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Elementery sentences conta1ntng 'be': 
e sementtc onelysis of subject-predicet8/relot1ons 

by Evalyn MGtheson Styan 

AB ST RACT 

WlthJn a theoretlC81 fr8mework that combInes generetlve X-bllr syntax (Chomsky 1986), a 

composltJOnal JnterpretlVa semantlcs end elemants of Arlstotell~n I()JIC, thJS theslS studles the nature 
<, 

of the svnt~tlc and senlantlc constltuents lnvolved ln the SUbject-proolœte relatIOns of elementarv 

sentences contaJnJnO 'be'. InterpretatIon IS charootertzed ln terms OT the entHles of var10US types th81 

speakers Jntend to reter to and the Ver'lOUS ontoJ()JlcaJ types that the referents are ~Id to belong tO, 

'6e' 15 analyzed as Il sIngle lexIcal ttem. This 8flmysls unifies al 1 synt~tlc functlons (e.g., aux 1 l1ary, 

copule. meln"verb) and ail "senses" of 'be' ('e.g., œflnltlonal, ~uatlve, pr~lC8tlve, etc,). 
, 
Conceptually, 'be' ln Engllsh Is an expllclt slgn of attributIon. The propositl0nal content of sImple 

sentences of the form f NP be XP J 1$ the attribution of a certain ontolaglœl type or types to the 

referent(s) of the subject NP, Although the value of postulet1ng a single ontologlC81 œt~y to 

acoount for" ail the entltles thet sJ?88kers C8fl refer to and telk about (such as an Arlstotel1an 
1 

substence) Is Questlonable, nevertheless, such C8tetp'18S and, types seem ~t1nent for I1ngulstlc 

analysls. Wlth respoot to I1nou1stlc Inference, pronom 1 n8l1zet1on • erld question words, an snelysls . ~ , ., 

based On ontologlC81 types IS shown to be more exp 18I1otory . th8n one based on the assignment of a flxed 
, 

set of themetlc relations ta erguments. • 
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Elementery _tances conte1n1no 'be':/' 
e semenUe anelysts of s~bJect-pred1cet. relaUons 

par Evalyn Metheson S\Yen 
e 

RtSUMt 
...... \ 

" 

III 

• t ' 
Cette thèse étudie la nature des const1tuents synt8Xlql:les et sémantiques que comportent les 

, ! 
relations "sujet-pr~lC8t" des phr8S8S Simples de la forme [SN ba SX1. le C8dfe théorique combine le 

ttWle de la syntaxe X-bar (ChomsKY 1986), une sémantique Interprétative composlt1onnelle et des . 
éléments œ la logique d'Aristote. L~notetlons œs expressions composées sont car~térlsées en 

termes des enUtés œ]Outes sortes 'oont on peut perler et aussi 8Il termes des types ontoh~lquèS 

auxquels 11s appartiennent. Le' verbe 'be' est considéré comme une seule unité lexicale. Cette analyse ", 

s'applique èl'unlftœtlon de toutes les fonctions synt8Xlques (e.g., auxiliaire, copule, verbe prlnclpel) 
t 

et œ tous lesslgnlflœtlons de 'be'.( e.g., de déftnltlon, d'équation, d'ettrlbutton;atc,) '8e' an englels est 

un signe expl1clte d'attribution. Toutes les phreses simples qui emploient 'be' expriment l'ettrlbutlon . 
d'un certain type ou de types ontologiques aux référents œs SN Qui foncHonnent comme sujets. . . 

.> 

Quotque l'idée que les réfé~nts œs sujets appartiennent 6 une seule catét;Jlrte ontol()Jlque telle que 18 
, , 
, 

substance d'Aristote soit discutable, les œtél'prles 'qu'tl Identifie sont néanmoins pertinentes pour 

l'analyse l1ngutstlque, Selon les données relat1ves il 16 pronomlne1tsetton, eux mots tnterrogetlfs et 
- 1 

eux lmpl1C8ttons entre les phr8S8S, une nlyse ontol()Jtque est plus expllœttv8 qu'une enalyse fondée 

sur 18 distribution d'un ensemble fixe de relations thématiques, 

"\ \ 
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, - l'-~' InINlduoltan" ' 

ln t~ls:ert8tlon 1 wt1l1nvestlgete the sement1cs of 8 basic fr~ment of Engl1sh: elementary 

sentences contelnlriQ the verb 'be', For the present,)et us assume fnform.ally that semantlcs InvoJves 

thelnterpretauon oi senten~ and, the t~adltlon81 notions of. sense and reference (These notIons wIll 

be clarlf1ec:1 ,In Chepter J.) As 8 contr.tbutton towar~COmpOSltfonal Interpretlve semantlcs of 

EngJlsh w1thfn generat1ve Qrammar, my obJect1v.e here propose an analysl~ that may serve as a 
1. 

basls for explalnlng how comp~terlt speakers of Engllsh cao lnterpret SImple sen .. tenœs of the f~lDwjng 

t~~. 

(a) ThIs .1s Steph. 

(b) Steph D my tennIs partner. 

My tennis partner m Steph. 

(c) She.la a chef. 
\. 

(d) Many chefs D fat. 

(e) The reclpes me ln the f1Ie. 

(f) The sptœs D arrenged ln alph8bettcal order. 

(0) A chef .1s hlttlng the dlshw8Sher. 

( h) Someone .ts.bB1nO gluttonous . . 
(t) Ail of the knlves oœ1nO sher~. 

1 

ThIs ,lnvesUgetlon w11l focus on the sementtc relat10n that obtalns when subject and proolœte phr8SeS. 

es tradlttonel1y analyzed~ combine to form elementary sentences. In the se~tenœs abova, the sUbJect 

Phrases a11 contaln em. a proper name, " pronomlnel or 8 common count noun, 8nd the p100lcate 
, '{!> 

phrases aH contaln a form of 'be' 1 whlCh 1s Unœt 1tned. The d1fferent sentenœ. types ~t8tn1ng 'be' are 

often treated as syntactlcolJy and 'S8mantlœlly dlfferent. As 8 consequence, 'be' ttself Is 8nal~ aS 
Q "'"' ... '- , 

~, 

synt~Uœl1y end S8mant1cally d1ff~ ~t 1s somet~mes c181med t~t there 1$ more th~ one lex1cal 

Item 'be'''ln Engltsh (e.o., Rothsteln 1983; Wl1Ilams 1984). However, such an 8n8JYsls tells to 
o 
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,/ , 

t8pture certeln morphosyntoot1c and semen~ general1zeUons concernlng thtverb thet 8ppearS t~_ ail 
f • _ _ ,/ 

of thé sentences ln 1. r shel1 malnteln ln thts work th8t the dlfferent forms and uses of 'be' tn the , . 
~ ,. " 

senténces above ere not total1y unreleted to eachjlther, but rather belong to e sinole lexical Item 'be', . , ' 
~ . 
The theoret1œl framework of the Investigation ls generet,ve gremmer 1 whlch ls 

, "-tunœmentallY concelved as (~art of) a theory of m fnd. 1 n tht' framework, languaQ8 15 tek6n to reflect 
. . 

the structure of the mlod, and rectprcx:8l1y, the prlnclples _ of "se,ntence grammer" are taken as 

prlnclples çpvernlng the orgonlzat1onof though4 Accordlng to ChOl'TlSky (e.g., 1975, 1977, 1981. 

etc. ), the pl of generet1ve "gremmer ls to express the 6SSOCietion betwe8n representet10ns of form 
::;. , 

and repr'esentaÙons of meenlng." (ChomsKY 1981: 17). ln thls lnvesttQlltl~, 1 w1ll ~pt certeln 
-, f 

~umpt1ons underlylng the pos1110n teken by.Jookendoff ( 1983) whlch are compettble wlt~ ~n{ln 

" fact are the logtcal consequences of Chomsky's ment811st theory of langU8g9. For Instance, Jeckenoorf 
,. .. ~ 1 

1mp7 e "a:VII~~VeCfYlS/~6i"/"on sem~tlc theorY'8~d hypotheslzes the followlng: "There Is Il ~/ngl8 

lavel of mental representatlon, °tma9pIIKJ/ strwture, et whtch ltngl.llsttc. sensory, end motor 
~ 

Information are compatible." (JŒkenooff ( 1983: 17). Although h,e conslders the meln of sementtcs 
• f 

ta be the gen~al conceptuel structures of the mtnd, he ~érthelesymposes a "Cr4fflm6tlQ1/ , 
'. 1 

(ùJslr6i"t" on semant1c theory. Accord1ng t~ th1s constre1nt, the mepP1n~etween syntect1c form . 

and meanlng shoultJ be as systemt!t1c es posS1ble. In fact, "~n.e should prefer e S8ffi8l'lt1c theory thet 

exp 181ns otherwtse erb1tfèry general1zat1ons ebout the syntax 8I'ld the lex1con. H (Jackenœff 1983: 

13). Speclf1œlly, for JeckenOOff. ~8nt1C$ studtes the structur.e of the tnformet1on conteined in the 

thoughts 'thet are conv&yed by sentences of language and he assumes "thet 18IlQU808 15 e relet1vely 

efftctent and t\CCurate encodino of the information 1t conveys." ( 1983:' '14). 
• 

Now alt~ my problem concerns the 1ntecpretotlon of ~tenœs oontolning 'be', lIk8 

~~Ken~ff, , 00 not tlttempt to d9scribe the nature of the prooesstnO by Wht~ speakers 1nterpret these 
• sentences, but rather the underly1no syn~1c end S8mtrlttC 1nformetlon, t.e., the st~ueturol end 

, '" 
conCeptuellnformat1on. that speakers must use-es 0 bas1s for 1nlerpret1ng ttl8S8 àentenœ types. In 

" 

thl~ dlssertaUOt1. 1 shan foous specif1cally on' the 1nfOrmtlt1on suppl1ed by the l1ngutst1C ~ end 

, t. _ _ ___ ~_~ __ 

-, 

( 

" 
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conceptu~l structures ln ana)yzmQ the subJect-predlC8te relations 01 element~ry sentences, 1 Will 

6Œlress the 101low1ng questions 

(1) Whtst are the b8Slc unHs of synt~tlc structure contamed ln the sentence types 
ln ( 1)? 

(11) What are the basic unlts of conceptu~1 structure thaï correspond to the 
'- struct~r~l unlts ln ( 1 )? 

(III) How are the unfts of syntactlc structure and the untts of conceptual structure 
correl~ted wlth EŒh other and constra1noo? 

Accordtng to generatlve grammar, both structural ond conceptual InformatIon are essentlal 
~ . 

for semantlc Interpret~tlon, but netther 15 sufflclent on tts own As a basls for Ju~tng the truth of a 

sentence, speakers have to analyze the sentence structuraJly (accordlng to the prlnclples of sentence 

grammer) ond le.now the sense and reference of the lexIcal Items lt cont~lns If we concetve of the 
, 

grammer of a longuoge as a system whlch correletes sound and meanlng, then syntax may be sean as t~ 

principal means by whlch the l1nle. 15 establtshed Thus, a systemattc Investtgatlon of the semantlcs of 

elementery sentences contalnlng 'be' must be grounOOd on Il prlor synt~tjc analysis 

Syntecttc analysls. The system of synt~hc analysls that 1 wIll opply here makes use of 

the funœmental distinction between Unit and re/6fl0fl From thls perspective, grammatical subjects 

and predlcetes are enalyzed 8S relatIons between cet~rlal unlts of structure, as œscrtbed by 

Chomsky ( 1965: ch. 2 ~ 1986). For Engllsh sentences, the ootlons of subjg:t and prfXl1'c8te are 

~œflned ln terms of conflguratlonal structures. To begln wlth, Il 15 necessary to œtermlne the basiC 

syntectlc unlts end conftgurattons tMt will support my semanttc analys1s of ~lementary SlIDtenœs 
i 

contelnlno 'ba'. If a sentence Is the maximal projection of the propertles of INFL ( "InfJectlon Ol
), then 

elementlr)' sentences mey be chGr~terl~ 8CXXlrdlng to current X-ber syntax (e.g., ~homsky 1986,~ 

8Ss1mpI8senten~conuunt'lOonlyonecl6Use (1" or IP). An elementary sentence contalns one (and 

only one) phrese (NOl or NP) that functlOns 8S the grammattcal subJect 80d one (and only one) phrase 

(V" or VP) that functlonsas the (J'am met1ce 1 predlcate of the sentet,~. Conf1guratlonà"lly, the NP and 

--

u 
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VP ln questIon are lmmed1etely OOm1nated by e projection of INFL ln hlererchlcel ph(8S8 rqarkers such 
"<' 

as the followinQ. 

2 1" 

A 
N" 

" A 
INFL V" 

A 
v X" 

An elementary œclaratlve sentence (a predication) Is formed by the comblnot Ion of e subject phrese 

and a predlcate phrase If weil formed semantlcelly, It expresses a proposition 1 Thus, 1t m/ly be usOO 

by speakers to make a cl~lm concernlng certain states of effalrs As the potentiel becrer of truth 

values, 6 proposlt\on Is expresslble only by a formelly complete sentence, 1 e , one thet meets the 

minimal necessary morphosynta::ttc well-(ormtx1ness condlt1ons speclfled by the sêntence grammer 

A syntactlcally weil formed elementary sentence will thus be anelyztx1 mlnlmally es [I·NP [1' INFL 

VpJ] 2 (r-

'\ But ls the analysls represented ln 2 above ~uate to eccount for the structure of the 

sentences ln 1? ln parttcular, where would 'be' ttself fit Into the phrase merker ln 2? One Quest10n 
. / 
1 Sem8fltlc well-form. must be expl1œted ln terms of conceptual structures. See -

Br~ley and Swartz ( 1979: ch, 2) for e ch8r~rlzetlon of the entlttes thet ers called "propos1t1ons" 
here. Th6y tlrgtJe tMt propositions ere sul {IJ/ltII"is,' they ere 8bstrect entltles ln thelr own rlght, I1ke 
numbers, sets, classes, sentence types, etc. PropOSitions ere, for them, "the be8rers of truth end 
falslty." (Br~ley and Swertz 1979: 84-85; see also Ketz 1972: ch. 4; Nuchelmans 1980: ch. 8, cf. 
C8rtwrl~t 1966). 

2 The node 1 N corresponds to S ln the Extend9d Stenœrd Theory, N· lo NP, V· to VP, and 50 on. 
ln AstMcts, the nottons of SlJbject end prtJt/Iœte ere œtlned es the conftgur8tlons [NP ,5] and [VP ,5), 
respect1ve}y (Chomsky 1965: 7 t). The maximel projectl00 of C (ComplemenUzer) whtch ts requlred 
for wh4 sentenœs end emt)e(b!d CI8US8S wt11 be omltted ln thls stuâ,' when il 19 Irrelevant, as ln 2 
ebove. 6' 

\ 
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thot 15 often debcted ln IIIlQU1Stics 1S the synt~t1c œt8I'pY or cctet.J)rles of 'be'. For Instonce. for 

senten\ss 1 (h)-( 1) above. mony I1ngulsts would moke e distinction betw98n 'Is'/'ere' (6I'l01yzed es· 

on Gux111efY (Aux» MId 'belng' (01'l81yZed es e verb (V». ~See. e.g., Akmal1an and W6!i!JNI 1975. 
• 1 

W1IIiems 1984.) A prlmm-y œscrlpUve tesk of this lnvestlgatlOn w1ll thus be to determme the . 
synt~t1c œtSlp)' of"be' ln !ts verlous forms 1 sholl argue that 'bEl' 15 a full verb whlch takes Ml 

obllgetory complement of C8t8O)ry X" or XP. ès lIIu5tretoo ln 3 .• 

3 V" 

A 
\ (X") v' 

A 
'v X" 

1 

be t: 

Here X of X" or XP m8'y'be a noun (N) (65 ln 1 (a)-(c», an edjectlve (A) (65 ln 1 (d»~ ~ preposition 

(P) (es ln 1 (e». or onother V (es in t(O-(1)) A further test: Is to complete the synt~tlc 

description of elementery sentences contalnlng 'be', Only a detalled analysls of the InternaI structure 

of the phrases thet functlon es the subject and proolccte of these sentence types can serve es a b8Sls fcfr 

a system et le enelysls of the subject and predlœte funetlons and the semantlc relation of predlœt10n 

SemanUc ana lys ts. The second question ln my semantlc Investlgetlo.ry Involves the beslc 
. 

untts of semenUc structure. Here, os revlewed by J~kendoff (1983:' 11), the criteria of 
" 

expresstveness end unlverS8l1ty epply as constrelnts on sementlc theory. liA theory of sementlc 

structure '" mùst ,00 eble to express 0110 the sementlc distinctions mô by 0 notural lanoucoe." 

Wlthout conductlno 0 cross- language Inqulrr to determlne possible universel concepts, the Key 

exerelse 15 ~ eSœrt81n ln 8 generol wt1{ whot k 1005 of thlngs It 15 thet speekers ~n telk 8bout 80d whot 

k lnds of thlngs con 00 seld ebout them. This type ~f Inqulry lems nenlroJly to the unendlng 

phll0s0phlœl debote conœrnlno the relet1onsh1p between 181"1Ql1808, mlnd ~ reaHty, ln connect1on ~ 

--~'-\-- -~--
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wlth this. the semantic 6n61ysls of sentences CO~I~lng 'be' thet fw111 propose here beslœlly follows 

\ an Aristotellan appr~h ln sorne resp~ts. . 

. ~ D~rlng the 4th œntury BC, the 6roek phtlosooher Arlstolle developed a IOQI08I system 

, ~I08IlY to symbollze the Internai subJect-predlœte structure of copular sentencos ln ancl~nl 
Greek Arlstotle's l(WJlœl system. whlch was later developed by the Stolcs end extenOOd by Leibniz. Is 

known-es troclltlonal formel 1(WJlc (TFL) My Interpretlve anelysls Incorporates some of the princip les 

of TF1, especlally as Interpreted and developed by Sommers (In 1982, and ln 88rlle~ works on 

semantlc types and ontolCWJY) Some Arlstotellan scholers (e.g., Sommers 1982) stlll clelm that 

elementary sentences contalnlng 'be' express the mast funœmentel propositions, 1 e .. "cat~rlcal" 
-1 

ones From sentences su ch as thase ln 1. one may lsarn varlous klnds of basic facts, e g . what som9lme 

or"§omethlng Is (or what It 15 called), what klnd of thlng t~ 15, where It 15 lœated, what It 15 oolno, etc 

GategJrlcal propositions are 58ld to reflect a catE9)rlzatlon scheme, 1 e , a scheme of ontologlcel 
'i 

concepts by whlch human belngs organlze and understand thelr experlence ln the world. Arlstotle 
1 • 

proposed a thoory o(œtegJr les , contalnlng a IIst of unlversàl types for the classlf),eatlon of these 
./ 

ontologleal concepts The Intrlgulng question concernlng thls schème of cetet.J)rlzetlon 15 whether Ir 

'belongs basleally ta language, ta the mlnd, or to rsallty Fallowlno Frede (1981),1 aoopt the notion, 

Implled by Arlstotle, that It belongs ta ail of the above at the 58me tlme. But the most Important 

question here 15 the 51gnlflcance of thls catEq>rlzetlon scheme for IIngulstlc description end 

explanatlon. ( 
. J 

On the mcœl of TFL, a sentence conslstlng of the surf~ Sequence (NP be XP] IS seld to conteln 

two terms, ~h belonglng to one of Arlstotle's catE9lrles. Or to put It enother wtJy, the phrases that 

functlon as the subJeci and the predlcate complement of 'be' may be used to refer to entltles thet belono 

ta one ontol(WJlcal cat8lJ)ry or another GatE9>remetlc expressions denote entltles th3t belonO to 

partlèular antol(WJlcal types whlch maY-be classlf1ed ~rdlno to Arlstotle's C8tetp'les. In TFL, 'be' 15 
" 

regarded as a syncate-p-emattc expression that relates two C8tetp:'.ematIC· ph,bs. An ~fflrmatlve 

declaratlve sentence of the form (NP be XP] states th3t the referent of the subj8Ct beJonœ ta e œrtaln 

J. 
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type or types denoted by the predlC8te term.3 The followlng exhlbits the syn~t1c unlts of an 

elementary sentence cont81nlng 'be' and the correspondlng conceptuel enalysls thaf 1 propose. 

4 

Svntax: 

Concepts: 

'A d 

[NP 

15 

be 

B' 

XP] 

Referent( s) belong to type( s) 

The rule of lnterpreteUon the! 1 propose for a11 declaratlve sentences contalnlng 'be' tœounts for the , 

reJetions between terms whlch, can hold ln vlew of thelr Intenslons. 1 assume end w11l use an 
'-

extenstonal theory o(sementlcs ln thls work. Such a ,theory Is concerned wlth the relations between 

l1ngulsttc expressions end eny extrallngulstlc phenomena that speakers may refer to when they use 

t~ expressions. The conceptual enalysls proposed above suwests certain semantlc w~l-formedness 
\ conditions for sentences contalnlng 'bel, For Instance, 'B' must be "predicable" of whatever 15 denoted 

by 'A', And 11 the statement 'A Is B' 15 true, then ln a vaUd loglœl argument the expression 'B' Is 
"> .. .. 

r 

sem8ntlcally substttutable for 'A', (Sommers (1982: chs. 6, 13) tr~ slmllar ldeas to an 

Aristotel1an prlnclple known as the Il t/lclum dJomhi ") ~ 

As for the meenlng of the lexlealltem 'be' , thls Is by no means the flrst Ume t~e question has 

been studted. 'Be' and sentences contalnlng 'be' (or tts 8QUlvalents t{lother lIlngueges1 have been the 

subjects of much f8S8ell"ch and a150 of long-standing contr~ersles. among l1ngulsts, phllosophers and " 

loglclMls, at least slnce Plato and Arlstotle. Verlous positions conœ~nlng the meanlng of 'be' lnclude. 

among others. that (1) 'be' ls unlv0081 or es PlatôWould stI(. lt hss one "defln1tlon" thet would caver 

a111ts dlfferent uses (e.g .. Kahn 1973); (11) 'be' Is decldedly equivocal or 8ffiblguous (e.g., Russell 

1920); (111) If 'be' ls emblguous. lt Is systemat1œl1y 50; tt h8S one focal m88nlng to whlch ail others 

are related(e.Q .• Ar1stotlel1eltphyslcs 4. 2; Owen 1960); (1v) 'be' tn ttself Is meentngless (e.g.,. 
fi, 

3The notion of btl1m91i'19 thet 1 propose here es the conœptU81 Mlalys1s of 'be' Is more ~eral 
then the primitive (undeftned) concept thet 15 symbOHzed 'e' 1n set theory. The letter 15 a rel8110n 
between elements and sets (Halmos 1960: 2). The relation 1 d9scrlbe Is not l1mlted to elements thet 
~long to sets. Indeed 1f é referent x belongs to the type œnot.j by 'A'. then 1t Is conte1ned ln type A. 
but • A' Mad not bee count noun. althourjl1t must be quent1f18ble1n sorne WfIi to be referent181. For 
detel1s. see CheP.ter 3. . 

.... 
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Lyons 1968; 1977). Owmg to thlS complication. M10ther Important descriptive tesk- of thlS 

dlssertfJtlOn lS to support the conceptual 8I'lelysls that 1 proposed ebova. Reformulated ln terms of the 

generfJt1ve lexlcon, the key Questions are: How many clesses of 'be' are there ln the synchronie lexlcon 

of Enghsh? or, How many lexiœl entrles for 'bg' era requlr~ for en ~uate semantlc descrlpt10n of 

. sentences contalning the varlOUS forms of 'be'? Although ex~t1y how mlmy 'be's thera are IS eleerly 
- , 

an Interest1ng QuestIon, the basic problem Is to determlne whlch f~tors or prlnclples could be used to 
.' 

answer lt. 

ln any case, 1 shall argue thet 'be' ls unlvœal. When one examines the dlfterent sementlc 

analyses thet are ~tuel1y proposed,1t becomes cleer that the dltferent senses that are cscrlb~ to':'be' 

are prlmarlly the effect of the conceptual content of the phreses thet functlon es Its subjects and 

predlœte complements, rather than there belng dlfferent classes of 'be', The problem mey result from 

the fallure to r8COJrlize the synœtegJremetlc espects of 'be', 'Be' on Its own signifies the conœptuel 

releHon of b8/()f)9Jng 10 (a type), but the type of belng Is deslgnet~ by a complement phrœe thet 

belongs to 811 ontol~lcel œt8(J)ry 

One ~ontage of a TFL -beSed cet.rlœl 8nalysls of elementary sentences contalnlng 'be' overo 

one based on other systems of aneJysis stems from the followlng. TFL 00es not need to dlstlngulsh 
, 

between subject phreses and predlcate complement, phr8S8S on the beslS of semantlc criterIa 

(Sommers 1982: 41). Rather, 1\ seems that a perUcular œt8lJ)rlcalcphr8S8 (NP or XP) would al~ 

correspond to the 58me ontologlcal catÇ)rY or type, regerdless of Its gr'ammaUœl functlon ln 

œt8(J)rlœl sentences. In many other analyses, a dlst1ncUon Is mede between the semantlc funct10ns of 

subject and predlcate complement. Accordlno to the assump\lons of the Western structurallst tr~1tlon 

ln IIngulstlcs, the grMlmatical subject Is the expressIon (phrese) tMt 19 employed by the speeker to 

ldentlfy 8 referent or ref~ents end the gremmettœl predlcete Is the expr~lon (phrest» thet Is u~ 

to say somethlng about the referent( s) (Lyons 1977: ch. 12, 470, SOI), Thus, the subject 15 seld to 

, 

, 
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functlon Ils 80 "Identlfylng phrase" and the predlcate complement as the "attributive phrase. "4 For 

exemple. the expressions 'sh8' and 'Is a chef functlon respect1vely as the grammatical subject and 

predlcate of sentence 1 (c). The thlng or. person belng tall<ed about Is an indlvidual designated by 'sh9' 

Let us assume that 'she' ls used ln sentence 1 (c) to refèr to Steph. If so, the property of belng a chef 

Is attrlbuted to the referent of 'Steph'. Geilerallzlng then, according to th1s analysls, the proposltlona) 

content of a dec1aretlve sentence "rontalning 'be' Is the attribution of a property ta an individual or to a 

cl6Ss of Indlvlduals. 

For pragmatlc analysls, the tradltlonal oocount of the semantlc functlons of the subject and 
1) 

predlcate phrases and the predicative relation (Le., the attribution of a property to an lndlyldual) , 
seems lntultlvely correct. In conceptual terms, however";' It Is surely questlonable thet the same 

analysls could be extended ln a natural wfto{ ta ail of the sentence types lIIustrated ln 1 above (tb swy 

nothlng of the types of sentences contalnlng 'be' that are not IIJu5trated here, e.g., exlstentlal ones.) 

Consfderlng only those types IIlustrated ln 1, sentences 5uch as 1 (b), (or example, are often analyzed 

Ils "equetlve" end sentences such as 1 (e) are teken to Illustrate the attrIbution of a "location" to some 

obJects (Lyons 1977: 469-481). These sentence types have I1ngutsttc char~terlsttcs of thelr own, . 

e.g., the reverseblllty of the ~ubJect end predlcate complement PhraSes (as lIIustrated by the sentences 
\ 

ln 1 (b». Lyons mokes the point thet speakers may attrlbute thlngs other then -propertles to 

o 

. 
4ff the distinction between "Identlfylng phrase;' end "attributive phrase" were vaUd, then we 

shouJd heve to determlne whet the source of the distinction mlght be. A reasonable answer Is that Il Is 
the structure df the sentence. But the distinction Is sometlmes expOUnded ln terms of (1) the 
denotatlve functlon or (II) the referent1eJlty of the expressions empJoyed. Compare, a.g., 'a chef ln 1 
(c) and HO) ebove. ' 

(t) For J~lclens worklng ln the fr8Olework of modern predlcate Jaglc (MPL), the subJect of 
en atom le sentence dBnotes 0 "pm-t leu 1er" whlle the predlcate deslgnates a "gener.al conœpf." (Ses, e g. , 
QuIne 1960; Strewson 1914). • 

(II) Jeckenooff ( 1983: 78) m8lces" type-token distinction between the conceptuel structures 
thet correspond to the expressIons thet typlcel1y functton as s~Ject (token) ~ predlcate compJement 
(type). For discussion, S88 1,3.1. Other Itnou1sts Impllcltly deny thet there Is a sem80UC distinction 
between expressiOns thet functlon as subjects end predlcete complements of 'be', et 1985t ln terms of 
"referenttpltty." Thet such expressions ere coraferenUells Impl1ed ln the enelysls of predication by 
col ndax 1 no. Fbr discusSion, see 2. 1. 1. 

\ À 
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tndfvlduals.5 Strlctly spealdng, nelther se~tence type ( 1 (b) or 1 (e» wou\d be teken to express the 
; 

attributIon of a praperty to an Indlvldual or to a CI6SS of Individuels, But al50, by the seme loken, 

speakers may talk about t~lngs other then Indlvlduols or sets of Indlvlduals; those denot~ by non-
e ',< 

count nouns, e g, 'water', 'slncerlty', etc. (The sentences ln contaln only count nouns or 

pronom Inals ) 

For thl3 sake of descriptIve elagance, 1 shall prefer an enalysls whlch mak,es no a priorI 

semantlc dIstInction on the basls of grammatical funcUons or relations. In f~t, the semantlc anelysls 

that 1 propose for elementary sentences contalnlng 'be' parallels the synt~tlc analysls. ThIs analysls 

requlres a semantlc distinction that is anal~us to the dIstinction maje between unlts of structure 

and the relations belween these unlts. 1 would argue that ln fact a general specIfication of the. 

functlons of the subject and predlcate phrases Is not a prlmary stap ln the semant le analysls of 

elementary sentences. Rather the correspondlng semantlc relations are darlved on the basls of a -
structural analysls, as Chomsky ( 1965) argues concernlng grammatIcal relations, and on the basls of 

lexical cholce. The general1zatlons that are slgnlffcant for ~he semantlc anelysls of subject and 

predlcate comp lement phrases should be stated ln terms of unlts of conceptuel structure, rather then 

semantfc-relatlons (or thematlc relatIons), If our syntax and semantlcs are to be consistent. This leads 

to the thfrd question to be aô:1ressed ln thfs dlssertetlon. 

form-meaning correlation, How are the unlts of syntectlc structure and the unlts of 

conceptual structure correlated wlth each other and constpalned? 1 assume, wlth Jackenooff (and 

many other generatfve grammerlans), that the mapplng between syntactfc tJnd semantfc structures Is 

effected by grammat1cal "correspondance rules" (J~kenOOff 1983: 13-16). Such mapplnos ~re 

cotlstrafned by two guldlng prlncfples: the gr8mmatfcal constralnt and the prlnclple of 
1 _ 

composftlonallty, whfch t()J9ther would lsad one to prefér the slmplest, most dlr~t, but also complete 

mapplng between unlts of syntactlc form and unlts of conceptuel structure For e single sentence, the 

. 5 Thts crlttctsm mav be b~ on tao lItare\ an tnterprettJtlon of the ~8I"It1C term 'propert~' , 
I.e., Iflyons has ln mtnd the tntensloooJ construct proposed by C«nep ( '956), 8mOOQ others. 
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mepplng depends ln pM't on the lexlœl representatlon of the main verb, ln thlS respect the 

meth<xblogy', theoretlœl fremework end ~I of my lnQU1ry are Qu1te close to thpse of J~kenooff 

(1983), ln f~. although we get there by a sllghtly dlfferent route, the net result of our analyses of 

œt~rtcal sentences IS the seme, Ltke J~kenOOff ( 1976, 1983), 1 argue for a umform leXIcal 

(morphosynt~tic tJI1d semanUe) analysts of '00',6 ,~ever, our analyses 00 dlfter ln certain respects. 

