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FOREWORD

The present volume is intended to give an overall picture of research in pro-
gress in the field of generative grammar in various parts of Europe. The term
‘generative grammar’ must, however, be understood here rather broadly.
What seemed to be an easily definable technical term several years ago is
becoming more and more vague and imprecise. Research in generative gram-
mar is carried on according to rather diversified methodological principles
and being a generative grammarian is often more a matter of confession than
any adherence to the common line of methodology which can be traced back
to the conception of grammatical description initiated by Noam Chomsky.
The direct or indirect influence of this conception is, however, clearly recog-
nizable in most of the papers of this volume. The most difficult thing was,
naturally enough, to select appropriate papers in the realm of semantics.
Apart from the special trend in generative grammar referred to as ‘generative
semantics’ (though here, too, we might ponder on what ‘generative’ really
means) the term ‘generative’ is hardly employed in semantics. The search for
semantic primes, the application of the methods of mathematical logic, the
inquiry into the intricate relationships between syntax and semantics and the
utilization of syntactic information in semantics are perhaps the most charac-
teristic traits of contemporary semantics. All of this, of course, is at no
variance with the principles of generative grammar, on the contrary,
most of it has been made possible through the achievements of generative
grammar.

This volume is representative in many but not all respects. The bulk of the
papersaredevoted to syntax and semantics; two papers deal withmorphology,
and only one with phonology. One paper is devoted to the history of universal
grammar. The neglect of fields of research such as psycholinguistics, socio-
linguistics and historical linguistics is deliberate. We thought that these
branches of linguistics would deserve a separate volume.

The volume does not contain papers by scholars working in a framework
different from that of generative transformational grammar. Thus, we have
included no papers on the functional approach to grammar (Petr Sgall and
his followers) and on the generative applicational model (S. K. Saumjan
and his followers) though these schools, too, apply the term ‘generative’.

Unfortunately, not all of the scholars engaged in work on generative gram-
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mar were able to contribute (or not to the extent they would have liked to).
A fact which we can only deeply deplore.

It should be made clear that the present collection of articles is not on
European generative grammar but on generative grammar in Europe. There
is nothing especially European about these papers. They could have been writ-
ten in any other part of the world. One should not try to look for any special
European tradition in this volume either, though it is apparent that the
linguistic background with and against which European scholars have to
work is in many respects essentially different from the American tradition.
Unfortunately, much of the European linguistic tradition has not as yet been
exploited for present day linguistic research. In this respect the present
volume has not much to offer either.

We wish to express our gratitude to Dr. Manfred Bierwisch who has
helped us in various ways in preparing this volume.

THE EDITORS
Paris|Stockholm, July 1, 1971
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WERNER ABRAHAM

THE ETHIC DATIVE IN GERMAN

In grammars of German, the ethic dative has been given the following
descriptions: Behaghel (1923: 629) “The relation holding between the dative
constituent and the verb is not one of reality ; rather, it signifies the pragmatic
constituent that participates in and assesses the event” (free translation from
German).

(1) Th. Corneille hat ihm [Voltaire] von der englischen
Geschichte nur wenig gewuft.

This dative structure, however, is not at all a good example of an ethic dative.
Compare the much cited English and Latin utterances:

2 He plucket me ope his doublet  (Julius Caesar, Act I, Scene 1)
3) Quid mihi Fluvius agit?

Both (2) and (3) are ambiguous and can be interpreted not only as ethic
datives. The dative in (1), on the other hand, does not seem to be generally
accepted and productive in modern German.

Havers (1931: 36) *“. . . a true dative of affective participation is . . . the
dativus ethicus, frequent in popular usage”. “In our area only occasional and
somewhat arbitrary . . .”.

“) Du bist mir ein netter Kerl
(5 Gestern habe ich dir etwas Merkwiirdiges erlebt

Jung (1953 48) “The ethic dative is exclusively a personal pronoun; it indi-
cates a person not actively participating in the event but nevertheless in-
volved emotionally”.

Somewhat more explicit syntactic descriptions are given by Regula and
Glinz.

As is propounded by Regula (1960: 11-12) there is a first person dative
expressing interest:

(6) Verachtet mir die Meister nicht
Naturally, this interpretation fails in the case of the second person dative:

N Das waren dir Kerle

F. Kiefer and N. Ruwet (eds.), Generative Grammar in Europe, 1-19. All Rights Reserved.
Copyright © 1973 by D. Reidel Publishing Company, Dordrecht-Holland.
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ON
. THE SEMANTIC TREATMENT
PREDICATIVE EXPRESSIONS

0. GENERAL

In this paper I want to discuss
to me, are crucial wittl? f;sbzcss some problems of semantics whi
semantics but which havep t to many topics under discussi ich, as it seepms
the general frame of disc 50 far remained almost unnotiéédon I present-day
which has become kmw';‘lsfllﬁgetrh::htheory of generative gra n; rln z:e‘suppox;e as
e name of generative St’:mamj;n the form
S.

S In la“ uage A]l(l ||
18

h g

all from the traditi
raditional )
enough — it does not b::nceptlon of generative grammar, B .
ome clear from this treatment o.f ut—surprisingly
sentences what
a

g g
y
g l
(

p

from whe
n one has e i
of view. xplained what predicativity is from th
¢ semantic point

But what i i
s predicativity? A
concepts as predi y? Although in pres
icate .. ent-da .
by themselves do not’ Ii’resupposmon, assertion, etc ai'es“znantlc theory such
interested in, i.e predgicvi any explanation of predica tivityr'y Olflten used, these
role of senten P ativity as the phenom : 1n the sense we are
ces 1n . A enon whic .
sentence is just the Cf)mmunmatlon. These notions dh underlies the special
unit by means of which people © not reveal why the
communicate

F. Kiefer and
N. Ruwet (ed
; s.), g
Copyright © 1973 by D. Reif)ieIG;nZ;a’hwe Grammar in Europe, 360-386
ublishing Company, ’ —-386. All Righ
, Dordrecht-Holl ghts Reserved.
land.
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Communication is something that always takes place between a speaker
and a hearer. Every sentence by means of which something is communicated
is formed by 2 speaker and received and decoded by a hearer. If we are inter-

ested in what a sentence is — of, MOIe narrowly, what pradica’dvity is — then

we shall have to find out, apparently, what sentences are for the speaker and
at to emphasize here is

what they are for the hearer. The first point that [ wa
that from the point of view of semantics these tWo aspects — the aspect of the
speaker and the aspect of the hearer — are wholly different. In the semantic

sense a sentence is for the speaker something quite different from what it is

for the hearer. If the function of a sentence in communication is —as it is
usually said —to tell something new about something previously known, itis
clear that this opposition of new and known information has sense only from
the hearer’s point of view : the speaker should know previously everything that
{s contained in the sentence he tells to the hearer. Therefore, thereis little hope
of solving the problem of the semantic nature of prcdicativily as long as we
look at sentences from a position that is neutral with respect to the speaker
and the hearer. From this position sentences are only ‘abstract objects’ of a
g to do with communication. Only when we

certain type that have nothin
accept the position of the speaker of of the hearer do we have the possibility

of examining what communication amounts to for one of the other of them,
and, correspondingly; why communication occurs in the form of predicative

structures.
Although theoretically the position of generative gramm

neutral with respect to speaker and hearer, in generative semantics, as it

seems to me, there s a tendency to accept the position of speaker as the posi-
tion departing from which the facts of language, among them also the facts
connected with predicativily are treated. For instance, the notions of

the contexts ‘the

assertion and presupposition are treated, as a rule, in

speaker asserts that’ and ‘the speaker presupposes that’. Also, the so-called
reference indices are treated as something that ‘corresponds to items in the
speaker’s mental picture 0

f universe’ (McCawley, 1968, p. 140). Maybe it is
the generative approach itself that suggests

the speaker’s point of view. In
any case, Very little has been done L0 solve the problem of what these potions
those of assertion and presupposition _ constitute when
position of the hearer. Nevertheless, the claim that I want
¢t of the hearer that is most significant

