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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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expresse i i
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The other action situatioiss Vl;,elere ; certain general action situation prevails.
the general action situation. onging here may be considered as variants of
Not every v i : .
share the S);meer t;iltail(s) Illtssg[zlv:t isg;mflnc :zg}?n situation. Usually several verbs
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"y ging and several signalling situations belong

In a general informi i '
ing situatio isti ; .
elements: n we distinguish the following relevant

INFORMING
: {INFORMER, RECEIVER, TEXT, INFORMATION, OBJECT
b
CODE, INSTRUMENT, LOCATION, STARTING POINT, DESTINATION} ,

Let us treat these situation elements in m
from whom the information proceeds, wh
to whom the information 1s

in a concrete (e.g. George in
announced: ‘My father was ill'.) or general form
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ore detail. INFORMER 18 the person
o informs. RECEIVER is the person
directed. TEXT 1S the information itself, either
formed (us) that his father had been ill. George
(e.g. George informed the

monitor about the data). INFORMATION oBJECT is the object or phenomenon
the information refers to. CODE is the system of signs (natural languages
included) by which TEXT is rendered. INSTRUMENT — the instrument for the
rendering of the text (voice, technical device, letter, etc.). LOCATION is the
place where both INFORMER and RECEIVER are located (e.g. George informed
Peter about the letter only in Tallinn). If there is a distance in space between
INFORMER and RECEIVER the notion LOCATION is more general. STARTING
pOINT is the place where [NFORMER is located and DESTINATION the place

where RECEIVER is located.
Such general INFORMING i
“inform’. The verb teatama h
and therefore we have to num
meaning and situation.
The elements of the informing situation in the case of t
expressed in Estonian as follows:

s expressed in Estonian by the verb teatama 1
as some other, narrower meanings in Estonian
ber them. teada andma ‘let know has the same

hese verbs are

[NFORMER — N - nom.; RECEIVER — N +-all.: TEXT —» N - ngp.

~ KL = OK; INFORMATION oigcT = N +¢l.; CODE— Ll; IN-

STRUMENT — N + kom.~ N +nom.; LOCATION — Loc: STARTING

POINT — De; DESTINATION = Di.

Some notes on the symbols: N = (noun) substantive, nom. = nominative,
all. = allative, ngp. = nominative ~ genitive ~ partitive (the choice of the
case depends on other circumstances), el. = elative, kom. = comitative,
Ll = a local substitution class of forms marking the language, De = extra-
local substitution class referring to the direction, Di = intra-local substi-
tution class referring to the direction, KL = subordinate clause, OK = dir-

ect speech.
Usually N + nom. denoting INFORMER is the

ture but a form designating INSTRUMENT may al
case it likewise stands in the nominative (N + nom.).

If we take into account the obligatority — optionality of the elements of
the government structure type and their mutual limitations, the government

structure type of the verb teatama I 1n Estonian is as follows:
N’ + nom. V{N? + ngp. ~ N® + ¢l ~ KL = OK} (N* + all)
(N® + kom.) (Loc) (De) (D1) (L1)

subject in the surface struc-
so function as such in which
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5
N° + nom.V ZL 3.p{N? + ngp. ~ N + el. ~ KL = OK}
(N* + all} (Loc)(De)(Di)(LL)

Ascan Pe seen the surface structure manifestations of TEXT and INFO

OBJECT in Estonian are in the relation of substitution. In the case of tILMAT'ION
verk? one of them must be represented but together they cannot be r e
t.ed in the same sentence. 3.p. after the symbol of the verb V in th e
line refers to the fact that the verb may be in the third pérson o 1e g
examples of this government structure type follow. Sons

Isa teatas oma Iele‘f‘onlnumb’ ] ‘I tll T u
L. atne ave S i n

Isa teatas oma saabumi, ‘ i
isest. ‘Father informed (u i
arrival.’ (1) about s

Isa teatas, et ta tuleb esmaspdeval. ‘Father informed (us) that h
would come on Monday.’ )

Isa teatas.: ‘Tulen esmaspd B
. pdeval.’ ‘Father announced: ‘I shall
on Monday’.’ . e

Isa teatas pojale oma telefoni ¢
ninumbri. ‘Father gave his tel
number to (his) son.’ : ephone

Is'a teatas telegrammiga oma telefoninumbri. ‘Father reported
his telephone number in a telegram.’

Isa teatas pojale Tallinnas oma telefoninumbri. ‘Father gave his
telephone number to (his) son in Tallinn.’

Ifa teatas Tallinnast pojale oma telefoninumbri. ‘Father reported
his telephone number to (his) son from Tallinn.’

Isa teatas Tartusse oma telefoninumbri. ‘Father reported his
telephone number to Tartu.’

Isa teatfls orr.za saabumisest eesti keeles. ‘Father informed (us)
about his arrival in Estonian.’

Telegr’amm teatas isa telefoninumbri. ‘“The telegram reported
father’s telephone number,’ ctc.