He would'brlng together ln one "conceptual structure" ail uses of 'be'. WhlCh he represents as a SIngle 
c , 

functlon "eE (x ,y)." (J~kenooff 1983: 90). He 00es noi analyZe the functlon BE further, so that our . 
, 

conceptuel analyses of 'be' are not prsclsely compar8ble. Furthermore. hls umform analysls of 'be' 1$ 

sustalned ln the esslgnment of the 58me themat1c relations, Theme and Lèx:atlOn as postulated by 

Gruber ( 1976), ta the funct10nalarguments of 'be' (Jackenooff 1983: chs. 9~ 1 0). On the other hand, 

1 Questfon the coostructs of thematlc reletlons es primlt1ves of an explanatory semantlc th~ry 

(Other poInts of slml1arlty/dlfference will be dlscussed ln Chapter 1 ) 

. Ortgtnel1ty. M for the orlglnallty of my analysis, thls Investigation ooes not 1800 me to 
, 

lnvent any'new constructs or th~retlcal systems. Instead 1 w1l1 empl(1y' some elements and prlnciples 

trom weH-established systems of sem80t1c analysls, attempttng to lncorpor~te them lnto generatlve 

gr8mmar. In sum, my semantlc analysls of cat8{J)rlœl sentences Is strongly influencsd by works of 

J8ckenooff. and ln a w~ 81so by Arlstotle and Sommers, but 1t d1ffers tram all of them as detal1ed ln 

~ter 1. Although 1 fKbpt sorne notions from TFL as œscrlbed by Sommers ( 1982), my goal is to 

explaln the 'semenUcs of the subject-predlœte relation ln l1ngulstlc terms. I.e .• uslng l1ngulstlc 

evtdence bas8J on Of'8R\met1œ1tty {SM the "sayeb111ty" of Engl1sh sentences, lnst~ of the too\s and 
1 

techniques of symbol1c lo;Jfc, ln sa fer as possible. my sem80tiC arguments will depend primarlly on 

the phenomena of ltngufstfc Inference, perephrtJS8 and contradiction. (See. a.g .• Kampson 1977. 

Smith end Wilson 1979: ch. 7. for a descrfption of some criteria 8Ild tools for sem8flttc 6nalysls.) , .-
Unless otherw1se 1nd1œted tn the t8><t. the cr1t1cism of alternative 8I'l81yses and the argumentation for 

e cet.-lcel apprœm are my own. 

6S1mUerly, e unlform enelysls of 'be' 1s pr~ for exemple by Gruber ( 1976), Kahn 
( 1973), n. in pa--t. ~ Sommers,< 1982). 1 
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The central' problem and organ1zaUon of the th8s1s. InvestlgaUno the semanttcs of 

the sentence types 111ustrated ln 1 above, one mlght obvlously encounter many lnterestlng lIngulst1c 

problems concernlng, e.g., pronomlnals, lndexlcals, qutJntlflers. œtermlners, tense, espect. etc 
." 

While in general 1 00 not 1ntend ta Ignore these problems, 1 w1ll focus here speclflœlly on the 

conceptual content of 'be' and the types of terms uS9i wlth thls verb. Of speclel lnterest for thls 

thesis Is the S8fnantic relation that obtalns when subject and proolcate phreses (contalnlng terms thet 

belong to v8rious ontologlcal types) combine to form cat9f1)rlcal sentences. 

The present work. Is ln flve chapters. Chapter 1 contains th90retlcal and b~k.ground 

information Flrst, in section 1. 1, 1 will outl1ne the theoretlcal mooal and sorne basic principles of 

gener8tive grammar ,thet 1 shall apply here. Section 1 2 lntroduces sorne detatls of Aristotle's theory 

of catEqlries and the,subject-predleate analysls of cat9(J)rleal propositions wlthin TFL as descrlbed by 

Som mers. 'In 1 22, 1 w1ll dlscuss the ontologleal relation ~etwaen langu8Q8, mind end reel1ty. Sorne 

general notions from class1eal semant1cs, S8f1SfJ or intflflsion, dJnottJtiOll or flXtlJl1sion w1ll ~ 

reviewed. Jack.enooffs notion of proj8Cted wor/d will ba compared ond contrested wlth these notions 

Th1s section w1l1 concluœ wlth a statement of my ontologlcal position. The notions of trulli end 

ref6r~w11l be examlned ln section 1.2.3, Section 1.3 offers e brief critique of sorne alternative 

analyses of sentences contalnlng 'be' wlthln generatlve gremmar , a.g., the anelysls of lndlvlduetion 

and categ:>rlzation fromïJtr;kenooff (1983) ( t .3.1) and thematlc relations ( 1,3,2). 

1 n accorœnœ wlth the thesls of 8utonomy for syntax, whlch 15 lrSSumed ln thls work, Chepter 

2 d88ls strlctly wlth the synt~tlc description of elementery sentences contalnlng 'be'. ~t1on 2.1 

examines the NP-VP subject-predlœte structure of sentences es 8nalyzed wlthln generat1ve grammer. 

Section 2.2. 1 conslœrs the synttr;tlc œt~rlZ8tlon of 'be' (1) es two œtetp'les: Verb and Aux (13.g., 

Williams 1984), or (11) 'be' as a separate categxy: copula (e.o., Chomsky 1965). Uslno the devlces 

of X-bar syntax, 1nherent lexlœl propertles, and strict subC8telp'IZ8t1on, 1 argue for a one-lexeme 

8nalys1s of 'be' as a full verb (V) (2.2.2). Section 2.3 conœrns the synt~t1c nlysls of the subject 

and pr'ed1cate terms. As 111ustrated by the sentences ln ( 1) above, the pred1cate éomplement may be a 

NP. Ar> • PP, or enother VP. 

"'------------ --~~ - ---
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Chapter 3 explores the problem Of the semanUc Interpretation of etementary sentences 

contelnlno 'be' This Is the central part of the thesls: ln Sfr:t1on 3. l, a composltlonal semanttc analysls 

15 proposed for single elementery sentences conta1nlng 'be', tMt Is, an analysls to ŒCOunt for the 

Int~rpretet1on of Indlvldual sentences ln IsolatIon. As ln classlcal semaoUes, 1 tak.e the lnterpretaUon " ~ 

of 8Il expression to meen lts extenston Extensions of expressions ere descrlbed ln terms of referents 
o 

and the ontolœ1col h!W or coteœr1es to whlch they are sald to belong. These notIons are appl1ed ln . 
tha descrIption of lexlcal'meanlng (3.1 1), phrase meanlng (3 1.2) and sentence meanlng (3.1 3) 

Sect10n 3.2 concerns the sementlc InterpretatIon of sentences contelnlng e relatlonal verb, a g., 'h,It' , 
1 

and 3.3, wlth sentences cont81nlng 'be' and relattonal predlcate terms such as 'on the tabla', 'hlt (by 

John)', 'hltttngJohn'. 

Chtlpter 4 examInes some alternative proposais concernlng the dHferent "senses" or uses of 

'be'. 1 t8ke these prop0S8ls as examples of whot the conceptual content of 'be' Is Ml. Flrst ln sectIon 
. 

4. l , the questIon of how many classes of 'be' there are Is Investlgated from the sèmantlc poInt of vlew 

1 conslder tn turn the posslblHtles thet 'be' mlght be (1) homonymous, (II) ~eonlngless, and (III) 

polysemous. Each of these hypotheses Is relected, as 1 argue for a univœal analysls of 'be'. In Sfr:tlon 

4.2, 1 constder the conceptual t'lnalysls of 'be' as the relation of attrIbutIon or as the ldentlty 

relatIon 1 argulng ln fevour of attrIbutIon (I.e., the relation of belonglng th,at holds. between referents 

and types.) ln sectIon 4.2, 1 conslder the semantlc dIstinctIons between 'be' V and 'be' Aux ln terms of 

the concept of IntentlOMl/ty as proposed by WlIHems (1984). Flnel1y ln 4.4,1 suggest appr~hes to 
\ . 

the enelysls of Idlomettc sentences contalnlng 'be' wlth flxed subJects such es 'there' end '11'. 
IJI 

tri Ch8pter 5, 1 compere and contrast the 8nalysls of elementery sentences contelnlng 'be' 

eccordlng to the theory of themat1c relations and accordlng to the cat90Jrlcal 8I'lelysls proposed and 

supported ln thts work. section 5. 1 poses some questions c:onœrnlng the construct of Theme wlthln 

Grube!" end Jackenœfrs theory of thematlc relatIons, ln .sectton 5.2, 1 questton the explanatory value 

of the theOry of themat1c relettons wlth respect to ~tlve-P8SSlve sentence pairs (5.2.1), acceptable 

questlon-enswer pairs (5.2.2), end IIngulsttc Inference (5.2.3). 1 show thet wherees an 80alysls 
.t ' 

based on the asstlJ)ment of themattc relations falls to occount for such relettons, a cat9p'lcal 8flalysls 
B 

.;-
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b8S8d on referent( s) and ontolog1œl types or œtetp'tes 009S shed l1~t on these Importent ' .. 

Intersentent181 relat1ons. 

Fol1owlng CMpter 5 Is-the Summary of my analysls and conclusIons. 

Termlnology and notatton. In thls work, 1 use the termlnol~ and conventlonal 

notatIon of generatlve grammar and X-bar synt8X found ln stanœrd works, such as Chomsky 1981, . 
1986. Other abbrevlations w111 be explalned ln the text. 1 shell use phrase markers, es ln 2 end 3 

above, to lIlustrate the synt~tlc structure of sentences. Phrese structur~ may be abbrevtated as 

labelledbracketlng,e.g., [,·NP [l'INFl VP]].l shellalso use unlebelled br~ketlng to Indtœte partial 

structural analyses. For exemple, some essentlltl elements of elementary sentences contalnlna 'be' lire 

, represerûed as [NP be XP]. An esterlsk enclosed wlthln parantheses (*) followlno sentences used es 

IInguls}tc exemples Indlcates ungrammaUcallty; 8 question Ill8rk (1) Indlcates unlDl8ptablllty or 
, V 

"unsayablllty ," but not ungremmatlœl1ty. In general, 1 shelJ use unŒlrl1nlog for emphtbls\ " 
. -• Ll~gutstlc semantlc relations will ba sean to tnvolve threé theorettcal systems: lanou~, . 

conceptual constituants (concepts) and extrellngulstlc entltles ln the oomaln of dlscourse. (Of course, 

lIogUlstlc expressions and concepts mit( elso be the obJects of reference, but the three systems can 

always be dtsttngulshai.) 1 w111 now Introduce the met818ngueoe thet 1 will use ln the followlno 
J 

chapters to rafer to elements of these three systems and thelr relations. Th& reletlon between 
" 
expressIons and entlUes ln the ôJmaln of dlscourse Is.œsloneted by the verb 'denote'. 'Slgnlfy' 15 e" 

two-ploœ reletlon between 8Xpresslon\8I1d concepts. The concept thlt Is Slrlflad ~ • 
C8t~remattc expression determtnes tts extension. Such en expr~lon thus œslptes 8 concept and 

œnotes Ils extension, whlch m8y be en enttty or 8 type of enttty. Strlctly .trlO, en expression 

never refers to anythlng; only speekers cen atm: to 8f)tltles ln 8 p8"tlculer OOmaln of dlscourse by , 
uslng certain ("referentlal") expressions of lenou808-

When 1 use expressl,ons Intendlng thelr ordlnary:extrallngutstlc referents es ln 5 (a), roman 
c:> \ • 

font and no punctuat10n w111 be used {except fcr quotetlons, where oouble quotetlon mar.ks w1l1 be 

usedJ 1 wJJ1 dlstlngulsh between expressions and concepts by encloslno expressions ln Si noie 



c 
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1 & .. 

quototton mer~s œ 1n 5 (bhnd tndtcotlng concepts 1n lta1tcs es ln 5 (c). As mnemomc deY1ces,' 1 wl11 

use thê followlng typoc,1'tJphy Dt1d PUn~U8tlon 1n the text to foOow. 

1 
5 (a) extral1ngulsUc entttt8S: The dlshwasher Is nolsy. 

( b) expressions: 'Who' Is a 3-1etter word. 
, 

(c) conœpts: Hfs notton of ref(Jf'fIf1C8ls dt{ferent from mine. 
$' 

As techn1C81 ,terms for 'concepts' 8S tn 5 (c) 8nd 'extral1ngulstlc enUtles' as in (8), 1 mtIY 
~ 

sometlmes use elther 'sense' or 'lntenston' and elther 'œnotatton' or 'extenston', respecttvely. These 

notions w111 be examlned further ln Chapter ~. l~h8pter 3, they wt11 be used wahln 8 composlt1onal . . 
lnterpret1ve semantlcs to descrtbe lex1cal meen1ng, phrase meenlng and sentence meantng . 

-,' 
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Theoret1cel fremework and background 1nformeUon 

As announced earller, my objective ln thls dlsser.~tlon Is to present en ~olysls thot will . , 

serve as a basls for explalnlng how competent speekers of Engl1sh ~n Interpret ~t8\Jlrlcel sentences. 

Before enterlng Into the detalls of the IIngulstlc analysls (whlch beolns ln Chepter 2), 1 w11l stete the 

theoretlcal assumptlons underlylng the position outllned ln the IntrOduction and the problems 

descrlbed there. For In~t~nce, 1 will explaln why the basic Questions ad:Iressed ln thl5 work ~re_stoted 

ln terms of unlts of syntactlc structure and unlts of conceptual structure, rather thon ln term5 or
4 

~ 
1 , 

syntactlc relations or semanttc relations. Al~ 1 wlsh to clarlfy the semant le notions to be cppl~.and 

the termlnolo;ry to be used throughout thls work .. 

The semantlc theory and also the I1ngulstlc analysls thot 1 support ln thls work reflect ldeas 

that have been taken from several dlfferent sources. PerhepS' no sIngle theory Is Qulte '-perfact, but 

man)' scholers who represent very diffèrent ~tems of analYsls, rrom the anclent to the 

contemporarv, have maœ valuable contributions towards the semantlc descrlptton of cat8OJrl~1 

sentences. In thls chapter, 1 wlll revlew the basic notions underlylng only a few of the ~nolyses thot 
~ . 

have been publlshed prevlously. The main task 15 to select from thase th~heor.et1C81 eonstructs tMt 
.. ~, , ' , 

seem essent1al and that méy be applled ln a coherent semantlc analysls of elementary sentences 

contalnlng 'be' 
-

OVerall,.the main purpose of the present chapter 15 to set out the theoretlcal ~ppar8tus th8t 1 
( 

take to be essentlal for an edequate account of speakers' IIngulstlc sem8lltlc competence. This chepter 

Is ln four parts. Flrst ln section 1.1, 1 w11l outllne the theoretlcal model and.some guldll'lQ prlnclples 
.' 

of generatlve grammer that 1 shall8SSume ln thls work. As a point of deptrture, boslcally 1 ~pt the 

mentaltst theory of lengu81J9 proposed by Chomsky ( 1975, '98' ,etc.> and the conœptue1tst approech 
~ , 

to semantlc analysls descrlbed by Jackenootf ( 1983), aJthough 1,00 not agree wlth the latter ln fNery 

respect, as 1 sll8lJ explaln here. In sectlon 1.2, 1 )Y1I1 OOIlpare sorne elements of Chomskys end 

Jwj(enooffs app~ wlth the reœlved opinions from tredltfonalJoglc and from closstceJ sementlcs . 

... 7" " 
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~Ion 1 2 1 presents a brlef exposition of the syntoctte subject-predlcate analysls of categ:lrlcal 
~' 

propositions wfth1n ·rfL as œscrlbed by Sommers (1982) SectIon 1 2 2 concerns the semanUe 

~atlonShlp between elements of language, mlnd and reallty Here 1 shall revlew and compare sorne 

notions from classlCaJ semanUes (e g, Garnap's notions -of mtens/CYl and extens/rYl) , from 

1 Arlstotel1an l()Jlc &ld Its trooltlon (e 9 , the noHon ot Q7t~y), and tram J~Kenooff's Semant/cs end 

ctV1/t/CYl ( 1983) (e 0, the notion of projtK:'tœ world) 1 w1l1 conclude thls section wlth a statement 

of my çlntoJoglcal position and revlew the notions of trvth and reference ln 1 23 Section 1 3 oHers a 

brlef critique of sorne specifie alternative semantlc analyses of sentences contalnmg 'be' wlthln 

generatlve gr'lImmar, è g" Jackenooffs account of categ:lrlzatlon (1 3 1), and semantle raIes or 

themat le reJat Ions ( 1 3 2) 

1,1 0e1l8f8t1V8 JQramm8r and lIrtgulstlc semontlc competence 

My purpose here Is to Introouce some basie notions from generatlVB grammar that 1 shall 
/ 

assume ln thls work What are the generaJ theoretlcal and methaool()Jlcal princlples of generatlve 

grammar that are relevant for a semantlc analYSls of eJementary sentences contammg 'be'? 

Comp8tence end performence, ln generatlve grammar, a crucial dlstmctlOn IS m~ 

between the notions of ampetence and perfcrm8fK8. The prlmary object of Investigation ln thlS 

framework Is lIngulstlc competence, 1 e , the spooker-hearer's toolt Kr10wleôJe of hls or her langu~ 
, , 

ln thls context, Ilngulstlc ampetflfJC91S contrasted wlth 11ngulstlc perfcrml.YlC8, 1 e , "the ~tual use of 

lenguege ln concrete situatIons" These characterlzatlons of competence'and performance come trom 

Chomsky (1965 4) Accordlng to hlm, the "llngulstlc theory IS mental1stlc, 5ince. lt 15 concerned 
ç .. (' ""' ...... 

wlth dlsœverlng Il mentel r9611ty unœrlylng octual behavlor" The generatlve grammer (postulatr,(j .,;} 
, 

, by II l1nQulst) presents 11 "dBscrlpt1on of the speM.er's l1ngulstlc competence" (Choms~ y' 19b5 4) 

The prlmer;y functlon of lengu8g8 ln thls perspE.Ctlve 15 teKen to be the expnsslOn of thoughts 

L8nou~ Is u~ es e besls for lnferrlng the structure of thought, or more preclsel!" the structure of 

'18n01J8081S US'~ as evlœnœ for the str~oture of thought A mentel1stlc theory of Itmguage thus Imposes 

f 
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lmplielt langu~-l1k.e structural constralnts on the correspondtng cognitive structures, Accordlngly, 

JacKenooff ( 1983) maKes a "methOO1log1cal œclslon to pursue a theory of C(WJnltlon ln thestrlCtur41 

mcœ" Th1s ls opposoo to a stuày ln the process mooe, whleh he oescrlbes as the oomaln 01 
l 

psychollngulstics The "stucty of strategies employed ln prœesslng grammetlcal structure in reel ... - \' -
'tlme" would be tM objew::t of ~ theory of 11ngulstlc performance (Jack.enooff 1983 5-7) 

\ 
\ 

J The !))Ill of 11ngufstlc i'mcrlptlon withln generat1ve grammare'S ta œtermine the naiure of the 

strueturallnformatlOn th6t constltutes llngulstle competence Chomsky (1982 4) dlst1nouishes two 

"perspectl~es ln the stuày of grammar, one whlch emph8S1zes rule systems and the other, systems 
, 1 

of prlnclples" He subdlvldes the rule-system for Il 'partleular language lnto "three basic parts 

1 (A) The lexlcon 

(B) Syntax (1) Base component 
(11) Transformatlonal component 

(C) Interpretlve components (1) PF [phonetlc forml component 
(11) LF [loglcal forml component"'--

, 

~ 
ln thls framework, œscrlptive problems concernlng the specifie aspects of l1ngulstle competence are 

genec:ally relegated 'to one of four grammatical components lexical, syntactlc, p~nologlCtll end 
"'"'\ 

-;' semantic Thesa grammatical components are supposed to be autonomous but lJlterrelated The 
\ 

assumptlon of autonomy Is a methcxilloglcal expooientjor clarHy ln 11n.gulst1e analysls (Ses Chomsky 

1977 for discussion) The semantlc and phonologlcal components lnterpret phr~ markers thet heve 
, 

been generat~ by the syntactlc component Syntoctic structures are thus concelved ~ functlonelly 

central The syntoctlccomponent--contalns well-formEKiness conditions (WFCs) for the structure of 

o • phrases and sentences It Is assumed that there are at 1985t two distinct levels of synt~t le structure, 

D-structure and S-structure Some grammarlMls a150 conœlve of LF as an ~1tlQn81 level of 
? / 

syntax 1 Rather th8f\ attemptlng to establlsh the syntocttc struc~Of I1ngulstlc meen1no, ln thls 

, dIssertation, 16ITllnterestoo 10 formulatlng prlnclples by whlch (-structures CM be lnterpretEKi ln 

~ 

1 A QUest10n of curr~nt lnterest ln 11ngulstlc tt~ry concerns the nature of the IOQIaII form of 
sentences, For discussIon end crltlclsm of 1~1C81 form es conœlvEKiln Chomsky's (198-1) m/XJ91, see 
car 1 son ( 1983) Md other papers fram a conference on ~F, L I@ist/cs 6f7(/ ph/IOStPhy, <X 6, 1983 

1 
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~ enV œse, both gener8tlon and Intèrpretatlon are based ln part on Input from the lexlcon. whlch 
, 

.contalns phonolO'Jlcal. morphol~lcal, synt~tlc. 6Ild poSSlbly semantlc Information about lexical 

entrles ft 15 assumed that aJI l1ngulstlc features of lexical Items to whlch 1)rammatlcal rules and 

,,----,' prlnclples refer. as well as ldlosyncratlc features of the lexical Items. must be representoo ln the 

lexlcon. as sUgJ8Sted by Halle ( 1973) 

To ~unt for the unlversal features of natural 18ngu~. es Chomsky (~1982) notes, current 

(6B) research ln genaratlve grammar, focuses on the stuât of systems of prlnclples He Identifies 

severol subsystems of prIncip les thot hold of rules ond representotlons' a.g., X -bar theory, e-theory, 
~ , 

Gow~rnment theory, etc (Chomsky 1982 6) One of the objectIves of Chomsky's research prCVJfamme 
l _. 

Is to ldentlfy t;J3neral Ilngulstlc parameters whlch are present but whose values moy vary trom one ,,-
language to onother. Rules and/or prlnclples ore postulated to ~nt for generallzatlons that form 

part of the speaker's Ilngulst1C competence Even for partlcular languages, the rules are postulated as 

guldlng prlnclples 8( well-formooness cond1tlons rather than as hard and fast rules or processes that 
~ 

',0 

are ~tuolly used by speakers to proouce sentences The subsystems of prlnclples presuppose and 

apply to lexIcal laments and formatives ln phr6S8 markers, but the pr:lnclples 00 not "create" the 

exp t8n8tory 

By ellmlnatlng redundancles from the total thoory, Chomsky hopes that 

osslble to restrlct the number and varlety of grammars, thus ~hlevlng an 

fun versel grammer (UG) Naturally. Il Is assumed that any explanatory theory 

" from 8 descrIptive point of vlew, I.e • lt Is consIstent wlth and can ~unt for 

~ 6Voll8ble (Chomsky 1982. 7-8). 

ltnQUlsttc system end conceptual structures. The œscrtptlon of semantlc 
1 

InterpretatIon Is not alw8'{s t8ken to belong to the oomatn of ~n8ratlve grammar For Instance. 

Chomsky ( 1957. 93) conslders meanlng to belong to the oomaln of langu~ use. (See also Chomsky 

1977· 43.) ThIs Is not to S8Y th8t generatlve grammarlans see the stu~ of semantlcs as Irreleyant 

for li thecryof netur.8IIGngUrJg8, 8sCharged by Katz (1980). To the contr8ry, slnœ Chomsky ( 1957), 

several Important steps have been t6ken to Integrate S8manttcs Into generattve grammer. as 

. \ 
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represantfXj. e.g .• by Katz and FCXÎ)r ( 1963), J~~enoof1 (1972), Chomsky (1972. t 975. 1977 . . 
1979. etc.), Accordlng to Chomsky (1977 42). a "major probl8"" of l1ngulstlc ttt80ry 15 to 

determlne the hlghly "systematlc connections between form and meonlng." Alr~ ln (1965). 

Chomsky notes that "semant le conslœratlons are relevant ta the construction of a general lInoulstlc 

th91ry (1 e . ObvlOusly the theory, of syntax should be œslgn~ so that the syntact1c structures 

exhlblted for a partlcular langu6gEI w1l1 support semant le Interpretation" (Chomsky 1965 226, n 

15) ln ftK:t. lde8lly. one mlght assume that the best synt~tle description Is one that ~ptures 

synt~t1c general1zatlons ln the slmplest and mast coherent wft.land also orgenlzes strfnos of elangueoe 

lnto unlts that are Interpretable ln a plausible wft.l 

One motjvatlon '1Qj puttlng semantlcs Into the grammar~ Involves leornabmty. Apparently 

chlldren make use 01 se~~nt1c Information ln learnlng synt8Ctlc cat8fJ)rles and structjJre (~ 

M~namara 1982 and other 11terature dlscussfXj there.) Thus. It Is not suf11clent to argue veguely 

that slnce language by oo11nltlon has meanlng. or better, slnce words and sentences are "meenlngtul" 
1 

(Quine \948 198-199). semantlcs cannat be omlttoo from the complete stuày' of Il human ll1ngucge 

However, there mft.l be reasons to suppose that some elements that are often 6SSumed ta belong ta t~e 

semantlc component of langul.rJ9 are 6150 emplayfXj ln other CCXJnUlve ~tlvUles apart from langutrJe 

For lnstllnce, Husserlloontlfles l1ngulstlc meanlngs wltb the meenlngs or /JOtIITIlJtlC 5lnne of ~ts ln 

hls thaJrY of Intentlom~llty IInd phenomenolcq{ (See Smith and Mclntyre ( 1982) 10r 6 presentetlon 

of hls iœas ) Such a position 15 compatible wlth Chomsl<y's mental1stlc tt~ry of~~ngueoe and hts 
\ 

ldeas conœrnlng the structure of the lIngulstlc ~tem wlth respect to other conceptual structures 01 

the mlnd. (See, e.g , Chomsky 1975) ') 

ln œntrast to the 6SSumptlon tMt Ms gUlded much of the eerly resetlrch ln semantlcs wlthln 

generatlve grammer, JtK:kenooff ( 1983 ~9) cl81ms that there Is no 8Utonomous level of gremmat1œl 

structure that concerns Just the sem80tlcs of 18ngu~ Rether. lInoulstlc "sementlc structure 15 the 

same level of representatlon as conceptual structure". or, "Semmltlc structure 15 co~tuel 
. ~, 

structure," as he cIal ms ln the tUle of Ch8Pter 6 of semf,~6I1dœ;n1/10IJ ln thls work, J~k~1 

se8KS 811 explanat10n for the f~t that speakers C8Il talk ebout what they see end heer. as weil 8S whet 

, 
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ttley experlence ttlrougn other (non-l1ngulstIC) mooalltles HIs so-called .. cmceplll4l aJfISlr8",r on 
1" 

sementlc ttleory end the related Conceptual Structure hypothesls encapsul6t~ hls explanatlOn for thls 

" . 
(See J~kenôJff 1983 17) He hypotheslzes that there 15 a "single level of mental representatlon onto 

whlch end fram whlch all perlpheral lnformatlOn ls mapped" Furthermore. conceptual 

representat10ns (1InoulStlc. ylsllal, motor, etc) are supposedly constramed by an Innate system Of 

conceptual well-formedness cogdltlOns The followl'ng dlagram 15 the mode 1 proposed by Jockenooff 

(1983 21) 

vlsual system 

~-- motur Iy~tcm 

etc. 

.. o 

(ô l..ht, hy 1 hl M.IUo ... hU"C'IU 1Il10111,,1( ul 1 (1 huuluKY 

(As Jockenooff notes (1983 9), here "Rectangles represent rule components and stored lexical 

InformatIon, ellIpses represent types of structure generated byor effecttl(! by rule systems") 

for Jockenooff. a major task ts to characterlze the unlyersal, flnlte set of conceptual well-
" . 
form8dness conditions (1983 19-22) ~antlc Interpretation of sentences Is effected by 

correspondance ru les that map syntoctlc structures onto concept ua 1 structures, the conceptua~ 
. ~ 

structures correspondlng to entr les ln the lextcon and to phrases. Thus, for semant le Interpretation. 

the lexlcon Md the syntactic component of the grammar are basIc slnce they furnlsh the lex lcal Items 

(wlth rules for thelr rormatton and use) and the syntacttc structures tMt are subject to 
) 

Interpretation. 

ln ~IS exposItion of tr18 mlXlel of the ItngulStlC system and conceptual structure Jackel'looff 

ooes not toke a stMd on the le 100 of semant le Informatlon. ~f any. that Is represented ln the lex lcon of 

the fJ'emmer (\983' \ Il). Taklng thls questIon ln the context of the autonomy theSIs for syntax. 1 

\ , 
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wish to 6SSume the strlctest hypothesls pOSSible. As fer es semantlc lnformaUon 15 conœrned~ 1 

assume that the lexlcon Is slmply a l1st of the nemes of type concepts .. In thls cess. the Internel 

structure of a glven concept Is accessible to syntactlc rules only via the lexlcon or vie the 

\ 'corresponœnce rules that l1n~ syntax and conceptual structures. The generel1zetlons that ere 

slgniftcant for the llnguistlC analysis of elementary sentences contalnlng 'be' are based on unlts of 

syntactlc structure and unlts of conceptual structure assoclated wlth lexical Items 

ln this wor~, 1 w111 simply assume, wlthout argument. thet Jackendoff's conceptual hypothesls 

Is bllSical1y correct One may, however. acœpt thls hypothesls wlthout at the 58me tlme adm1ttlng el1 

of the clalms of Jackenooff's argumentation. Assumlng Jackenooff's conceptuel hypothesls, one mlght 

conslstently reach dlfferent conclusions for semantlc theory That semantlc structures ere compatible 

wlth general conceptual structures of the mlnd seems hlghly plausible A suppor~ve fact Is thet 

speakers can and 00 talk about thelr perceptions and sensations, es Jackendoff argues. But he cIal ms 

that ordlnary speakers 00 not actually "see" the real world. They have consclous access only to Il 

projected world, "the world Ils unconsc~usly organlzed by the mlnd." (JtX:kenooff 1983 29) To meke 

hlS point, Jackenooff mlntmlzes the contribution of envlronmental Input ("the real world plays only 

8n indirect role ln language. ,,) and maxlmlzes the contribution of the "active prlnclples of the mlnd. 

that Impose structure on the Input" (Jackenooff 1983 24) He concludes that "tlle Inftrm4tlfK1 

ClYlveytd by ItlfI!;fJtQJ mlJSt /Je 8IJotJt tlle projtK:t8t1 wtrld H (Jackenooff 1983 29) (1 wlll InQulre , 

further into the nature of the projected world ln 1.2.2.) 