\ris declared to be

_ in particular,
looked at from the
to make here is just that it is the aspe
when one wants to solve the problem of predication.
[n a certain sense, language as a whole exists for hearers and because of
hearers (because there are hearers). In this sense, the structure thatan expres-
gion of language has exists, first of all, for the hearer. When the speaker gives
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| a sentence a certain structure, he does this wi i i
, 1s with the :
be able to decode the message he wants to tell himmf:::::g'that tl.le hearer structure representing some fact or state of affairs in an abstract form. The
from the hearer’s point of view that one can decide f(.)r cottu] ngly, it is only meaning of a sentence can be explained only through the change it causes in
structure actually amounts to. an what a Certain the knowledge of the hearer (=the descriptions) of the objects which the
In particular, as I have already said, the predicative organizati ) sentence is about. To put it differently, predicative structures should be
tences makes sense only from the point of view of the he: If 10n of sep. treated as instructions for the hearer to modify his knowledge of the world in
in some - however vague — sense the basis of predicativit‘lrer' ‘WB agree that definite points and in definite ways. From this point of view, the task of the
such as ‘known information’, ‘new information’ ‘addiugy ‘if’“sm_s ;"fnotions semantic description of sentences is to bring out explicitly what these modi-
to the known one’, etc., then . ol new information fications consist in.
> etc., we have to admit also smas
phenomenon that is wholly oriented towards the hean:]?t P ;efhc_‘m“l}‘ IS a Formally, semantic descriptions of sentences should not be given as static
as a whole, in so far as it can be said that lan guage con * a[n ;’0 is language structures which merely show hierarchical orderings of predicates. Instead,
Accordingly, if one wants to discover the true naturSls : N bt{nlepccs_ sentences should be treated as representing certain rules for transforming
has to look at this phenomenon from the position of the E predication one argument-structures of one form into argument-structures of another form.
find out what the hearer does with the sentences he reczi earer. lOn;el has to The ‘result’ of a sentence in this sense should constitute a definite list of
ves; only then ca . . e
0 n g
nle ‘zndistand ;vhy speakers always speak by means of sentences arg1t1ment struc;uris which represent new descriptions of the ‘objects the
ant to emphasize that I am not i ; A sentence was about.
performance. When I speak of ‘what F;: ﬁg:tizf :zz:‘:ilnga;heply _of linguistic It should be noted that such a treatment of the meaning of sentences is
facts and regularities that can be established b Iy li c'm'wew only the generally accepted in computational linguistics (see, for instance, such works
not want to describe the real psychological pr)(() fezz:syvtl?ji;lmc means. | qo as Quillian, 1969, or Schwarcz, 1969, among others). But in this context the
the head of the hearer. It is just one of the goals of this pa eratre filOlIlg on mn treatment is practice-oriented rather than theory-oriented. The criteria in
really is possible to establish the corresponding facts b lp per to show that it accordance with which the analysis of concrete sentencesis claimed acceptable
g lacts by linguistic means only. acceptable are resolved on the basis of practical considerations and, in addi-
2. PREDICATION — WHAT tion, the set of sentences which are analyzable is usually quite restricted. A
o IT IS FROM THE POINT OF VIEW principal treatment on the ground of which any sentence could be given a
RIE S HE SR theoretically acceptable interpretation — and which could serve as the basis
What does it mean for the hearer, to understand of practical approaches — is possible only in the frames of linguistics. Almost
it mean merely ‘relating’ the sen;ence - anda se.ntence, a megsage? Does the only work in this direction that I have met here is D. T. Langendoen’s
described in present-day semantic theory ?SHSeelﬁli?ntlc representation, as it is paper ‘On Selection, Projection, Meaning and Semantic Content’ (1967),
The fundamental property of natural la‘nguageyi.s that b o where it has been explicitly suggested that the semantic content of verbs
not only possible to ‘tell something to someone’ but it isa 1 Y means of it, it is (predicates) should be treated as ‘purely projective’, i.e. that in the process of
municate on quite definite themes, Communication is also 1;0551b1e to com- semantic interpretation of sentences this content should be entirely projected
thing—about definite ‘objects’ (persons, things places, 18 4 rtu e’tAB)OU;_SEme' onto corresponding NP’s (arguments). I myself have treated the problem in
hearer should be able to identi ’ N > events, etc.) which the Oim, 1970b.*
entify when he receives a me ) i )
cation amounts (for the hearer) to recoiving Some neSsa‘gef. And <.:ommum— The foregoing general discussion should have already made it clear that
these objects. In order to identify the S5 i t.W lnhormatlon about the semantic description of a sentence should explicitly bring out at least the
have some previous knowledge about these obr question the hearer shou}d following points: (a) what ‘objects’ — in the most general sense — the sentence |
‘descriptions’ of these objects i his memore OAJI‘:StS-hHe Sh01-11<'1 have c§rta1n is about? (b) what constitutes the hearer’s previous knowledge of these
y. when receiving new infor- objects ? (¢) what new information does the hearer receive about these objects |

Ea};[;on about these objects he has to change the descriptions of these objects
- s memory. Here we come to the central idea of this paper: for the hearer
¢ meaning of a sentence — of a predicative structure — is not any stable

1 It may be noted also that such a treatment of sentences can be taken as an explication of the
well-known viewpoint of Saussure according (o which sentences belong to ‘parole’ and not to

‘langue’.
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rrf)m the given sentence? (d) what are the modifications in t|

of these objects that are caused by the new information a uIe rde

what constitute the new descriptions of the objects that remalin : di

memory after he has distributed the new information? "
It should be quite obvious that no definite answeré to questions

can i : i
° ?e seen in the usual semantic representations of generative se
or instance, let us take the following sentence:

SCl'iplions
Cordingly
1€ hearep’y

(@)-(d)
Mantics,

(1) John persuaded Mary that Tartu is a greater town than Tallinn
it; ksz;alngt;% ’r;{)rsegs;a.ntation would be something like (1a) (see, for instance;

(1a) S

PRED ARG ARG
CAUSE  John l
PRED ARG
COME ABOUT S
PRED ARG ARG
BELIEVE Mary S

Tartu is a greater
town than Tallinn

We would say that the sentence (1) is about John as well as about Mary. i
the sense that the hearer does receive definite new knowledge about bi)t)l/; Htl"
them: But the structure (1a) does not reveal this in any explicit wa nei’[h0
.doe.s '1t reveal what the descriptions — the knowledge of the hearer z],of th "
individuals are, before the new information contained in the sentencees'(se
gsserted a'bf)ut them, and what modifications occur in these descripti :
1e., yvhat itis that the hearer comes to know about these persons afterrileoli1 .
received the sentence. But, as we can easily see, the hearer should at leaZi
know about Mary that she formerly did not believe that Tartu is a great
town than Tallinn, that she now believes this and (maybe) that it wags j?)lf;

SEMANTIC TREATMENT OF PREDICATIVE EXPRESSIONS 365

who made her believe this; and about John he should know that John has
made Mary believe the mentioned fact. It means, the ‘result’ of the sentence
(1) should consist of the descriptions of the individuals named John and Mary
that contain just the given information. (Note also that the sentence (1) can-
not be treated as being — in the same sense — about the towns Tartu and
Tallinn, although their names occur in the sentence, since the hearer does not
directly obtain any new knowledge of these towns; the towns are involved
only through the descriptions of John and Mary.)