:. As v:;e have already mentioned, speaking situations where the action is
.xpre.sse by means of the so-called verbs of saying form a kind of informing
situation. All the verbs denoting the human activity of speaking in its various

THE VERBS OF SAYING AND ACTION SITUATIONS 391

aspects are regarded as verbs of saying. The Latin term verba dicendi has
also been used to refer to these verbs in grammar-books. A whole doctoral
dissertation has been dedicated to a comparative semantic analysis of the

verbs of saying in the Balto-Finnic languages (Siro, 1949).
We shall now consider some special cases of speaking situations and their

representations in the surface structure of Estonian.
The verbs of saying and the situations corresponding to them may be

divided into two groups: primary verbs of saying and speaking situations
and secondary verbs of saying and speaking situations.

It is speaking (or saying) as informing that is predominant in the meaning
of the primary verbs of saying and the corresponding situations. This can
be seen, for instance, in the following Estonian sentences.

Peeter koneles Jiirile oma uuest plaanist. ‘Peter spoke about his
new plan to George.’

Jiiri jutustas Peetrile oma reisist. ‘George told Peter about his
trip.’

Peeter iitles Jiirile, et ta liheb koju. ‘Peter told George that he
would go home.’

Jiiri ei lausunud Peetrile iihtki sona. ‘George did not say a single
word to Peter.’
Secondary verbs of saying denote actions which are carried out by means

of speaking but where the speaking is not primary. The aim of speaking, that
of the speaker himself, is primary. This can be seen in the following Estonian

sentences, €.8.:
Peeter noomis Jiirit hilinemise pdrast. ‘Peter rebuked George for

his being late.’

Jiiri kaebas Peetrile oma Onnetust. ‘George complained about

his misfortune to Peter.”

Peeter riidles Jiiriga koera pdrast. ‘Peter scolded George be-
cause of the dog.’

Jiiri kiitis Peetrile oma uut koera. ‘George praised his new dog

to Peter.’

In the present article we can only treat primary verbs of saying in more detail.




392 .
H. RATSEP
THE VERBS OF SAYING AND ACTION SITUATIONS 393
5.0. The situation defined b -
y the followin , .
most common informing by speech: g elements forms the base for t, (1) Sepp koneles. “The smith was speaking.’
) Sepp koneles pika loo. “The smith told a long story.’
SPEAKING {SPEAKER (= INFORMER), LISTENER (= RECEI 3 Sepp lfane!es oma lapsepolvest. “The smith spoke about his child-
OBJECT OF SPEAKING (= INFORMATION OBJEC A, hood.
CODE), INSTRUMENT, LOCATION, STARTING T), LANGUAGE (=~ @ Sepp koneles pojapojale oma lapsepolve kohta pika loo. ‘The
HINDRANCE} ’ POINT, DESTINATION, smith told a long story about his childhood to his grand-
son.
T_he brackets contain the corresponding elements in th . 5) Sepp kaneles aias. “The smith was speaking in the garden.’
§1tuation. One element, HINDRANCE, has been added. It Ziiineral orming 6) Sepp koneles voodist. “The smith was speaking from (his) bed.’
1?1 the way of speech through or over which speaking' och:)urs Isttio tltl)e obstacle M Sepp koneles poisi korva sisse. “The smith was speaking into the
the general informing SItuatl . . s absent frOm ) 3
on. This g L boy's ear.
represented in the surface structure of ?:tsc:nigrrln ?O; speaking situation is (8) Sepp kaoneles eesti keeles. “The smith was speaking in Estonian.’
elements: y means of the following C)] Sepp koneles tasase hidlega. “The smith was speaking in a low
voice.’
Si’EAKER—N + nom.; LISTENER — N + all.; TEXT— N + ngp. ~ KL (10) Tasane hddl koneles eesti keeles. ‘A low voice was speaking in
=OK; OBJECT OF SPEAKING — N +el.~ N+ gen i(ohta- Estonian.’
LANGUAGE — Ll; INSTRUMENT — N +ad.~ N + kom. ~N +’ (11 Tasane hdil koneles ukse tagant. ‘A low voice was speaking from
nom. ; LOCATION — Loc; STARTING POINT — De; DESTIN ATION — Di- behind the door.”

HINDRANCE — Dt,.

SOI.ne ?Xplanations of the new symbols: N + gen. kohta - Konelema ja radkima are dialectal variants i'n literafy irirstonian. 1
stantive in the genitive with the postposition koht - ) a (npun) sub- Spme explanatory notes on the above statements. he double rcpresc_n-
ARSI BE L iBEElas SuABsesmBnibens Tef a; ad. - E-ld6881ve; Dt, — tation of OBJECT OF SPEAKING N + gf. and N + gen. kohta deserves special
over which a certain action occurs efer to the object through or mention here. There are differences in the possibilities of occurence of these

) two elements. Namely N + gen. kohta can occur only when an element

Several .

mainly expgrce):::;??zn:hztroﬁti;; iotr}i"ges_’ Zhi. dlﬂ(;«fences between which are denoting T}?:XT is pre§ent in the sentence, while N + el. may occur even when
ality of the elements, are based on thi ptiona l'fy ar?d II}Utual condition- the latter, i.e. TEXT is absent. Cf. sentences (3) and (4). *Sepp koneles oma
’ is speaking situation in Estonian. lapsepdlve kohta. “The smith was speaking about his childhood’ is not