For the present. 1 w1l1 point out en Importent consequence of the concept"l hypothesls for 
\ 

sement1c theory. A strict dtchotomy 15 often maœ ln generat1ve grammeJ: between lèxlcal sementlc 

knowle.te and general semantlc kn'&NleOJe (e.g., Chomsky 1975. 1979). To 111ustrete thlS', among 

other espects of meanlng that can be expres~ "on the leve} of sementlc representatlon, sep8rete from 

extra1tngulst1c conslœret1ons" Chomsky would 1ncluœ "sement1c rel81lons between' words l1ke 

'persu~', 'Intend', 'belleve'." He glves exemples of sentences thet are related to EŒh other ln terms " 

of thelr truth conditions or Impl1catlons. For example, he says, "If 1 persu~ vou thet tOO8y 1~ 

Tuesd6y, then VOU belleve that todtly 15 Tuesœy. These are facts of larlQU8lJ8 and not of the extern81 
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world. OI (Chomsky 1979: 142). Vlews also dlffar as to whether or not select10nal restrictions '1e 8 

plo ln the gr8mmer 1 ami If so, whether. they are semantlc or syntŒt1c. JŒ~enooff ( 1972· 11-20), 
. 

ergues thet they should functlon as weil formedness conditions on Interpretations. Oth~rs conslder 

selectlon81 restrlctlons to represent extrallngulstlc ImowleâJe (e.g., Botha 1981: 70-77. Haas 

of" 1973) whlch should be exclud8d eltogether from the study of language. Oiven Jockenooff's conceptuel 

structure hypothesls, ln whlch he' cl81ms thet there Is no strlotly 11ngulstlc sementlc knowledJe, 1t 

would seem less urgent to look for criteria to dlstlngulsh betw8en extral1ngulstlc knowleô;J3 of the , 

world 8nd llngulstlc semantlc knowl~. Nevertheless, 1 shall assume ln thl5 work that the 

sementlcs-pragmatlcs d15tlnctlon 15 worthwhl1e. 

l1ngutstic sementic competence and pragmattcs. Glvmg up the distinction between 

strlctly l1ngulstlc sementlc knowl9ÔJ8 and extrallngulstlc knowl00ge, Jockenooff (1983. 208) claim5 

thet the "semantICS-llragmtnlcs dlstlnctio~ 15 artlflclal and should be abanooned" Perhaps thls Is ... 

releted to hls rejectlon of the notion of tru//) as e foundatlonel notion for IIngulstlC semantics (See 

1 :2.3 for" discussion of truth.) Such a distinction 15 generally assumed wahln g3neratlve grammar 

and should be malntalned. In my view, at least as a guldlng prlnciple Even though a separate 

grammatical component Is not postulated for semantlcs. 1 assume that lInguistic semantic competence 
, 

15 still the proper object for the stuay of semantlcs wlthln g3neratlve grammar Just as the rule-

b8S8d competence grammar 15 sald to provlde an occount of the speaker's atll11ty to create novel 

sentences 8I"Id to make judgements about the grammatlcallty (well-formedness) of the sente~ces that 

are uttered. one could show how the competence grammar and conceptual structure t~ther prov1de a 
'l, • 

bas1s to ~nt for the speek.er's 8bntty to 1nterpret well fQrmed sentences. 

ln thls thesls, 1 w111 malnte1n e methoill(XJlcal distinction between grammatical, semantic 

and pregmatlc f8CtorS. as tr~1tlon811y assumed within generat1ve grammer. Since lt 15 alwsys 
" neœswy to l1m1t the cbmaln of one's lnvestlgati~t seems expedlent to dlstlngulsh between tbe 

relat1Vè mains of the theory of llngulstlc (or loglcal) semantics and a ttleOry of ltmguage use.' A 

distinction ls ma by several thoorlsts. USIng verlous terms. between "fun" meanlng and "l1ngulstlc 

/ 

." 
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meemng" (e.g., Barwlse end Perry 1983: ch. 2, Benert 1980-8 1, 1987), "literel meentng" (8.g., 
, 

Se6rle 19.80), "SR-l" (SemanUc representetlon-l) (e.g., Chomsky 1975: 105). The term 'loglœl 

form' was chosen, accordlnQ ta Chomsky (J 979: 145), "ta deslgMte a level of 11ngulstlC 

representatlan incorporating 611 Semantlc propertles that ere strlctly determlned by 11ngulstlc rttles." 

1 n terms of prlorlty, Rotlce, for exemple, th8t pragmeUc theortes (or fragments thsrEWlf). s.g., speech 

ects (AusUn 1962; Seer le 1969). converS8tlonal lm'p 11œtures (Grlce 1959, 1975). situatIon 

sem~ntlcs (Barwlse and Perry 1983), 611 presuppose 6 thoory of I1ngulstlc semantlcs These 

theorlsts also ettempt ta offar sorne crIterIa for dlstlngulshlng betw88n semantlc and pregmotlc 

l fectors.2 

1.2 Sorne notions from logtc and (rom classtca1 semenUes 

Meny of the notions that are now generelly consldered ta be essentiel for the semonUc on81'1$15 

of natural language sentences heve been Inherlted from the stuây of 1~le Although dlfferent 

termlnolow Is orten used. some of the same underlylng assumptlons and the consideration af slmUer 

problems can Ile tr~ from anelent thraugh m(XÊrn treatlses on logle (Arens 1984. Nuchelmans 

1973.1980), But how apt, WB must 8$k, are the tools and technIQUes of logl~1 analysls thet have 

been (or could be) atlpted for IIngulstlc anolysls? For the lJX)dness-of-flt between IOQI~I 

representatlans' and naturallenguage sentenœs,~ Som mers ( 1982) compares and contrasts two major 

schools of thought: TH (tradltlonal formaI lagle b6sed on Arlstotle) and MPL (modern predlcete ICWJIC 

based on Frege), Sommers Inststs th8t both loglcs should be tested ln grammatical erlelysJs, At 
, 

present, however. whenever ltngulstsemploy a system of symbollC loolc It seems they usually turn to .. 
MPL. followlno current tendencles ln science and methematlcs. Sommers demonstrates thet TFL 15 

c) 

2Bellert ( 1980-8D, 8.g., suggests a formula fOr determlnlno the Ilngutstlc meenlno of en 
expression. From the full meentno of 8 sentence (cooœlved of es & set of conclustons) It Is neœssary 
to subtract certain conclusions whtch are eccounted for by a theory of lenouege use. One must subtrect 
certain ~(Tound lnformatton end knowledge. The pragmattc fectors outllned by 8erwlse end Perry 
( 1983) tnclude Information an:erntno who the speaker Is. the ex&et Ume of utterenœ, the speeker's 
relation ta or attitude toward wMt 1$ betng talked about, end other elements Involvtng the speoker, the 
situetlon 1 end/or the context of utterance. 
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more ~ slnce, CIS he cJolms, lis syntax ceJ'responds to the structure of sentences of natural 

lengu&'J8 ( 1982: 2, 48). 

M8ny ltngulsts would agree wlth SOmmers 8S to the strlklng dlsslmllarlty between surfeœ 

structures of naturel Itl"nouaoe sentences and representatlons ln MPl notation. (See, e.g., McCawley 

1978; J~kenooff 1983) For me, the most obvious dlscrepencles between neturel lengul93 sentences 

8Ild MPL representetlons Involve the, folJowlng feotures. the number end orœr of the symbols 

(meenlngful slgns or expresslons)·and the sementlc closslf1cation of the symbols. Even ln the slmplest 

C8S8S, MPL representetlons vlolete the GrammatIcal constralnt (JŒkenooff 1983. 13-16), by whlch 

It 15 ex~ted thet 1~lœl (or conceptual) representettons be refl~ted by the surf~ structures of 

sentences. Conslder the followino œt~rlcal sentences ln English, 

1 (8) PM Is ebechelor. 

( b) Steph 15 fet. 

(c) A cat Is on the met 

(d) No one Is here. 

whlch mlght be representoo ln MPl es follows: 

2 (e) Bp 

(b) Fs 

(c) 3x (ex) A 3y (My A 0 (x,y) 

(d) ",3x (Px A Hx) 

where 'B' stands for "1s 8 bachelor," 'p' for "P8t;"'F' stands for "15 fet,· 's' for "Steph;" 'C' stends for "Is 

e cet ," 'M' "Is 0 m8t," '0' "Is on;" 'P' stands for "ls 8 person," 'H' f(J' "is hare," , 3' stands for "there 

ex Ists," , 'V' for "It Is not the œse thot," 'A' for "end." The verb 'be' end ather lexIcal Items (In fld 
>-li 

enttre clesses of lexlœl Items) ere never expllclt1y or dtstlnctly representoo ln MPl notation. These 

Include, basIdes the copula, determlners, ItngulsUc qu8Ottfters, etc, What ~ represented for 

cat~1cal sentenœs (bes1œs the log1œl nottons d8st~t'" by ~tal ,syRlbols) are I~tœl subjects 

1 
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and logu:81 pred1C8tes. The ltglcal subject 15 represented by elower case letter (des10neted 'e' ,'b'. 'c' \ 

etc.). The loglœl pr~lC8te Is represented by CI C;el)ltel letter. ~oolœl subjects end predlœtes ere 

usually symbollzed ln the orœr 1l1ustr6ted here by the predlC8te variable 'F' end an Individuel 

yerl8ble 'x' 'Fx' ThIs IS r8fKlas "x IS8n F" or "x has the property F" 

When l1ngulsts obJect to MPL, 1t Is prlm6rlly bbUse the l(YJlcel subl~ts and pr~UC8tes 

Slmply ~ not correspond structurally to grammatical subjects end predl~tes of sentences of n~turel 

lenguages, except for certain sentences known es "etomlc sentences," e.g , 1 (e)-( b) represented ln 2 

(a)-( b) Notice thet 2 (a)-(b) EŒh conteln ~bj~t and one predlcate symbol, wh Ile 2 (c)-(d) 

~h œnt61n two or more predlC8te symbols end three tokens of the sublect variables. ThIs 

dlscrepancy betwaen the syntactic 8nelysls of naturel lenou~ sentences and the lOQlcal 

represent8tlon stems ln part from the thesl5 of sem8ntlc esymmetry betwaen subject and predlœts 

Sem ant IC811y , 1~lcl8ns wlthln MPL meke 8 clear and sherp distinction betwaen slngular end generel 

terms Only stngul8r terms can functlon es subjects whlle only gener81 terms can functlon es 

predlœtes The subj~t IS sald ta denote 8 "partlcuI8r" whlle the predlœte IS geld to deSlgnete Il 

"general concept" (e.g., Quine 196G-;-Str6Wson 19741 But clearly sentences thet have the denotettve 

propertles of "atomlc sentences" compose only a subset of the sentences of Enolish And es far es 1 

I<now, sentences of the type 1llustrated by 1 (a)-( b) do not hllVe any prlvllegOO stetus ln the totel cless 

01 sentences thet const1tute any neturallenguege. But cleerly e generel noun such es 'cat' 1 (c) may 

functlon as the h86d of the gremmatlC81 subject phr8S9 ln a netural lengut1J8 sentence 1 n contrest, the 

sub)ect phr8S9 15 represented lnt'MPL by 6 predlcete symbol end a subject variable, 8.g:. "en x. x-e 

cal." For sentences 01 the surfa form [NP be NP], e.g., 

\ 
3 (8) ThIs Is Steph. 

( b) Steph ts 8 chef. 

(c) Steph ts my tennis partner /My tennis partner Is Sleph. 

( d) My tennis pertner Is 8 chef. 

(e) A chef 15 my tennis pertner. 

r 
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the so ... C811~ semen~ osymmeti'y prlnclple (or 1~lcal subject-predlcate restrictions on the two NP 

J pos1tlons),slmply tt:les not apply to sentences of Engl1sh Among the sentences ln 3. there are examples 

of the three NPs ( 'Steph'. 'a chef' . 'my tennIs partner') that occur elther ln the subject pos1tlon or ln 
. 1 

... ~ 
the predlcate ln dlfferent sentences. It seems more plausIble to attrlbute any dlfference 10 functlon to 

the dlfferent syntactlc posItions of the NPs (the subject or prEKilcate complement pos1tions) rather 

th"n to a dlfference ln thelr denotatton. ThIs accords wlth Sommers' observatIon that subject and 

predlcete terms-need not be dlstlngulshed on the b8S1S of semantlc criterIa. lnœed. wlthln TFL they are 

not "dlsc~lmlnated" In the same wtty as for atomlc sentences wlthln MPL (Sommers 1982 41) It also 

tl:COrds wlth the notion of a P{'oouctlve (~~atlve) grammar The-language system conslsts of a Hntte 

set of repeetable lexlcal1tems Qnd a flnlte set of rules and prlnclples for comblnlng the lexIcal Items 

Ind1v!dual lexIcal Items mtty be repeated by speakers ln dlfferent grammatical contexts ta creafe an 
, 

lndetermlnately large number of sentences. Thus. 1t Is certalnly not neœssary to posH separate 

lexlœl entrles for expressions that m8Y functlon trl:eptablyas slngular or as general terms The 

grammar of Engllsh 00es not need two lexical Items for 'chef'. e g .• one thet would designate a general 

concept as exprassed ln 3 (b) and another that would deslgnate a partlcular IndIviduel as ln 3 (e) 

ThIs would be unnecessary duplicatIon of the basIc unlts of structure 

Wlthout further dIscussion. 1 shall tal<e ft for granted thet the symbollc system of MPL Is 

InedeQuate for the conceptual representatlon of cat9;J)rlcal sentences of Engllsh. ThIs ls not ta StlY. thet 

l~lcians worKlng wlthtn MPL h8Ve not mooa important contrlbutlOns toward the semantlc 8p8lysis of 

naturel lenguege. In f~t. lt ls uncertaln how far e1ther loglC can be applled ln the l1ngulstlc semantlc - . 
analysls of œtetp'lcal sentences ln Engl1sh wlthout moolflcatlon. Next. 1 wlsh to conslder some 

speclflc cle1ms end contrIbutIons of TH. flrst from the polnt of vlew ûf syntax ( 1 2 1 ) and then from 
~~ 

the POl nt of vlew of semanUcs ( 1.2.2). 
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1.2.1 SUbJect-pred1cata anelys1s of categortcel sentences 

My chief obj~tlve ln th)s section Is to demonstrate why a synt~t1c enelysls of œt8tJ)rlcel 

sentences b~ on cat8t'J)rlal units of structure 15 preferable to l'one besed on functlonel 

(grammatical) relations such as subject. pr~lcate. object. etc ;V . . 
Tradltion~'ly sentences ofEngl1sh (and other 1mb-European l"nQU8Q8S) have been P8r~ Into 

two functlonal unlts. subject and pred~~te. as shawn for the followlng sentences 

Sublect prf!jlcate 

l (a) Ali vlctlms were children 

( b) No vlctlms were chl1dren 

(c) Some vlctlms were chlldren. 

(d) Some vlctlr:ns were not ch l1dren. 

This flAnctlOnal bipart1tlon can be tr~ bock throuQh trooltional grammar 811 th~ Wf!Y to Arlstotellan 

two-term l~lC, whlch was œslgned specifically to represent cat8t'J)rlcal propositions The sentences 

10 (1) 1l1ustrate the "four different standard forms of cat~rlcal propositions" (Copi 1982 178) 

The dlfference in form depends on.the Quantifier (universel or partlcular) used and the a1f1rmatlve or 

negatlve quallty of the propos1tlon Standard-form propositions are the constituents of cet8\J)rlcel 

syllcglsms (or the lcglcalarguments) of Arlstotle's deductlve system (For oot811s on these subJects. 

see, e.g .• Copi 1982· chs 5-6. Sommers 1982.) At this point. 1 do not wlsh ta conslder syllO'Jlsms or 
, 

the phenomenon of lcglcal or l1ngulstlc Inference. (But see 5.2.3) Although my dissertation Is not 

limlted ta sentences 01 thls form. for the moment, 1 wlJl fœus on the Internai structure of a Slnol~ 

standard form C8t9fP'lœl proposition and the Important claims of TFL that mlght be app1t~ ln " 
.f> 

llnguistlc analysls of ca{8\J)rical senten~. 
#1 

Flrst of all, as for the prlorlty of catE9)rlcal propositions, Arlstotellan scholers melntaln thet 

for every4f'laturallanguage sentence contalnlng a verb other th8n 'be' , there Is a perephrese cont8lnlno 

'00' (See, 8.g., Sommers 1982: 167-168.) Thus, 1t 1s cl81med, ail deClerMlve sentences have the 

\ 
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seme logtcal form es cetetp'1œls, or th&y are P8f'ephresable 8S C8tetp'I.ca1 sentences. COn~ld8r 6 

sentence conta1ntno the verb 'hlt'. 

2 (e) Steph hlt 6 chef. 

Perheps not 811 of the followlng sentenœs would count es p8raphr6S8S. but they tire related to (28) 

sementlcally, 1.8., ln terms of truth. 

2 (b) Steph Is the hltter of 8 chef. 

(c) Steph 15 the one who hlt 8 chef. 

( d) A chef W8S hlt by Steph. 

If sentence" (28) were true then for a flxed context, sentences (2b-d) WpUld al50 ba true. 1 n other 

words, one cou Id not ~pt (28) 8S true end slmulteneously deny (2b-d). AI~hough thls 15 8 stu~ of 

elementary sentences contelnlng 'be'. for compartson and contrest. 1 will a1so eXtlmtne sImple 

~'sentences contalnlng other reltltlonal expressIons. 8.g .• the verb 'hl\'. 

Let us begln by eX6mlnlng the InternaI structure of tl st~nderd form cat9;)lrlœl proposItion. It 

seems that TFL and the oeneratlve syntax of Chomsky egree on et leest one basIc prlnclple: the 606IYSIS 

of ~ sentence Into subject and predlCtlte depends 5trlctly on the form of the sentera. Accordlng to 

Sommer5 ( 1982: 47), "In baste sent~nces of TFL, there 15 one subj~t 8nd one predlcate." 8nd th&y are 

dlstlnguished synttlCtlèelly ln terms of thelr syncategJrematlc (Jrt;JicaJ) elements.3 The subJ~t 

oontalns "8 slgo of quentlty," end the predlcate, "8 slgn of QUallty." es Illustrated by the followlng . 
schema (SOmmers 1982: 17). 

3 SUbi· 
some/every X/non-X 

1 1 
guootttv .lm 

Pradlcale 

Is/Isn't Y /oon-Y 
1 1 

guolltv lŒm. 

lAs suogested in the Introducnon. the disUnctton between synœ.ern8t1c and ~em8tlc 
elements ts r~ly equ1velent to the diMt10n 1n HnguisUc terms between flHlCtlon (Ioglœl or 
,MltMtlœ/) words and /exlc4/ wfX'ds. fhese terms are descrtbed 'n 1.2.2. 

, 
4 
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A standarcl-form propos1tton ts thus subdtv1ded e)(h8ust1v~ lnto two m810.l'1iinst1tu~nts, SUbject end 

predlcate, each of whlch 15 further suM1v1dOO Into two parts. The followlng strûcture (suogested by 

Englebretsen 1981: 85) mlght represent the essentl8l. elements of tJ proposItion ln terms of purely 

functional notIons 

4 Proposition 

SUbJect C 

~ 
Quant1ty Term 

1 t 
AlI 

AlI 

chlldren 

vlctlms 

Predlcate 

~ 
Qua IUy T erm 

1 1 

are 
were 

vlctlms 

chlldren 

Accordlng to thls anelysls, the subjedf of e stondard-form proposition Is "0 QUllntlfled subJect term" 

and the predlcate Is "a Qualifled proolcate term" (Englebretsen 1981 14) Modlflcetlons of 

propositIOns, e g., by chonge"of modalHy, by negetlon or Interrogetlon, ere ~hleved by otttx:hlng 
( , 

various slgns (partlcles or affixes) to elaments of elther the subject or the p1toolcete, or by chenglng 

the order of certain elements For exemple, notIce thot negetlon mey be Indlceted In·one of four 

possIble elamants ln 3-4. In the SIQflS of QUtmtlty or of Quellty or ln elther the subject or pradlcet~ 

term 

Som'mers expllcltly IIkens a TFl subJect-predtœte stenœrd ,analysis of propositions to the 
,.... 

~ , 
syntoctlc "NP-VP" anlllysis He nottces the "Integrlty" of the whole subJect os NP end of the whole 

predicate 8S VP (Sommers 1982, 288). llngulsts, however, are more llkely ta express these Integrel 

relations conversely; thet Is, we notice thet the NP os e whole functlons es the subJect end the VP os e 

who\e funcUons os the predlœte of the sen~ence. Tr8d1UOfl8\ orommer, whtch reflec1 some of the 

" pr~nclp\es of Arlstotle's phl10s0phl~1 system, would subdivlde aU sentences Into twlt-meln obll.~ 

constituants correspondlng' to the subJect end predl~te (Lyons 1966: ch. 7). This functtonel 

blpertltlon Is Immadletely visible ln the followlng slmp IIfted tree dlOtTam. 
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5 5 

NP 

~ 
Det N 

1 1 

All vlctlms 

\ 

• 
VP 

~ 
V NP 
1 1 

were chlldren 
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../ Generally the first NP lS taKen uncontroversla11y to function as the subJect The pr-oolcate then/as 
) 

.. 

Jespersen (1937 134) œflnes lt, lS "the whole of a sentènce mlnu~Jthe subJect" ThIs seems to 
~ -.... 

expres2. the view thet is shered by,..-mOSt llngulstS and l(XJlclans who are lnfluenCed by TFl followlng 
J _ 

Arl~tot1e (Wl1son 1924 169-.YThIS P'nrase marker represents the "NP-VP" analYSls of the same 

sentences ~ ln 4 lhe NP (subject) and the VP (predlcate) ncœs are posltlOned symmetrlca11y wlthln 

the hlerorchical structures of both 4 and 5 For' the sentences ln 1, 1t seems that at thlS level of 

general structure, the NP and VP phrases of 5 correspond exoctly ta the subJect and predlcate of 4 

Thus lt moy eppeor et flrst s1ght thet the syntectlc descrlptlon wlthin trOOltlOnal grammer 

would porollel the subject-predlcate analYSls ~rdlng to TFL ln 4, the subtect and predicate unHs 

appear ta be structurally symmetrical wlth respect ta bath thelr relative pos1tlOns wlthln the 

~ierarchiCtlI structure of the proposItion and their mternal constltuency The subject and predicate 

unlts h8Ve paro11el Internel structures in 4 both are œmposed of one syncat6l,J)rematlc element (a 

slgn of quantlty and a slgn of Qual1ty. respectwely) and one C8t89Jremat1c elament (6 tarm') 

The syntectlc 6nelysls of the expresslOn tbat Is enelyzed as a "term" ln TFL lS a controverslo1-

point The problem Is thls A term corresponds to more than one syntactic cat9tllry ln generatlve 

grammer ThIS SU!1J8Sts thot 1t lS not sulteble as a basic unit of onolysis ln a purely syntoctic .. -
description of cctegorleel sentences. To see thet the internaI structures of thJePhroses 6nalyzed es ,.. 

\ 

"terms" ln the subject-predicete analysis ere not truly p8ral1~l. we must examine other sentences 

Cons1der the followlno exemple. ~ ( ~ 
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6 Eoch vlctlm was a chtld 

For thlS séntence type there IS 8 smal1 dlscrepancy between t~Y'alyseS based on TFL functlonel unlts 

and on trooltl0nal syntoctlc categ:lrles The I13neral problem con be exposed more rea:1l1y by comperlng 

the two structures 

6 (a) 

6 (b) 

Propos 1 t Ion 

SUbJect 

~ 
Quant1ty Term. \ 

• 1 1.0. 

Each vlctlm 
\ 

NP 

~ 
Det N 

Each vlctlm 

, 
• 

5 

Pred1cate 

---~ 
Quallty Term 

1 1 

was a chlld 

VP 

~ 
V NP 

~ 
Det N 

was a chlld 

r, 

) 

• 

r 
.-/ 

~, ln bath 6 (a) and (b), the NP/subJect and VP/pra11C8te ncœs are symmetrl~lI.,.posftlonoo 

0tth1n the hlerarchlC81 structures of the propos It lotn!nd" sentence. In (b), however, there ls on \ 
1 \ 

obvlous asymmetry not only ln the status of NP and VP as dlHerent cat8lJ)rles ( 1 e , NP versus VP), but , , 

also ln thelr Internai con5t1tuency There 15 what CN'omsky ( 1981. 249) dlscusses os the "osymmetry 

of subJect and obJ~t .. Although the VP n~ 15 Itself on the same level of structure os the subJect NP 

n~, the two NPs ln 6 (whlCh correspond ta the sutij~ and pra1lœte tm:m ln 6 (e» dlffer ln thelr 

oomlnance relaOons The flrst NP (subJ~t) Is oomtnated dlr~ly by S, the sa::ond (the predlC8te 

1 

1 

~ 
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.: 
term), by VP The NP that functlons 6S the subj~t Is an lmmoolate constituent of S, whereas the NP 

~ 
that functlons as the proolcate term Is emb~ wlthln another phrasaI constituent of S, the VP The 

two NPs are th us dlstlngulshed sxntactlcallY by thelr formaI pos1tlons one Is oomlnatoo lmmedlately 

by S, the other Is a slster to the verb 'be' whlch "(}JVerns" 1t (ChomsKY 1981 36, 1986 8) The. 

~nd NP depends on the verb 'be' ln that It functlons 6S t~e predlcate complement, 6S mlght be 

rEIQulred by the verb's s4bcatfqlrlzatlon frame (This Is consistent with the analYS1S that 1 Wll1 

propose ln 2 2 2 ) . 
There Is another apparent asymmetry betw88n the terms ln the functlonal analysls ln 4 (Cf ,. 

6 (a) and 6 (b» The subj~t term of 6 (a) corresponds to 0 lexical cat9\J)ry N ln 6 (b), whereas the 

proolcate term corresponds to a phrasaI cat~ry NP For TH. 0 slgn of quantlty Is an essentlol 

element for the subJect, but not for the predlcate Here It Is not entlrely clear whV the Indeflnlte 

article 'a' ln the expression '0 chlld' would be anolyzed as a slgn of quontlty when 1t oppears ln the 

SUbJ~t position, as ln 7 (b), but nn1 when 1t appears ln a proolcate term, as ln 7 (a) " • 
/ 

7 (a) Each vlctlm was a..chlliI 

(b) Am1.lC W6S the vlctlm 

ln thls respect, the TFL analysis has the 58me defects as the MPL analysls (see the Introouctlon 

to l • a That Is, ln 6 and 7 (a), the expression '0', whlch Is repeatab le ln other contexts, Is asslgned 

no synt6C~lc cetl9lry whotsœver when It Introouces a predlcate term 

Ali ln all, the TH analysls of cet9fJ)rlœl propositions comes closer to meeting the grammatical 

constrolnt (Jackenooff 1983' 13-16) than an analysls accordlng to MPL OOes, but the TFL m~1 st!!1 

ooes not fit the surfeœ structures of the correspondlng cat8!))rlcal sentences of ~llSh perf~tly 

elther Furthermore, the TFL onalysls harbours a théoretlcal anomaly ln purely s'Y~c terms, tt 

would seem that the tnteroal structure of Il glven expression, e.g., 'a chi Id' , should always be lœntlcal, 

reoerdless of Its (exteroo!) distribution This Is one of the slgnlf1cant Inslghts of X-bar syntax based . ~ 

on the maximal proJections of lexIcal cet9fJ)rles 

/ 
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1 

Ta summerlze the,problem for HL, 'term' 00es not signify a purely structurel notion As 

Ind1cated abov8, sorne prediC8te terms have the same structure Ils the subject Ils e whole Or, 1n other 

words, the syntoct1c analysls of the whole sUbJect applles 9Qually to the pred1cete term when 1t 

cor responds ta NP 4 

Despite the foct that the TFl structure meets the grammatical constrelnt better then MPL, thls 

analysls Is still problemet1c for l1ngulstlc œscrlpt10n Although the problem5 seem small, 1 thlnk. tMt 

the structural dlscrepancy 15 not Inslgnlftcant Now 1 wlsh to 1 lIustrete the general problems lnvolved 

ln attempttng la analyze syntactlc phrases as terms, rether than 6S spoclflc syntactlc cetE9)rles 

Conslder the followlng clalm Sommers ( 1982 17) notes ,:'that every laglcal subJect contalns a term 

and thet the subject term of a proposition 15 Interchangeable syntactlcally wlth the predlcate term " 

The followlng are Sommers' exemples 

8 (a) Sorne Span lards are ph 1 losophers 

(b) Sorne Ph~ers are Spenlards 

Sommers (1982 300) says that .the proolcatlon expressOO by the sentences ln 8 15 natural ln bath, 

directions This Implles that elther N, 'Spanlards' or 'phllosophers', cen functlon as the naturel 

41t ~ortant ta bear ln mlnd thet the HL 8nalysls Is deslgned for stend8rd-for'm 
propositions To b9falr, notice al50 that Sommers 00es 0Q1 clelm that a predlcate complement of en 
ordlnary cat8lJ)rlcal sentence ln Engltsh cannat be Quantlfled. He states thet ln the TFL enelysls of 
standard-form proposltlons\8 slgn of quanttty 15 essentlal for SUbJect5 ln Sommers' analysls, 
relatlonal terms (contalnlng,13.g., transitive verbs) are also analyzed as subJect-predlcate sequences 
What Is tr~ltlonally called a "direct abject" then Is referred to as 8 ICWJlettl "subJecr ln TFL 
(Sommers 1982. ch 7). The sUbJect Is always Malyzaj 8S a synt~tlc complex whlch corresponds 
roughly to the two constltuents of a phrase: [Det + N], To extend the TfL enalysls to slnguler 
"atamlc" sentences (whlch normally I~k any formai element to serve 6S en expllclt "slgn of quentlty" 
ln the surfa string), the O9tton of wfld QUMttty 15 Introouœi. Thus some expressions that ettn 
funcUon as subject terms wlthout an expl1clt slgn of quantlty, e.g., proper names end pronomlnals 
(Sommers 1982 chs, 3-5, 11-12), are consldered to conteln an Impllclt "sion of QuanUty," (or 
"wlld" QuanHty, whlch Is ln thls C8S8 elther UnIV8rS81 or par tlcu lar ), es l1Iustrated ln the followlno 
syIJOJlsm. 