There is no need to dwell upon the details of the given sentence. The fact is
that the structure (1a), taken by itself, does not answer the questions (a)—(d).
From this representation it cannot be seen at all that the sentence (1) should
change something in certain descriptions (resp. in someone’s knowledge of
something). But this means that it cannot be seen that this structure is a
predicative one, either. Such representations by themselves are unable to
explain what predicativity is.

But how do we nevertheless understand intuitively what holds about Mary
and about John as the ‘result’ of the sentence (1)? For instance, how do we
realize that after the sentence (1) is asserted it will hold about Mary that she
believes that Tartu is a greater town than Tallinn? Of course, it is because we
know the meaning of the predicate persuade that we can infer this fact from
the sentence (1). Since the structure (1a) shows this knowledge is reduced to
knowledge of the meanings of the predicates CAUSE, COME ABOUT and BELIEVE.
Apparently, just these predicates are the units that determine what will hold
and what will not hold about the corresponding persons after the sentence (1)
s asserted. And this is wholly natural. Only predicates that are contained ina
sentence. and nothing else, can ultimately determine what the ‘result’ of the
corresponding sentence will be when it is asserted. There should be definite
rules connected with every single predicate that determine the modifications
this predicate will cause when it is asserted. To know the meaning of a predi-
cate is to know just these rules. Only by the fact that there are such rules con-
nected with every predicate and that we know these rules is it possible to
explain how we are always able to decide what the hearer will know after our
certain sentence about one or another individual which is mentioned in the
sentence. The ability to decide this is undoubtedly one of the most natural
components of our linguistic competence.

The task of semantics from the hearer’s point of view can be formulated in
the following way: first, to determine, in the case of every predicate, what
rules belong to it — i.e., what modifications its assertion will cause in its argu-
ments; and second, to describe the interaction of the rules connected with
individual predicates in actual sentences, In the following, my attention will
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first Pe directed towards the concretization of the general frame

required by such treatment of predication and then towards th ok hat s
how t_he rules of modification — transformations — connecte:; pr'Obl('im of
estal?llshed in the case of a single predicate, and how the corres on‘:i,'lth o e
fications are described. I can make only some general rempk vt
treatment of actual sentences. s sbout the

. Now, an important question remains, namely, at which pointin the

tion of a sentence the described ‘processing’ should occur. The genf?ra-
example has already made it clear that this processing is ultimat‘el d tp feV.IOus
by the elementary predicates that are contained in the corres yo ed?rmlned
tence, and by their organization. Consequently, the processingpslzlo 11l]dg o
from thc'e §tructures where the elementary predicates and their or u' St.art
are exphc1_tly given, i.e. in fact from the structures of type (1a) Butgianlzatlon
transforming these structures into surface structure representétionsrﬁltead o
under consideration here should process them in the opposite directi S
wards the final representations in the hearer’s memory. entte

But before exploring all these problems irr detail, I want to pres

concrete facts that are relevant to the described approach present some

3, SOME RELEVANT FACTS

i.ele.n f:)n thei ttregtment of ‘possible lexical items’ the following principle has
rmulated, among others: ‘lexical items i
which is not labelled S’. (Morgan, 1968). This ;ti;:rt’g;ctenzngna l(;ovl&lrsu(tiuent
have the same meaning as the whole sentence. But why is this sog ?If ve tcarl
sentences as static structures, alongside NP’s and VP’s and the l-ike e o
re;ally only state the given fact — it cannot be derived from an ene;:r oy
ciple. But if sentences are treated semantically as unstable :trgucturesptrllln-
represent transitions from static (argument) structures of one form to st ?t
structures of another form, this fact receives quite a natural explanatiosnatlc

3.(:)26;8 rg)rtle calil speak of analytic and syn.thetic sentences, but it apparently
0es no make sense to speak of analytic or synthetic noun phrases. The
distinction between analyticity and nonanalyticity makes sense onl i.n th
case .of sc?ntences where something is asserted about something Bu}tl i )
why 1s. this so? Why does it make sense to say that the sentence c.z thi aiam’
shape is ?.n analytic structure, but does not make sense to say about tﬁg oun
phrase either the shape of a thing or that it is analytic or that it is nona y rllm'1rl
although both structures are built from the same basic items, thing andn;zc}z;t)f';

g
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In addition to analyticity there are also other semantic properties that are
connected with sentences but not (at least not in the same sense) with other
linguistic structures. For instance, contradictoriness (The boy who is tall is
not tall) and redundancy (The tall boy is tall). Itisnot atall surprising that the
true nature of predicativity appears most clearly in its ‘abnormal’ types.

3.3. But the facts that most clearly point to the need for a new treatment of
predicativity in semantics are connected with pronominalization.

It is generally accepted that the pronominalization transformation, which
replaces a NP by a pronoun, can occur only if thereisa coreferent NP present
in this sentence, to which the pronoun can be said to refer back and if certain
formal conditions with respect to relative positions of the two NP’s are met
(see Ross, 1967 ; Langacker, 1969 ; Karttunen, 1968, 1969 — to mention only
a few). The apparent semantic reason for such a treatment of pronominaliza-
tion lies in the fact that in this way it is possible to explain how hearers are
able to discover, in the case of such sentences, what exactly the information
identified by a pronounin a given case is. But from the semantic point of view
thismeans thatthe NP replaced by the pronoun and the antecedent NP should
be not merely coreferential but also semantically identical — they should
identify precisely the same information.

In most cases the formal treatment of pronouns conforms to their semantic
function, i.e. the formal antecedent of the pronoun does indeed identify the
same information as we intuitively find to be identified by the pronoun. But
it appears that this is not always the case. First, let us take the following piece

of discourse.

) Mary received a new book. It is about semantics.

In such a case, as has already been pointed out by some authors (e.g. Bellert,
1967), the pronoun it does not refer merely to ‘a new book’ as it would be
expected on the ground of formal treatment but, rather, t0 ‘the new book
which Mary received’. This means that the pronoun it identifies the cor-
responding object (the book) taken with the information which has already
been asserted about it in the previous sentence.

Strictly speaking, the given example is beyond the scope of generative
grammar since we have here two independent sentences. But it is not difficuit
to combine such sentences into one sentence by means of the appropriate
conjunctions, so that the observed phenomenon will be preserved. Moreover,
if we consider such complex sentences more closely we shall find two clear
types among them that differ just in that in the case of one type the informa-
tion identified by the pronoun is the same as the information identified by its




368
HALDUR OIM

fo o
ﬁerdm;ll il}rlltecedent, while in the case of the other type the information i
anteczd et pr(glloun already contains the new information asserted ;lbldenti-
ent in the corresponding clause. The out ity
. sentences (3
first type, the sentences (4a)—(4c) of the second type (3a) and (3b) are of the

3 T Since tlle Wllld was blo win thIO
g g
”) .I()ll]l C ()Se(l t]le (l()()l althOu 11 the Wllld dldll t blOW thI‘OU. II 1t

(4a) John closed the d
00 - -
T o that the wind did not blow through it

any more.
(4b)  John closed th .
" J e door codifTt nobody was able to open it.
ohn closed the door but the wind continued to blow through it
1t.

