’s
substitution is correct; except would be an alter-
native.

10. In a minute I made up my mind that I wanted
to live here in Alexandria and give up my career
..tolive. .. to give up.