( t) (Some/every) ArlstotJe Is 8 mM 
(11) (Some/every) Arlstotle Is wise. J, 
( III)Therefore, sorne man ts wise. ~ 

Sommers attrlbutes ta Leibniz the Idee "thet slngular propositions have wlld quantlty" He says tMt 
"the reason that weoo not bother to speclfy the quantlty of 'ais P' Is preclsely bec8use eUtler will 00," 
(Sommers 1982: 29) 

,> 

,;> 
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sub)ect term, Notice that the QUantIfier 15 the same ln the NP that funcUons es the subject of the two 

sentences 1 nterchangeebl lit Y ooes not meim, however. the reverslbl11ty 01 8f1Y 'two Ns (subJsct and 

predlœte term ) Il 

9 (8) Eech vlcUm wes 8 chlld 

(b) A chlld wtJS ~ vlctfm 

One dlff!cult'l( IS thls Cat~rlcal sentences whose predlcate terms belong to synt~t1c cat~rles other 

then N ,where the term Is an A, P, or enother V, 00 not permU the !nterchange of subJect and predlcate 

terms To !lIustrete, the exp! esslons unœrlln81ln the followlng sentences would be enalyzed es terms 

10 (a) E~h Y1C.Um W8S Q chlld, 

(b) Some Spoolords are ~ 

(c) [very am.u Is ln the zoo, 

(d) The Qba! Is worklng 

It seems cleer, however, thet for Engllsh tbere Is no synt~tlc prlnctple whlch permUs the mere 

reversai of terms The followlng sentencés (wlth terms unœrllned) ere nelther grammatIcal nor 

a::œpteble, 

Il (8) Each uJl1ld W8S~ (*) 

(b) Sorne fM'lous 8/"e Spaolords (*) 

(c) Every ln the zoo Is WD.U (*) 

(d) The wOCk lœ Is cbB( (*) 

'-

These predlcate terms ere not Interchengeeble grMlmeHœlly wlth the subJect terms wlthout other 

morphosynt~uc modtflœtlons. Arlstotle dtscusses the feeture of convert8b1Jtty ln conJunct({jn wlth 

essenUellty. (See 1.2.2.> The notton of term mey h8ve more slgntflcanœ for sementlcs then for 

syntax. However. we must bear ln mlnd that the princIp les of TfL epply to st~md8rd-form 

prJœmons, not to ell ordlnery sentences of Enol1sh, 

r 

/ 
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AOOptlng an Arlstotel1an apprœch ln ona's semantlc analysls of cateqlrlcal proposlttons 00es 

not necessltate the aooptlon of the syntax of HL 1 w1l1 not use a syntactlc enalysls of cat8tJ)rlcal 
, 

propos1tlons outlmed, but lnstead mpt as a 'NorKlng hypothesls the phrase merKer 2 dl81'J\emmed ln 

the IntroductlOn, WhlCh uses the category symbols from generatlVe X-bar syntax My choies of 

catetpry symbols 15 strongly lnfluenœd by the careful distinction between categorlal and functional 
( 

notions made by ChomsKy ln "categories and relations ln syntactlc theory" (1965 ch 2) Here he 

argues agalnst the ldea of representlng functlonal notions such as 'subject' and 'predlcate' ln phrase 

markers These, he S8'y'S, are "Inherently relatlonal" notions It would be a "fundementol error ," 

acçordlng to Chomsky, to regard "functlonal notions as cat~rlal" The functlonol relations 

presuppose the sentence structure and they can be œflned ln terms of configurations of categories He 

states the followlng conflguratlonal defln1tlons for the subject Qnd predlcate of ° sentence wahln the 

Extended Standard Thoory (EST) 

12 (8) SUb)ect-of [N~,S] 

(b) Predicate-of [VP,S) 

The subject of a sentence Is the NP Immedlately oomlnated by S, as generated by the PS rule stated ln 

categoriel terms 'S .. NP VP' Thus the relatlon-mey be speclfled as {NP ,SJ 5 It 15 Important ta notice 

that NPs 00 not have the Inherent property of belng a subJect of a sentence, Thus tOOre Is no rule thet 

generates ail and only subjects of sentences ln foct, Chomsky argues egelnst the Inclusion of terms 

such as 'subject' ln phrase structure rules on the grounds that they would be redundant The functlOnal 

notIOns are imphc1tly represented 10 the phrase marker U5109 5yntactlc category 5ymbols or they can be 

"extracted from the rewriting rules of the base" Chomsky notes furtOOr that such rules "have the 
f,' 

defect of fslllng to express properly the relatlon81 char~ter of the functlona! notIons .. (1965 73) 

1 thin~ th8t Choms~y's vlew here ls correct 

5For a\llJ'ammatlœTrelatlons the <tlcn8tn of dtscourse ts the set of llnoulsttc expressIons, 
The 00m81n of the reJ8tlon 'subj8Ct-of Is the set NP; of the rel8tton ·predlcats-of. the set VP, For 
both subject and predlcate. the rqels the set S. 
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ln contrestlng syntectlc C8t8fP"les w1th grommot1œl relot10ns or functlons,·Chomsky 11m1ts 

h& erguments to theoretlcel ones. But he 00es not dlscuss (although he notIces) the dlfflculttes one 

mlght encounter ln provldlng conflgurat1onal deflnltlons for 811 funèt10Qal ~ r~ns Wlthln the 

meln of sentenœ ~.~ ~'bie to detlne only the hlghest tU~I~1 rel8tibns (le . 

those 8fT1ong the ImmedIate constltuents of S, subject and predlœte) satlsfactorlly 10 conflguratlonal 

terms. In order todeflneother relations, eg., objects, complements, odjuncts, 1t seems necessary to 
J 

stote lexlcel or semtmtlc conditIons ln td:tltlon to the synt~tlc unlts Involved For example, It 15 
,. 

dlfflcult to dlstlngulsh between the dIrect obJect of ti-transitIve verb aoo the predlœte nomlnat1ve 

complement of 'be' ln conflguratlonal terms.6 To 111ustrate thls, 1 w111 brlefly discl1ss the structure of 

the fo11owlng sentences and the functlons of 'be' and 'nit' ln cbnveylng lnformat1on 

t 3 (.) Steph wes 'chet. . 
(b) Steph hlt 8 chef 

... 

_ ln trad1tlonalllnalyses, the ph~ 'II chef would be osslgned dlfferent (J"ammettcel functlons ln these 

two sentences' "predlcete ~ement" ln (0) and "dIrect abject" ln (b). Now clearly these functlonel 

notions ere rm1ble to structurel ones. But the dIstinction 15 determ tFled , not only by the 

configuratIon, but,~ ln pert by the verb selected. If both sentences ln 13 have the seme hlerarchlœl 
«li 1'1 • 

1 
structures, thef~' (or Its tra) end 'h!t' would œcupy parellel positions ln the prad1œta phrases. 

~ , 

1 

14 (a) VP (b) VP 

~ ~ 
'V NP V NP 

1 6 1 6 , 
was ,a chef hlt a chef 

" 

( 6AJternatively, the IJ'Mlm8' cart be mootf18t ln seemlngly 6d hœ wtl(S. For lnstenœ, to 
preserve the oonf1ourettonal œftnlUon of 'obja:t -of as (NP t VP J, Chomsky (1965: 72) 1s. forced to 
propose a saperate cet8fP'Y (œpula) ln arder to 8)(CIOO8 'be' am other Itnktng verbs from the class of 
transitive verbs. (See 2.2. 1 (11) ftr a discussion of the analysls of 'be' as a copu Je.) 

, \ 
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If thls s!ructurelenelysls Is corr~t,7 then the two sentences ln 13 would constHute e mlnlmel pelr 

Indeed these sentences would be Interpreted dlfferently by competent speakers of Engllsh. But whet 

can the dlfference ln meanlng be ettrlbuted ta? Obvlously, 1t IS the lexlœl verb 'be' or 'hU' thet Is the 
.. 

distlnct1ve surfoce element in 13 8 For syntax, the Important point ta notice here Is thet the Internel 

str~cture of the NP thet Is subœtEllJlrlzed and ipVerned by elther verb Is the seme, or potentlelly the 

same. The NP may contain speclf1ers and complements of the seme œtEllJlrles Some exemples ere 

1 JI ustrated here. 

15 (a) Steph W8S a chef who speclal1zed ln flans (relative clause) 
. """' 

sreph hlt a chef who speclallzed ln flans 

(b) Sleph W6S a chef wlth a sweet looth (PP complement) 

Steph hlt a chef wlth a sweet tooth 

(c) Steph W6S the.k Ing's chef (œflnae possessIve moolf1er) 

Steph hlt the k Ing's chef 

(d) Steph W6S a very creative chef (iAdef pre-N moolflers) 

StePh~ a very creative chef 

71 assum1 that the predlcate phrases contalnlng 'be' and 'hU' followed by a NP both have the 
seme structure, but one mlght postulate and argue for entlrely dlfferent hlererchlœl structures for 
sentences 13 (a) and (b). For Instance, Tesnlère's valency structures are compatible wtth en MPL 
analysls of 'be + F' and 'hlt' 8S one- and two-place"predlœtes, respectlvely. Compare the followlnQ 
wlth 14 (a),and (b) above. These stemm as (hls 54 and 6) come from Tesnlère ( 1959· 72, 15) 

(1) ~ (II) A 
~ Steph c1er 

6 ln ~rtaln sentence types contalnlng 'be' and 'hlt' these verbs 00 not oocupy p8rallel 
positions, e.g.,(wtth res~t to the subject phrese ln Inverted questions or wlth r~ to 'not' ln 
negatlve sentences. . 

( 1) w (J5 Steph a chef? ( Il) Sleph W8S not a chef: 
Dtd Steph hlt 8 chef? Steph dtd not htt e chef. 

Although the ~ternaJ dtstrtbutlon of certain forms of the verbs 'be' end 'htt' 15 not ex~Jy the same, 
these vet:bs 00 share other verbal propertles. For more œl8lls, see 2.2.2. 

\ 
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It eppeers then thet the dlstmctlon between the grtmmatlcal functlOns of prooicate complement and 
, 

dIrect abject Is b8Sed not only on syntecttc structure, but alro on lexIcal ch01ce, 1 e., on the 

subcat~lzlng or ~ernlng verb ln the VP predlcate phrase 

If phreses that functlon OS subJect, as abject, or es predlcate complement e11 have tb~ seme 
'", 

lnterntll -structure, then why 00 we poslt conflguratlonal œflnltlons of these grammatIcal relations? 

Postultltlng e constituent lebelled "direct abject" end one labelled "sublect," bath haY1ng the seme 

potentlt11 structure,?uld clear ly obscur~ the requlrement that these phrases be NPs These NPs 

slmply h!We e.(ilfferent dlstrlbuHon But NPs ere not the only constltuents thet can functlon es 

. predlcate coI{lplements. Thus, the TFL constituent lebelled 'term' 00es not correspond to a slngle 

syntectlc cat~ry. etther For thlS reason 1t 00es not slgmty e precIse syntectlc notIOn WhlCh could be 

used to descrlbe syntacttc genere1tzetlons, OUr objective Is to establlsh systemat1c connectlOns 

between syntactlc structure and conceptuel structure, 

The Importent questIons for the lIngulstlc 806lYS1S of catt9)rlcal sentences are' What are the 

systematlc connections between syntactlc structure and conceptuel structure? What systemet1c 

connectIons can be stetoo for subject-predleate relatIons? For sorne l1ngUlsts, the phrasel categJrles 

Np and VP ore l1nked lnextrieably wlth the sementlc functlons of sublect and predicate respectlVely, 
\ 

1.é,. OS "referrmg" end "choracterlz1ng" expressions (Englebr~tsen 1981' 84) ln thlS case lt would 

be more approprlate to speak of lOOlœl subjects end 1~1C81 predtcetes, rather than grammatIcal cnes 

As a conseQuence, we would outomatleally enter the oomams of semantlcs and pregmatics, But there 

'" ore I1ngulsts who would def1ne not only 'sublect' Md 'predlcate' but 6150 'noon' end 'verb' noUonally, 
• 

j,e" ln terms of thelr denotot1ve functlons es ln tradlt1on61 gremmar (See, e,g" Lyms 1968: 481) 9 

-
9ArlstotJe 15 safd to MYe Introduced the notions sub/9:t and pr!KIlœte as ontoJOOfcal 

relaUons, end the terms 'anoma' (noun) and 'rhema' (verb) as word classes and syntactic constituents of 
sentences (Kahn 1973: 46-47), InformaI functfonal deffnlUons such as the followlng se frequently 
found ln 10010 books end ,.~Q\ers: "The subject Is what somethtng ts belng sald of. The predlœte 15 
what tssaldofthesubject." (EngJebretsen 1981: 10;lyons 1977: 470), IS'S8Yofequfvelent to 'S1!/y 
about'? If so, these notlonaJ deflnfUons 8r8 not precIse ~ to isolats the IingulstlC phr8S8S that 
correspond to whet Is n1yzed as Qremmatlœl subJects and predfœtes, Consfder the sentence "He 
palnted the wn rad." If one OON astcs, "Wh8t dld you st/'I8bout the bern?" the Mswer œnnot be 
merely "red" or "palnted" or even "palnted lt rad. N One ts forced to repeel the enUre sentence ln 
Englfsh ln arder to StI'I what Is sald ebout the Iwn. (This problem Is descrfbed by Wilson 1924.) 
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Under these Clrcumstances, to propose a synt~tlc descriptIon ln terms of sementlc funcHonal nottons 

would be to Oout the thesls of 8Utonomy for syntex. Furthermore, If the Olm of grammatical analysls 

15 to express svstem8tlè correlations between sound end meenlng, then' uSlng the notIons of subJtt~t ..-

and pra:11C/lte (whlch alreaày presuppose a sementlc correlation) ln the synttK:tlc descrIptIOn would 

automatlcally 1800 to clrcularlty ln our system 1 would turn the observatIon erouM end argue trom 

the other dlrectlOn .r~e functlOns ot reterrmg end of chanderlZlng can only be consldered ln terms of 

the use of natural lengutr}El by speakers ln partlcular contexts And certalnly the semantlc (or 

pregmatlc) functlOn of the subject NP (Its use bya speeker to refer to somethlng) es opposed to those 

of the predlcate VP (Its use to characterlze somethlng) are not formaI notIons Here 1t saems that 

Sommers ( 1982) and Chomsky (1965 163) would be ln agreement 

Even though there 15 often a close corresponœnce between structural un1ts end the sementlc 

functlOns of these unlt5, the corresponœnce 15 never "perfect," not aven between NP end subject end 

between YP and predlcate ( Lyons 1977 438) 1 n foct lt 15 oftEJ! observed ln 11ngulstlC l1tereture thet 

no functlonal relatlonshlp between grammatical relations end semantic reletions cen be one to one 
~ 

(See eg~,~omSI<Y 1957 100, F11lmore 1968: 25; Lyons 1968 340-341) Furthermore, eny 

attempt to ~ake such corresponœnces usually lnvolves a certain artlflclellty ThIs would provlœ 
/ 

another reason for choosing catf9)rlal notions and rejectlng functlonal or reletionel notions 8S a b8S1S 

for syntactlc descrIptions. 

On the bas15 of our examlnat10n of the funcHons of direct abject and predlcate complement, we 

see thet there 15 not aven e direct correspondance between syntoctlc structure and gremmatlœl 

function, much less between synt~t1c relations and semMtlc relations It seems thot only prlnclples 

whlch refer to syntactlc œt.-les determlned by dlstrlbutlonol crlterlo (father thon by sem an tic 

functlons,) con cepture synt~tlc ~neral1Z8tlons, Structurol well-formedness concJltlons then ere beSt 
( 

descrlbed ln terms of cateotlol unlts rather th~n ln terms of thelr relations. Chopter 2 will concern 

the b8S1C umt5 of synt~t1c structure thot ere essumed ta be Involved ln the subJect-predlC8te 

relations of elementary sentences contalnl' '00', .. -
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t .2.2 Ontolog1cal relations: language ... tncl. and real1ty 

ln generel, lt Is teken for grent~, end lndeed It has been et least slnce Arlstotle, thet whot Is 

œll~ here "l1ngulstlc S8ffienUc competence" Involves 8 relet10nshlp between certatn elements of 

langu6Q9. mlnd. and reel1ty The elements Involved ln thls relatlonshlp are sometlmes dlagrammed 

ebstroctlyas points of 0 trlengle. 1 

Model of mean1ng 

2 Mlnd \ 

Language! 3 Reallty 

From thls perspective. meanlng (or I1ngulstlc semantlc competence) CM be sean as a trloolc relatloo 

() thet holds between (1) longuege (or IIngulstlc expressions). (2) mlnd (concepts or thoughts) and 

(3) reeJtty (or whetever It'Is thet speakers tell< about). (P.olnts 1 and 3 of the triangle are usuelly 

connected by 8 brokan 11 na. ) It Is often assumed, perheps nslvely, that the thlngs that speakers talk 

8bout, Includlng ail types of concrete and 8bstr~t entltles, âre ex~â1, "out there ln the real world" 

(Jecl<endoff 1983: 26), but thet there Is no direct relation betw~xpresslons and the thlngs they 

8re used to refer to ln realtty. Rether, a construct such as an Arlstote1181l or Husserl1an nœtl18, Il 

Freoean Sinn, or a CUnapian int8l1sim Is poslted 10 serve as 811nl< between expresslon~ lan~age 

8I\d resltty. Thus the reletton of meenino between expressions ~lnd r881ity Is effected conœPt~, te., 
by concepts thet are assœlated (subconsclously on the part of the speaker) wtth glven express1ons. 

This section will conœrn the nature of the elements of mlnd and reel1ty that IlnQUlstic eXpressions are 

thought ta be connected ta. 
1 

1 This mooat ts sometlmes referred to 8S "UHmenll's trlangte" (e.o.. 881dlnger 1980: 1- 138) 1 

or as "RtcM'ds' Reference Trtqle" (Tondl 1981: 17-19). Ullmann (1962: 55) attrtbutes th1s 
"anolytical mooel of meening" to ()r.Jjen end R1ch8rds. Th8 mlJ6lllngof m8lJfling ( 1 st ad.. 1923). 

1 
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Jd.enœff ( 1983) lnqulres lnto the nature of the ob1ects lnvolved ln meenlno. He e.sks 

speclf1œlly. "What Is the Information conveyed by lengueQ8?" end "Whet Is the Information 8bout?" 

(Jockenooff ~983, 23) HIs own response to the ftrst question 15 slmller to the "rQlved opinions" 

mherlted from classiœl sementles or from tr~1t1on81 IOJlc Thet Is. the lnform8tlon conveyed by 

lingu~tlc expresslons Is thelr sense or lntenslon (abstrect mental entltles) HIs response to the 

second Question 15 dlfferent. however. This Is the meln controverslal point thet 1 sh8l1 conslœr ln 

thls ~t1on. Jockenooff says thet the lnformat1on conveyed by langu8Q81S not ebout the reel world. es 

IS usuelly essumed (et 188St for some toples of dlscourse). 1 nst~. he clelms thet 5peekers telk ebout 

thelr own mental representetlons ln thelr own prlvate world of experlenœ. JŒkendoff (1983. 24) 

cells thls OOmaln the "projected world" He ~ts "a met8physles thet embr~ four domalns: the reel 

world. the projectedworld. mentellnformetlon. end l1ngulstlcexpresslom." (J~kenOOff 1983: 31). 

However, he denles th8t the r981 world Is dlrectly relevant to I1ngulst1c sement1cs. Inst~. ft 

projected wor Id extension 15 substltuted for r981 wor Id extension (JŒkendoff 1983 93) Thus hls 

hypothesls would st1l1 support ft trl~lc mcœl of meenlng. Amono the elaments represented ln e trl~lc 

mcœl of m98nlng- referenœ. 1t 15 potnt 3. the extenston or the referents of expressions. thet Is the 

controverslel point. At present. 1 teke It thet there 15 no Id:JQuftte theory that ~unts for or sven 
. 

ettempts to srii ex~tly ~h8t klncr-of entHles expressions ~tuelly connect to ln speekers' mimis or 

how conceptuel structures ere releted to whet (W8 thlnk) we telk ebout. But there ere Interesttno 
) 

hypotheses to constder. 

~~ thls sectton, the QU8Stlons posed by JŒkenÔlff conœrn1no the Information conveyed by 

len~, I.e., Ils content and wMt It 15 abOUt, will be discussal. 1 will compere end contrest the 

position teken by J8Ckendoff ( 1983) wlth thet of (t) clesslc&l.....sem8l'ltlcs derlved from Frege ( 1692) 

end C8rnep ( 1956), end wtth thet of (11) tr~1tIonal l()Jtc~ on Arlstotle and scholtlStlclsm. 

Altholqll wH! dlscuss J~enœffs pos1t1on leter (111), It 15 rl(1ltly the fœos of the enUre section, . 
slnce Il 15 the only ottler alternatIve wlthtn the frtlmework of aeneretlve (Tammer thet 1 wtll examIne. 

1 wlllalso c:onslder hts crlttclsm of othe.- epprœches, especlaJJy classJœl semantlcs. 1 have alr~ 
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stated my preference for 8I'l Arlstotelt8f'l 8Ppr~ ln the IntrcWctlon. Flnelly my own positlon 

ooncernlng the ontologlcel relations between 18l'lgll8g9, mlnd, and reallty w111 be SUmm8rI~lv). 
Q 

tr :J- Classlcal semanttcs. To begln the lnvesUgetlon of th~ ontologlœl relation among 

elements of l~, m Ind and real1ty. 1 wt11I00K 8t the posit1on that J~k.enOOff ( 1983) conslœrs to 

be "dlemetP!lœlly opposed" to hls own This 15 the vlew that 15 often referred ta as "classlçal 

semant les. " 

One of the main problems for classleel semantlcs (as for any 8Ppr~h ta semlYltlcs) 15 the 

cholœ of constructs for the explication of metmlng. Different phllosophers, 1~lc1MS, and lIngulsts of 

the "classleel" school employ dlfferent technleel terms to œslgnate the elemants of mlnd and the 

elements of reetlty thet are seld to be assoclated wlth expressions of naturel langu~. The most 

general terms are 'meenlng' and 'referenœ' (e.g., Devldson 1967). But bath of these terms 8re 

amblguous. For the abjects of bath the meenlng and referenœ of expressions heve been ldentlfled as 

oonœpts and/or extramentel entltles. To dlsembl~te the notton of mWl/ng, the followlng paIrs of 

technleel terms have been IntrOOllœd: 'Sinn' and 'BE$,Jtung' (frE91 1892), 'Intenslon' and 'extension' 

(CKnap 1956), 'sense' Md 'œnotetlon' (e.g., Llnsky 1977). 
" j 

AlthOUOh these pairs of tef'ms are of course not synonymous, they 6/"e used to m8ke distinctions 

of roughly the smne force.2 for ln tŒh ~Ir of terms, the flrst œslgnétes 8 mental aspect and the 
'-" 

~, a metarlal aspect of the meantng- referenœ relation. The tssue here ts not whet~ these 

terms are synonymous end thus how the VM'lous theorlsts dlffar from ~ other. We are Interested to 
~ , 

see Mw m88llino Is cMr8Cterlzed ln these terms. In thts dtscusslon, 1 will begtn wlth the beslc 
1 ..,. 

semenUc constructs and el50 the metal8OtJU8g8 of Carnap (1956), es hls approedl seems to be 

exemplary of the'clesslcel position. 

Followlno Cernep 1 we cen SII'I ln short that en expression sl'lllftes 811 attrlbute and denotes a 

class. Or, es he observes, e ganerel tarm ~Ionates both an ettrlbuts andp class, 8S lIIustr8ted ln the 

2A three-wev dlstincUon between $6IIS8. d!Jno1611œ, end 1'6f8renœ Is clarlfled by Lyons 
( 1977: ch. 7). emong others. See Tondl ( 1981: ch. 5) for e discussion of the use of these and other , 
semenUc terms. 100100100 meteltngulstlc veP'bs such es 'denote'. 'desl~te' • 'express' , 'stete' • etc. 

v ' 



\ 

o 

followlng dlagram ·The intenslon (pomt 2 of the triangle) 1S simply an attribute (a property or 

relatlOn)3 that cruclally determlnes (for competent speaKers of human lengu8g9S) the extension 

(pomt 3), 1 e , the class of extrallnguistlc ent1tles (concrete or ebstrect) that IS denoted by the 

11ngU1StlC expression (pomt 1) 

Garnap's ( 1956) "Methoo of intenslOn and extensiOn" 

2 lntenslon 

expressIon 1 ---- ---------- 3 extension 

attrlbute 
,-

class 

The concept or thought that 15 assœlated wlth the expression (by general convention withln e l1ngulstlc 

community) permits competent speaKers of the languege to use the expression more or less !,lnlformly 

The extension is the class of a11 and only those entltles thet have the attribute (or meet the objective 
0-

criterIa) signifiOO by the expression. The extension IS œtermined by the intension Bnd not the other 

wflY around, sinœ an individual mflY have many different 'attrlbutes and henœ belong ,to severel 

different classes simultaneously (Tondl 1981: 128). Thus, two expressions wfth different fntenslons 

mflY have the seme extensions, but two expressions wlth dlfferent extensions could not posslbly heve 

the same intenslon. In general, a glven lntenslon 5hould al ways œtermlne the 58me c)css, at leest ln 

theory. 

Garnap's notions of mtens/on and extension and frE9!'s notions of Sinn and BedJvtvnp were 
J 

proposed for the semantlc 8nalysl~ of certain klnds of C8t~rem8tlc expressions. Tondl ( 1981) points 

out that wh Ile Frege's analyslS 15 founded on the functlon of the name (a pr'oper neme or a deflnlte 

3'Attrlbute' ('property' or 'relation') are Carnap's ( ! 942) technlœl terms for 'concept', 8n 
expression that Is used ln IOJlc to œnote the 8bstr~t obj~t thttt determtnes 8 class. (5ee. 8,0·, 
WhlteheOO and Russell 1910.) Carnap is ~id to use the term 'attribule' as 8 "common denomiMtor': 
for "property Md relation" as weIl as Hjndivldtml concept. Il (T ondl 1981: 123). 

( , 

+ 
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desCription) ln predicatIon. Carnap's Is founded on the functlon of the OOject1ve Carnap (1956 17) 

charoc;terlzes hlS noUons of //1/enslO11 and extenS101J uslng the terms 'property' and 'class' ln 

metallnqulstlc·paraphrases of an atomlc sentence As œscrlbed ln the lntroouctlon tol 2 above. the 

subJect of an atomlc sentence must be the name of an mdtvldu81 and the predlcate IS analyzed as a class, 

or a col1ectlOn of indlvlduals that have a certaln speclfled property ln common Consl00r the atomlc 

sentence ln 2 (a) 

2 (a) Scott Is human 

( b) Scott has the property Human 

(c) Scott belongs to (15 an element of) th~ class Human 

Carnap cIal ms that the "translations" 2 Ur) and (c) "have the same loglcal content "as (a), but they 
// 

are "more expllcit " Accordmg ta thl~ analysls. atomlC sentences are taken to be about mdlvlduals and 

the classes they are sald ta belong ta The relatIOn of an lndlvldual (e g • Scott (s)) belonglng ta a class 

(e 9 , Human (H)) lS formulated ln set-theoretlc notatlOn as 's E H'. and rapresented uSlng a Venn , 
dltwJram as fol1ows 
~ 

\ 

3 
Human 

The property and class anolysls (Intenslon and extension) 15 valld al60 for ather catEl9)rle& of general \ 

terms" For Instance, the denotatlve functlon of common nouns ls the same as that of adjectIVes For an 
>/ ( 

atomlc sentencecontalnlng a comman noun, the sorne apprtŒh wouldbe used 

4 (a)Fellxls8C8t 

(b) Felix has the property Cet 
.J' 

(c) Felix belonos ta ( Is an element of) the class cat 
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ln short, both ~neral nouns and 1l!j~t1ves m!ty' deslgnate elther attrlbutesor Cl8SS8S. (An mterestlnQ 
, . 

QUestIon lS whether C8rnap's or Frege's constructs would be eppl1ceble ~ross 611 the major lexlcel 

cat9QJr 1 es ) '. 
"~. 

The InterpretatIon of lmgulsttc expressIOns ln clesslcel sementlcs IS en extenton-

determlnlng prœess ThIs process Is thought to be composltlonal 4 But Cernep cMr~terlZ8S the

extensIons OT dmerent types OT expressIons dlfferently The extenS10ns or (,J!nerel nouns end 
~ 

adlectlVes are analyzed as classes of belngs that heve the property slgnlfled by the expressIOns, whlle 

the extensIon OT a sentence IS sean as ItS truth value (truth or felslty) (~rnap 1956 26) Accordlng 
r 

to carnap (1956 7), the dl fference ln the ~ lnds of extension IS releted to the ~ll1ty of Olfferent 

cat9fl)rl8S of expressIOns to slgnlfy lnœpenœntly 

Only (cRlaratlve) sentences have /1 (deSlgnetlve) meenlruJ / of the hlghest OOQree 
of 1 nœpendence AlI other expressions der Ive whet mee~!'Ig they hcve (rom the Wt:ly ln 
whlch they contrlbute to the meanlng of the sentences ln whlch they cœur One m Ight 
perhaps dlstlngulsh .. dlfferent degrees of Independence of thls derlvatlve meenlng. 
ThIS orœr of rank Is, of course, hlghly subjective And where to make the eut between 
expressions of no or 1 ttt1e Inœpendence of mB8hlng ('syncat9;J)rem/lttc' ln tr&;llt lonel 
termmolcqy) and thase wlth /1 hlgh d9'Jree of Inœpendenœ, to be teken as deslgnetors. 
seems more or less a matter of convention 

Freg3 also malntalns that /1 sentence stands for lts truth velue (Dummett 1981 180-186) 

Th 1 S lS J>le of the ldeos f r, e IIISSICfJ 1 _amlcs th8t Jlr:kenooff ex P lIel! Iy rel Ir:ts He rel ects II 

beœuse of Its unœr1ylng assumptlon concernlng truth and reellty ln orœr to Interpret a sentence, 
\ 

" ' 

the spB8ker must know nDt on Iy the propOSition expressed by the sentence but olsa whet the wor Id ts 

actually Ilke Now 1 also reject the lœe of truth values es the extensions of sentences, but not bQuse 

4The princip le df composUlooallty IS often escrlb~ to Fr~ It 15 sometlmes referred to es 
"the FrErJ88fl prlnclple" (e.g .• AllwIW, Anœrsson and Dehl 1977 130), &Ithouon es Cresswell 
su~ts. one should not infer from the nam8 that the princip le wes ever expllcHly steted by Freoe 
The Fregeen prlnclple Is formulated by Cresswell ( 197"3.75) as follows: 

.. The m88nlrig of 8nY complex expressIon 15 determ Inad by the m86l11nos of Its parts, or 
ta be mate precise the meenlng of the whole expression Is a functlon of the meenlngs of Us 
parts .. 

The basic prlnclple of composltloo&Jtty 15 lJ3Il8rally ~ted ln one version or enother by most 
lmgulsts. The prIncIp le es steted here only sUlpSts thm the meartlrlO of e sentence 156 functlon of Its 
constltuents, but lt 00es not spell out ex~ly how the meentng of the whole complex expression ts 
oonnreted with the meenlngs of the IndivlMI parts. This Is & mejor teste of e formel theory of 
grammer. 

\ 
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• 
of lts conneçtlOn w1th truth Rather" 1t seems that If the extenslOn of a sentence lS taken to be what the 

speeker telks abauL then thlS hypotheslS œnnot be correct If reference Is lntentlOnel, as 1 assume, 

then only when the speeker talks expllc1tly ebout truth or falsHy can these abstroct entH1es De 

lncluded ln the extensIOns of sentences However, {hlS lS not :0 ,say. that the not1(n f trutll 1~. 

completely Irrelevant for llngulstlC semantlcs 
~ 

CertaIn dlfflcult/es lnvolvlng the use of MPL notation to represent the loglcal forms of natural 

languWJ9 sentences were alreaây nated ln 1 2 above. Sommers traces some of these bock to baSIC 

doctrines of classlcal semantlcs, e g , the MPL ànalysls of atomlc sèntences as baSIC forms, the ctttrln8 

of the esymmstry of sublèCt and predlcate œnotatlve functlons Other problems can mostly be 

summarlzed slmply as vIolations of a constralnt o~ semantlc theory that Jockenooff (1983 13-16) 

calls the "GrammatIcal Constralnt" The major obstacle ln applylng MPL ta 11ngulstlc semantlc 

anelysls Is the lnsens1tlvlty of the system to the nature and structure of natural language (See, e g , 
( 

JockenOOff 1983 57-5~ But the notatlOnal problems 00 not necessarlly lnValldate the semantlc 

constructs of mIenS/eN? and e.ttens/OfI for the analysls of language 

Jackenooff etes not argue expllcltly agalnst the carnaplan notIon of ml8f7s/on or Fregean Smf7 

ThuS, he appears ta occept these clesslcel notIons However, he could not conslstently agree Wlth them 

ln ail respects The maIn dIstinction between Jackenooff's notlon of sense and mtMS/Of! and those of 

Frege' and Garnep seems ta be thelr psychologlcal char acter For Jackendoff, and most theorlsts lt 
'>-

seems, the sense of an expression ls understOCld as a mental entlty Fre9:l and Carnap, "howevsr, 

rebelled cg61nst thls 'psychologlsm' , as they termed lt." For them, and thelr followers, 6 concept that 

œtermlnes the extensIon of an expression Is an obJecttye abstract phenomenon As a D..U.b.ll.c property, 

1t Is theoretlct111y avel1ab le to be gr6Spoo by all speaKers of 6 langu~. Nevertheless, 1t is conœœd 

thet ln orœf to gr6Sp"6n lntenslon or sense, a speeKer must come "to be ln a certam psychologlœl or 

mentel state " (Putnem 1975. 218) Th1s step seems neœssery to make the CI6SS1C81 vlew of sense 

comP8tlble wlth Jackenooff's 

fila fundementel notions of miens/on and extens/OfJ (or thetr equtvalents) are 6SSumed ln 

set-th~ettc and mcœl-theoretlc ttpproaches to semanttcs C8rnep's notions are 6150 reformulatoo ln 
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a "possIble worlds" versIOn ln thls approech, the mtenslOn of a ward. S/!!II 'tlger' Is Il functlon f" 

œfmed on ail possible worlds whose volue f( x) at any possIble world Is alweys a subset of the ent1tles 

mx AlloftheSemethoosofanalyslsareexpllcltlyre)ectedbyJeckenooff(1983 78,n 3,251), 

prlmarlly on the baslS of thelr unœrlymg assumptlons coneernlno truth and reel1ty Although 

Jackenooff ooes Mt œny thet expressIOns of language have bath en mtenslon end an extenSIOn, 1t seems 

clear that hlS characterlzatlons of these noUons would not ~lde w1th C8rnap's For Jeckendoff, on 

lntenSlOn lS the conceptual content of an expression and the extensIon 15 token to be whot the 

expressIOn IS about He would conslder a statement such as the followlng to be lrrelevant ta semontlc 

analysls "The expression 'tlger' Is true of an entlty e ln a possible world x If and only If e belongs to 

the set t (x) "It would be lrrelsvant because lt contams et least four notIons that are lrrelevont 581, 

f'J«:IJSS.'Y,v tJfId SI/(('(..~/ent cm:htlons, passIble wrY'lds (whlch comprehends reallly) and tru/Il 

/Coneernmg truth !md reelity, see my comments ln 1 23 Now, 1 will conslder the other notions ln 

turn Flrst, 1 wIll que{tlOn the wisdJm of re)ecting outrlght the notions of $/J/ and (..~IIJ$S 5 For the 

enolYSls of certain klnds of sentences, it seems thot'they are completely clefenslble For lnstonce, cltJ5S 

would seem r9tlSOnable for the analysls of Quantified expressions ln universel cateQ:)rlcal sentences of 

the fo IlOWlng types 

5 (Il) Ail tlgers ore cats 

(b) N'ovlctlms werechlloren 

Surely these sentences can be plouslbly analyzed ml propositions concernlng two ciasses of 

mdlvlouals. But ther~ore problems ln concelvlng of the extensions of ail expresSions ln terms of sets 

or classes of ObJects For instance, there are abstroct nouns, e g., 'wlsoom' , 'love' , Sincer Ity' , and mess 

tecms, e.g, 'rlee', 'sand', 'water', that cannot be analyzed as closses of Indlvlduals For the semantlc 

analysls of non-count nouns, enother conceptton of extension is requlred Here the possible wor Ids 

verSion of the theory 00es nat onswer elthec To ses thls, conslder wheihec the Int8Oslon of 'water' can 
'1. 