Inca i i
- (s:l Ic;t;t(snat)hand (3b), as it can easily be seen, the doors referred to by th
¢ corresponding second clauses sh i
pronoun : s should be open. And the sa
shou thec;;(c)i ab_ou’;1 the corresponding doors when these are referredto b glle
N e tohr in the first c?auses: this is clearly a presupposition that sh)(,)ulg
oldaboy ‘neb cot;lrespondmg doorsin order that the clauses were meaningful
. , in both cases the pronoun if and i i i '
e nd its antecedent identify precisely
On the oth i
o the o :Z;a;lng, in the case of (4a)—(4c) it is equally easy for us to see
apalasrer ime referred to by the pronoun it should be closed, while
the doors iercih to by the corresponding antecedent NP’s should be, open
- an- n e_case of the example (2) the pronoun if identifies here the;
corre g)d bmg op]ect '(the door) as taken with the information which 1
pronouna out this objpct in the clause where the formal antecedent of tlis
prorout occlplrs. Wh.at' is pgrticularly important here is the fact that we ar:
ity t.y able to distinguish clearly between these two cases — where th
o ;bl_znt assl,rerted about the antecedent is already added to the descri tioz
othe o (]) ga re er}fedltio by the pronoun, and where it is not. This meanfthat
ses should also receive diff in tt
these two cases erent treatment in the theory of pro-
Fromth i i iew 1
e e;liem?ntlc point of view in sentences (4a)—(4c) the antecedents of it
canrot be the;e y the NP-structures underlying the corresponding phrases
fhedoor e first clauses of these sentences, since in the semantic representa
N eesZ I<1::aus§s these NP’s should identify the corresponding doors a;
. ecedents of the pronouns sh
open. ' . - should be NP-structure
Ovpé:tclltly descr1pe the identified doors as closed. Such NP-structures asrethat
over lz/ep(r)ese.nt in thes:e sentences. These structures have to be created in e:(c:)lt
; re it can be introduced into the corresponding second clauses. And

it should be clear that they can be created only as e
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sults of processing the first

clauses, in the course of which the new information carried by these clauses
__ that the corresponding doors become closed — will be added to the cor-
responding NP-structures. Sentences (3) and (4) differ just in the way in
which the processing of the first clause and the introdicing of it into the
second clause are ordered with respect to each other: in the case of the sen-
tences (4) this processing of the first clause precedes it-introduction, in the
case of the sentences (3) the order is reversed. Itis apparent that this ordering
is formally determined by the conjunction which connects the two clauses.
But essentially 1t depends on the order of the events expressed by the cor-
responding clauses; in most simple cases this is merely a temporal ordering
(asinthecase of the conjunction andin (4a) and (4b)) butinmore complicated
sinvolved.? Itisnot possible here 1o analyze

these facts in detail. These examp s because they reveal
with particular clarity what the application of semantic treatment of predi-
cativity requires. Such examples 1 speech — and its under-

prove that actua
standing —is really built up by transforming argument-structures of one form
into argument-structures 4]

f another form.
Finally, let me present some more examples
(4a)—(4c) (mostly of types well known from literat

other connections).

cases some more general relationi
les are important foru

in addition to sentences
ure, but discussed there in

(5) Yesterday Sam found a new girl and kissed her.

her = the new girl Sam found yesterday.

(6) Before Mary realized that someone had broken into her room,

he had stolen her jewels and fled.

he = the one who had broken into Mary’s room.

7 Whenever you put former servicemen in a room, they start

discussing their problems.

they = former servicemen who are put (are?) in a r0OM.

(8) Mary realized that the boy wanted to take away her bag and she
began to scream, SO that he hastily ran away.

she = Mary, who realized that . . .
he = the boy who wanted to . . .

ussed in a little more detail in Oim (1970¢); there 1

2 | have treated the Lypes of examples disc
have made the claim that this relation is, in fact, the relation of presupposition.
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) Mary beli
M a)Ill teheved that the boy wanted to take away h,
) gan to scream, so that he hastily run awa yherbagang she
; ¢ = Mary, who believed that . . . "
¢ = the boy of whom Mary believed that . . .

4. PRES
. UPPOSITIONS
AND IDENTIFY
ING STRUCT
URES

Treatment of ot
definite argumigredmfmwty along the lines described above — ;
nt-structures that present (the hearer’s) know_ %Sfmodil‘ymg
nin

under the influence of
e “ =% 1 ¥ ‘ .
e e of nesu_. asserted information — requires, first o o,
Herentiate explicitly the known in[’ormatio (::Ira“‘ st
n and the pe
w

information which shall be added to th
sentation o g cases e known one in the semanti
e lhi ‘i;‘jg’l;;gl:f [;rpdlca%ntc structure. In the prcse:fr::::rlliuc Spes
expression, the known i etermining, in the case of a certain 0(? o
oresentin 8 .111f0rmallon connected with this pn‘ ‘Galive
o tglllh:s information formally, 1S expression and
act, thec : .
A discuSSiOOIilng]tr:;edare 1pterpsted in here — as the whole differentiati
o— infOrI‘naliony exists in scmeu.ltic theory. This is the concea t10n
e —— Thc‘ q(:lresﬂr(:a?llp{zos;tior;s, which is contrasted I\)zvi'?lf
J— ‘ merely in how
o o e B ot
First, it should be nollzid elied knows infcemation’. o
becoe.ore.cHhe ms: Ot e;t although tpe concept of presuppositions ha
tion of this concept is notpverr)u alr COncePts 1n semantics, the theoretical funcS
in the fact that the twin-co y clear. This vagueness reveals itself most clearl ,
information — has receivedncle pt of presuppositions — that of new assertezil
reflection is needed in orde atl most no attention. Nevertheless, on’ly a littl
of one and the same phenorm0 realize that these concepts are only two side:
information which is prima e.non and. that it is just the concept of asserted
as something will be done ry: something can be presupposed only in so fa
some new information will(;)n tl.le basis of this presupposition — in this casef
understand the role of ) glve.n.to the hearer. It follows that in order t ’
should treat them tust ; presuppositions in the functioning of lan 0
So far the re:latic:rlis'[f1 nhe Contf.:Xt of predication. s
tion between whole s:ntre):liseul-)posmon has been considered mostly as a rela-
exclusively from the point fS > and beyond this it has been considered almost
1970, p. 59; Lakoff, 1970 ghwslw of the speaker (see, for instance, Fillmore
who ‘does the pres,uppos,in ". ). There is no doubt, of course, that the onf:
pointed out, the real ng 18 always the speaker. But, as I have al
meaning of the phenomena connected with prediiartfi:ji(:;,
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will become evident only when we took at what they mean for the hearer.

But what does it mean from the hearer’s point of view that certain informa-
tion is presupposed in the case of a certain sentence, in particular, when con-
trasted with the new information immediately carricd by the sentence?
According to our viewpoint, understanding of new information means that
this information is added in a definite way — in a way determined by the mes-
sage itself —to the argument-structures which the message s about. But from
this point of view the fact that certain information is presupposed can mean
\tion should already be contained in the corresponding
argument-structures, before the new information carried by the message will
be added to them. The assertion made in a message should operate upon
argument-structures that already contain the presupposed information. In
this sense, it can be said that to presuppose certain information means, in
fact, Lo presuppose its existence in the hearer’s memory.