>1. acceptable.
N’ + nom. V({{N? + Differences in the possibilities of occurrence of the elements N + ad. and
SN ngp. ~ KL = OKvN? + el} N + kom. denoting INSTRUMENT are due to the contents of the memt.)ers of
(N + all) ?SP NNIS(L = OK} (N? + gen. kohta) class N. In the case of some (noun) substantives these elements are eq}nva.lent
(Di) (Dt ).(Ll e)) (N® + ad. ~ N° + kom.) (Loc) (Ta rdkis valjul hédilel = Ta rdkis valju hiidlega. ‘He was speaking 1n a
2) (L) loud voice.’), in some other cases only N + kom. is possible (Ta koneles

kolava baritoniga. ‘He was speaking in a resonant baritone.”). When the

N3~6 4 nom. V + 3.p.({{N? + ngp. ~ KL = OK v N?
+el} element denoting INSTRUMENT occupies the place of the subject in the sen-

= 2
{{N? + ngp. ~ KL = OK} (N® + gen.

kohta)}} (N* + all) (De)) (Loc) (Di) (Dt,) (LI ' tence, it occurs in the form N + nom. Cf. sentences (10) and (11).

2) (L) The possibilities of occurrence of N + all. representing LISTENER are more
limited than those of other elements of this type. N + all. can occur only
when either TEXT or OBJECT OF SPEAKING is realized. In the opposite case the
sentence 1s not acceptable in the context-free form. Cf. sentence (4) and

Such i
oueh allc govlernmen‘t structure type is characteristic first and foremost of the
onelema 3 (‘speak, tell’) and rddkima 3 (‘speak, tell’). Examples:
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*Sepp koneles pojapojale. ‘The smith was speaking to his grandson’ which
is not acceptable.

Here we should mention that the substantive in the allative case which
denotes the owner of some inalienable property in the sentence ang is
equivalent to the substantive in the genitive, has usually been omitted from
the government structures. For example, Sepp kéneles poisile korva sisse
‘The smith was speaking into the boy’s ear’ which is equivalent to sentence
).

In the case of more complicated government structure types that have
more elements we can observe a general phenomenon in Estonian. Namely,
the more different government structure elements we include in one sentence,
the more difficult it is to form an acceptable sentence. The word order be-
comes more and more fixed. In the end the sentence loses its clarity, its links
become loose and the sentence inacceptable. It is obvious that in cases of the
verbs of saying, the so-called maximum sentences, i.e. sentences where all
situation elements are simultaneously realized, are not acceptable either.

Let us compare the acceptability of the following sentences:

(12) Sepp koneles aias pojapojale oma lapsepélvest pika loo. ‘In the
garden the smith told (his) grandson a long story about his
childhood.’

(13) Sepp koneles aias tugitoolist pojapojale oma lapsepdlvest pika loo.
‘The smith told (his) grandson a long story about his childhood
from the armchair in the garden.’

14) Sepp koneles aias tugitoolist pojapojale kdrva sisse oma lapse-
polvest pika loo. ‘The smith told (his) grandson, into the ear, a
long story about his childhood from the armchair in the garden.’

(15 Sepp koneles aias tugitoolist pojapojale kdrva sisse eesti keeles
oma lapsepolvest pika loo. ‘The smith told (his) grandson, into
the ear, a long story in Estonian about his childhood from the
armchair in the garden.’

(16) Sepp koneles aias tugitoolist pojapojale libi suud katva marli
korva sisse eesti keeles oma lapsepolvest pika loo. “The smith
told (his) grandson, through the gauze covering his mouth (and)
into the ear, a long story in Estonian about his childhood from
the armchair in the garden.’

It seems that if more than six different situation elements are represented in a
sentence, it loses the compactness of links, becomes obscure and unaccept-

able (cf. sentences (14), (15), (16)). The transition to unacceptability seems
to be gradual.
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5.2.
<

N’ + nom. VN2 + ngp.(N? + el. = N?
+ gen. kohta) (N* + ad. ~ N° + kom.)
N’ + nom. V{KL = OK} (N? + gen.

kOhta) (N4 —+ ad. ~ N5 + kom) [ (N6 + all) (LOC) (DC)
P
N4~5 4+ nom. V + 3.p. N? + ngp.(N3 (Di) (Dty) (L)
+ el. = N* + gen. kohta)

N*~% 4+ nom.V + 3.p{KL = OK}
(N3 + gen. kohta)

The verbs iitlema I ‘say’ and lausuma I ‘utter’ have such a government
structure type. The base for the type is formed by the same situation which
was present in the previous type. Differences occur in the obligatority-
optionality and limitations of the elements. Examples:

1) Sepp iitles ainult tihe sona. ‘The smith said only one word.’

2) Sepp iitles oma lapsepdlvest ainult ithe lause. ‘The smith said only
one sentence about his childhood.’

3) Sepp iitles oma lapsepdlve kohta ainult ithe lause. ‘The smith said
only one sentence about his childhood.’

@) Sepp iitles pojapojale ainult ithe sona. ‘The smith said only one
word to (his) grandson.’

(5) Sepp iitles valjul hddlel ainult iihe sona. ‘In a loud voice the smith
said only one word.’

6) Sepp iitles aias ainult ithe séna. ‘The smith said only one word
in the garden.’

@) Sepp iitles toa nurgast ainult iihe sona. “The smith said only one )
word from the corner of the room.’

t)) Sepp iitles pojapoja korva sisse ainult ithe sona. “The smith said
only one word into his grandson’s ear.’

(C)] Sepp iitles libi trellide ainult ithe sona. ‘The smith said only one
word through the bars.’