5Jockenooffs reJectlon of sets or classes seems Inconsistent to me ln vlew of his conceptuol 
analysls of 'be' as a functlon 6 E (x ,y) On the common ex t8Oslone 1 Interpretot Ion, most 
m8themot!cians would teke 8 functlon to be an arderoo pelr (of sets or clesses) ln 0 certain relation 



c 

c 

\ 

1 0-, 
be deflned 8S a functlon on ail pqsSlb le wor~ds whose value f (x) at eny pOSSlb le wor Id IS a subset of 

the entHles ln x The unlts of water are not subsets, they 00 not collect1Vely form a class of water or 

H206 

Putnem's crlUclsm of classlce\ sementtcs. Another aspect of the classlcal notIon of 

mIens/on that J~K~nOOff op~ Is that H Is sald to provlde necessary arul sufflclenl condlt1Ons 

Other thlnKers, eg, Putnam (1974 ch 12) have olsa orgued ln consl~r8ble oetail ~lnst thls 

account of lexIcal me8nlng 1 wIll now brlefly dlSCUSS Putnam's arguments agalnst Intenslons as the 

exclusIve determlners of extensIons and hls own alternative proposaI Putnam's ldeas are relevar« 

slnceJ~Kenooff~pts a sementlc analysis that Is slmllar to Pufnam's, although he would not occept 

ail of Putnam's conclusIons elther 

For C8rA8p, Intenslon ls "slmp Iy a property" Putnam scorns the.. fect that the notion of 

property must be teken 8S prImitive. "An entlty e belongs to the extension of a term T Just ln case e 

Ms wh 1 chever property Is the Intenslon of T " (Putnam 1975 263) But 'property' here, he notes, 

IS Just tlnother term for 'concept' thet IS supposOO to provlde a necessary and sufflclent condItIon 

Putnam objects to neœssary and sufflclent conditions especlally ln the context of Carnap's "method of 

verificatIon" 

For phl10s0phe~s Ilke Ctlrntlp, who accepted the verlflabl1lty theory of meanlng, the 
concepts.correspondlng to el term provlOOlj . a cr/tenOn for belonglng to the 
extension (not Just ln the sense of 'necessory and sufftctent OO"Idltlon' , but ln the 
strong sense of w6'y' of rtK»J!llzing If a glven thlng falls Into the extensIon or not ) 

Putnam examines natural Klnd terms, whlch he œscrlbes 8S Indexlcal expressIons whose extensIons 

are not 8lwlty's verifiable bY the ordlnary speaker, but sometlmes only by experts Thus, he 

r8COlJnizes 8 "500181 dImensIon of OOJnltlon" whlch he cal1s the "dIvIsIon of lIngulstlc labour" He alsa 

6Ter Meulen ( 1984: 421) proposes 8n analYSllof mess terms uslng "typed Intenslon81 lcglC 
wlth the usual set-theoretlc Interpretation." For her, the lnten;sns and extensions of both count 
nouns and mass nouns 8f'e properttes and sets of basic entltles, r ~tlve!y. But she dlst1ngutshes 
between oomlno! mess terms 80d oredlcatlye mass terms whlch she cla ms hove dlfferent denotet1ons 
The extens10n of the former (e.g., '(J)1d' ln '~Id ls 8n element') isi 8fl 8bstr~t ent1ty called a 
"substance," wh Ile the 9J<tenston of the latter (a.g., '~ld' In 'rny tooth 15 f1l1ed wlth ~Id') Is "a set of 
quantlt1es of the substanœ. H Her proposai merlts œreful oonslderet1on. 

o • 
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r8WJmzes the "contrlbut1On of the envlronment" ln hlS ta:oUnt of how speekers essœlate sementlc 

markers and extensIons of natural klnd ter ms. 
" Putnam himself proposes a "normal form descrIption of the m88nlnQ of e word" thet conta1ns 

two types of semantlC mformation' semantlc merkers and stereotypes. His S8ITlentic analysis of the 

word 'water' IS a vactor conslstlng of syntoctlc markers, semantlc merk.ers, stereotype Informetlon. 

and a descrIption of the extensIOn 

Syotactlc markers Semaot\c markers Stereotyoe ExtenSIon 
mass noun natural klnd colorless Hp 
concrete llquld transparent 

tasteless 
• etc 

Putnom ( 1975 269) cIal ms thet these are the essentlal elements of meenlng "In any sclentlfl~lly 

lnterestlng sense" The semantic constructs œlled "semantlc markers" (necessery cond1tlons) and 

"stereotypes" were Insplred by Katz and FoOOr's original ( 1963) notions of set11tJ11tlC m6f'ters and 

rhstll1fPishers (Putnam 1975 266-269) Given his own occount of meanlng, Putnam ultlmately 

oc:cepts the classlcal clalm that "meanlng œtermlnes extension" ln thls case, meenlno Is not, 

however, charocterlze(j ln terms of a C8rnaplan lntenslon (Putnam 1975 270). In contr~istlnctIDI1, 

Putnam claims that the conceptual analysfs of an expression need not elwlty'S provlde a necessery and 

sufflcient condition, although he 00es al10w that certain criteria are neces~ry. He ettempts to speclfy 

the k.lnds of semant1c Informat1on that ere essentiel However, Putnam (1975 270-271) also 
J 

crltlclzes the vlew of classlœl semantlcs ln other respects. For lnstence, he concludes that clesslcel 

semontlclsts have tended lOto tre8t cognition 8S a purely indlvit1J6/ matter, end .. to Ignore the wrr/d, 

lnSOf8r Ils It conslsts of more than the Indlvldu81's 'observations'" He seys, "although we heve to use e 

œscrlptltI'J of the extension to pive the extension, we thlnk of the com~nt ln QUeStion 8S belno the 

extensIon (the set). not the description of the extension." 

It appeers then that Jeckenœffs semantlc hypothesls 15 "dlemetrlœlly opposed," GS he savs. to 

cl6SS1œl semantlcs ln terms of bath lntensfonel end extensfoneJ reletlons. Althotql he conslœrs 

/ 
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llngUlstlc expressions to have an lntenslon and lm extension, these constructs for him are not the same " 
'\ 

as those of CI~,iC81 semantlcs. as precticed by elther carnap or by Putnam Jaclcenooff's proposaI 

concernlng the Information thl2t language con veys conforms more to Putnam 's "normal for m ,.. 

descrIption" then to a Fregeen Smn or a carnaplan m!slmon That lS. as Putnam (1975) argues, 

the conceptual constltuents associated wlth expressions lnvolve only necessary condlt1Ons (essentIel 

propertles) and stereotypes As for extensions, however, Jockenooff and Putnam have different lœas 

For Putn6m, 11ke Frege and Garnep, accepts the notlOn thet "catecprematlc" leXIcal Items dE/note sets 

and classes and that some of these belong to the reel world, 

(tn Artstoteltan Jogie and Us tradition. In thls secHon, 1 will conslœr some of 

Arlstotle's notions conœrnlng lenou~ teken from hls works on l()Jlc and ontology The works that are 

mast relevant to my lnvestlgatlon of catet;1)rlcal sentences are T/Je Co!erprlfJS (on the 1()J1C of terms), 

{Je /nterprstatlOflfJ and TCfJICS (on the l(),Jic of proposltlOns) and hls ontoloçpcal work the 

t1etIJ(JI1YSIcs. It Is not my Intention to review any one of these vital works ln dataI 1 or ev en to 

summarlza them\ ln the context of hlS comprehenSIve phl10sophical system My purpose IS slmply to 

mtroduce Arlstotle's notion of (.~tfJ9Jf'Y and relat~ lœas, from WhlCh one can extroct his posltlOn 

conœrnlng the relatlonship betw88n language, mind and raallty Although not a11 of the views 

presented here were necessarlly stated exp Hcltly by Aristotle, they have œveloped wlthln traditlonal 

formalloglc (TFL) besed on hls works 7 

language. mtnd. and realtty. Loglc ln the Arlstotel1an tradition Is dlrected towards the 

stuây of Ilmguege and thought, whlch are teken to be 1nextrlœbly Interconnected, Thus, ln TFL, as ln a 

ment~llst theory of lengU8ge, when one studles the structure of language. one nEœSSar Ily studles the 

structure of thought. The oom~ln of TFL, os outl1ned by Nuchelmans (1980: 202), 1s twofold 

7The TFL position Is the one that most Innuences my approach to the enelYSls of œt~lcal 
sentences, My most Importent sources on Arfstotle end the crtUcism end commentaries on his works 
IncludeAckrt11 (1963), Arens( 1984), Bambrough (1963), Freœ (1981), Kahn (1973), Kirwan 
( 1971 >, Nuchelm~ns ( 1973, 1980), Sommers (1982). , 
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(1) LO'/IQ!J (f"{KJfJICfJ "IS concerned wlth the mentel oonœptlOns thet ers lnvolved ln the ~tlvltles of 

œfln1tlon. ClassIfIcation, argumentat10n and methoolcal arrllnoement" (11) LtfliCII tlJtJm4tlQ1 15 

concerned wlth QuestIons relatlng to "the Subject-m6tter of thought," 1.8., "the generel nllture of the 

thmgs about WhlCh k.nowleO'Jlls sought ." Accordlng to NuchelmllOs, thls dIstinctIOn "15 stronoly 

reminiscent of the old Aristotel1an distinction" between Ittps ("lnner or outer speech")8 end 

prtqTJ6tll ("thlngs outslœ thought and languege")" ThIs two-wey subdiviSIon of the oom81n of 

tr!X11honalloglc su~ts a different WfJ.I of looking lit the relotlonships between longuage, mlnd, ond 

realJty 1 WIll dlagram them uslng th' trIangle es 1011ows 

1 Domam of trad1tlonal formaI logle CTFU 

( inner) 2 Noema 

5 

(outer) 1"-------,.----~ 3 Ousla 

\ THINGS OUTSIDE SPEECH 

Arlstotle apparently held thls vlew (Oe /nterpret6,tlone 1 2). As Interpretoo by Arens 

(1984 26), 1 Ingulstlc expressions are 

. symbole, I.e., signs, 51gnels, ... of whet 15 ln the soul or mlnd es en ImpressIon or 
concept. ... Hers It Is bast collee! on Impression from the outslde, which, sean from the 
inslœ Is an Im~jnatjon or 8 concept: thls Is the ex~t word, for 'conœ~' 15 'ralve' 
or 'gel pregnant' and 0150 'form ln the mlnef, 'thlnk' and 'concept~ Is the thlno 
concelved es weil es the noUon. That Is how we have to understand 'pét'neme', whlch 
Arlstotle 00es net expleln: e percept cooplEK1 wlth Il notion, whlch depends on 
experlence and memory, es when one perceJves e very peculler sort 01 bulldlnQ end 
reglsters et once, es the result of 8 slmulÙlneous td of tbstr~lon, 'pels:e' or 
'chapel', etc., or when one sees somethlno rapldly movlnQ: '8 runnlnQ chi Id' or '8000 Is 
runnlng' , etc. --these ore the onomata (subJect terms) and rhemeta Md sentences GS 
pathemeta of the soul or mlnd, 8I"ld ln generel they'j)resuppœe or ere slmulterleous 
wlth, the correspondlng words. 

8J A. FoOOr ( 1975) expresses a sim 11er IdeII: "the IMQuege of thoUQht H 
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ln this Vl8W. concepts ore representatlons or slgns. They 00 not represent themselves, howev~r They 
':'1 

are directed towerd other thlngs This Is an essentlal (œflnlrYJ) characterlstic of a ~t~ of . 
represent8tlon The representatlon61 charocter of concepts SMuId help to explaln how they are 

concelved Ils medlating the relatIOns of œnotatlon and reference betwee4xpresslOns and the thlngs 

that sp88l<ers tall< 6bout 9 This view contrasts wlth Jackenooff's approach whlCh œnles the dIrect 

relevance of thlngs external to mind and thought for œtegorlZ8tlOn 

It IS 6 dlfflcult to extroct elther a theory of language and mlnd or a theory of ontology from 
"r 

Arlstotle's works The difflculty stems from the fact that Arlstotle discusses language, mmd and 
-

reallty e11 et the 58me tlme It is true thet Ar1stotle treats the 8mblguity of 'being' as an expressIOn . 
and IJelfl!lllS 0 concept ln the 58me pas~ Furthermore, occordlng to Bai{tPrough (1963 33~) 

-' p. 

Aristotle lsaves the retœr wlth the Impression that he assumes "a f81rly stralghtforward 

correspondance" not only ~ language and thought, but 8150 "between the structure of hlS 

languoge" (Whlch we now œil "encient Greek") and the "structure of the world " From the vlewpomt of 

MPL, 8 stronlJBr point of crlticism would be the followlng "Arlstotle may have ellowed hlmself to be 

influenœd too much by l1nguistic descrIptions" ln hls ontolt)Jical inQulry (Bembrough 1963 35) 
'\ 

AQ61nst this possible criticism, however, Aristotle says (ttetflPlIYSlcs Book 7, ch 4) thet hlS 

concern Is ta discover "octuel facts" rather than Just what we "should SfJo.!" about thmgs, Yet the 

treetlses on the l~lc of terms and the l~ic of propositions. the ClJtfJ9Jf'IOS and [Je /nterprettJtlone, 

whlch are based on l1ngutsttc observations. mantfest a prE()CCupatlon wlth ontolcglcal QUestlOOS. On the 

other hand. ln thls very lnqulry lnto metaphyslcs, Arlstotle focuses on the verb 'emal' and ltS 

91n thls dtssertatton. 1 will not enter Into the œbate concern1ng the eplstemolt)Jlœl prlor1ty of 
the elements of language, mlnd. lmd reelfty. Arens ( 1984) revlews the Question of the relation 
between words 8I'ld concepts ln commenter-les on Arlstotle. Accordtng to hlm. Abelard, e.g_, malnta1n'S' 
thet "words Ire Invented to slgnlfy notions" or the "causa Inventlonls vœls" Is concepts. (Arens 
1984: 234). This seems hlghly plaUSible ta me. And here we al50 have the posslbllity that the world 
œn Innuance eonœptualtmtton, ln clesslcal semanttcs, the orœrlng of (2) Intenslons 8nd (3) 
extensions ts consldered to be crucl81. Actually ln TH (or 8 mentalist theory of Iquege) one need not 
sep6f"ate expressions end concepts slnce they are teken to be closely connectocJ, 1 n the context of à 
Hnoulstlc enalysls, howev8r, language seems to be the approprlate element to teke as the pOint of 
dep8rtufe for postulat1ng conceptuel structures ltSSOCI8ted wtth expressions. 
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derlvatlve 'ousla' or 'OOlng' ln general. 'Dusle' (en abstr~t noun der1V~ from the Greek verb 'elnet' 

('be'», he clalms (tfet(fJhYSlcs Book 5, ch. 7), Is u~ ln meny end verlOus W'1o/S 

ln short, Ahstotle makes œ11nlte cIal ms about both the form and content of sentences ln ~ 
. 

/nterpretatlOfl8 he outl1nes the formaI subject-predlCtlte requirements for propositions (es dlscussed 
~ 

ln 1 2 1) and m8Kes a CI81m concerni1lQ the prlorlty of stetements ln thls form Furthermore, he 

states thet the propOSltlonal content of ail sentences whlch mir)' be approprletely esslgned truth velues 

(truth or falslty) can be ch8r~terlzed es the attributIOn of propertl85 to Il substtmee (or ousle) 

.... so.NIstotle cIal ms that whatever speakers can telk about ln the world must be elt~ef 11581f Il substenc9 
li 

(or OUS1/Ü or an attnbute of one He further assumes th8t the ousle end the 6ttrlbutes escrlbed to 
<" 

them can be u1tlmately subdlVlœd 110 a hmlt~ number of ontolOJlœl catE9)rles 

One of the compl1catlons Of the Arlstote118n C/lttt;vrv Is thet 1t Ms a conceptuel 8Spect end e 

mater laI espect. Each Instance of a glven type of substance Is concelvoo as ~ "composite" of D and 

mmm. All of the mstances of a partlcular type of OUS1e have the S8me 1Qr.m (char~ter), but the 

mmm. of each mdlvldual mstance of a type exlsts seperately Accordlng ta Ar Istotle , "form ls the 

nature of the thlng Itself" 8I'ld not .n entlty ap8ft from the pertlculer th8t lnstentletes lt Here 

Arlstotle dlsagrees ln part wlth Plato, who postulated separate Form5 embOOylng the unlverS81 

propertles of thlngs Arlstotle 00es not deny the existence of propertles, only thelr eX1stence epert 

from Indlvlduel substarlces. Thus 1t seams he bs not glve up 811 of the notIons of Plato. Of e thlng's 

form and matter, only the form 15 concelvable. "The perUculer Individuel thlng 15 the only 

lndepenœntly exlst1ng substMlC8, knowlng somethlng obout 1t (Its propertles) Is knowlng somethlng 

tMt Is universel." tBambrough 1963: 136; the emphesls 15 mine). 

The ultlmete purpose of Arlstotle's th~ry of œt8fl)rles 15 sean ln meny d1fferent Wtf./S 
• 

Arlstotellen schelers clalm varlously thet the ten C8t~les are lntenœd es a cl8SS1Hcetlon 01 ( 1 ) 

hngUlstlc expresslOns, (2) concepts, and/or (3) thlngs ln the world. But most would dBny thet 

Arlstotle wes "confused" as to wh8t h! was Investlgetlno. That ls, It seems cleer th8t Artstotle mekes 

the distinctions between lquage, 1~lc, 6nd the world when 1t 15 nElC8SS8rY to dlsœrn the dlstlnct 
OC'"' • 

feetures of ~h one. Some schol8r5 (e g., 88fllbrough 1963, Freœ 1981) conjecture thet Artstotle 
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would œscrlbe hls own mettsphvslœl work es ontoJ(lJlœJ, rcther th60 lIngulstlc or l(lJlcal But as 

8cmbrough ( 1963: 36) wrltes' "there 18 11ttle to lose or gain by unœrstandlng hls work ln 8I'ly one of 

these three wtl{S rather than ln arrt other. The structure 15 the same whether WB thlnk of It es 
, 1 ~ 

hnQuIstie. l(JJlcal or ontol(JJlcal" More lmportantly. lt lS not lnconœwable thet the 58me 11St of 

C8tEq.lrles 15 equally appllœble ln I1ngulstlc analysl5, lOJ1C and ontol(JJY, es Freœ ( 1981) sUgJeSts 

" 
Ontolog1cal categorjes 1n Ungu1sUc enalys1s. Accordlng to Arlstotle (Cat8!P/"Ies 1 b 

25), the cet9'IJrles are œslgnated by "thlngs sald wlthout comblnation," 1 e, terms uttered ln 
b 

Isolation. (Thus, ln contrOO1stlnction to carnap, Arlstotle holds thet not only propositions, but alsa the 

cetE9lrem8tlc expressions analyzed as terms have Independent meanlng.) Arlstotle Identifies the ten 

cetE9lrles ln two I1sts 
(' 

From C6tsr;vr/es (1, 5), the Iist of ten catetJ)rles Is translat~ 65: what (or SUbstance), how 

large (1 e., Quantlty), what sort of thlng (1 e , Quallty), related to what (or Relation), where (1 e , 

Place), when (or Tlme), ln what attitude (Posture, Position), how clrcumstanced (St8te or 

ConditIon),' how ~tlve, what oolng (o} Action), how pesslve, what sufferlng (Affoctlon). 

From Toples (1,9), the I1st of ten cat9C}Jf'les 15 trans.lated 65. essence, (JI8ntltY, quallty, 

relation, ploce, tlme, position, state, actlvlty, p8SSlvlty 

Arlstotle's cat~rles are thus genera or classes of terms. He clalms thet ~h and every , 

subJect end pr~lcate term belonos ta one or other of the ten œt8l;J)f'les. rœ sublect 1er:m rruJS1 

hQWeyer bIJ.gog m 1bi f1J:n çoteœry. 
, 

For m8l'\y Arlstotel1&n scholars, the "flrst œteg:Jry" presents 6 puzzle. It \s the only C8t~ry 

thet hes 8 comp letely d1fferent neme ln the two I1sts. As suwested by F ~ ( 198 1 ), thls dlscrep8flCY 

mey be reJeted to the orlent8tlon of the treatlses ln whlch the IIsts are glven. The'''irst IIst Is t81<en 
, .. 

from the C6/8tp"/8s, li treatlse on the l()Jlc of terms tek en ln Isolation; tbe second Ifst Is from Top/cs, a 

treet\se on the l()Jlc of cet9'p'lcel'proposIUons, lŒh of wh\ch contaln two ter ms. Although Arlstotle 
" 

ciel ms thet the ten-w8V class1f1catlon eppl1as to bath subject Md predlcate terms, ln fact, the flcst 

Hst Js besed on en anelysls of predlcate terms ln Isolat1on. Arlstotle cial ms that each predlcate term 
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that could be applled to an Ind1vldual term such es 'Sœretes', 'thls' 1 or 'thet' ln elementary sentences 

must belong to one of the ten ~t891rles 

The followlng are Arlstotle's examp les "In outllne" translated from the C,t.".,8S 

2 ( 1) Substance '8 man', '8 horse' 

( 11) Quantlty 'two cublts long' , 'three cubas ln length' 

(111) Quallty 'whIte', 'grammatICal' 

( IV) Reletton 'hel!', 'oouble' , 'greeter' 

(v) Place 'In the market place', 'ln the Lyceum' 

(VI) Tlme 'yesterday', 'lest year' 

(vil) Posture 'ls1ylng','slttlng' 

(Vll 1) State 'is s~oo' , '15 armed' 

(lx) Action 'cuts', 'burns' 

(x) AffectIOn 'Iscut', 'Isburnt't 

, 
The grammattcal subJect of el predication namas an ent1ty that can celano to one (and only one) 

cat9tJ)ry, substance IOWhlle eoch substance hes a form l "not ail substances have the Stlme farm " ~ 

1 OThe ontaloglœl catel,J)ry of substance (essence gr belno) Is perhaps too oeneral ta be useful 
ln lingulstlc semant le analysls, It Ineludes whatever oneœn talk about as the subject of e eet8OlrlC81 
sentence. In thls case, Arlstotle may Indeed have al10wed hlmself to be too mueh Influenced by 
langu~. Yet an Important objective of his metephysleel InQulry to search for what could be 
consldered prlmary among the dltferent k IndS of substances. He ttlad on concrete orgenlsms such 
as man ertd t'torse, as exemples of the prlmery substance. (See e amples 2 (1) above,) Arlstotle S81d 
thet what Is most properly taken as a substance Is whtlt 15 nelthe esserted of a subJact nor present ln 
a subJect, as he explalns ln C6t8{)Jr/es S. L Inoulstlc evldenœ Is u as part of the argument h~ 

.. But we 00 spaak of secondary substances, whlch Inclu the spacles of the prlmory 
substances, and thelr genera. For Instance, e partlcular human 15 Incluœd ln the 
specles "humen," 60d the 5pecles ltself 15 Includad ln the IJ'nus "animaI" Thlngs 
such as "human" end "animaI" are spoken of as secondery substances .. , From whet we 
have S3ld It Is plain that the name end œflnltlon of the predleates can bath be aftlrmed .. 
of the SUbJect5 .... Everythlng else but prlmary substance 15 elther afflrmed of 
primary substance, or present ln It. ThIs Is evldent trom particule.- Instances telcen 
by wfll of exemples. We predlœte 'animal' of hum en belngs, 50 we pradlcate 'enlmel' 
also of àny partlcular humai'\. Were there no Individuels exlstlno of whom U could th us 
be afflrmed, It could not be atflrmed of the specles, , .. It, therefore, there were no 
prlmary substances, nothlng else wou Id exlst . 
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(Bambrough 1963. 25.29). In other words. Arlstotle r8CO'Jmzes many dlf1erent types of substances 

Amt subJ~ term wh8tsoever (Whetever one can teH: about Ils tJle sublect of e œt9tJ1rlcal sentence, 

whlch emounts to whetever ctm be nemed) belongs to the catE9>ry of substence. Substance 15 therefore 

a very œnU c&er;J)ry. But the pred1C8te term mey belong to any one of the ten cat~rles For the 

sentences ln 3, the predlcate terms mey belong to the cat~rles lndlcated ln parenthes15 Slnce 

Arlstotle h!lS nemed ten cat8tJ)r18S, there must be at least ten b6SIC types of substances. correspondmg 

to IŒh of the catB(J)r les , I.e .. If the categJrles are mutuaJJy exclusive ln sorne cases, however, two or 
,) 

morel(8t~rles seem pleuslble for the cl!lSSlf1cation of the predlcate term5 

3 (1) Ali t1gers are Qnlmels. (SEmld8ry substance) 

(j1) The SKy ls Qlwl. (Quellty) 
B J ue 15 Il ~ ( secondary substance) ~ 
Honesty 15 8~. (secondery substance) 

(111) Its welght ls four kilos. (quantlty) 

(Iv) The lce creem Is ln the freezer. (plQ) 
Cleen l1ness Is next to (JOOness. (relation. locatIOn?) 

(v) T he concert ls ot 8 D,m. (tlme) 
SprtnQ IsÏMi, (ttme, pllœ?) 

( vI) Arens was his 1eÇler. (relation) 

(v11) The kestrel1s stand1ng on one foot. (position, ~t1vjty?) 

(v1l1)Thevlolet lsheolthy. (condition) 

(lx) The clœk. Is strlklog one. (actfvfty) 

(x) Steph 15 belno lnsulted, (p8SS1vlty) 
,A 

But Arlstatle hlmself wrltes, " ... If one end the S8fTle thlng ls ln fact both qualitative and relatlonal, 

there Is nothlng streange about 1ts belng counted ln both clesses,· ( C4tetp'1fIS8 B 148). Arlstotle's 

schema of catElOJr1zetion 1s somat1mes crltlc1zed as on attempt to prov1œ 80 exheustlve 11st of the types 

of terms (te" coterp"8mat1c expresslons of a l800utJ08). For th1s purpose, lt IS ronslderOO ta be 

lnôQUete (e.g., 6embrough 1963: 133). Ryle ( 1953: 292) al50 wonders whether or not there Is env 

1 
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JustIfication for e beHet ln such 6 1imlt~ l1st of ontologlcal cotetp'les 8S wes melnt"lned by the .. 
scholastlcs.1 t 

My pur pose here IS not to 8VeluateAr.lstotle's Hst of ten eet8())ries. I.e .• to determlne whether 
~ 

or not It IS OOequete for Imgulstlc 6nalysls or for 1()Jlc or ontol()JY. As 1 sttlted ln the IntroouctlOn. the 

Important Question concernlng the ontologlcol cat~rlzatlon scheme Is Hs slgnlfleenœ for IInCJUtstlc 

œscrlptlOn and explanatlOn. Two d1flerent wt/lfs to use the notlon.~ of the cat~rles ere sUl1J9Sted ln 
/ 

the two Ilsts: tlrst to closslfy terms ln isolation; ~nd, to compare terms of dltferent types thet ere 

combmed ln predIcations From a conceptuel vlewpolnt, whet sorts of combinat Ions of terms ere 

perm tUed? As an exemple of the terms ln Isolation, the most obvjous slgnlflcence of the C8t~rlzet Ion 

schema demes,from Amlotle's own presenlat.on of \)le IISt(fr cot"1Jr.es ln the flrst pIla. Thet lS, 

one of hls tlrst observatIOns relat1ng to langu6t'J8 and ohtol~ ~rreI8t!on between hls cat~rles 
and Question ('wh' - ) words and phreses He cou Id be fdjresstng the followlng Questions. "Whet k Inds 

of QuestlOns can be asked about the things thet ere ln the world?" end "Whet klnds of enswers are 
, 

approprlate to such questions?" (Bambrough 1963 23-24) Interr()J8tlve words ln sentences signe' 

mformetlOn geps, as 11ngulsts weil know Arlstotle relates eech of hls cat~rles to a Question word or 

phrese thet would be enswered only by e su~ect or predlcate term thet belongs ~ the epproprlete 
~ 

ontologlcal catE9)ry ( [op/cs 1,9). 1 shell use thls technique of anelyslS'"ln 5.2.2 
~ 

Another use of thecatE9)rles I~ basOO on the comblnetlon of terms It IS now Ume to conslder 

the flrst cate(J)ry as an essence or betng. whlch sU(JJ8Sts e wlœr scape then the more concrete notIon of 

st/bs/tJ17C8 (By the term 'essence' here 1 unœrstand somethlng Ilke "whet e belng Is by Its nature.") 