But it is important to explain in what sense precisely, ‘previous existence in
y’ is meant here. It does not mean that not a single sentence can be

memor
e all the facts identified by the presuppositions

communicated toa hearer befor
of the corresponding sentence are really known to him. But it means that in

the case of every individual sentence the hearer should be able to discover all
ected with this sentence, and when he has discovered
them he should first process them — if he did not know them before —and only
then can he begin to process the real assertion made by this sentence. Taken
by themselves, even presuppositions are nothing but certain messages; but
they are messages that precede — of have preceded — the proper assertion of
the sentence. And they precede this in the sense that they should be (or should
have been) processed and stored by the hearer before the proper assertion. It
is only from the point of view of this proper assertion that they are pre-
supposed.’
Let me present some simple examples that illustrate my treatment of pre-
suppositions as discussed above. Take a sentence of the well-known type.

only that this informs

presuppositions conn

(10) The door opened.

one of the presuppositions of this sentence about

hat it was closed; and the sentence asserts that it
f view of the hearer,

As is generally admitted,

the door in question 18 t
became open. If we describe these facts from the point ©
matter whether the hearer really did or did not

it will become obvious thatno
tence, that the door was closed, he could not

know, before receiving this sen
3 In the case of such a treatment, it appears also as quite a natural fact that “‘for any assertion,
it may be the case, then, that all previous assertions in the utterance or discourse act as pre-

suppositions”. (Camelot, 1968, p. 7.
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understand thi )
was c]o;ed 1:?Jst;cmi:1ce appropriately, unless he understood th
ol s N - ) a
S dear u‘nd ! 1en ecame open. He could not change the “des l‘ lh‘e dooy
<sponsdd .f:l consideration in his memory into the descri Cription” f
oor’, as is required by the gi ription of
‘o e given sentence, if of ap
the description of thi ce, if he had not
S is door as a closed door : understo
the f: g ‘ sed door. And just this is poi od
Ol;dlzla :lh¢:l :: is presupposed that the door was closed IS pointed oy by
stakeane . sed.
will demonstrate thxample of a somewhat different kind that still mo
e nature of presuppositions as ‘previous knowl Tgclearly
€ g{:‘_

an John is the youngest son of Jones.

Let it be said as
an answer to the question ‘Who i
already know i ; n ‘Who is John?’ to some
senteny HGWE who Jones is. In this case, the list of presu omeone who
ce includes, at least, the following ones ppositions of thig

(11a) Jones has children.
(11b)  There are some sons among the Jones’ children

(11¢)  Amon
g the sons of Jones the
ferent ages. re are at least three who are of dif-

(11d)  John is one of these sons of Jones.
A .
nd the proper assertion made by the sentence (11) is, then:

(11¢) John is the youngest of Jones’ sons.

Again, iti i
thi facis 1slriot important whether or not the hearer actually knows s
aoear new ta)}:.(l 1d) before he receives sentence (11). All of ther(r)lme o
o (T8 i 0 1II.1. The crucial point is that logically (11a)—(11d) are m‘ay
(010) bl.lt . s possible for the hearer to know (11a)—(11d) without k Pf}Or
ently’ o faetcarinot know (1 le) without knowing (11a)—(11d). And n; Ny
know,ledge cfs ((1 11 (211))—(1 1d) in their turn are ordered as they aré given, ag par-
o ove:
presupposes knowled )
e ge of (11a)—(11¢), k
E/iew) ‘[I;::S}l:ipos?s knowlefige of (11a)—(11b), and so on. Fr3)m Itllcl)i‘:]le:)iigrlet O?
piiGeEssii threr s processing of the sentence (11) should be repres:nted .
The senterglceezlnlu)eisaig?s (-1 la)—((il Le) one after another in just the order giveills
ries immediately only th . )
underst H : y the message (11e). But
wardsf ?:2(31 lt:lcl; 1mme<(111ate message the hearer has to take slme s::pzr‘(:)ilrcico
> ver and process the messa i
helgroceSs the proper assertion of (11). ges (11a)~(11d), and only then can
ow we come to the question of i
TR G : of in what form — assuming th
onlie czzr:a.l represeptatlons of generative semantics — prf:gsup;(%sci?ieral
Lamm awari ofltl ;n semantlci descriptions of predicative expressions. Of cou;) o
e complexity of this problem. But I am trying to splve it or?f ,
37

in(andf
be taken as a tentative one.
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or) the context fixed here; and even in this context the solution should

from the foregoing discussion
ns are always connected

with definite arguments; t s contained in arguments.
1t may be said that every presupposition is a presupposition about a certain
‘object’ namely, about one of the objects about which the corresponding
sentence (or, more concretely, the corresponding predicate) asserts its new
information. And, apparently, the converse also holds: with every argument
about which the given predicate asserts something definite presuppositions
should be connected which form the identifying description of the ‘object’
referred to by the corresponding argument. All this suggests for the general
form of argument-structures the representation which is illustrated by the

structure (12). Apé

(12) /\
S

fact to be remem bered
treatment, presuppositio
hey present material thati

The most important
is that according to my

Here x is & referential index (representant of the corresponding individual)
f sentences) which presents the pre-

and S is the sentence (or conjunction 0

supposition(s) about x (or, more generally, the information which the hearer
knows about x and of which the information presupposed about x in case of
some concrete asserti 1, only a definite part). The given

structure can be thought of as the general form in which descriptions of
‘objects’ in the hearer’s memory arc represented — i e. as the general form of
identifying knowledge. For instance, if in the case of the sentence (10), as we
pointed out above, the presupposition about the door in question is that it
was closed, then the corresponding argument-structure should have, roughly,
the following form (if weignore the question of ordering, of hierarchy, among
the presuppositions themselves):

ARG

(13) A
ey
/N

< 15 a door % is closed

on forms, in genera
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:-OE:.E: S[[-lf:;fczgnl::;?em here any conclusive argument for choosine jue
mof represe ‘10n. But nevertheless, many facts can be fi et
p.o_lnt in this direction. First of all, it should be stressed thalos'jnd thﬂlCIeen-iy
:;1;1:;}11(';15\::15‘:}1;}: ;1;1n1mp0rt.ant role in the functioning of ialigzz;epr;s}l:,ppﬁ‘
presenting this inforrgr?aiigsritsflfh}-laiworked SUUCSRAI SEmdad Iileanzsf;{)
ractheedl i o Frerbe : . ink there exist facts that indicate that thr
(O Patatospical §1c form of such representations. ¢
Y i yrpl)(l)ca 1dsnt1fy1ng structures (on the level of surface structy
o adjectiv)e/ " Lln ;:1 rases. Usual .types of noun phrases, as we know )
reostion e f;la (riloun, noun (in .genitive) + head noun, head nou,nare
b pOSSibl,e t ez{;.i noun + relative clause. A question arises as :-
Atk o find among these types one definite type which can bo
conaderec 1 ;)S ma ;y on§ —in the sense that other types can be derived (ie
derived from any othe?&rg;ciszgrsz? fr(lm tlilis e et cannot bl;
: . } ing to the treatment so far gi
flt;ilasseesim %ﬁneratlve gFammar, such a primary type is heada;(;glll‘rlle:l- tr?alno'un
Stﬂl, n.lt:). e type whlch formally matches the structure (12) e
o nrz,x 12‘1[ ri:larllebefs'asd tl}at_ from the semantic point of view every single
noun 1 4 materiall)is of i e.ntlf}{mg structure; apparently, the form in which
e S (.)rlggmzed in nouns should very closely reflect the organi-
et (1968), o o élllak 1111(1) ‘:I?rer‘:;ermory. But, according to the treatment of
by(; s(t)ructure that has just t};e forBI/I:l 2??1183 ;)tlﬁldc:frsee(nll ;)ntlcany represenied
Supp)OS ; t'hie‘:eor};:1 :?;1;1(; itis a known fact that relative clauses are always pre-
e indiVi(,iual.referred trmljltlon they represent is always presupposed about
eE o by the he.a.d noun. On the other hand, every time we
xoresson mase ri enl p.re'suppo.smon to be connected with an identifying
e illyin thefon coef, ;t ;Z 11;;(‘[).ss1blle to express this presupposed information
Sple Y e om0 ive clause without making the whole sentence