10) Sepp iitles eesti keeles ainult ithe sona. “The smith said only one

word in Estonian.’

(1) Sepp iitles asja kohta, et ta ei tea midagi. “The smith said he knew
nothing about the matter.’

(12) “Ma ei tea midagi,” iitles sepp selle asja kohta. * ‘1 know
nothing,” the smith said about this matter.’




B e

396 H. RATSEP

As compared with the action denoted by the previous verbs, we ¢
the. verbs iitlema I ‘say’ and lausuma I ‘utter’ do not exp,ress ca § o that
?ctlons as is the case with the verbs kdnelema 3 ‘speak, tell’ and O?Elr{uous
sp'eak, tell.” Therefore TEXT of the first mentioned ver,bs cannot rgaklma s
um.t b‘ut mus.t be limited, short one (word, sentence), if it is representzda one
}:} }115 1mp0551ble to say: *Sepp ﬁtles. pojapojale pika loo oma lapsep;zall.
e smltl? told a long story about his childhood to (his) grandson.’ o
The main difference between this and the previous government ‘st
type arises here: the representation of the situation element TE ruc‘t -
context-fr:de sentence is obligatory. Thus N + ngp., KL or OK ;(Elsltnba
represented in jitles ¢ i ;
no;; alcceptable.the sentence. The sentence *Sepp iitles ‘The smith said’ is
In addition there are differences in the representation of OBJECT OF s
ING: element N + el. cannot occur when TEXT is denoted by the elePEAK-
KL or OK. Consequently, the sentence* “Ma ei tea midagi,” iitle;n o
sellest asjast. <“I know nothing,” the smith said on this m:atter’ i o
gccﬁlptable in Estonian and the other representative of OBJECT OF S;‘EASKE\JO(;
lsznt; zsrface structure, element N + gen. kohta must be used in the given
The verbs ditlema I ‘say’ and lausuma I are full synonyms What i i
for iitlema I is also valid for lausuma I. ' s v

5.3.

N’ + nom. V{KL = OK} (N? + all)(N® + ad. ~ N* + kom.)
(Loc) (De) (Di) (Dt,) (L1)

N3~% 4 nom. V + 3.p.{KL = OK} (N? + all)) (Loc) (De)
(Di) (Dt,) (L)

The vei:b sdnama ‘say’ has such a government structure type. It is conspic-
u}i)us t at.the element OBJECT OF SPEAKING is absent in the situation forming
the base, i.e. we regard as unacceptable such sentences as:

N ~ e
Peflter sonas uksehoidjale votme kohta: “Ma ei tea sellest
midagi.”” ‘Peter said to the doorkee
: per about the key, “I k
nothing about it.”””’ ’ o

= N 5
‘Peeter sonas uksehoidjale votmest: ““Ma ei tea sellest midagi.”
Peter said to the doorkeeper about the key, “I know nothing
about it.”’

On the other hand, the following sentence is quite acceptable:

v

Unlike the previous element
Only the subordinate clause (KL) or direct speech (OK) are possible, while
the substantive in the nominative,
occur. Therefore the f ollowing sentence is not acceptable:
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Peeter sonas uksehoidjale: “Ma ei tea sellest midagi.” ‘Peter
said to the doorkeeper, «] know nothing about it.”’

s, TEXT 18 realized in the surface structure here.

genitive or partitive (N + ngp.) cannot

* Peeter sonas uksehoidjale ainult ithe sona. ‘Peter said only one
word to the doorkeeper.’

5.4.
N’ + nom. V({{N? + ngp. ~ OK vN + el.} = {N* + ngp.

~ OK(N? + gen. kohta)}v N* + ad. ~ N° +

kom. v Loc v L1} (N® + all) (De) (Di) (Dty))
N’ + nom. V({N* + ad. ~ N5 + kom. v LocvLIvKL}

(N© + all.) (De) (Di) (Dt,))
N4~5 + nom. V + 3p.({{N* + ngp. ~ OK vN? +el}

= {N® + ngp. ~ OK(N? + gen. kohta)}

v Loc v LI}(N® + all)) (De) (Di) (Dt))
N4~5 + nom. V + 3.p({LocvLl v KL}(N® + all) (De) (Di)

(Dt3))
The verbs jutustama 2 ‘tell’, pajatama 1 ‘tell’ have such a rather complicated
government structure type. The same action situation as in the case of the
verb konelema 3‘speak’ (5.1) forms the base here. Even the correspondences
of the situation elements in the surface structure are exactly the same.

Differences occur in the mutual limitations of the surface structure elem-
ents. These verbs denote the oral rendering of longer information. Examples:

Sepp jutustas. “The smith was telling (a story).’

Sepp jutustas pika loo. “The smith told a long story.’

Sepp jutustas oma lapsepalvest. “The smith was telling about (his)

childhood.’

Sepp jutustas oma lapsepdlve kohta pika loo. “The smith told a
long story about his childhood.’

Sepp jutustas aias. “The smith was telling (a story) in the garden.’
Sepp jutustas ecesti keeles. “The smith was telling (a story) in

Estonian.’

_
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Sepp jutustas tasase hidlega. ‘The smith was telling (a story) in 5
low voice.’

Sepp jutustas pojapojale pika loo. ‘The smith told a long story
to (his) grandson.’