ThIS IS the neme of the tlrSt cate;J)ry ln the second Ilst which œcurs ln Tpp/cs l, e treetlse on... , 

predIcation. In Top/cs 1 4-5. Arlstotle Identifies end deflnes four wt/lfS of comblnino terms ta form 
, 

proposItions. The types of predIcation basOO on the relotlon of the predlctJte term to the subJect ere 

colllll (1 r property, (II) deflnltlon, (III) aenus, or (Iv) IMXldent. ,A defloUIOD 19 • Ph~, tllet 

"A similor clelm COI')Cern1no li flnlte number 01 meJor ontol~lcel coterJ)rtes ts st8ted 
expllcltly by JlI:k8flÔ)ff 196~~6. ~ 
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Indlcates the essence 01 somethlnq Arlstotle enalyzes 'lhet whlch IS seemly IS beautlful' es a 

âe1lnttlOn A prooertv Is somethlng that belongs to the referent of the SÙbJect alone and ls predlcated 

convertlbly 011t For exemple, 'A hum6n belng Is capable 011earnlng grammar' 'Whatever IS capable 

of leernlng Qremmer lS e human belng" A ~ Is that whlch IS predlcabÎe ln the cat~ry 01 essence 

• of several thlngs whleh dlffer ln Klnd, e g., a man, a blrd and an OX are a11 members of the genus 

animal Flnally, an acclŒmt Is somethlng whlch can ~ng to any one partlcular thlng or not ln 

T[plcs (1 8), Arlstotle suwests that the type of pr~lcatlon can be c9juced on the basis of a 
1 

comblnatlon of the two fsatures 01 essentlal1ty and converti bl 1tty , es 10110ws DeflO1tloo 

(+converttble, +essentlell, Propertv [+convertlble, - essentIel], ~ [-convertIble, +essent1all, 

end Accident [ -convertIble, -essentIel] The protlertles of essentlallty and convertlbl1lty of predlcates 

œn only be œtermlned by conslderlng predlcates ln comblnatlon w1th sub1ects, although these 

propertles could not be steted 10r thlngs 581d ln lso16tlon 

Although Arlstotle conslœrs some Klnas of thlngs to be more prôperly substances then others 

(see note 10 above) , he observes that we meY m6l<e the seme klnds of predIcations ebout all klnds of 

essences Notice, for exemple, that terms belonging to eny one of the ten cat8lJ)rles may also functloo 

as the sub)ect of 6 categ>rlcal sentence ln some C8S8S, the 11{ of the predlcate expressIon must be 

mod1fled (nomlnal1zed) ln orœr for lt to funetlon as a subJect ln Engllsh. In any case we should al ways 

be able to predicats 6 deflnlt1on, e property, a genus, or en acclœnt of any substance (or essence), 

whether concrete or 8bstr~t. Thus there should be ten verietles of essentIel bemg es œterm'lned by 
~ 

the cotecp'ies (/'f8/IJ)hyslt:$ 5, 7) (Th. rom", num .... IInd1i the ~ lIlustreted ) 

j 

4 (1) \ A ~lsen~ '" 

( Il) Three cub1ts 158 guontjty 

(111) Grommat1co11ty Is a WOllty of sentences. 

(1v) tlm:m.mnm: 15 her only I1vll'lQ relatlye. 

( v) A ~ WU to read ts (in) !bi l1brocy. 
j' 

( vi ) J.m ll![. was the best _ of my 1118, 

t 



... 

(Vll) HaoQ!OQ 00 a nall lS the OOS1t1Oo of your Mt 

( Vll1) Belng ~ IS hls usual f1nanclal~ 

(IX) lQM wood Isan ~ 

(x) BeinQ cut lS an affectlOo 

60 

Arlstotle's m810 pOlOt seems to be utt the same prlnclples of predIcation (11nklng or comblOat1on of 

terms) apply eQual1y to phrases contalnmg 1311 types of terms, regardless of thelr lOherent cot~ry 

of bemg Thal ls. 8 predlca&on of Il œflmtlOn, 6 property, 6 genus, or an occIdent may epply to an 

entlty thet belongs essentlally to eny type of substance 

There 1s another use of the catE9)r1es based on the comblnatlon of terms Sommert'flrst used 

the notIOn of CIJ(6t)Jry to explain predlcabl11ty, 1 e , the applicabl11ty of a predlcate term to a 5ubJoct 

lerm The problem of predlcabl11ty or catet,J)ry mlstakes 15 dlscussad in l1nguistlc 11terature 6S 

"selectlOnal restrIctions" Clearly thlS IS a matter tMt belongs to the oomain of the conceptuel well-

formedness rules and 1t 15 relevant to the roJOlt1ve proœss of cat9g)rlZ8tion as well as the llngUlstlc 

processof predicatlOn Incate<pry mlstakes (eg, 'the iœas are green'), the extensIon of the subJoct 

term 'lœas' falls outS1(l3 the catf3(}lry, i e . the rahge of the predicate term green' and Hs contrery 

'non-green' Accordlng to Sommers (1982 299-306), a11 members of the catElg)ry determlned by 

the propertles 9"'l5? and rm-{T88fl must have the faature or attribute thet 15 deSlgnaled by the 

Engllsh expression 'coloured' ln eny case, e Cl}tfqJrY for Sommers ls raally 6 type of predlcate. and 

thus would belong to one or another of Arlstotle's tan cat69Jries Although thls notion of ClJt8{PY (a5 

the range of a predicate 8nd its complement) may be explan6tory ln deallng wlth œt9g)ry mlstakes. Il 

seems too braoo ta use as 6 basls for explainlng how speakers can lnterpret C6t~ry-correct 

sentences The truth cond1tions of predicatIOns must be st8t1in terms thet are just es specifie as the 

expressIOns conta1noo ln the sentences anelyzed If we assume a two-valued truth system. then the 

oomain of truth must lncluœ an extens,ton simiJar to the one descrlbed as an ordinerv set versus Its 

\ 
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complement, es ln 8)(Jomatlc set theory By the law of the "excluded mIŒlle," catetp'Y mlstakes would 

tllwoys be taIse (For more œtalls, see Sommers 1963, 1965, 1971, 1982. ch 13) 12 

Arlstotle's theory ot cat8tJ)rles has the effect of subdlvldlng the expressions of a natural 

languege mto two semantlc classes WhlCh sorne phllosophers and l~lclans label 'cet8QJremata' and 

'synœt8lJ)remata' Accordmg to Alston (196,4 14, n 7), the term 'syncat891remata' 

! wes lntroouced by m~levall()Jlclans toapply to worclS ltl<econjunctlons whlch 
were regarOOd as not standing for anythlOg and 50 as not havlng meanlng 'm 
Isolation' These were the llngulst1c. unlts that were left over after one hoo 
~ne through averythmg thet could be '8SSlgned to Arlstotle's ten "cat8(}Jrles." a 
classification of terms made by Arlstotle. Thus, the remnants were . used only 
Hlltn ( 5,lm-cat891rematlc) the cat~rles 

The œterp-ies provlœ a crlterlon for the distinction WhlCh l1ngulsts mal<e between "lex1cal" words and 

"functlon" words Such a distinction should not be taKen to lmply that syncatEg)remata or functlon 
, 

12let us examine the notion of CfJt9)Y'Y as the union of contrary predicate terms P and P' or P 
8nd non-P Contrary pr~lC8te terms would belong to one and the 58me caçry whlch could be 
œtermlned by 0 superordinete predicate. For thls reœon, Som mers' ctJter,cry is unsUltClble as Il 
construct ta ~unt for the InterpretatlQn of cat9f;Jlry correct sentences ln terms of trutn To 
tllustrMe thls, for the following sentences, 

(1) Victoria Is wise. (li) Albert Is unwlse 
Victor le and Albert would belong to the 58me C8t~ry that is determlned by the propertles WIse and 
vnwise. In set theory, en Indivldusl ls sald to be elther a member of a set or not to be Il member of 
thls set. Let 'v' stond for Victoria and 'D' for Albert. Etther v and/or" ts/are included ln the set 
determlned by the predicats term 'wise' or else ln the complement set, whlch lncluœs averythlng tMt 
ts not wise. If sentences (1) "nd (11) ere true, they mlght be represented DS follows 

(1) wise (11) unwlse 

• a8 8 v 
ln cxmtrest, Sommers' cetElfP'Y might be represented as fallows. 

( 111) 
wlse-unwlse 

x y 

1 f Victoria were wise, then ln the represent8tton (111), 'v' would feH wlth~the clrcle 18belled 'wise' ; 
If Abel were unwlse, then ',,' would fell outslde the clrclo, but still wlthln the box letielled 'wtse
unwlse'. With respect to belno wise, presumobly one ls or one is not, but betng wise or unwlse t5 
slmply not relevent to (or not pr~lC8ble of) wh8tever fans outslde the boX (x or y). 

) 
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words are meaningless, however, as IS som et 1 mes suggested Crystal (1980 156), e Il ' dlsl1nQu,sh~ 

between these ward classes by saving thet lexical wards have "semanUe content," which presumobly 

functlOn words lack This IS not Quite correct, ln my view, slnce both classes of words have semontlc 

content by defln1tlOn, 1 e , 1f 8 ward 1S a lexeme, defined roughly as Il unit correl6tlng sound and 

meanmg Rather, cat6(Jlremata have semantlc content lndependently of phrases or clauses, WhlCh 

syncategoremata lack ln Isolation 

Accordlng ta an Arlstotellan subject-predlcate analysls, cat~rematlc expressions (ones thot 

belong to 8n ontol()Jlcal cat~ry) functlon as terms We observe that cat~remata correspond to 

certain classes of syntoctlc cateqJrles For Instance, the cateqJrematlc expressions WhlCh may 

functlon as predlcate terms of 'be' ln Engllsh ore the maximal projections of exactly (011 and only) the 

major (lexical) cat8lJlrles, 1 e, N, A, V, and P For sentences conslsUng of the surf~ s~uence [NP 

De XP J, the phrases NP and XP ln the unmarked cases both belong to one or another ontol()Jlcal 

cat9(JJry The fact thet cat8lJlremata have!2Q1h an Intenslonal ana an extenslonalaspect of mBllnlno may 

suggest semantic well-formedness conditions on sentences contalnlng 'be' For Instance, well-

tormedness condHlons based on predicabllity (ontol()Jlcal fit) will ensure agalnst cat~ry m Istakes 

It seems that the cateqJrlzatlon scheme outllned by Arlstotle ls basic Slnce It Is 50 

fundamental, surely the cat~rles of lndlvldual lexical items nsoo be represented only once ln 

conceptual structure They could operate ln meanlng postulates or redunœn~ rules The notion of 

cet8!J)ry (es a flnlte class of predlcate types) may be usej to tnount for the semantlc Interpretation 

of subject and predlcate terms and alsa for predication, 1 e, the subject-predlcate relations of 

cat9(JJriall sentences Sommers (1982 301) enalyzes subJect-predlcate relations as Instances of 

"catE9)ry Inclusion," or more preclsely, as type Inclusion He says that for a naturel predIcation, the 

type œnoted by the subject term Is Included ln the ~e œnoted by the predlcate term The 

*ponœnce rule that 1 shall propose ln Chapter 3 to ~unt,for the Interpretation of a cctE9)rlcal 

sme~ce follows the same IInes. The referent of the subJect belongs to the type( s) denoted by the 

predlcate term. Types are not Ilmlted ta CI8SS9S of Indtvlduals but Incluœ the œnotata of abstrtJ;t and 

mess terms as weil The condItion of belongtng to a type cen 0150 be used to tJ;COunt for the 

.. 
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rn~S$ terms as weil The cona1tlOn of belonglng to a type can also be used to account for the 

ImerenUel relations oetween the prem ISsas and conclusIons of loglcal arguments. as 1 sM11 

demonstrate in :; :; 3 

( Il t) Joclcendoff's ProJected Wor Id Many semanttClsts ocœpt the assumptlOn that 

meanlng lnvolves a relatlon between langu~, mlnd and real1ty, as dl~rammed ln 1 22 aboys 

However, one element of thls relatIon IS belng challenged by J~kenoo(f He Quest10ns "the 

centralfty ta naturel language semantlcs of the notIons of truth and referenœ as tradJtlOnally 

conœlyed .. (Jockenooff 1983 29) He expllcltly reJocts several approaches to semantlcs that assume 

'a flxed pre-establlshed connectlon of truth between sentences end the real world" (1983 78,251. 

n 3) Rather. he clalms that speakers cannat refer ta thlngs ln the real world, 1 but only ta thlngs 

ln 6 world ofexperlenœ that he calls "the proJocted world" ( Jockenooff 1983 31) 

Substltut1ng 6 "pro]ectad world extensIon for real world extensIOn," Jockendoff can st111 

clalm. as he OOes, thet conceptuel structures determlne the extensions o111nguIstlc expresslOns. or as 

he says (1983-- 93). "sense still determln8S reference" Except for hlS oOJectlOns to truth and 

" nEœSSIlry and sufflclent conditions. Jockenooff 00es not crltlcize Fr~'s notlOn of Smn or Carnap's 

notion of intension (J~kenooff 1983 23) Cher~terl21ng sense as aJl'l(;:8/)t'1/ CQl7Stltue.fJts., 

Jeckenoof( (1983 36) wr1tes "the lnformat1on that language conveys, the sense of Ilngulstlc 
-

expressions, conslsts of expressIons of conceptuel structure" Thus the main dlsagreement between 

Jeckenooff's conceptuallst theory and a "classlcal" semant1c theory 15 the "pro)ected" wor Id versus 

"real" world extension For Jackenooff (1983 17)"reference 1S 13 relation that holds between two 
é> 

mental representatlons or between two leyels of conceptual structure (Whlch 15 deflned as "mental 

represent6tlon") For hlm, meenlng and/or reference st111 lnvolve only two Integral relatlOn~, not 

lJ8Ckenœff mlts the ex-Istence of reallty but den les thet speakers can actuelly 8xperlence It 
or tall< about thtngs "out there." There ts an assumptton underlytng thls theoretlœl stance that 1 flnd 
dtfrtcult to asslmt1ate. That 15. theorlsts (sclent1sts, too) can tell< about real1ty, afflrming that ft 
extsts or not. but speekers cannot tall< about thlngs ln the reaJ world. 1 assume otherwlse. That 1s. 
ordlMry ~ers C8n do Mythlng wlth language th6t theorlsts can 00 Theorlsts are just ordlnary 
speekers wtth spEK:laltzed Interests and I<nowleâJe about certain toPles. 
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three Thus, Jackenooff's modal of referenœ mey olso be represented as li trHmgle 1 shaH represent It 

as follows 

1 Jackendoff's reference trIangle 

/ 

/ 

2 Conceptual Co~stltuent( s) 
1'

/ '\ 
/ \ 

"\ 

ExpresslOn 1 / \, 3 P rojected wor Id 

He uses the following notation ImgUlstic expressions are enclosed in Quotation marks, e 0, "be', 

conceptuel constltuents are wrltten ln 011 capItal letters wlthin brockets, e 9 , [STATE), ond shorp 

, signs enclose projected world entltles, e g, #stote àf affairs in the world# Jockenooff assumes a 

close connectlOn between expressions of alangul}Je and expressions of conceptual structure, e,g , "be' 

and [BE) , end aise 8 connection between thought and whatevar lt is thet speaKers rafer to, e 9 , tMlr 

own pro)ected stat8 of affalrs 

1 WIll now lnvestigate the nature of the prolectOO wQrld that Jocl<enooff poslts as the oomeln of 

11nguIstlc reference, Then 1 WIll examine the assumptlons underlylng the clalm that speakers' C8n only 

reter to entlties, states and avents of the pro)ected world and not to those of the real world 1 will 

dlscuss these ln the context 01 the psychol()Jlcal reality of Ilngulsttc semanttcs (1 will propose an 

alternative ontol()Jlcal position ln 1 2,2 (Iv) and dlscuss truth and reference ln 1 2 3 ) 

OUestions conœrn1ng the projected world. Jockenooffs speclflC8tlon of whet the 

prolected world Is QQ1l1l<e IS more expllclt than whet tt Is 111<e 'He assert5 thet the prolected world 

representatlOn IS not 1 Il<e a Carnaplan extension, or a clesslœl denotatlOn, 1 e., It 15 not the set or CI8SS 

of 011 and only those extrollngulstlc ent1tfes that tJove the property Ô8S1gnated by a glVen expresSIOn 

Jocl<enooffs projected world Is 6150 not eQuivalent to "possIble worlds," one of whlch 15 the reel world 
, 

(Jackenooff 1983. 251 ,n 3) Then what Is It? Jockenci:lff ( 1983- 34) wrHes 
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the pro)sctad world 15 mD! up not of bratn Stl:lt95. but of expeflences. and no one 
seems te hev8 eny lde8 what eXpSr19nce lS, nor how configuratIons of braln states are 
Iransmuted Into lt by the mechanlsm of projection 

AS the extension of conceotual structures, the entlt1es ln Jockenooff's pro]ected world are mental 

representatlons of the thlngs. evants. states of affairs. etc, tMt speakers experlence or that enter lnto 

ttlelr consclous awareness ( t 983 28- 29) For JocKanooff) the information that lanqu~ conveys 15 
./ . 

about the proJected world "The referrll7(1 expr!!SSIOI7s of natural langu~ WIll be Just those 

expressions that mep lOto projectab le expressions of conceptual structure" (Jockenooff 1983 36) 

-- 1 'l4:I.e.. nature of the conceptual structures that are praj ectab le or nat wl1 1 be dlscussed ~1n J 3 1 ) 

How 15 communicatIon batween dlffarent speakers pOSSIble? Il seems cur10US and, ln a w~ 

coynterlntultlve, to poslt a subjectIVe theoretlcal construct such as the pro}ected warld to halp explaln 
) , 

~ hOW communication betwaen different speakers 15 possible Such 8 con5truct would seem more apt ta 

support the contrary hypotheslS tMt communication between Ind1vldual speakers 15 1mpossible 

J~kenooff argues, however, as follow5 ln the charocterlZ8tion of the pro}ected world, the followlng 

prapertles are couplad whl1e they are sublectlYe, verying from speaker to speaker, they are 

unlQuely œtermln~ by conceptual structures. which are themselves œtermmed by an .lO.Oa1e system 

of conceptuel well-formedness rules (JocKenooff 1983 19) On the other hend, if projected warld 

9xténslOns were determlned )olntly by input from the the real w()"ld that speakers could expenenœ 

and conceptuel structures, then the vsrlsbility of referints would seem hlghly plaUSIble But 

I.lCCOrdlng to J~k.enooff ( t 983. 29) lt ls Impossible for speakers to experience the real wor Id 

dlrE;ICt Iy 

Next, let usronslder some other properttes of projected world representotlons For instance, 

J~Kenooff ( 1983. 93) wrltes. ", , projected world #ent1tles# are mental constructs lsomorphlc ta a 

subset of conceptual structures" As sean ln the trladlc dll~rams presented in 1 2 2, the relatlonshlp 

of meanlng subdlvlœs Into two Integral relations. (1) the connectlon between expressIons of a langu~ 

and thoughl, and (II) the connectlon between thought and whatever It 15 that speakers rafer to end tolk 

~bout 1 t miQht tle 8I"Qued, howeveft;! that theseltwa Integral relations are not parallel. One mlght axpect 
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the connectlon between langu~ and mmd to be close but flnd between mlnd and the, (extralmguIS!K. \ 

world a gap or chasm For sure, the connectlOn between language (L) and mmd (M) would seem ta be 

more direct than the connectlon between m lnd and reallty (R), as 11lustrated here 

1 
Thlsgap, echolngArtstotle'sdlstlnctlon between /~8nd jJÎ~mr1 (Nuchelmans 1980 2U2), mokas 

sense ln Vlew of the "mentallSt" conceptlOn of langu~ (eg, Chomsky 1975, FOOJr 1975) _On the 

other Slde, nelther>a strlctly mentallst nor a 11nguallst conception of real1ty seems supportable For the \ 

sentence , 

3 There are three tab les ln the foyer 

.. 
contalntng seven leXIcal Items, there are probably at least seven dlHerent concepts But a 

correspondtng state of affalrs sMuid not dlrectly lnvolve seven abjects, only four, one foyer 
1 

contalntng three tables Moreover, these seven expressions assoclated wlth the seme seven concepts 

may De used ta refer to any situation lnvolvlng three tab les ln a foyer Thus an lsomorphlsm tletween 

Imgulstlc expressions and concepts seems justlf1ed and 15 thoroughly consIstent wlth 8 mentollst Vlew 

of language But there can be no lsomorphlsm between conceptuel structures end the th1nOS tslkM 

abOut Whatever speakers tall< about seems to exlst apart (rom or be truly externel ta lenouage ana 
~ 

tnought Furthermof2a, the same expressIOns (and the correspondlng concepts) may oe used over ona 

over agaln by the same speaKer and others ta re(er to many sImilor SItuatIOns ln any ~, (or the 

purpose of tntEJtpretmg sentences of a language, 1t 15 assumed, agaln perhaps nSlvaly, tMt the 

mtenslOns of expressions are suff1clent to œtermlne thelr referents, lnvolvll)(J tt'linos and thelr 

external states outslde language and m 100. It Is thls lndlreçt relation wlth reelHy thet Is mast dlff1cult 

1. 
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to occount for Perhaps Jockenooff postulates the oomaln of the projected world to OCCQunt u1tlmately 

for thlS lndlrect relatlOn However, he dœs not expllCltly attempt to lmk the pro)ected w(J'ld and 

r l3el1ty 1 

~I r .. llly. Jockenltlfrs "central concern," he says, 15 "human IlngulStlc and 

COJn1tlve ablllty" and he Inslsts on keeplng semantlcs w1thln "the oomaln of p~hology" He observes 

tnet speakers are progremmed to talk about thlngs and ta experJence them as though they were "out 

there ln tha real world" (Jockendoff 1983 26) ThiS ls why he postulates that speakers construct a 

projected world representatlon ln Jockenooffs psychologlcally-orlented theory of langu~, the 

Immootate obJects of speakers' octs of reference are charocter lzed as mental entl t les Moreover, these , 
proJected world representatlons ere subjective, varylng from speaker to spea(er occordmg to thelr 

experlences ln thlS perspective, unœrstandlng and commun1catlon are possible Slnce the "Innate 

processes" by whlch dlfferent speakers construct thelr projocted wor Id representatlons are the same, 

occordlng toJockenooff (1983 30) 

Many of Jockenooffs observations concernlng the speaker's psycho IOJlca 1 relatIOns wlth the 

envlronment seem plausible to me 100, however, flnd hls notion of the projected world as the ooma1n 

of IInoulstlc reference to be Questlonable Vet 1t 1S not cl88r how one could demonstrate lt5 

lncorrectness That may depend on blologlcal or neurologlesl evldence ln what follows, 1 wllYslmply 

offer the reasons for my skeptlclsm concernlng the prolected world as the oomaln of lmgulstlc 

referenœ 

Jockenroffs observatIons are probably correct concernlng speakers' use of language "as 

though" the objocts of reference were "out there ln the real world," Perhaps It is also correct to say 

tMt speakers are "programmoo" taro thls Ifso, then thalrlsts can only descrlbe the world speaKers 

are "progremmed" to telk about. Then for a conceptual OCCQunt of language It 00es not matter whether 

speakers reter ta the proJected world or to the real world, unless our hypothesls makes 8 clalm about 

the relation between concepts 8I'ld the oormiln of reference 

/ 
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• But let us suppose that speakers reoily 00 tolk about thlngs ln the prolected world For 

Instence, lt lS pOSSible that speakers 00, exoctly es J~kenooff postulates, construct 0 "prOI~ted 

world" representat10n es the extensjon of expressions If so, then a key Qûestlon 15, as ~rlson ( 1985 / 

514) SUooes5, whether Jeckenooff's projected world mlght not heve a functlOn ln e theory of the 

(reall world It seems to me thet the most plausible functlon of 1\ projected world oomeln would be to 

serve Ils a lmk between en expressjon of conceptuel str!lcture and eny extral1ngulstlc entlty whjch the 

expressIOn mlght be sald to determlne ln the rool world or ln the world outSlde longuege end thought 

From thls persp~tlve, the proJected world Is posslbly but one point ln 0 whole se~1es of points ln the 
j 

mepplng between conceptuel structures and the ent1tles thet speakers mey refer to ln the real world 
~J L 

The end POint could, hOwever, be extrallngulstlc or reallty l\self It seem(j0 me thet Jeckenooff dœs 

not reelly argue convmclngly for the projected world reprasentatlon es the end pOint 01· semontlc 

mapplngs Even 11 the proJected world were the end point ln semantlc mapplngs, 1t would still be 

lnterestlng to dlscover haw 1t relates to the real w~ The problem would be to determlne the 

propertlas of the pro)ected world thot moke 1t an essent~',rngredlent ln the 11nk betwBen conceptuol 

structures and roollty But slnce we need only one referent or one set of râferents for 0 partlcu16r 

utterance of a glven expressIon anywf!Y, to 8vold unnecessary redupllcatlon., we m 19ht as wall 00 ehead 

and take the projected world es the real one Slnce thls Is ex~tly what speakers 00 anywl.fY, llCCordlng 

to the hypothasls. taklng the projected world and the real world Ils one and the same would make our 
1 

hypothesls "psychol(YJlcally real" (But par~xiçal1y. If Jockenooff's claims are correct, thls 

"psychologlcal1y r~ hypothesls would bê~n60rrect) Should WB not 5t111 prefer e "PSYChol0Q1~ 
real" hypothasls? 

The followln'g questIons remaln unanswered How ooes thé' projected world oomeln effect 

llngulstlc semantlc competence? What Is the Import of the experlenced world for e œscrlptlon of 

langu~ 6j'd ml nd? 

Alternative ontoloalcal posltton. For onyone ~tlng a mentel1st or concept~lIst , 
_ r""> semantlc theory, the eeslest w~ out would probably be to c181m ontolt)Jl~1 neutrel1ty Thal Is, It 15 
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il' 

comm1tment temptlng to postt an 'stroct e~tenslonal construc , wlthOut m 

concernlng "possible," "projected," or "real" world ent1tles J~kenooff does, however, f!lake an 
" 

ontoloqical commltment concernmg the sorts of thlngs speakers tall< abOut He 1lm1ts the oomam of 

reference to the pro)ected world and excludes the ~ world ( 1983 ch 2) Th1S oHers the seemlngly 

Ilttr~tlVe feature of presen,tlng a ~ account of the lnterpretatlOn of sentences about var10US k mds 
r 

of phenomena 19 But the deslre to present a unlform analysls lS, 1 thlnk, m1sgu1ded Il leads ta a 

search (or analogous representatlOns for ent1tles of a11 types 1 mages, Improbable or 1mposS1ble 

states, 6bstract 8nt111es as wel165 concrete physlCal ob)ects a1d avents or states ln the real world ln 
, 

order to provlœ a completely untform account of the Interpretation of sertences about varlOUS k1nds of 
\ 

phenomena, 1t 1S necessary to Ignore the charocter of the phenomena talked about But the charocter of 

the thlngs tMt speakers tall< about 1S not Irrelevant, nelther for cat8QJr1zatlOn nor for 11ngU1st1C 

analysis { 
1 n sum. Jockenooffs position seems to be wholly mentellst That Is, he malntalns that bath 

sense and referènce are representetl01'\61 Cleerly the conceptual sphere Is essentIel for an occount ot 

Ilngulstlc semantic competence, but ta postulate two levels of mental representatlon seems eXC6SS1ve 

ln controc11st1 nctlon, 1 will argue thet only sense Is conceptuel (Internel to the mlnd) but that the 

oomaln of reterence IS exte~ As least the latter Is concelved as extramental _ As Jackenooff 

observes. speakers always talk as though the obJects they refer to are externel He clalms that we are 

programmed to 00 thls. But clearly hls hypothesis conœrnlng the "prol~ted world" (the level of 

mental representatlon whlch Is sald ta be the oomam of reference) 00es n~laln Jrlri speakers 

concelve of the thlngs they talk about as external. In other words, 1 thlnk that Jackenooff has correctly 

observed an Interestlng fact, but hls "projected world" Is not a mech8nlsm that would reoolly ~unt 
tt(tl 

for It Furthermore, h8vlng reference also as a level of mental representatlon œtracts from the 
ft 

\-central functlon of conceptuel structure es hypothestzed by Jackenooff (1983 17) 

19The proJected worldappr~h shares thls feature wlth sorne versions of "posslble'worlds ,. 
whether speekers telk about unlcorns, mountalns, or numbers, they are said to refer to a mental 
obJect (cf. Cresswell 1983) 
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My comments here tleve been strlctly llmltEKl to the pro}scted world dOmam ln 1 3 l, 1 shel1 

ex am me Jackenooff's ( 1983) conceptuel an61YS1~ of elementery sentences contemlng 'be' 

( 1v) Stetoment of my ontolog1cel posUton. The mooal of the l1ngu1stlc sYstem Imd 

conceptuel structures of the mlnd thet 1 WIll assume in this work 1s dl80rammed ln 1 1 It wes 

proposed by JackendOff (1983 21) 1 will 13150 assume his "Conceptuel Structure hypothes1s" 

(1983 17), WhlCh postulates e "single level of mental representation et which lingu1stlC, sensory 

and motor information are compatible" One can, however, 6CC9pt this hypothesis and at the seme tlme 

melntaln different 8~sumptlOns concerning the nature of conceptuel structures end the domaln of 

refe~ce The ontol(XJlcal posItion that 1 assume 1s much more moderate (nelvetnd real1stlC) thon 

Jacken~f's However Jackenooffs mooal would not preclude the posSibl1ity that speakers 00, et leest 

sometlmes, refer ta things in the reel world ln fact, hls conceptuel hypothesis would ellow for the 

"contrlbutlOn of the world" to the process of interpreting certain types of expreSSlOns (naturel kmd 

terms) about thmgs ln the world, es sUf1J8sted by Putnam (1975) Moraover, 1t seems ta me th6t 

Jackenooff's model (deslgned to explein how speakers can telk about wtlet they ses) sMuId 8150 perml1 

speakers actual1y to use what they cao ses to form concepts ln this w~, we might SIJo.I thet the mind 

could employ mformetlOn from the world in conceptuelization This would be e reesoneble essumption, 

glVen tbat the concepts assocleted with some expressions seem to concern ent1tles tMt ectue11y may 

eXlst ln the real world and the1r attrlbutes arryw~ 

By assuming only one level of mental representat10n (conceptuel structure), 1 wlsh to 

emphasize Us role in determinlng the extensIons of 11nguistlc expressIons On my vlew, lt 15 nc! 
, 

neœssary to glve up a11 of the trad1tlonal views concernlng sense end reference An importent 

distinction between these oomains Is clearly expressed by CtJrnep. who contrests the notions of 

l\')tenslOn and extenslon Sense 15 1ntenslon8\, 8nd reff!rence 1s extenslone\ Perheps speekers 

concelve of the ent1tl9S they talk about as externa\ te thelr minciS beaJuse they td.yolly D 
. 

extramental. Baslcally, 1 would clalm that our vlew of the world ls determined by the wft.l t-he world 15 

<3tructured The world, ln th1s persp~tlve, lncludes hum8n be1nos end our m1nds, whlCh, 11k8 

\ 
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averythlnQ else ln the world. have thetr own essentlal structure Our VlfN1 of the world IS deter,mlned 

jOlntly by the structure of the mlnd and by the essence of the ttllngs percelVed by the senses and/or 

concelved by the mlnd 

rD ansure sucœssful communIcation among speakers of a human language, It would seem that 

the rele/ant ontolOJlcal relations must meet certain prerequtsltes For Instance, the mtegral relatIOns 
/ 

Illustrated ln the trl~lc model of meanlng, (1) the relatIon between expressIons and concepts, and (11) 
\\ 

the relation between concepts and thelr extensions ln the'oomaln of dl scour se , must presumably Oe 

obJective, at least to a certain extent 

1 Mtœl of meanmg and conceptuallzatlon 
Concept 

? A 

/ / 
/ / 

L0~. / r 

Expression ~ Domain of Dlscourse 

Certalnly for the speakers of a partlcular langu~, the correspondance between expressIOns 

and concepts and the conseQuent correspondance betwèen concepts and the ent1ties tall<ed about can on Iy 

be Objective or' Intersubjectlve Otherwlse, language would fa!1 as a system for the expressIon of 

thoughts about thlngs ln the world that speaKers seern to experienœ in a simllor Wf1{. The objectivity 

or lntersubjéétlvlty of the ontolcglcal relations arnong expressIons, concepts, and enUtles m the 

oomoln of dlsœurse would elso be compatIble wlth JeckenCkJffs mooal of the l1ngulstlc system and 
( 

conceptuel structures .. 1 n f~t, Jeckenooff argues thet 011 humon bemgs ore 50 structured tMt they are 

copeble of formlng the 50me concepts. It 1s aven clalmed that some concepts ore unlversal (Jackenooff 