(14a) The door of my room opened.
S;lb) The door of my room, which was closed, opened.
(153 xy Erotlﬁer regrets now that he did not go to the movie
y brother, who did not go to the movi .
i moneors themovics vies, regrets now that he

In (1 .
bro(tlia]i) fer;ie(cltf\l,) )1 thespresupposed information =sabouine dograsmy
. (15;) e ¢ yd_ Whllcb is 1mp11c1§ in the corresponding sentences (14a)
tond pressed explicitly by relative clauses. As we see, this transforma-

oes not make these sentences unmarked, although it makes them some-
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ut this is quite natural, since the added relative clauses
both cases is already apparent without them.
ar correspondence exists between presupposed

d, and information that can be expressed by
This justifies the choice of relative clauses as

what redundant; b
express information which in

It can be inferred that a cle
information, on the one han
relative clauses, on the other.

the primary form for representing presuppositions.
(3) The form chosen here for representing identifying information matches

also, it seems to me, the general form of argument-structures as established by
Bellert (1969a, 1 969b). Bellert distinguishes between three types of arguments,
according to three types of operators with which the arguments can be pre-
fixed and which Bellert calls the iota operator, the all operator and the indefi-
nite operator, respectively. As the general forms of the first two types of
arguments Bellert offers the following (the third type 1. Bellert does not pre-

sent formally):
16 (e
‘the x which is ¢’
17 (ALl x)o(x)
‘all the x’s which are Q@
In the present paper we are not interested in the differences between argu-
ments which are connected with the use of different operators. In other
respects, however, as can be seen, the structure (12) matches completely the

structures (16) and (17).

5. PREDICATION AS CHANGING THE IDENTIFYING STRUCTURES

Here I shall try to show, by means of an illustrative example, how [ think the
modifications of identifying structures take place. 1 will treat this problem
here on the basis of semantic analysis of a concrete predicate word. The
problems which are involved in describing actual sentences I will touch upon

in the following section.
As the concrete predicate for ana
in the meaning which is illustrated by th

lysis | have chosen the verb to understand,
e following sentences.
(18) The boy understood that he wouldn’t escape from the punish-

ment.
I understood that 1 had chosen the wrong way.

(19)
(20) From the gloomy expression on J ohn’s facel understood that he
had failed the examination.
Aswe saw above (Section 2), the modifications caused by a concrete predicate
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in its arguments depend on the elementary predicates into which the meg Ning
of the corresponding word can be analyzed. For instance, in the cage of
persuade we found that the modifications determined by this word depend
on the elementary predicates CAUSE, COME ABOUT and BELIEVE. With every
elementary predicate individual rules of modification should be connecteq
which the users of the corresponding language know and from which they
derive modifications that correspond to concrete (i.€. nonelementary) predi-
cative structures. Consequently, first we have to describe the meaning of
understand in terms of elementary predicates.

In the situation which the word understand (in the given meaning) repre-
sents we have quite clearly to do with a fact of acquiring definite knowledge.
Each of the sentences (18)—(20) presents a situation where the person men-
tioned comes to know a definite fact. That the concept of knowledge is really
involved in interpreting the verb understand can also be seen from the pos-
sibility of such sentences as (21).

21 I had understood long ago that I had chosen the wrong way but
it was very difficult for me to get used to this knowledge.

The main question is how this knowledge is acquired. Understanding some-
thing is not identical with acquiring information from direct messages. For
instance, we do not generally understand the sentence (19) in the sense that
someone directly told me that I had chosen the wrong way. On the other hand,
we speak of understanding in the case of such types of indirect information as
hints, metaphors etc.

This suggests that understanding in the given sense is in fact analogous to
making inferences from definite (previously known) facts, from direct mes-
sages, etc. Notice also that, as the sentence (20) shows, in the case of under-
stand, just as in the case of infer, an expounder can occur that identifies the
source from (or on the ground of) which something is understood.

Nevertheless, the situations described by understand and by infer are not
identical, as is intuitively clear to us. If we look more closely, we find that
the whole difference in the meanings of these words lies in the fact that infer
is an active verb, it denotes an activity that is intentionally carried out by
the corresponding person, but understand does not denote such an activity.
We can speak of someone as trying intentionally to understand something,
but understanding itself is something that ‘happens’ and cannot be carried
out on intention. This is shown also by the possibility of such expressions as
suddenly he understood that . . , at last he understood that . . . (*suddenly he
inferred that . . . , *at last he inferred that . . .). But what the verbs to under-
standand to infer have in common is that in both cases the acquired knowledge

comes from other definite knowledg
has in his possession.

sense describes a situation in
knowledge of a definit
; jously), an
possess previousiy), ige
knowledge of the same person. SO we may say t
is about the correspo
him as x—gets 10 know a
two main things about x: th : e
knows a definite other fact, z, from whic

The identifying structure
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¢ that the corresponding person already

ing: the verb to understand in the given
I b e st \ioiggl‘iviinfcrttain person acquiresﬂpassively—ﬂ
e fact (a knowledge which he did not copscxously
d this knowledge is derived from definite qther
hat understand as a predicate

c = e
nding person; it asserts that this person let us denot

definite fact, ¥ and it presupppscs, apparently,
at x does not previously know facty a.nd 1hz‘11 he
is knowledge of y1s derived.
which describes the hearer’s knowledge of X
rstand is asserted, should have, then, the following

before the predicate 0 unde ossible hierarchy among the given

form (we ignore again the question of p
presuppositions) :

(23)

A Si \ A Q
KNOW NOT (KNOW (x,y))

PERSON
(x) (x,2)

n, SiT 10
a H

i g asserted. As 1 have
i redicate understand, when .
o Syt i tand consists in 18 that x, who does

i i ion of unders o d
nted out, what the assertion ‘ : o
1‘)mt ossess the knowledge of y, comes to possess ths know.lt.;igz L
“? ‘foming to possess’, 1 think, is just the idea that is carried,

0 ’

in i ani _ 10 obtain, to receive).
ts central meanin g(=too 2
al level, by the verb o gerint aning it
%:ne::enlly itisnota casual fact that 20 get in this sense has t;-dSI W);} e
. ' » _ what — from
pmpe argument frame as the verb to und?rstand (who‘ (:'Vhd:a B
fjhat) The whole structure corresponding to the predica

is the following:
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(24
S
PRKY\ARGARG
oeT x/'sN l S
3 S S KNOW AH;NQW
{(x,y) (x,2)

PERSON KNOW  NOT (KNOW (x,y) )
(x) (x,2z)

‘x, who is a person, who knows z and who does not kn
n, ow y, gets the k 3
ledge of y from his knowledge of 2. o

The structure (24) isa predicative structure. The ‘outcome’ of this structure
asitis clezjlr from the previous discussion, should be an identifying structuré
that describes x as having the knowledge of y, i.e. the structure

(25)

/ARG\
X S
S S 5

VAN ANDAN

PERSON (x) KNOW (x,z) KNOW (x,y}

If, in Qescribing semantically the predicate to understand, we confine ourselves
to giving merely the structure (24), then such an ‘outcome’ can not directly
be rfaad out from this structure. But the structure (24) is to be treated only as
an ‘m.struction' for carrying out definite modifications in the corresponding
identifying structures, not as a static structure. The unit which determines
th.e required modifications here is the elementary predicate GET. From
this point of view the predicate GET is nothing but a unit which embodies a
fieﬁnlte rule for modifying the argument-structures with respect to which
1t occurs as a predicate, i.e. about which it is asserted. As the comparison of
.the structures (23) and (25) reveals, the modification in the given case lies
in that the structure under the second argument (KNOW (x, ¥)) is introduced
into the first argument, into the description of x, whert:, it replaces the
structure NOT (KNOW (x, y)). This basic operation is accompanied by definite
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other operations which the realization of this basic operation calls for in a
natural way: the predicate GET is deleted (since it has done its job); the same
thing occurs to the symbol S dominating the whole structure (and indicating
that it is a predicative structure); and, lastly, in the given case, the third
argument apparently also gets deleted.* In this way, from the predicative
structure (24) we get the identifying structure (25) which represents the
modified description of the person x.