Sepp jutustas tugitoolist pojapojale muinasjutu. ‘The smith told
a fairy-tale to (his) grandson from the armchair.’

Sepp jutustas pojapojale korva sisse toreda loo. “The smith told a
nice story to (his) grandson into the ear.’

Sepp jutustas sopradele labi vore, kuidas tal liks. “The smith told
(his) friends through the bars (about) how he had fared.’

Tasane hddl jutustas, kuidas madrus pédsteti. ‘A low voice told
(about) how the sailor had been saved.’

The main specific feature of the government structures of these verbs is the
fact that the elements of this government structure type fall into two groups:
the elements belonging to one group may alone, together with the verb, form
a complete context-free sentence; those belonging to the other group always
require the presence of some of the elements of the first group. Thus the
sentences *Sepp jutustas tugitoolist *The smith was telling (a story) from
the armchair.” *Sepp jutustas korva sisse. ‘The smith was telling (a story)
into the ear." *Sepp jutustas libi vore. “The smith was telling (a story) through
the bars.” are unacceptable.

Moreover, OBJECT OF SPEAKING cannot be represented as a separate surface
structure element in the sentence when TEXT is represented by a subordinate
clause (KL). This limitation refers to the fact that OBJECT OF SPEAKING and
TEXT are as if joined together. Therefore the sentences *Sepp jutustas
lapsepolvest, kuidas ta kalu piiiidis. *“The smith told (us) how he had gone
fishing in his childhood.” Sepp jutustas lapsepolve kohta, kuidas ta kalu
piiidis. “The smith told (us) how he had gone fishing in his childhood.’ are
not acceptable.

6. So far we have treated speaking situation types where the information
has been conveyed in one direction: the speaker imparts some information
to the listener. But speaking, rendering the information, may also occur in
two directions. We would call such a speaking situation TALKING. In this
situation some situation elements have been altered. If we consider the
basic situation presented above, the following alternations take place. The
elements SPEAKER-LISTENER | and SPEAKER-LISTENER 2 have been sub-
stituted for SPEAKER and LISTENER, i.e. there are two elements in the situation,
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both in the functions of both INFORMER and RECEIVER. The reciprocity of the
information is stressed by a separate RECIPROCAL ELEMENT. TEXT cannot occur
in this situation as it requires the reference to t.he' source. In the presept
situation there are two speakers-listeners and it is impossible to ascertain
the author of the text. The elements STARTING POINT and D]-ESTINATION are
not possible in this situation, either as they denote the location of SPEAKER
and LISTENER separately. On the other hand, the element LOCATION 1s
present and refers to the common location of both SPEAKER-LISTENER. The
situation elements are the following:

TALKING {SPEAKER-LISTENER 1, SPEAKER-LISTENER 2, OBJECT OF
SPEAKING, RECIPROCAL ELEMENT, INSTRUMENT, LANGUAGE, LOC-

ATION, HINDRANCE}
These situation elements are expressed in the surface structure of Estonian
as follows: 2
SPEAKER-LISTENER 1 — N’ 4+ nom.; SPEAKER-LISTE3NER 2 - N3
+ kom. ~ N? -+ nom.; OBJECT OF SPEAKING — N° + el. ~ N
+ gen. iile ~ [N® + gen. ~ A + ad.] N* + ad.; 5 RECIPROC;II;
ELEMENT — substitution class R; INSTRUMENT — N° + ad.
+ kom.; LANGUAGE — substitution class Ll; LOCATION — sub-
stitution class Loc; HINDRANCE — substitution class De,.

The government structure type pointing to the limitations and relations of
the surface structure is the following:

(N3 4+ el. = N* + gen. iile
N’ + nom. V N? + kom. ~[{N® + gen. ~ A + ad.}
N’ 4+ nom. ja N? + nom. V (R) N* 4 ad.])(N° + ad. ~ N°
N + nom. + plL.V(R) + kom.) (Loc) (Dt,) (L)

This government structure type is characteristic of the rcciproca,l verbs
jutlema *talk’, konelema 13*speak’, rddkima 13 ‘speak’, vestlema talk’. Some
.explanalions and examples of this type follow. -

SPEAKER-LISTENER | and SPEAKER-LISTENER 2 may be represented in the

surface structure of Estonian in three ways. .
(a) SPEAKER-LISTENER 1 — N" + nom., SPEAKER-LISTENER 2 — N*° + kom.

In such a case one feels that the role of SPEAKER of the first element andJ the
role of LISTENER of the second element are more active. For"e)'(an‘lple, aan
koneles Jiiriga ‘John was speaking to George.” Jaan vestles Jiiriga ‘John was