1983 56). 1 00 not Question the claim that our Wf!/llS of apprehendmg the world are constramed by 

conceptuel structures, the senses, etc. Nor 00 1 deny thet sp88kers mey form their own prlVate Imoges 

of thtnos end sltuetlons (cf Frege's notion of Yorstel/u.wor IdJ6 (Smith and Mclntyre 1982: 67-

68)). 1 attempt to M'gue, however, that speakers 00 not ordlnarlly and systematlcally refer to their 

. own prlvate mental states when they talk about the thlnos they can see. (Although thls pomt seems to 



be cantral to Jackenooff's account of haw we talk about wh~t wa 5ea, 1 (Î) not feel that It IS cruclel (or 

the semantlC analys1S that 1 propose ln thls work ) / 
The ontologlCal p051t1On thllt 1 w1sh to support 1Sesomewhere between two extremes 1 flnd 

neltiler the Vlew thet whatever 15 œnoted by 11ngu1stiC exprasslOns must exlst ln the reel world nor 

the VI9W that l1ngulstlc expresslons cannot oe used to rafer to the rea\ world 6CC8ptable The 

referents of l10gUlstlc expresslOns (the thlngs 'speakers toll< about) are not llmlted to a Single type 

that could be charactarlzed excluslvely es entHies that "exlstdn rea\lty," as IS sometlmes essumed ln 

classical semant1cs (d1SCussed. e g . by L1nsky 1977). or excluslvely as.entlties that are experlenced 

10 Il mental "pro)ected wor la" as assumed by Jockendoff 1 would argue that human belngs are not 

11m lted to e 510gle oomain of reference or exper1ence As a conseQuenœ. speakers con rafer to Il V6nety 

of types of thmgs ln other words. the oome1n of referance ls octually not homogeneous Any 

homogenalty that could be ascrlbed to iUs appllcable only ln thOClry. 1 e, lndlcoted by thOClretlcol 
. 

terms such as 'referent' or 'extension' Put another wtJy. 1tlru ~!lQ ~ homooeneous ~ 

ïi.ll1.çI} lOclyOes ~ ~ 1hQ1 speakers ~ ~ 12 m 1eJl ~ Or. there Is no ~ ocoperty 

")uch thet lt applles to aIl types of thlngs that speal<ers can tall<. about (except perhaps the 

metalmgulstlc notIon of refôrent.) Along the seme l1nes, Morevcslk (1975 49) remarks" there 

1$ no wf1Y of sp9Clfylng the oomain of dlscourse. lt mcludes everyt~lng" Ryle ( 1953. 294) observes 

tMt "tMre IS no one name for all the slgmflcateof expressions WhlCh would De 01 the same type" ThiS 

mekes the seme clalm ln conceptuel terms 

The problem Is to flnd a.œf1n1tlve wf1Y to support one's clalms concernlng the oometn of 

reference? 1 w1l1 offer a clemonstratlon based on the notion of predlcobl Itty 

Although clearly the conceptuel sphere Is Important. 1t connot be aIl thet Is Involved ln the 

semantlcs of natural language Humen conceptual structure no ooubt determlnes (to a certl!ltn extent) 

how we see and 81so how we t61k about thtngs ln the warld, but from thls foct. can one deduce tMt 

speakers actually tall< about thelr own mental representatlons? Is It pOSSible that ail thlngs "out 
/ 

there" are only concelved as structured? The actuel structure of thlngs mlght alsa contrtbute 

somethtng to the structure that we ascrlbe to them ln 80Y case, an "ontologlcal" system cannot be 

1 
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entlrely conœptuôl ond not 6t all dependent upon or even related to the real world 20 A stuât' of 

ontolc.;JIC81 CI6SSeS seems relevant to a semanUes of natural lengutr;je only If It Is ultlmately seen to 

lnvolve the relations between llnguistlc expressions that speakers use and the thlngs thay (believe 

they) talk about Thl~ relation, whlch 15 arbltrary and 1ndlrect, 15 generally taken ta be establlshed 

con~tuallv If one assumes that m~ntpg and reference lnvolve 8 trtooic relatlOnshlp amorlg 
t..... " 

expressions, concepts end referents, end If referents 0(expression5 are determlned exclusively by 
~ 

conceptual structures, then clearly the conceptual representatlon of an expression must contaln some 

neœs~ry crlterlallnformatlon concernlng whetever lt 15 that the expression can be used to refer to 

Ultlmately then, the retll world cannot be Irrelevant for the meanlng/reference relation slnce It 00es 

5upply at l~t some of the objects that speakers refer to MId at leasf sorne of thelr propertles, as 

convlnclnQly argurlJ by Putnam ( 1975, ch, 12), Thus the real wOrld may well be dlrectynvOIVed ln 

settlng some of the conceptual constralnts reflected ln language, e.g., predlcabl1lty Different thlngs 

are concelved as havlng v8f'lous and sundry propertles. This is reflected ln sentences that speakers 

able (e.g., cat9Q)ry-corr~t sentences) as oPPosed to those toot are not S8"iab,le (e.g , sentences 

contalnlng cat~ry mlstakes) 

Taklng reference as an Intentlonal (consclous) oct on the part of speakers, 1 will now argue 
(1/ 

tMt speakers 00 net refer, as Jockenœff clalms, to InternaI abjects (projected wor Id representatlons) 
\. 

when they talk about thîngs that they percelve to be ln the real world If thls Is $o-;-.lhen il Is ooubtftJl 

'" 
thet spe8kers refer systematlcal1y to the projected wor Id ln 8(l:h and every oct of reference, 

. 
reoerdless of the ontol~ICt1I œteo:>ry of the referent( s) If speakers octually referroo to thelr own 

Internel proJectoo world representatlons rather than to v8rlous klnds of externa! phenomena, then 

Indlvlduol sp8Gkers would alwoys be referrlng to the m§ kJ.D.œ of entHles, I.e., mental ones. As a 

con~ they should be eble to ascrlbe to 8\1 enUttes they reter to propertles that belong to the 

20SOOlmers presents 8Il ontolOflf ln 8 "contemporery perspective," whlch Involves the 
relation between 18fl0uafJ8, mlnd nj r86l1ty, but he (1982. 305) fs crftlcal of Oufne's vtew of 
ontol~ • whfch he S8YS fs j ust 8 descrlpUon of "wh8t there Is" meterlelly. (See • e.g .• Quine 1948) 
Surely It fs Just as much en error to vlew ontoltwl{ as e wholly mental cetegJrfZ8tlon schema in the 
abstrect. There fs en fncompleteness to elther a wholly conœptU81 or 8 whol1y meterl811st approech. 

\, 
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seme catetllry or type This 15 not possIble As a rule, sp~kers are awere of the ontoll)Jlcel types Of 

the entltles they .reter to and they select pred1cate terms th8t express propert les thtlt are eppropr lete 

(œte9)ry-correcU ta escrlbe ta them Let us conslder some elementary sentences cont61nlng 'be' 

2 (e) My notlOn of thls belloon 15 rad (?) 

ThIS balloon IS rad 

(b) My notion of thlS balloon IS 6 snake (?) 

This belloon 1s a snake (It forms a snake) 

(c) My notlOn of th1s balloon 15 clear /sharplv1vid/fuzzy 

ThIS balloon lS clear (transparent?) 

This balloon IS sharp (llke a knife or other physléàl abJEK:t?) 

ThIS bal100n 1s vivld (a vlvid colaur?) 

Notice, first of ell, It 15 pOSSIble ta talk about mental abjects But, b8Sed on the sayeble versus 

unsayable sentences, w~learly conceive of mental objEK:ts as belonglng ta a dHferent ontol~lœl type 

from phYSlcal abjects, such as bagoons The prapert1es thet we Mtrlbute to notlOns ln ordlnary 

sentences 00 not belong to the seme types or categories as thnse thet are attrlbuteble to what wau1d 

seem ta be real world abjects Concrete abjects such as bal100ns have colour and shape (form) 

Teatures, whlch mental abjects 1ack However, 1f sp~kers were coly able ta refer to projected world , 

representatlOns es Jacksnooff clalms and 'not ultlmately ta re!ll world snUtles, then the pelrs of 

sentences ln 2 (a) and (b) shOuld be synonymous But competent speakers of Engllsh would not teke 

these sentence ptl1rs to be synonymous The1r truth cond1t1ons ere not the seme, and furthermore, the 

truth value of the second sentences of eoch pair, but not the flr5t ones, cen be calculeted publlcly ln . 
concrete s1tuetlons and verlfled by meny sp96kers ln controst, the vœebulery of predlC8te terms lhet 

are applicable ta mental objfX:ts seems te be extremely I1m1ted by comp8r1son furthermore, the 

propertles denoted by the express10ns 'clear', 'sharp', 'vlVld', 'fuzzy', etc ,wou~ eQUlJllY 

ettrlbutable to our representet10ns. notlons, lmeges, etc" of enyth1no, be 1t conçrete or IJbstr~t, reIJl 

or lm8g1nary 
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3 Th~epre<38ntetlOn of afrog/l()JBrlthmlfrxx1 prr.:œssor 1 
caKe walk/evalanche/tree house 15 unclear 

7S 

These predlcate terms m6'y' al$O apply to concrete physlcal objects But the InterpretatIon of 

'clear' ,'sherp' , 'fuzzY' IS dlfferent whp~1 these expresSIons are app 1 lad to subJ ects that denote phYSlcal 

o~, such as 'thlS belloon' That 15, when these terms are predlcated of physlcel obJects they denote 

physl~l prapertles On the other hand, the purely physlcal propertles 00 not apply ta mental abjects 

\ t6ke thls œmonstration to l11ustrate the facts that (1) speakers may talk about Il varlet y of abjects 
~ 

~ 
thot are concelved as belongmg to dlfferent types, and (11) mental representatlOns am concrete 

abjects ere concelvad as dlfferent types of entit les Tak lng referenœ as an mtentlOnal (consclous) oct, 

1 thlnk lt ts clear thet speakers 00 not systematlcelly refer to Il "proJected world" (or to mental) 

represe;atlons or concepts, especlel1y when they telk about ordmary thmgs such as ba1Joons that may 

octually exlst m the real world, ln sum, 1,6SSume thet speaKers know wh8t they are tall<mg about 

Speakers ttlll< about all klnds of thtngs and they Know that thesa thlngs belong to varlous types or 

categorIes, not Just ta a s1091e cetegory of mental ~ntitles This 1$ part of lingulstlc semantlc 

competence 

1 am wll1lng ta accept the demonstratlon besad on proolcabIl Ity Just presented as conclUSIve 

However, It assumes that predlcabll1ty (Le. sentences that are sayeble or not because of the 

8~I1C8blllty of predlcates to entHles) provlœs evlœnce for the klnds of entltles that speakers mtend 

to rafer ta But the mental1st hypothesls cIal ms only thet language provlœs evlœnce for oInceptue, 
'" 

structures 1 not n~r Ily for the structure of the obJ ects of reference, The sentences fn 2 above 

could be toksn as expressions thet convey our conceptIons of thlngs, We cannot concluœ from 

predlC8bll1ty that the ob1~ts ofreference 8Ctually are es they tire concelvèd, 1 n f~t, Jacl<enooff could 

argue that predlcabtl1ty proyes hls hypothesls concernlng the relat10n between langu~ and real1ty, or 

rather between sp88kers MIO r88ltty 

\ 
\ 
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W1thout concluslVe arguments or eV1Œmce for the real oomam of referense 1 am content to 

a<.bp1 Il more nawe posltlOn concernmg the ontologlcal relatlOns between language, mmd and reollt'v 

Slnce thlS 1S the Vl8W that corresponds to the speaker 's, 1 conslder 1t ta be the most efi1clent one for 

the analYS1s of natural language wlthln a theory of ImgUlstlc competence The ex oct nature of the 

octual oomam of reference 1S not essentu:ll for the conceptual 8nalYS1S of language 

1 2.3 Truth and reference 

1 n the followlng passage, Jockenooff ( 1983 29) relects what he takes to Ile the tr~:l1tlonol 

notIons of tr{jtll and referonC8 

Truth IS generally regarded as a relatlonshlp between a certain subset of sentences (the 
true ones) and the real worTd, reference 15 regarded as a relatlonshlp between expressions in 
a language and thlngs ln the resl world that Lhese expressions refer to Havlng reJected the 
direct connection of the real world t.o language. we sMuid not take Lhese notions 85 sterlIng 
points for a theory of meanmg . 

As these notlohs are characterJzed ln thls Quotatlon, J~kenooff Is perhllps justlfled ln_ 

re)ectlng them for an occount of Ilngulstlc meanlng. However, 1 (Ind the charocterlzatlon of both tr{j/Il 

or referenC8 (as these concepts are emp loyed tradltlonally) to be mls1eoolng here Jackenooff seems 

ta Imply that tr{jtll and re/éref1C8 are relatlonshlps that are taken by other theorlsts to Mid dlrectly 

between expressions and things or sltuatlons )Jl the retJl world But these relatlonshlps are generolly 

taken to be medlated by a mental construct such as sense or mtons/oll Furthermore, the relatlonship 

that he calls "reference," deflned as a relatlonshlp betwgen expressions and things, ls sometlmes cafled 
, 

"denotatlon " This 15 only one aspect of the meanlng relation, as tradUlonally descrlbed Chomsky's 

dIstInction between l1ngulstlc competence ~nd 11ngulstlc performance ( 1965 3- 15) could be used to 

dlstmgulsh between the notIons of fiJfJot8t/on and refer8IJC8 It IS,JSS8ntlally 'O distinction between 
/ 

what a speaker ~nows (competence) and what a speaKer ~formance). (for a discussion of the 

notions of sense, œnottJtlon and referonC8 ln the classlœl sense, see lInsky 1977, Lyons 1977 ch 

7, Tondl 1981 ch 5.) 
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Ttlere are also two dlfferent conceptIons of reference: (1) referenœ conce1VEd ln terms of , 

mtrmslC (re1erentlel or œnotlng) propertles of expressIOns and (11) referenœ concelvEd as part of a 

speech ~t. The flrst ls char~erlZ9:l as "référence vlrtuelle," the second, 6S "référence octuelle .. 

(Klelber 1981 419) 

Actual reference 1nvolves e consclous human oct by whlch langu~ Is related to ent1tles ln an 

extrellngulstlc world of dlscourse This agrees wlth the œscrlptlon of referenœ as (part of) a "speech 

~t." (Searle 1979: 55), Thus, ~tual referenœ Is Intentlonal on the part of the speaKer From the 

perspecl1ve of the sementlcs-pragmatlcs dtchotomy, one mtght argue that actual referenœ (œscrlbed 

by Jeckenooff as "a reletlonshlp between expressIons and the real world") belongs to the OOmaln of 

lenguage use, whlle potentlal reference IS equatEd wlth œnotatlon or "sens ~notatlf" (Klelber 1981: 

19) 1 n elther case, the referents of expressIons are normal1y conslœred to belong to thelr denotatlons 

or extensIons, Actuel reference pertalns to utterences on partlcular occasIons, It Involvas a 

reletlonshlp betw88n speaKers and the sltuatlons ln whlch they use sentences of natural languege, 

Actuel rererence, however, presupposes denotatlon, That IS, only certaIn klnds of expressIOns 

(cetE9)remeta) may be used by speakers ta effect a relatIon of reference, For a general expressIOn, 

clOSSlcal sem6lltlclst5 clalm that the oonot6tlon 15 a class of entHles that have a certain property 

ŒlSlgnatEd by the expression, (See 1 2.2 (1),) Potentiel referenœ, IIKe oonotatlon, Involves a 

subconsclous (on the part of the speaKer) conceptual 8SSOClat1on between lanouage end the types of 
; 

entHles thet meet the conditions slgnlflEd by the œt~rematlc expressions of alangu8I}l, 

Speekers use expressions of language to reter to whatever they choose to talk abOut ln a oomaln 

of dlsr}Jurse, elthough they mit{ also rafer ln a vague or opaque way The entHies that speakers taU: 

about M'e by no mean5 lImlted to thlngs thet axlst ln the real world (es ln 1 (a) beJow), and speekers 

mey rater ln en Inœflnlte way, wlthout knowlEQ;Je ofaxectly who or what the referent ~tually Is (as 

ln 1 (b) or Cc) below), 

1 (D) Pegesus Is 8 wlnged horse, 

( b) The robber Is wented by the FB l, 

(c) The dlractor wanted to hlre en experlenced secretery, 

• 
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Next, let us conslder the notlOn of trulli One of Jackenooffs Ilrguments agalnst truth IS based 
- 1 

on the vagueness of catE9)rlZlltlOn resulttng ln uncertllln "] uâJments" He S6YS (1983 78) tMt the 

octual truth values of sentences expresstng categorlzatlOn JUâJments are of no conœrn to us Here we 

agree Yet he says our occount of the categorlZatlOn process shou1d 1l1l0w for Il three-w6'y' dlstrlbutlOn 
Q> 

01 J u!lJments vas/no/not sure or "oon't know" (Jackendoff 1983 102- 103) Speekers' Juaoment~ 

vary conœrnt ng the propOSItions expressed by the followlng sentences But these sentences, he S8'{S, 

"are not ob]sctlvely true or taIse ln the rall1 world" (Jackenooff 1983 102) 

2 (a) A pIano 15 a percussIon Instrument 

(b) The Amerlcan Slgn system Is a language 

(cl An abortlon Iso murder l~_ 
The nrst problem to notIce Is thls "Yes," "no," an~ ~t know" or "not sure" are responses to 

dl fferent k lOds of quest Ions. ·Yes" and "no" are "",Ir; r matlon aNlen la 1 of a cat"",r1zotlpn ) u<l;jment 

They conœrn whether or not a pertlcular (type ~f) thlng belongs to another type or types "Don't 
l 

know" and "not sure" conœrn the speaker's know leâ;le , whleh Is a d1fferent tapIe of lnQulry 

Conslderlng the types of sentences avallable for the expressIon of cat~ry ) udgments , 1t ts 

clear that only two types of ju~ments are expresslb.!e, one pOSItIve, the other negatlve, Thot ts, for 
..... 

any elementary sentence whlch relates any entlty of a certaIn type to enother type or cat8(J)ry , the 

Ju~ment expressed must he elther afflrmattve or negetlVe For the possIble )udgments ln 2 
1.. 

concernmg pIanos and percussion Instruments, a slgn system and languege, abortton and murder, 

there 15 no verb ln [ngl 15h contrast Ing wlth 'b~' , e g , thet expresses an 8mb Iv~lent cot~r tzotton Of 

course, posItIve or negatlve cat~rlzatlOn Judgments may be mOdlf1ed Dy the use of mOdOls or 

M',' " ~_/ expressIons sueh as 'p J~lmpOSSlble" e~C)But thesa moolflcatlons ere alw6Y\ dlrected towerd 

positIve or negatlve ju{tJments. In contr ,the phrases 'not sure' or 'oon't know' 00 not express 

Ju~ment5 at ail, but rather abstent10n f m judgment This 15 nct to SU0J8St that 'not sure' and 'oon't

know' are Incorrect answers to ca rlzatlon Questions To the contrerv, a speaker may slmply not 

know whether or not somethlng elongs toa partlcular type or ~t8O)ry Slnce, es J~Kenooff arQues, 
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nalther types nor tokens are ta~en ta De flnae (Jackenoo~1 1983 83 >:--nospeaker lS expected ta be 

able ta moke Juevnents concernmg 011 tokens wlth respect ta a11 types ln the present lnVest uJijtIOn . 1 

shall10cus on the expressJOo of cat8lJ)rl2atlOn JUâJments, rather th an on the problems 01 vagueness ln 

cateq:>r lZ8tlOn , or on the truth value of )uc}Jments These problems concern the speaker's ~ 01 

language rtlther then the strucwe of the language ltself, 1 bel1eve 

For hlS cognitive thaor~, Jackenooff dœs not see a need for the metathaoretlCal notIon of tr{jt/J 

Nevertheles5, when 1t comes to applYlng eny semantlc theory to the analysls of sentences o('a 

tn-HiUUUage. It w1l1 be neœssary sooner or later to deal wlth the concept of ordmtty tr{jtll 

oUQh thls IS a d1fferent problem, there are cat~rlcal sentence types that are uttered by ordlnary 

speakers of E'Ilgllsh ln whlch th15 concept 15 expl1clt,lY expressed 

3 (8) These truths are self-evlŒmt 

(b)Thls Is true 

(d) No. lt 15 not true 

(e) ThIS 15 a unlversal truth 

How would thase sentences be analyzed wlthln a sem-fntlc theory that cb:ls not have acœss to the notIOn 

of {rl/tll? By the gUldlng prtnctple 0'- expresslveness (Jackenooff 1983 11), truth 51mply cannat be 

Ignored by an a1equate thaory of semantlcs for naturallanguage. 

1 t seem5 esp~la"y 5trange ta deny that truth 15 relevant to semanUes whlle assertlng at the 

some Ume that a semantlc theory must tnOunt for "so-called 'semantlc propertles' 5uch as . 'valld 

mference' "(Jackenooff 1983' Il) Inference 1 ves the transmIssIon of truth among propOSItIOns 

On what other b6S15 cou Id one sentence be taken as a conclusion (q) that follows from lts premISses 

(p )? 
4 (p) Mart1ne 15 a Uger 

) (q) Martine 158 cat. 

S (p) Martine 15 violet 
(p) Martine 15 a planet 
(q) Martine 15 a violet planet 
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The notlOn of vtJ/ld mlertlflL7tJ as Il relotlOn between propOSitIons presupposes the ~ of prlOr 

prOposItIOns, accordmg ta Ewmg (1963 165) "'n arder ta Inter Q trom p, en 4{JntYl propOSItIon, 

namely Il p tlJen q must be necessarlly true and not Just postulated or aroltrenly t\XOO by 

• 
conventIOn" No œductlVe system could functlOn wlthout sorne 8 pnerl propositIons of thlS KIM 

because one could not ll\,fer anything w\thout them (1 shell return to the subJect of lnferent181 

relatlOns- between sentences m 5.2 3 ) 

The outrlght rejectlon of trIJtlJ seems to be too drastlc a move The whole sub)ect 15 ter more 
• 

complex tMn Implled by Jacken~frs description Quoted above For one tnlng, he does not make 8 

distinct10n between tr(Jtll condItIons and trIJtll val(Jes. As , concelve of these aspects of truth, trutn 

cofldl/lonswould belong to the oomaln of IlngulstlC semantlcs, whlle the truth val(Jes of contIngent 

sentences would only have relevanœ ln pr&;jmatlcs (and ln most fjelds of SCle~n~IC r ch, 1 cludlng 

Ilngulstlcs and psycholcq{, let us hope) 

" 

1 00 'Jree wlth Jacl<enootf, however, ln the followlng respect For IlngulstlC 0 ifs 
actual truth values that could be asslgned to utter~ces are lrrelevent (In Arlstotellon terms, truth 

" or falslty would be consldered an "tœldental" qual1ty of most declaratlve sentence types) This 1550, 

stnœ sentences are not the bearers of truth values, propositions ~re (See footnote J, Introouctlon ) 

Ta ses the distinction. Jet us conslder the fallowlng sentence types 
.. 

6
11

( a) 1 am hungry. 

( b) John ts hungry. 

(c) The soldlers are hungry 

What are the truth values of these sentences? Str Ictly sp98k Ing, on thetr own as IIngu Isttc abjects 

abstrocted 8W1!/If from 8 context of utterance, they are truth valueless. Thetr truth values are context

depenœnl ThIS IS because there are gaps ln the propositIons that the sentences ln 6 express These 

gaps are cretltoo by the use of Indexlcal expressions The referents of tndexIC81 expresSIons, such es 

the pronoun T, common proper namas such as 'John', deflnlte desCrIptions oM tensaj copulas ore 

Indetermlnate outslde of a context of utterance. Untl1 the refer.ents of the "referrlng" expresslon,s 
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were (j8term1n~, Il speaKer would De unable to compare the HTform8tlon conveyed by the sentences 

wlth ~tlltes of effelrs ln the world (or ln thelr pro)scted world) ln order to )uctJe whether they were 

true or false However, th~r1sts who focus on ltngulstlc semantlcs nee:1 not worry about cl81ms 

I3Ctually ml)'je about states of affalrs ln Bny partlcular oomaln of dlscourse 

Although most sentences ( l1ngulstlC obJects' are not the bearers of truth ~ as ,llustrated 

ln 6 above~ cleatly they are the beerers of "proposltlonal content .. TIllS holds even for sentences 

contrnmng mdexlcal expressIons Heurlstically the proposltlOnal content of a sentence may be taken as 

8 stetement of lts truth cond111ons. In theorles of meaF on truth, the meantng of 8 sentence 15 

S8id to be as truth conditIons (Kempson 197!.' ch, 3) Th-,s .~s ust another wf!y of conce1Vlng of the 

ph~enon that 15 called the "sense" or "lntenslon" of lingut te expressIOns If 50, than 1ruth 

cond1tlons are relevant for l1ngulstlc semantlcs l1ngulstlc manttcs 15 not concerned wlth the 
.r-

proposItion as the oearer of truth values, but only with the part of the proposItIOn that 15 

unchangeable trom one context to the next From thls 5tandpolnt any speaker who understands Cl 

sentence could be said to know what the world would be like 11 the propos1tlOn expressed by the 

sentence were true (Allwood, Ander5son and Dah 1 1977 72) (At th15 pOint, 1t 15 not a QuestlOn of the 

ontolog1csl status of the oomllln of refarence, whether 1 maglOary , pOSSIble, pro)ected or real) The 

truth condItIOns 01 a sentence must be grasped by a cOmpetent speaKer as a prereQuIslte for 

\. œtermlO1nQ 1ts truth value More Important, for my pur poses , 15 the 16(:t that the truth condItions of a 

-""''-$9ntence must be grasped by 6 speaKer as 8 precono1tlon for 1~erpret8tlOn 

~p96kers are not expected ta be able to state the truth cond1tlOns of a sentence any more than 

thay could be expected to stote its sense or the grammatICal ru le used ln constructlng a phrase 0 

sentence ln generel, 1 would ma1ntajn only that speakers' abll1ty to make juck;jments about the truth 

value of sentences depends on thelr ablllty to lnterpret the sentences and thelr havmg a certain 

knowleâJe about the st8tes of aff81rs belng 'talked abOut. But g1ven thelr knowle«Je Of the truth 

condWons of expressions, speakers are able to make hypothetiœl jUGJments concernmg the truth 

values of sentences, To be more speclflC, es Cresswell ( 1976) argues, Wh8t a speaKer lS able ta say 

8bout sorne sentence types wlth respect to truth 1s the followlng. G1ven two sentences A and B. If A 15 

" , 
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true ond B IS true. then they ore pOSSible perephrcses But 11 A were true 8fld B were false. then they 

could not posslbly hINe the 58me meenlng. ThIs klnd of juâJment would seem to be a relleble source of 
1 

mformation /!bout sp88kers' IntUItive semantlc competence. Such ju<tJments could be made 

lndepenœmtly 01e partlcular sementlc or l1ngulstlc en8lysls 

It seems to me that there Is Httle to be gelned by Ignorlng the notion of trI/th cmdItims ln 

l1ngulstlc semantlcs. Wlthout mptlng e truth-based theory of mèenlno. one can use the notion of . \ 

truth. where It appl1es. to test clalms about meanlng relations between sentences The maIn ~antaoe 
\ 

01 uslng truth Is that It provldes an objective crlterlon for œtermlnlng meenlng relations, 

Independently o1any partlculer conceptuel analysls or l1ngulstlc theory. 

The composlt1onallnterpreUve process hes the effect of relatlng the expressions of language to 

enUties ln the oomaln of dlscourse. As 1 not~ ebWe, sp88kers mfIY refer to end tal~~t a varlety of 

types of thlngs. The oom81n of dlscourse Is often the reel world (real1ty). but lt mllY also be en 

lmegmed or 11cUonal world or aven a conceptuel world. The ontologlœl status of the ,,;tual re1erents ln 

the oomeln of dlscourse Is a pragmatlc tlX:tor 

ln thls work. 1 will malee a strict fijethOOlloglœl distincUon between grmnmatlcal, semantlc 

and pragm8t1c foctors. Orammat1œl factors are formaI or structural. elther morphophonologlœl or 

syntoctlc. Semantlc flX:tors lnvolve speak.ers' semantlc competence, \.e., taclt knowleâJe of the 

conceptuel structure of l1nguistlc expressions. Pr~matlc flX:tors Involve performance end derlve 

trom the speaker's participation ln e pertlcular speech act that occurs on a pertlculer occeslon The 

8nalysls presented ln thls work w1l1 tecus on the grammatlcel and sementlc aspects of sentences 

contalnlng 'be'. It w111 concern the lntenslons and extensions of l1ngulstlc expressions, but not thelr 

IX:tuel referent( s) or the truth values of proposItions. Ta be more precIse, when 1 use the terms 

'refer' or 'Œtuel1y refer' l 'octual referent'. ',,;tuaI referenœ' , etc .• ln thls work, 1 w1l1 h8Ve ln m lnd 

thelr sense ln the context of spEa:h octs, I.e., Intent1ona1 ects on the part of speekers. Otherwlse, the 

terms 'referant'. 'reference' w111 be used to lndlœte potenuel referents or reference. Notlce, 

however. th8t whl1e 1 cb not attempt to account for ~ual referenœ tlere, the phenomn thet 1 00 

cons1der must be presupposed by a theory of reference. That 15. for e speaker to use an expression 
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~t1811YI the expression must have as a precondlUon a conceptual structure that determlnes as 

extension. If the expression truly applles, Its extension Includes the ~tU81 referent( s) lntended by 

the sp98Ker. Actuel reference depend$ on pragmatlc factors My thesls w1l1 examine the systemetlc 

precondltlons of expressions that speakers may use to refer to thlngs These w1l1 be examlned ln 

8bstr~tlon from the contextual factOrs and emplrleal situations thet provlde the settlngs for speech 

acts. 

1.3 AlternaUve semanUe analyses of categortcal sentences 
aen&rallve Grammer 

wtthln 

The sementlc analyses of elementary sentences contalnlng 'be' that have been proposed wlthln 

generetlve gremm8r over the past twentyyeers subdlvlde roughly Into two groups: those thet conslder 

'be' to be unlv~l end those thet conslder It to be multlvocal. My analysls belongs ta the flrst group. 