The important point here is that the basic modification described above —
the insertion of the structure under the second argument into the description
of the individual x — is wholly determined by the predicate GET. This modifi-
cation always takes place when GET occurs as a predicate. The main require-
ments that the predicate GET itself imposes on its arguments are apparently
the following: the first argument should denote an individual; the structure
under the second argument can denote anything that one can ‘come to
possess’, and the third argument identifies a ‘place’ or ‘source’ in a very
abstract sense. The additional function of understand is to determine more
concretely the content of these arguments: in particular, that the contents
of the second and the third argument represent definite knowledge. In this
sense, the situation defined by the predicate understand can be considered
as a concretization of a more ‘primitive’ situation represented by the predi-
cate GET.

There are still many other words that can be considered definite concreti-
zations of the same underlying situation. In fact, the use of the surface verb
1o get itself — as, for instance, in sentences (26)—(27) — can also be taken as
one such concretization.

(26) The boy got a new book from his friend.
27 The soldier got a letter from his home.

The received objects in both cases are material things and the ‘source’ is
represented by a person (26) or by a concrete place (27). There is yet one more
difference between this use of get and the described use of understand in
that here we would say of the corresponding thing (which has been received)
that the person x will HAVE it; 1.e. that the expression denoting the corres-
ponding thing should in x’s description stand in the object-position of some
such predicate as HAVE. This fact suggests that perhaps knowledge should
also be regarded as something that people have, just as they have things;
4 | am not very sure of the position of this third argument. IT it is merely deleted, the question
may arise, why this argument is needed atall in the given representation. Apparently, in a more
profound treatment, a definite semantic relation should be stated between y and =z (e.g. that y

were deducible from z). But it is not very clear to me how this should be done in the present
context.
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ie. that there should be an additional predicate, HAVE, which has th
tures KNQW (x, y) and KNOW (x, z) as its objects in the argument-stre e
repre.sentmg x’s descriptions in the structures (23)—(25) above a‘;C(;ures
t.“unctlon of GET is to bring the content of the second argument —,wh the
it would be — into the object-position of this predicate HAVE. In fact fltteVer
not con.tracllict our intuition at all to treat the predicate to know its,ellf o
conc.re.t1.zat10n of the predicate to have. But I am not going to discu e
possibility more thoroughly here. e
The complex rule which is embodied by the predicate GET can formally be

28) CGET ( x (YY) ) ( z) (
S ARG S S ARG ARG ARG ARG v AFi’G ;
3 5 3 2 5 &

123456=>253

Many r‘nore Yerbs can be found that can be considered concretizations of
the same QET-Sltuation’ and that are relatively similar to the verb understand
Take, for 'mstance, a verb such as to remember (in its inchoative meanin .
The meaning of this verb does not differ from that of understand in an thii)'
else t.han inan additional presupposition about x to the effect that x ai/somg
previous time has known the corresponding fact.> On the other hand )
may take the predicate structure to become convinced which differs frorr; tvlvle
analyzed verb to understand by the feature that instead of the predic te
KNOW the predicate BELIEVE occurs everywhere. But the modiﬁcatign wh?;
these predicates — get, remember, become convinced — cause in their arlc
mepts .can be described in precisely the same way. This is the modiﬁcatigcl;l -
which is determined by the elementary predicate GET. And it is just for thiI;
reason that we can consider all these predicates variants of the ‘GET-situation’

What these facts show is that the treatment of predication as describe&
abov? offers, in addition to other possibilities, a definite basis for analyzin
certal‘n s§mantica1 groupings of words. It is possible to find it outy an(gi
describe, in quite formal terms, what in the case of a concrete group of word
trtrlle semantic basis which connects these words is and in what respects theS:
aneg?;(r)lrgn (Z)fn teh: :;r}ll(::te words in this group differ from this basic situation
The other important fact to note in connection with the proposed treat-
ment of predication is that such a treatment gives us a quite strong instrument

STtisi i i i
s interesting to note that in Estonian there is a verb méistma and in Finnish there is a verb

muistaa;, they are, undoubted! i istori igi
; they ar y, of common historical ori ¢
understand’ while the other means ‘to remember’. BERIES ASCOREEm S
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for deciding how adequate one or another combination of elementary
predicates is for describing the meaning of a definite word. If definite rules
which determine the modifications to be carried out in the corresponding
arguments, are connected with every elementary predicate in describing the
meaning of a concrete word, we have to choose 2 combination of elementary
predicates such that the final modifications caused by this combination in
the corresponding arguments will be just the modifications which the given
word itself determines.

[t has to be admitted, lastly, that the treatment given in this section is
incomplete in several respects. In order to give more profound treatment of
the problems involved here far more extensive analysis of empirical material
would be needed. My purpose here was to show in general terms how 1
imagine the modifications in identifying structures take place and how
descriptions of these modifications could be included into general descrip-
tions of predicative expressions.

6. ON THE TREATMENT OF ACTUAL SENTENCES

We have seen how in the case of a single predicate word —a single predicative
structure — the idea of predication as changing identifying structures can
be realized. In the case of actual sentences the problem is far more compli-
cated. Sentences contain much more semantic material — first of all, they
usually consist of several words, and as we know, every word has to be
treated as a predicate in the semantic description of a sentence — 50 that in
every concrete case a question arises as t0 how this material is organized in
the sense we are interested in: what part of this material constitutes the new
information, what part the identifying information? In a certain sense this
is the old and well’known problem of topic — comment analysis of sentences.
But, as it seems to me, & great deal of traditional topic-comment problematics
turns out to be irrelevant from the point of view of the present approach.
In the case of a concrete sentence the question here is not how it could be more
naturally divided into topic and comment. We are more interested in analy-
sing messages than sentences. Because of this, in the case of a concrete
sentence all possible ways of using this as a message in some concrete situa-
tion should be described, and not merely the most ‘natural’ or ‘typical’ use
of it should be accounted for. For instance, if we have a typical Subject-

Verb-Object sentence, such as (29)
29) The boy hit the ball.

it is relatively unimportant for us to decide what is more correct to treat here

as presenting the new information: is it the Object, or Verb + Object, or
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only the Verb, or something else? Instead, we have to establish all the dif.
ferent possibilities of distributing new (asserted) and presupposed informg.
tion in this sentence, and every possibility should be described separately,
since it presents a different message. That there are several such possibilitieg
will become clear if we begin to paraphrase the given sentence in the following
way:

(29a) What the boy hit was the ball.

(29b) The one who hit the ball was the boy.

(29¢) What the boy did to the ball was to hit it.

etc.