talking to George.’
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. (b) SPEAKER-LISTENER | — N’ + nom., SPEAKER-LISTENER 2 — N?
1.e..both substantives are in the nominative. In this case both side e,
active in their roles of SPEAKER and LISTENER. For example ; o e'q g
konelesid. ‘John and George were speaking.” Jaan ja Jiiri vestle, ‘dac‘m o Jirt
George were talking.’ e dohn and
. (c) Both situation elements are joined into one plural element in the s
er;lec;:l Z:lrtuctm('le - N + nom. + pl. Her_e one need not distinguish between ;lhré
= s‘ an w§ can speak of them in a general form as there is no need
ifferentiate their activity. For example, Noormehed konelesid. “The i
men were speaking.” Noormehed vestlesid. “The young men v;./ere t lylf'ung’
In the. last two cases the reciprocity may be stressed by means of wa cllng.
?rf)nommal character such as iiksteisega ‘with oune another,’ tei 01'_ o
with each other,” omavahel ‘between themselves,” isekeskis ‘;molzeti;fega
selves,.’ which we have joined into the substitution class R. For eg e
Jaan ja Jiiri kénelesid teineteisega. ‘John and George were. s eak'xamp'le:
each other.’ Jaan ja Jiiri vestlesid omavahel. ‘John and Georgepwer;ntglfcv'lth
between t.hemselves.’ Jaan ja Jiiri konelesid isekeskis. ‘John and C:I o
were talking among themselves.” Noormehed konelesid iiksteisega e?;ﬁe
yo'ung. men were speaking with one another.” Noormehed /gcr&;z / 'Z'
temetezs.ega. “The young men were talking with each other.’ Noon; é;fld
k&nele.szd omavahel. ‘The young men were speaking betweer; themsele . ’
In literary Estonian there is a rule which says that teineteisega ‘with vesi)
other’ refers to only two SPEAKERS-LISTENERS, iiksteisega ‘with ine t?c’
more than two SPEAKERS-LISTENERS. In colloquial speech the rulan'O .
alw.ays f.ollc?wed. The substitution class R cannot occur in case (:) lzs Iiﬁte
Zi(;g;‘:_ty is not complete and equal here as was observable in the above
thgiﬁiﬁfﬁ?ﬁg(} 1ndthis type m%y occur in very many forms. Between
ihe clemehs I/ & ¢ .'an N + gen. ule. there are the relations of equality.
e Z . Sg:t.es Jurfzgah'lla(ivtekasvatamzsest. ‘John was speaking to George
ion of children.” Jaan kon jiri ise i
‘John was speaking to George about the eSf(fafil:)'r‘ig;f é‘}’;ig’;:;“’atam”e .
Ob'lfigzttolrrd ::)r'r*:,plex ]r\;:presentation of OBJECT OF SPEAKING pre.supposes the
y attribute N + gen. or A A i i i
number of substantives belonging to ;4ai vilalrl)c/l li;ir‘?;c?e;;fz‘;:rlﬁ;;: e e

Jaan j:a Jiiri konelesid huvitaval teemal. ‘John and George were
speaking on an interesting subject.’

Noo.rmehed vestlesid muusika teemadel. “The young men were
talking on the subject of music.’

7. There exists one mo
is not so much on reciprocity as o
purpose of achieving something.
with the previous ones from this point of view.
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re kind of reciprocal speaking where the emphasis
n the transmission of information for the
Let us compare the following sentences

Peeter koneles direktoriga autobussi pdrast. ‘Peter was speaking

to the director on account of the bus.’

Peeter koneles direktoriga autobussi iile. ‘Peter was speaking to

the director about the bus.’

Tuttav hddl koneles esikus direktoriga autobussi pdrast. ‘A
familiar voice was speaking to the director on account of the

bus in the vestibule.’

Even here we have two SPEAKERS-LISTENERS, but one of them is the main
SPEAKER, the active SPEAKER. Therefore it is impossible to stress the reci-
procity of the action by a specific element in this situation. Otherwise the
situation elements are the same as in the previous type.

As regards the representation of the situation elements in the surface

h the previous type, the difference lies in the

structure and as compared wit
fact that SPEAKER-LISTENER 2 is expressed by N + nom. only, i.e. possibilities
ndered by the elements

(b) and (c) are excluded. OBJECT OF SPEAKING is re
N + gen. pdrast ~ N + gen. sile. The representation of INSTRUMENT may

be the subject of the sentence. In the previous type it was impossible because

of the action.

The government structure type occurring in the surface structure is as

follows:
N + nom. VN? + kom (N3 + ad. ~ N* + kom)(N® +
gen. parast = N° + gen. iile) (Loc) (De) (Dt,)
(L)
N3~4 + nom. V + 3.p. N? + kom.(N® + gen. parast = N°
gen.lile) (Loc) (De) (Dt,) (LD

The verbs konelema 14 ‘speak, tell’ and rdadkima 14 ‘speak, tell”

8. Addressing somebody with a speech represents a special situation. In
this situation the elements DESTINATION and HINDRANCE are absent. The
situation elements are the following:

{SPEAKER, LISTENER, TEXT, OBJECT OF SPEAKING, L

LOCATION, STARTING POINT}

ANGUAGE,




I 4 e s~ — |

402 H. RATSEP

Several government structure types in the surface structure correspond t
0

this situation.

8.1.

N’ + nom. VN? + ngp.{N?® + el. = N3gen. kohta}(N* +
all. = N* + gen. ees)(N° + ad. ~ N° + kom.)
(Loc) (De) (Di) (Dt,) (LI)

5~
N°~¢ 4+ nom. V + 3.p.N? + ngp.{N> + el. = N* + gen.

kohta}(N* + all. = N* + gen. ees) (Loc)
(De) (Di) (Dt5) (L)

As can be seen, two equivalent elements N + all., N + gen. eesin the surface

structure correspond to LISTENER in this type.

Such a structure is characteristic of the verb pidama 2 ‘make, have.’
Examples: ’ .

Professor peab loengu. ‘The professor will give a lecture.’

Professor peab iilidpilastele loengu. The professor will give a
lecture for the students.’

Professor peab kone poliitikast. ‘The professor will make a
speech on politics.’

Professor peab iiliopilaste ees kone. ‘The professor will make a
speech before the students.’

Professor peab ettekande oma avastuse kohta. ‘The professor
will make a report on his discovery.’

Professor peab aulas ettekande. ‘The professor will make a
report in the assembly hall.’

Pastor peab kantslist eesti keeles jutluse. “The pastor will give a
sermon in Estonian from the pulpit.’

In the present type we have considered the surface structure equivalents of
OBJECT OF SPEAKING the secondary part of the sentence belonging to the verb
?.Ild not that of substantive denoting TEXT. The verb itself is a little different
in this type as it does not refer (i.e. its stem) to the speaking action anyway.
It acquires its full contents only in connection with the verb expressing
TEXT. Therefore the presence of TEXT in the sentence is obligatory.
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8.2.
N + nom. V (N + all. = N + gen. ees) (N + kom. (N + €l.))
(Loc) (De) (L)

This government type is characteristic of the verb esinema 2 ‘appear, address,
make.” Examples:
Professor esines. “The professor appeared (before the audience).’

Professor esines iiliopilastele. ‘The professor addressed the
students.’

Professor esines konega. ‘The professor made a speech.’

Professor esines iiliopilastele konega. ‘The professor made a
speech to the students.’

Professor esines oma avastusest loenguga. ‘The professor lec-
tured on his discovery.’

Professor esines aulas. “The professor appeared (before the
audience) in the assembly hall.’

Professor esines konetoolist. “The professor addressed (the aud-

ience) from the rostrum.’
The characteristic feature of this type is that the verb esinema is sufficiently
independent to be able to form a sentence without the representation of
TEXT. TEXT is represented by the substantive in the comitative (N + kom.)
and OBJECT OF SPEAKING by the surface structure element N + el. which can
occur only in a case where the representative of TEXT is present in the sen-
tence.

8.3.
N +nom. V(N + el.)(N +all.) (Loc)(De)(L1)

The verbs of this government structure type are konelema 10 ‘speak, tell’
and rddkima 10 ‘speak, tell.” For example,

Prorektor koneleb. “The assistant rector is speaking.’

Prorektor koneleb iilikoolist. ‘The assistant rector is speaking
about the university.’

Prorektor koneleb kiilalistele. “The assistant rector is speaking
to the guests.’




404 H. RATSEP

Prorektor koneleb aulas. ‘Th i i
. ¢ assistant recto i ;
assembly hall.’ i b the

Prorektor koneleb konetoolist. i
oolist. ‘The assistant rec i .
from the rostrum.’ o Speakmg

Prorektor koneleb inglise keeles. ‘The assistant rector is speaki
ing

in English.’

j FoY eklO’ kOIleleD kulall.s telé aulas ullk()()hsl . I he ASsist ant
p (3]
] ] .

At ﬁr§t it may seem that in the case of the given verb TEXT is absent f;
s1tuat1'on elemgnts. In reality this is not so. Even in the preser?t sirt(ilmt'the
1:2: 1\5}V ce)nzoilt:a;lon element, but th.is. élement is represented ditfer?:;?ll;
pere. We cor cross another posmblhty of representing the situation
: in the surface structure: embedding into the verb stem, i
equivalents of the situation element TEXT in the surface structurc; e
Yerb stems kdne-, rddki-. In Estonian such embedding of situatio lalre o
into the. verb is a rather common phenomenon. eements
| In this type OBJECT OF SPEAKING is rendered by the element N + el. onl
! i\; I 5:351];;};” as the replrlesentation of OBJECT OF SPEAKING cannot.ochr.
resupposes the presence of TEXT as a separate second
of a sentence. Therefore the sentence *Prorekt g ?ry‘part
| Ml ‘ : or koneles kiilalistele
. e a;l;l;; ?:ts)iit'ant rector was speaking about the university to the

S8.4. hl:he compound verb iles astuma 2 ‘appear’ denoting ‘making a
SIT)EZCT presupposes a still more limited number of situation elements. Even
ING POINT is absent here, in addition t i :

, o the previous ones. T
ment structure type is the following: e goven:

N + nom. V[N + kom. (N + el.)] (N + gen. ees) (Loc) (L1)

Ac i i

Suriﬁordmg to this structure type, OBJECT OF SPEAKING is expressed in the
surface structure only as an attribute of N + kom. denoting TEXT. LISTENER
is represented by the element N + gen. ees. For example '

‘g'lorekt.or astus iiliopilaste ees iiles konega oppimise viisidest
e assistant rector addressed the students (with a speech) on
the ways of studying.’

?}.le Ii cor}clusiog some words on the simplest verbs of saying. Undoubtedly
situation which refers to the presence of speaking ability only is the
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omparison with the previous ones this is &
e have only two situation elements : OWNER
nted in the surface structure so that
nto the verb stem. So we get

simplest speaking situation. In ¢
rather abstract situation. Here wi
and spEecH. These elements are represe
OWNER — N + nom., while SPEECH is embedded i

the government structure type

N + nom. YV,

which in the case of the given situation is characteristic of the verbs konelema I

‘speak, tell,” rddkima I ‘speak, tell.” For example,

Peetri poeg koneleb juba. ‘Peter’s son can talk already.’