It should be clear that (29a)—(29c) are all quite different messages. And
it should also be clear that depending on the concrete situation, the sentence
(29) can be used to carry any of these messages.

The following important point is that once we have chosen to describe
one of these interpretations, our choice automatically determines a definite
ordering of the material contained in the sentence. In fact, to every predicate
contained in the given sentence there corresponds its own ‘sentence’
(message). One of these is always the last, or the highest one; and, choosing
a definite interpretation of a sentence means just determining this last
message made by the corresponding sentence. But once this last message
has been determined, the possible hierarchical ordering(s) of the other
ones is also determined, whereas every message which stands lower in this
hierarchy can function as a presupposition with respect to the higher ones.
For instance, if we choose the interpretation (29a) of (29) we shall get,
roughly, the following hierarchy of the material contained in this sentence:

(30)

S
PRED ARG
ball y S
N
PRED ARG ARG
R
hit  x < y
PRED ARG
|
boy x
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There was a boy; the boy hit something; what the boy hit was

the ball.
hoose the interpretation (29b), the hierarchy will be the following:

If we ¢
(3D
S
PRED ARG
boy X S
PRED AR\’G ARG
hit x y S

PRED ARG

ball 3
There was a ball; someone hit the ball; the one who hit the ball
was the boy.

sis
And only' the interpretation (33c¢) corresponds, more or less, to the analy

which is usually given to sentences of the type (29):

(32)
S
h(it X S Yy S

PRED ARG PRED ARG
b(‘)y X ball y

There was a boy; there was a ball; the boy did something to the

ball; what the boy did to the ball was that he hit the ball.

As the interpretations (30)—(32) show, the usual sen‘;‘ences (as, fora;nzi?:;z
int of view of semantics,
29)) should be treated, from the poin iotics; -
ﬁoggr}:ally ordered discourses rather than single acts of asserting {ds.ls‘sup;:;at;:ie
by topic-comment analysis). Through such an approach, I think, it is pos
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to connect i i
1o connec the treatment of single predicates (as demonstrated earli :
the ire ent of actual sentences. In the case of such an ordered tre ier) it
ces i )
senenes t}\ivet e;llways have only one predicate to process at a time /;n e:; Pl
at has resulted from the i i e
processing of earlier i .
already to the corres i .
ponding arguments and i s
—— , : . . nd can function as ¢ i
N edge .about the objects identified by these arguments wh Pl
igher predicate will be processed S
It is important to n .
ote that such an ordered i
: analysis of s i
o : entenc
no Ofaps a spef:ulatlvely established procedure but is rather thee: IS' -
sz interpreting sentences in actual communication (i.e. in the e
o ting .. c
o Cz;:lretle sr;)uatlon where the corresponding sentence is uttered)onlt“;::'(t
also be supported by purely linguisti  ther
pam o : : y linguistic means, by showi
givgelrlllstlc ::ontext itself often establishes a definite ordering of matelrl'lgl t'hat
o ia
emphaSirSl ?K.hAt.well known phenomenon in this respect is, of coulrI;a
. Emphatic stress always brin ¢ , -
: gs out the ‘last’
b message of the cor-
e gl e ;Lli senténce and, jthus, also orders the rest of the material contaiC Ord
n the ser t.nce in a definite way. Still other examples can be found wl?e
guistic context fixes a definite order among the messages in a sent e
ence

or clause. We may use here an R
) . Lakoff’
according to Hakulinen (1970). s (1968) type of example (used here

33
534;* j ohn was not happy although many of us thought so
ohn was unhappy although many of us thought so N

Thes i
. th: fsierrslzecrizzss ZII:“:;] thatin t.he case qf (33) but not of (34) the ‘last’ predicate
ampn): T, s de rllegatlon pre'dlcate (negated is the sentence John was
e Conter):t c. ziluse functions in these sentences as an ‘order-
e vl\lnth respect to the corresponding first clause. Since
b ich the second clause requires is impossible in the first
o o bz Oin%rgunds, the' sentence as a whole becomes unmarked
ozt pointed out that in the case of (33), normally only the worci
ot happy or John) can be emphatically stressed in the first clause;

7. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In the above sections I have tried to present th

- : : ' e treatment of icati

- :;te;;?lr;ss?:uﬁit;:cnil}s (for the hearer) to change in a deﬁnizefv:; ttl;llz

o e : : .1ch the corr.esponding message is about. As I have

p—— commui};cat-c 1s not new-m principle. This is well known e.g. in
ion theory or in computational linguistics; but not in
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proper. 1 tried to show that this approach is also wholly in reach
of linguistic semantics. It may be shown that every sentence determines, in
a certain sense, its own ‘domain of discourse’ or ‘data base’, i.e. the objects
about which it gives some new information, and the modifications it causes
in the hearer’s knowledge of these objects. Apparently, only such a lin-
guistic treatment can offer the final required theoretical basis for carrying
this approach through consistently in the corresponding practical fields.

The above treatment is, of course, incomplete in many of its details. In
particular, I have analysed only the assertive use of language; but it should
be clear that there are in principle no obstacles to treating other uses of
language along the same lines also (see, for instance, Schwarcz, 1969).
My attention was mainly directed towards exploring the general framework
in which the idea under discussion could be realized in linguistics and, in
particular, in generative semantics. With this intention I have also specially
chosen for the above analysis a verb which inherently has a change-of-state
meaning. In the case of such verbs what assertion of a predicate amounts to
most clearly comes to light. But the important factis that principally the same

tions occur in the assertion of any predicate. They occur
f such predications as, for instance, John is walking. Since
he hearer does not previously
terpretations

linguistics

types of modifica
also in the case 0
the general presupposition is always that t
know the fact that is asserted by the corresponding sentence, in
of such sentences should also be something like the following: ‘1 say to you
about John, of whom you don’t know that he is walking, that he is walking’.
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H. RATSEP

GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE TYPES OF THE VERBS
OF SAYING AND ACTION SITUATIONS

1. The following analysis represents a part of a more extensive work
treating the government structure types of Estonian simple verbs. The
government structure type joins all the government structures which are
possible in the case of a certain fixed meaning of a certain verb into one unity.
To consider all secondary classes (the element forming the subject included)
that can occur with the verb and the possibility and/or the form of occurrence
of which are fully dependent on the given verb, on its meaning, as the ele-
ments of the government structure. These secondary classes may be either
obligatory or optional (the latter will be given in parentheses) members of
the government structure type. For details about these classes and the ways
in which they are presented in the description of the government structure
type see Rétsep (1969).

An analysis of the government structure types of Estonian verbs reveals
that a different government structure type corresponds to each different
meaning of the verb. It becomes evident that even small modifications in
the meaning of the verb are connected with a change in the government
structure type. The above is also valid for the verbs of saying analyzed below.

The government structure types looked upon in such a way are surface
structure phenomena. Their form depends on the structure of the respective
language, its morphology. In Estonian certain groups of verbs may have
rather complicated government structure types. Undoubtedly one reason
lies in the fact that the morphology of the Estonian language is rather comp-
licated and rich in elements (14 cases and parallel to them almost a hundred
postpositions, some prepositions, five-six infinitives).

In the deep structure the base of the government structure types is formed
by semantic structures and their generalizations, types of semantic structures.
In the present paper, situation descriptions are used to present the qualities
of such semantic structures. The Estonian verbs of saying and structure
types corresponding to them constitute the concrete material.

2. If we consider common simple sentences concentrated around one verb,
we can see that the base of each such sentence is formed by a certain sit-
uation which is in some way marked by the sentence and with respect to
which the speaker presents his attitude. Usually the verb or its equivalent
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