10. A separate situation also denotes the speaking of a certain language,

the ability to do so. The government structure type is

N + nom. V Lp,

where N + nom. denotes SPEAKER and Lp is a substitution class of partitive

character and denotes LANGUAGE. For example,

Professor koneleb mustlaskeelt. “The professor can speak the

Gypsy language.’

Professor valdab jiidisit. “The professor can speak Yiddish.”

Professor rddkis sanskritti. “The professor could speak Sanskrit.”

e is characteristic of the verbs konelema 7

Such a government structure typ
1, valdama 3 ‘master, be able to (speak).’

‘speak, tell,’ rddkima 7 ‘speak, tel

men are speaking in a certain language has yet

11. A situation where two
te and its elements are

to be added. Here the situation is more concre

{SPEAKER-LISTENER 1, SPEAKER-LISTENER 2, LANGUAGE, RECIP-

ROCAL ELEMENT, LOCATION}

OF SPEAKING are absent in the situation

As can be seen, TEXT and OBJECT
E. The

because the whole action is concentrated on the element LANGUAG
government structure type is accordingly

N’ + nom.V N? + kom.
N’ + nom. ja N2 + nom. V(R)Lp (Loc)

N + nom. + pl. V(R)

This type is characteristic of the verbs konelema 12 ‘speak, tell’ and rddkima

12 “speak, tell.” For example,
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Professor ridkis kiilalise
ga saksa keelt. ‘The
German with the guest.’ professor Spoke

Professor ja kiilaline rdckisid
saksa keelt. ‘Th
the guest spoke German.’ ¢ professor ang

Kiilalised rddkisid omavahel saksa k
. eelt. ‘The guest
ing German among themselves.’ guests were speak.

If we coqlpare the present situation with the TALKING situation
under point 6, we can detect one difference in the representatiorrl) rs:e: e
;U&GCET.AITSNL:;?E;:E 1§ expressed partitively in the surface structure, wﬁﬁt
., onit v'vas expressed locally, or more exactly inessive]

et us compare the following TALKING sentences with the previous onezl:

Professor rddkis kiilalise
. ga saksa keeles. ‘The profi
(in) German with the guests.’ e

Professor ja kiilaline rddkisid sak
sa keeles. ‘“The profi
the guest spoke (in) German.’ professor and

Kiilalised ridkisid omavahel saks
a keeles. ‘The guest i
German among themselves.’ Bests spolce ()

12. i
u Est"l(;}rllei: verzﬂsh of say;ng ?nalyzed above present primary speaking situations
an. The verbs of saying of onomatopoei
: : poeic character and secondar
vterbst of saying have been omitted from the present paper. The governmen);
structure types of the verbs of sayi -
ying are more complicated than th

o . 0 ose of
o y other kmd.of verb anq 1t is probably for this reason that elucidation of

e corresponding action situations is especially necessary
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SOME PROBLEMS CONNECTED WITH THE
TRANSLATION OF RELATIVE CLAUSES INTO
PREDICATE CALCULUS

Traditionally the distinction between restrictive and non-restrictive relative
clauses has been defined as follows: A restrictive relative clause restricts the
extension of the concept, expressed by the NP, to which the restrictive relative
clause is attached. A non-restrictive relative clause leaves the extension of
the respective concept unmodified.

Within the framework of TG, relative clauses constitute one of the major
problems. In most grammars it is assumed that restrictive relative clauses
come from a sentence which is embedded in a noun-phrase. There exist
two variants of this analysis: the Art-S-analysis and the NP-S-analysis. Both
analyses lead to insurmountable difficulties. Non-restrictive relative clauses
are usually derived from a conjunction of sentences. The sentence which
yields the relative clause is attached to the highest S and inserted at the appro-
priate place by post-cyclical rule. The various approaches have been sum-
marized in the UCLA grammar together with the arguments to support
them. I therefore see no need to go through them again. Instead | want to
propose my own attempt at a solution.’

In this attempt the base component looks like a predicate calculus. It
contains the usual inventory of logical connectives, predicates, individual
variables and constants, as well as quantifiers; moreover there are formation
rules, rules of derivation and axioms. It would of course also be possible
to present such a logical analysis under the title of transformational analysis.
Because what is a transformational analysis?

As Ch. Fillmore put it, ‘the ordinary working grammarian is confused
about what it takes for something to be a generative grammar’.2 In this
general confusion I could claim to be still a generative grammarian.

In a logical analysis a sentence like

€} John knows the woman who slapped the chancellor.

! There is one approach in which both types of relative clauses are derived from a conjunction.
of. S. Annear Thompson, ‘The Deep Structure of Relative Clauses’, Working Papers in Linguis-
tics No. 6, Sept. 70, Ohio State University, Columbus. More exactly, the author claims that at
the level of deep structure, there is no significant difference between restrictive and non-restric-
tive clauses. For this author the difference between the two types is a function of the presuppos-
itions which the speaker has about the hearer’s knowledge.

2 Ch. Fillmore, ‘On Generativity’, Working Papers in Linguistics, No. 6, September 1970, The
Ohio State University, Columbus Ohio, pp. 1-20.
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