Thus my prop0S81 contrasts wlth the thesls of HI'1Jlns ( 1979) 1 who hlghllghts the ambiguity of 

copuler sentences. He Identifies four dlfferent types of subject-predlcate structure for Engl1sh 

sentences contelnlng 'be': ldentlflcatlonsl, ldentlty, predlcatlons1 and specificatlona\. Earller Plotz 

(1969) descrlbed the dlfferent semantlc relations expressed by simple copuler sentences ln Engltsh 

More ~eclfleally, he dlscusses the membershlp relation, some pseuoo-membershlp relatIons, the . 
namlng reletlon, the ldentlty relation, the Inclusion relation, the whole-part Inclusion relation His 

thesls Is 8 seerch for e "semantieally orlented syntax," I.e. 1 dlfferent syntactlc structures thet 

correspond to these sem80tlc differenœs. 
1 

The enalysls of elementery sentences contalnlng 'be' thet 1 propose ln thls worK owes much to 

prevlous studles of 'be'. For Instance, FOtIndIIlifYJS of L6I'I9fI4!1I has a supplementary serl8$ of 

monoorephs entttled The verb 'be'NId I~S synonyms,' the volumes ln thls series alone coyer 8n entlre 

IIbrary sheU. Althotql meny of these studles 8I'e rel8V8Ilt to my research project, It would be 

Imposstble to revtew ail of them. A work ln thts series thet has provided useful tnstghts 'conœrnlno 

'be' ln Engllsh as we11 as ln the I~ of ArlstotJe IS Kahn's ( J 973) stuâ,' of 'slMI' ln anclent 
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Greek 1 t IS a maoe 1 of lnterdlsclpl1nary scholarshlp, whlch combmes the methros of Greetc. phlloloqy 

and the conceptuel anelysls of phllosophlccl sementlcs Kahn seeks an explanetory synthesls of the 

messlVe data contemed ln texts of anclent GreaI< F st. he sorts out the dlfferent clesses 01 "uses" 01 ( 

th1s verb ln sentences He rlgorously deflnes th dlff ent "uses" ln terms of SQJ)tence forms or bOS1C 

syntoctlc structure occordmg to the transforme anal theory of Ze111g Harr1S l\ehn wonders why li 

s10gle verb serves 8S the "copula" and also, emong other uses, "as an expreSSlOn of eXIstence," notlnQ 

. that there IS no separate verb yeanmg "to exlst" m Oreek Among the dlf1erent "uses" of the seme 

verb, Kahn asslgns prlOrltyto the predlcatlVe structures, thls prlorlty belng b6S~ on the Ilterary 

slgmflcance, prommence, and frequency of occurrence ln the texts exemlned, This'. hlm to argue 

for the conceptual umty of the d1Herent uses of 'emal' ln enclent Oreek He further hypothesl28S "thet 

the dlverslty 01 uses 10r the verb '00' ln lneil-European lengut)'JeS IS more than e hlstorlçal tJXHimt 

lt represents a cluster of concepts whose Interconnections ere 01 permanent Importance" ( Kahn 

1973a 3) 

Although Kahn clalms thet the pr~lC8tlve use of 'be' Is prlmery, he oces not actually glve en 

expllcH conceptualanelysls of theverb ln thls use Kahn ( 1973), HIÇPJlns (1979), and others seem 

ta assume an IntuItive unœrstandmg of the notIon 1 agree wlth the clclm concermng the prlorlty of 
~ 

the pr~lC8tlve use of 'be' 1 therefore belleve thet 1t 15 preclsely thls sense of 'be' whlch must be 

exp 1 lcated 

ThIS sectIOn offers a brlef critIque of sorne reœnt clternatlVe analyses of sentences contalnlng 

'be' wlthm generatlve grammer As for the mUre reœnt works wlthln generatlve grammer, 1 heve baen 

esptX:tallylnfluenœdbytheworksofOruber (1976) ondJackenooff (1976,1983) ln portlculcr, 

IlkeGruberandJackenooff,1 argue for a unlform lexical (morphosynt~tlcand semantlc) anelysls of 

'be' However, my unlform conceptuel analysls of 'be' dlffers from those of Gruber and J~kenooff 

Flrst, ln 1 3 1, 1 wlll dlscuss the tre8tment of the OOJnltlve prœesses of lndivlduetlon end 

C8t~rlzatlon by Jackenooff (1983), Then ln 1 32, 1 will eXM1lne the IItereture on the enelysts of 
, 

'be' ln terms of sementlc roles and the hypothests of themetlc relatlons,'''as proposoo by Gruber and 

J~kenOOff 

\ 
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1.3. t Jectendoffs conceptuel onalys1s of 'be' end Us functione) arguments 

ln 1 1 8nd ln 1 2,2 (tH), 1 revlewed some of the (Jmaral clalms and theoretical assumptlons of 
,~ ~ 

J~kenooff ( 1983) 1 have mpted hls mOOlI of the Ilngulstlc system and conceptual structures, as 

weil as other ss§Ûmptlons and techniQUes of analysls, Althougtl 1 00 not agrea that the "proj~ted 

world" (or, the Indtvldual speaker's prlvate representatlonal world of experlence) should be taken 

lnvarl8bly es the abject of ail tr::ts of reference. 1 00 not conslœr thiS issue to be crucial to the 

l1noulstlC semantlc analysls of elementery sentences contalnlng 'be', 

What.1s cructal for thls purpose wlthln a mental1st theory of langu8'J9 15 the conceptuel 

anelysls of lIngulstlc expressions, ln thls section. 1 w111 focus on specifie elements of Jackendoffs 

conceptuel analysls of elementary sentences contalnlng the verb 'be', ln partlcular, 1 will dlscuss the 
~ 

conœptual structures. oonstrûcts and distinctions thet JacKenooff would tak.e to be essentiel to use as a 

basls for an tK:COunt of the CO'JniUve prœess of catetp'izatfon Here 1 shall brlefly revlew the main 

sources of dlss1m1larlty between hls poslUon and mine, and attempt to explaln why 1 rajèct certain 

aspects of hls proposaI. The followlng toples will be dlscussed (1) Jack.enooffs anelysls of 'be' as a 

funcHoni'SE (x,y), and (in Ms type-token distinctions between the conceptual constituants that 

correspond to the major phrasaI constltuents that co-occur wlth 'be' ln wall formed sentences, 

JacKenooff presents an cn~lysls of sentences contalnlng the verb 'be' ln the "'context of 

descrlblng the ccgnltlve prœesses of Individuation and cat.rlzatlon, These are the subj~ts of 

Chapters 3 and 4-5, resp~tlvely, of hls St;mtJntics 8iId aqlitiOll (1983) Therè he def1nes 

categorlzatlon es "the ab111ty ", to juÔJ8 that a parUcular thlng ls or 1$ not an lnstance of 8 pert1eular 

œterp-y," (p. 77). Certaln sentence types are based on and ref1~t the speaker's abll1ty to make 

categorlzaUon juâJments. Such jUÔJRlents are typlcally expressed by sentences of the.(Ql1owlng type 

(1(8), represented ln MPL notation 8S ln 1 (b)), 

1 (c) Fellcla 15 a tlger, 

(b) Tf 

.1 

" 
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ln 1 (b) the predlcate constant T stan<1S for "IS 8 tlger" (WhlCh conteins the generel \erm 'tlger') and 

the mdlvldual constent 'f' stands for "FelIcIa," the name of en IndIviduel As JeckenOOff 8XplOln,S, 

categorl28tlOn IS 6 b6S1C OOJn1tlVe process ttlat must 61sa be OSCrlbed ta orgamsms other thon humons 

Furthermore, even human catf9)rlzatlOn ) udgments can be mooa "lndependently of the usa of lanQu8Q8 " 

ln fact, ln arder ta mterpret some sentences, 1t 15 necessary for speekers to usa mformotlOn obtelned 

through non-lmgUlstlc mooas or by means of one or more of the senses For exemple, IlnQulstlc 
• 

mformatlOn 15 certamly msufficlent for verlfylng or for maKmg lu()Jments concernmg the 

proposltlons that are expressed by sentences contalnlng lndexlcsl expreSS10ns 

2 (a) This Is Felicia. 

( b) That was a skunk. 

(c) This 15 cut velvet 

(d) This 1s a flowery orange Pfœe 

JacKenooff emphaslzes that hls lnterest ln C8t~rlZ8tlon 003s not concern whether or not "a . 
partlcular cat~rl2atlon 15 true, but what InformatIon and prcœsslng must be ascrlbed to en oroen1sm 

to oc:count for lts catE9lrlzatlan Jul1;)ements." Accordlng ta hlm, C8t~rlZeltlon luâJments must be 

based on prlOr representatlon ( 1983' 78) He clelms, furthermore, tMt "once e theory of OOJnltion 

has sufflclent formaI power ta account for non-Ilngulstlc catefJJrlzatl0n," It should be eble then ta 

account naturally for other Importent creatIve prœesses such es "l1ngulstlc Inference" (Jeckenooff 

1983 x) 

Let us exemtne Jockenooffs representatlon of the conceptual constltuents on whlCh a 

catE9)rlzetlon jUBJment 15 based He suooests the followlng representatlon for the sentence type ln '" 

( a) (Jackenooff 1983' 80). 

STATE TOKEN ~"HING TOKEj [THING TVP~ 
15 AN INSTANCE OF (FELICIA TIGER ) 

1 1 

... 

a.:.,' ..... _______ ~ ___ - ,-
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t 
ln Jockenooff's anaIYSls,J!;e verb 'be' tS treetoo es a functton "whose erQument pleces ere 

, . 
fl1100 by strlctly sy,bœt8l})rlzed syntactlc categJrl8S" For the sentence ln 1 (a), the two erguments 

correspond to the NPs that function as the subject end pcedlC8te complement of 'be' The verb 'be' thus 

maps mto a functl0n BE (x ,y) that compares two releta X'hèt BE compares ere representet IOns of the 

thmg belng categJrlzed, Fel1cla ln th1s œse, and the type of tt\tng FeliCIa 15 S81d ta be The functlon BE 

maps two argüments mto a conceptuel constituent thet belongs' to the major ontologlcal cet~ry thttt 

~kenOOff calls "[STATE TOKiN] " 
\., ' 

As for the relatIOn between syntacttc structure and conceptuel structure, Jackenooff (1983 

67) proposes an 1nt~restlng prlnclpleof referenUelHy concernlng the levaIs of phrese structure end 

sentence structure, He clel1ms that ,. , ' 

every major phrasaI constituent ln the syntax of a sentence corresponds to a conceptual 
constituent lhal belongs t.o one of the major ontologleal ealeoories If a major phrasai 
constituent 15,U5ed r8Î6rentlllly. Il corresponds to a Pf'QJIcUô/4 Instance of a majllr 
,ontologlesl ealegory ln olher word5~ ail' major phrasai categories play the roi. asslgn.d lo 

~ NPs IIi0ne ln rlrst-order logle '-, • 
THI NG and STATE ln 3 are two of the ontol()JI~1 C8t~rles thet J~Kenooff ~rop0S8S Others'are PLACE, 

DIRECTION, ACTION, EVENT, MANNER, AMOUNT, PROPERTY (Jackenooff 1983 68) Thls,ln not 

Intenœd as an exhaustive Iist of ontol()Jtcal catE9lrles He conjectures, however, thet "the totel set of 

such catet;prles must be unlversal' Wconst ttutes one b6Slc dImensIon along whlch humens cen orgenlze 

thetr exper tance, and hence It cannot 'he learnoo ,," (J6Cke~ff 1983' 56) '> 

• 
The TYPE or TOKEN label that J~kenJ,ff attaches to the ontol()J1C81 C8tE9'rles ln 3 Is supposed 

, l , 
to reflect the project8b11tty of the exprasston to 'Nhtch 1t corresponds, hence !ts referentlaltty, For 

, 
the phrases ln the sentence ln 1 (0), 'Felicia', the name of the thlng belng cat8llJ)rtzed, correspondS to 

the TOKEN concept, whtle the catE9)ry expressed by 'tloer' corresponds to 8 TYPE concept. Flnel1y the 

state of affalrs expressed by the whole sentence oorresponds to e TOKEN concept The dnly format 

dIstInction betw88n the type and token concepts Is the lebel. Thelr Internel st,ructure Is apparently 

ldenUcal, stnœ the functlon BE, the conceptuel we\l-formedness rules and the rules of Inference tlPPly 

ta etther or both (Jackendlff 1983 82-83) Token conœpts correspond ta referrlng expressions, 

\ 

J 
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whlle type concepts correspond to non-referrlng expresslOns (Jackenooff 1983 91-92) The 

phenomenologlcal dlst1nctlOn between token and type conceptual structures lS that tokens correspond 

to experlence, wh(le types 00 not Typewonta1n "rules," but Ja::~endoff ooes nct reveal thelr nature , 

or the klMS of prlnclples or condttlOns they contam that are pecessary for ,makmg tne "creatlvlty of 

ctltegJrtzet1on" pOSSIble (Jeckenooff 1983 &3) He cIal ms that "one can expenence types only . ~ 

Ihrough the char acter of the projected Instance" (JaçkenOOff 1983 "93) The token can b/praJected; 

mto aWBreness and 10rm part 01 the pro)ected world, WhlCh IS characterlzed by Jackenooff as the world 

01 re1erencè or "the worlitaf experlence" En~ltles ln the pro]octed warld are mental constructs that . 

ara 1somorphlc ta 8 subset of the total conceptuel structures 

,Jackendo11 COrltrasts l'ilS proposaI to other semantlc theOr,l9S WhlCh "regard œteglrl~lOn as 

gresptng somethtng ln the raal world" For Jockenooff, ,"a categ:>rt2at1on ]udgment is {he outcôme of 

the )uxtapositlon of two conceptuel stru~tures" (1983- 78) To prov1(je a umform treatment of , 

reference, Jackenooff suooests replactng the retll world extenslOn by a pro)octed world extenSIOn 

(ThIS propose] was dlSCussed in 1 22 ) 

Jockendoff con~rs pther sentences of tM form r NP De NP 1 

contolnlng expresslo~ t~et cor;espond to type and/or token concepts 

Below are sorne sentences 

Sentences 4 (a)-( c) are 

J~k9nooffs exemples ( 1983: 88-89) The rest tllustrate hls observation that "one can create new 
1 

[TYPE] concepts at w1lJ" (1983 82) ln Sèntences 4 (d)-(e), 'no Superman' and 'a Superman' 

express the type Superman that 15 presumab1y slml1ar to the tOke,)\superman 
_ . .1 ' 

4 (0) ~Km!, Is 0 reporter 
Token Type .,' 

(b) ~Kml11s Syperman 
Token Token 

(c) C.lw:.k. ~ Is the mon dr!oklng a mart!nj 
ToI<en Token 01""' Type 

{ \ ' 
( d) ~ t.lu.tZ. IS no Superman 

ToI<en Type 

(e) A Suoermoo Is AllD., 
Type Type 

... 
I~ 
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For thes&sentenœ types, Jackenooff proposes three different conceptuel representet\ons for the vero 

'be' ., 

5 (a) 15 AN INSTANCE OF (TOKEN, TYPE) 

(n) 15 TOKEN-IDfNTICAL TO (TOKEN, TO~EN) 

(c) (elther (a) or (b)) 

(d) 15 INCl:UDED IN (TYPE, TYPE) 

( ln these representations 1 om It the ontol()Jlcal categlry of the functlon Ali of the funct Ions map 1 nto a 
~ 

conceptual constituent belonglng to the major ontologlcal categ:ry [STATf TOKENJ) ln -the nototlon of 
• , ) 

set theory, J~kenoo.ff's paraphrases of 'be' would be represented by the symbols 'E', ',.', ano '~', 

respectlve1v (Jackenooff 1983- 89, 96r 

6 (a) TOKEN E TYPE 

(b) TOKEN = TOKEN 

(c) TOKEN = TOKEN or TOKEN E TYPE 
i 

(ct) TYPE f TYPE 

---- \ 

HavJng provlded paraphrese an8ly~ for the verb 'beloco-occurrlng wlth three dtfferent type$ 

o(NP patr~, J~kenooff then prœeeds la argue for the conceptuel unlty of the INSTANCE', TOKEN-
--...,. 

,{ . 
IDENTITY, AND INCLUSION reoolngs of 'be"( 1983: 96) Heblelms thot 'be' sur'rounded by two 

arguments expresses the same functlon, whlch ts lnsens1tlVe to the TYPE - TOKEN f8tlture of conceptuel 
. ~ . 

expressIons He consiœrs ail three readlngs to be specIal cases of a general funct1on, whlcn he 

represents as "BE (x, y)." (Jeckenooff 1983 90) The functlon BE must 00 "slmllar work" In 011 the 
< 

senten~ typés 10 4, slnce the Internai structures of the concepts thet the functlon BE must eX8mlne 

are organ lied by the 58me prlnclples, whether they are TYPES or TOKENS. Furthermore, Jackenooff 
.. ".. '\ " 

argues, the same verb 'be' appeers ln 011 of the5é sentence types:- ThIs anelySls thus ~unts for ell 

the IJngutstlc f~ts. accordlng to Jackanooff ( f 983- 96-97). 

JO ra;ount for the creetMty of the process of C8tetp'tzeUon, JtlCkenooff postu~es sorne 

oper.8tors or rules th8t moka the Internel structures of the type end token concepts accessible to eech 
~ ~ . 

J 
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other The outputs of the operators are related by an 1nference rule to the conceptuel representatlOn 01 

eny C8teo:>rlzallOn JUâJments These operators and the 1nference rule are 11111~tiated ne.<t 

( 

7 Operators and mference rules 
(a) INSTANCE OF 

~HING TOKEN l 
LNST 

ANCE OF n~~G TYP~ J . 
(b) EXEMPUFIED BY 

THING TYPE 
DOG 
EXEMPLIFIED BY (rr~ING TOKENl ) 

LMAX J 
/ 

7. (c) 1 NFERENCE RULES 

[
STATE 1 J~~ 
BE ([X) 1: fTYPE)J) ~ ) 

[
TYP'E" l 
EXEMPLlFI~D BY «(X]l~J 

The operators ln 7 (0) ond (b) permit the tran5fer of Information betwee~ ty~ and tolcen 

conceptuel structures, The "INSTANCE-Of}' operator (8)' meps 8 type constituent' Into a feature of a 

tolcen const1tuent; the "EXEMPLIFIED -av" operator (b) map58 token Into 8 feature of a type. Accordlng r:l. 

to the Inferenee r~le St8~ed ln (C), one m6Y Infer etthel" "Instlllee-o!" lnform~t1on or "exempHHed

by" Information trom ~rCtlt.rlZ8tlon JuOJment. or vice verse. That 15. on the basls of the IcnowleôJe : 

thot~ IS en Instence of type Y ct thot type Y 15 exemp Ltfled bY tokeo X. ooe moy Infer a œrta1n state of 
~ 

offelrs thet 15 descrlbed by the correspondtng œtE9)rlCtlI sen~ence. 

}~ 

, . 



.. 

o 

1 91 

ThIS ends my summary of Jackenooff's f.malysls of sentences of the form (NP be NP l end the , 
àevlces that he proposes to eccount for catet'}1rlZ6t10n j u{iJments Now 1 will pOlnt out some prob lems 

... 

that 1 flnd wlth thlS 8nelysls. These ere problems that my analysts of elementary sentences c;ontetnlng 
\ 

'be' wIn seel< to 6VOld or \0 solve 

• 
Dlscmlor:-. My comm~ here w1l1 be dlrected toward Jac~enoofrs proposai as an eccount 

<:l • 
of the semantlcs of"elementary sentences contalnlng 'be' and the constructs thet he consld&rs essentlo1 

1 shall not comment further on hls observations concerntng the psycholOl;)tcal nature of cat~rlzetlon , ~ 

Rather, my attentIon ln the remalnder of thls work wlll be Itmlted to hls Ilngulstlc semanttc analYS1S, 

1 e , the specIfication of the conceptuel Information assoclated wtth the lexlC61 Items and phrases . 

contalned ln cat891rlcal sentences 

1 agree with J~kenooffs conceptuel an~lysls of 'be' as fer as !t ():l8S, but as 1 shall expleln, It 

IS Incomplete Jockenooffs representatlol1oftheconceptualanalysls of 'b~' as Bf (x,Y) sIm yooes 
not 93 far enough. ThIs conceptuel analysls of 'be' Is not very Informative. The only Informe on that 

~ -
thls formaltzatlon g'lves ts that 'be' ts analyzed as a "two-place functlon comparlng two relot .. The 

relata are the conceptual ~u~ts that corr~pond to the synta::t.lc catÈ9lrles that are 'strlctly 

subcat89Jfizecj by the verb, eg.,}he NPs ln the-sentences of the surf~ form [NP be NP} 
, 

Presumab Iy we~ay thlnk of a functlon as an operation that effects "an ossœ1atlon betwgen objects," , 

strlctly speaklng, "a correspondance thot asslgns to a glven obJect one and only 9ne other obJect " 
r 

" 
(Goldblatt 1984 17) Although Jackenooff (1983 96) proposes, ln ail, three dlfferent conœptuol 

r • 
, . 

analyses of 'be', IS AN IN5TARCE OF (x,y), 15 TOKEN-I'DENT/CAL TO (x 1 y), and IS 1 NClUDED IN (x ,y), 

he collapses these Into , sIngle reoolng" whlch he formaltzes as "BE (i< ,y)" The maIn problem Is 
'. . 
that thts analysls 00es not Indlcate what the functto~f Is' supposed to 00. How are the releta to be 

associated with ~h other? The funcHon thet Is deslgnated by the verb 'be' must 00 more then merely . , 
compare the two conceptuel constltuents thet It relates. Thus the conceptuel structure [A BE Clis not 

an adequate analysls of the,Jlngulstlc expression 'A Is C'. How can we Juô;Je whether [A BE C) provldes 

a necessary condition for saylng thot 'A 1$ C'? Is It possIble ta flnd counterexemples? Vet BE (x ,y) ts· 

.. ,.. 
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- supposed to encompess three specIfIe analyses of 'be', Instant lat Ion. token"':\1œntrty, anCIlncluslOn The 
~ ~ -

conceptuel c6nstltuent [BElis sald ta compretlenCI all 01 the operat10ns œslgnated by the set-theoretK: 

svrnbols: 'e' '''', 's', These ore 011 informotlve Because J,~lcenooff ~ not exphclt1y eJSCrlbe ony 
. 

content to [BE] ln "BE<x,y)," lt IS 1mposslble to )u(jJe whether or not he 15 justlfled ln collapsmg 

these three rEmlngs as he does As a consequence, the èonceptual representatton (BE] 15 hardly more 

lnformetlve than the l1ngulsttc expression 'be' 

Formally, Jackenooff's functlon "BE (x ,y)" looks l1ke a stanœrd representatlOn of a two-pltx:e 

relaHonal predIcats ln MPL notation Compare the followlng open sentences 

10 (a) HIT (x,y) 

(b)BE()<.y) 

Cartelnly Jeckenooff 00es not mean ta suggest thet a sentence contalnlng 'be' expresses ca c;yadlc 

proposition ln the Selme wwy thet a sentence contalnlng 'hH' does ln vlew of. thls. and gwen that he 

arQues 50 convlnclngly agatnst the use of ftrst-order logtœl notation ta represent the conceptuel 

structure of sentences, It Is surprtslng thet he would choose thts format ta represent the analysls of 

'be' This fQrmallzatlon ts al50 questlon.able wtth respect to hlS own "gremmatlœl constralnt," WhlCh 

, would I~ one ta prefer ~ one to one mapptng between syntax and conceptuel structure, The surftx:e 

J or der of the phreses ln Engllsh sentenc:eScdn~alnlng ;be' Is [NP be NP). . 

Il [NPSuperman] l vplS [NP8 mante œpresslv2!l 

. , f 
The representetlon "BE (x ,y)" mtght f1t onto a structure ln whlch the conceRtual constituants would 

be organlzed-'hlerarchtcel Jy es follows. 

12 BE 

x y 
\ 

... ,'> , . 
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J~kenooff ooes not ettempt to justlfy hls formel1Zfltlon, elthough lt m8'( be jusUtlable. For Instance, 

he could 8I'\alvze the verb as the "h88d" of a sentence from both the synt~tlc and semantlc standpolnts. 
~ 

i CertamlYlt Is the verb thet datermmes the ontol!XJlcttl ctttegJryof the sentence &S e STAlE or EVENT. 
\ 

ThIs sounds Hk.e .. reesonable ergument. If it 15 V8lid, thebfd phrese or der of Engllsh œcleretlve 
'" 

sentences st)11 needs to be -axplalned. AISO the correspondanCe rules relat1ng the svntectlc structures 

wlth conceptuel structures st11l need to be formulat~. 

JŒKenooff's representatlon of the conceptuel structure of sentences of the form {NP be NP l IS 

open to further crltlclsm. Wltttrespect to the guidlng prlnclple of composltlonel1ty (Jeckenooft aoopts 

a rather str~ version of thls), the r:epresentatlon ooes not provlde en ~malysls of the 1nternal ... 

structure of the NP. It 00es not lndlœte whlch conceptuel constltuents ere contrlbuted by expressIons 

of whlch syntectlc cat8lJ.lry, whether _.~ns or determmers. 

( 1983: 95-96) presents the followlng r'~ntetlon. -, 

For the' sentence ln 13, Jeckenooff 

13 A q 158 reptile. 
.... -/ 

13 

STATE 
IS INCLUDED IN' ([THING TYP~ frHING TYPEl ) 

DOG J, ~E.PTILE J 
The representat10n lncluœs b8i--e nouns 1 but Ignores the d8termlner 'fi of bath NPs 

. 
Type-tot.n dlsttncUon. Next, 1 shall exemlne J~kendoffs dlst1nct1on ~tween type end 

token" conceptual c:onsUtuents. Wh8t 1 ffnd to be questioneble 15 the clelm thet tokens are 
1 b 

"proJecteble" arlà henœ correspond to "referrlOQ expressions," Whl1e types are IlOt "p!,oJect8ble," end 
. / 

correspond to "non-referrtrl't expressions. (1 have aIr., eX8I'Qlned Jack.enœtfs Idee of the 

'projected-world' ~ the OOfnatn of reflJr8llœ ln J .2.2.) Here 1 shaH argue that only type concepts are 

requlred for 8 Unc)Jlstic semanUc enaJysls. 1 wl11 cle1m thet concepts represem Information 

c:onœrnlno "types," baslcally es descrtbed by J~enooft. r 

1 .' 
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let us b(lgln by 8XMTllnlng J8Ckenœft$ char~terlzatlon of type and token concepts. Accordtng 

to J~k~(X)ff, thé token oorresponds lOto the co~st8nt 01 e f1rst-order etomlc sentence." It 15 "a mentel 
Î 

construct of potent1ally eleborate InternaI structure, whlch cao be proj~ted lnto 8Wareness es ~ 

unlfled #entlty#." On the other hénd e "[TYPE]I concept 15 the informetlon thet the orgenlsm crealles . 
end stores when lt learns a œt9'J'ry." (J~ken~f 1983: 78). AlthOuQh the type-toksn dlstlncUon ls 

" 

perh8ps parallel to the MPL distinction between predlcetes and constants and the' set-theoretlc 
T 

d1stlnctlon between sets or clesses and elements,' J~kend:lff clalms thet tokens and types are "l~ 
. - ~ 

dlfferentlated: they are both varlablèl-free conceptual constituents, marked ln slmllar fashlon for 

maJor ontolGWJlcal C6t~ry," (J8Ckenooff 1983: 81 ). 

1 n hls formaI representatlons of cst~rlcal sentences, a type or token feeture Is att~hed to 

the maJor ontolog1cel cstf30Jry For the sentence, 

14 (a) Clark Kent ls e reporter. 

J~kenooff provtdes the followlng oonceptu81 represent8t1on. 

14 (b) 

STATE TOKEN . 

dS AN INSTANCE OF <[THtNG TOKE~ ~HING TYP~ ) 
CLARK KENT REPORTER 

J • 

By hypothesls, "ervery major phr8S81 const1tuent tn 8 sentence oorrèSPondS to a conceptuel constituent 

tn the semantlc structure of e sentence." (Jackenooff 1983: 76). For œle!Jlr1œl sentenœs"rome o( 
, 

" the eonceptuat ~tttuentsare major ontologlœt C8t~tes. Slnœ ttl8S8 correspond to phrfls8s, It 15 

not clser ex~tJy how or whlch Itngulstlc expresslon( s) ere essooleted with the conpeptuel structure 

thet la a type or & token. Are we to unœrstend thet the Informetlon thet en enttty 1$ ft type or 8 token 

Is stored onJy'wlth the œnœpts (orthe major ontoJ~lœJ œUrp'les: TfUNG, STATE, ~VENT, PLACE, 

AMOONT, PROPERTY, etc.? Or ere the concepts correspondlng to Individuel lexical Items such 8S 

. ' ". 
'Clerk Kent' end 'reporter themselves stored twtce. once as tokens and .tn es types? If sa, then 

cleerly, thls would be an uneconOf:nlcaJ utf11zeUon of conœptuaJ structures. By wtJ./ of hypothesls, 

" 
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the mternal structure of type and token concepts IS ldentlcal, only the label dlffers ~rd\no to the 
.r 

TYPE - TOKEN feeture Glven the constralnt of our fmlte mental storeos spece (Jackenooff 1983' 7). lt 
t 

seems that a more economlCtll theory would assœlate only one conceptuel enelysls wlth e s'noIe 

lex1Csl1tem 1 e 9 • '009' lnJha toll.lng sentence types 

15 (a) This;s a cbJ 

, ( b) A cXxJ' 1s here, 

Also glVen the slmllarlty of thelr InternaI structures. lt seems Quest10nable that one klnd of concept 

should be pro)ectable lnto 6Wareness [rOKENSl. whl1e the other [TYPES] would not enter lnto the 

s~eaKers' wor'ld of experlence. Acoordlng to ",~I<enooff (1983 92) 1 type concepts 00 not correspond 

dlrectly to experlence" They can be experlenced "only throuoh the cherac ter Of , pro)ected 
\ 

I,nstanœs .. But what IS the nature Of" the experlence thet 1$ ellètted by the token concept that . . 
corresponds to the expressIons 'CI~rK Kent' whlch fa1ls to be el1clted by type concepts that correspond 

() 
toexpresslonssuch as 'reporter' as ln 14 (t}) It Is unclear why 'adog' should be pro)ectable ln 15 

(b) but not ln 15 (a), If tyPes are not proJect8~awarenéss. how ~ one explaln the posslbllHy 

of learnmg fa)ts that are expresstble ln generlc catf9)rlcal sentences? How would a sp88ker gresp the 

t'ol lowlng statements and the correspOndlng ~st8tes of affalrs? 

l 6 (a) A ttger 15 m 
Type Type 

(b) A triangle 15 0 three-slœd flOuee 'J 
Type Type 

COt'lslœr the sentences ln 1'7 whlch contoln types (c) and (d) supposedly oenerated (rom tokens (0) 

and (b) 

17 (0) Clark Kent Is Suoermon, 
Token 

( b) Clay KI utz Is not Superman. 
Tokep 

(c) Clay Klutz 1s no Syperman. 
Type 

\ 



( 

, 

) 

-c 

l~ . 

, , 

96 

0/1 : 

( d) A SUperman 15 Allm:a. 
Type Type 

,.. 
ThIS 15 a pecultar resuft of,the enalysls. A1though the con~pts co!respondlflg to 'superrn' ln 611 of 

the sentences ln 1 7' ere seld to hev~ the seme Internai structure, the ones Ih sentenCes (6) and (b) are 

S8td to be :'pro)ectoble Into 6W8reness" as tOkens, whl1e es types ln (c) ~d (d), they are not 
, . 

proJectabltt. ThIs 15 so, aven though they' are generated from a structure 111<e [T~~ . 
.. TH 1 Ne/SUp ERMAN] es ln ( 1:1) and ( b), where the Svperm6ll concept ~ pro) ectab le. Let me restate the 

. 
questIon ln more generel ter ms. Wtry should a type concept (that IS created trom a pro)ectable t<ten 

concept) not be proJecteble Itself? 

18 PROJECT ABLE 

[
THING TOKE~ 
SUPERMAN J 

1 

NOT PROJECT ABLE 
1 l 

~ [THING TY~EJ 
-;7 SUPERMAN 

Let",f!le try another t~k. Appeallng 10 the funœmental distlncUon between catfllPremata and 

synœt.remete, the characterlzatlon of an expressIon such es 'a Superman' es a non-referentlel 
J ('J 

strtlces me es anomalous. If 1t ware, would Its property of non.-referent1altty be strn;ler to thet of the 

lexlcel Items 'Is', 'not', 'no', 'a' ln the sentences ln 17 above? If not, how ~ It dlffer? The NPs . ' . . 
'Superman' ln 20 (0) and (b) map tnto the major ontol~IC81 cat.,-y THING and the NPs 'no 

Superman' and 'a SUpermen' ln (c) and (d) mep Into major ontol~leal œtetpy THiNe. The only , , 
dtsllnctton betw8en the two conceptuel structures 1s thet THiNe ln (a) and (b) Is )abell~:r "TOKEN" . , 

whlle THiNe tn (c) end (d) IS lebelled "TYPE." Thus the dlfference must be attributab le to the 
l '. 

presence of e determmer 'no' or 'e' , though thls contrlbutlon TSl'iOt axpl1citly indjeated ln Jackenœffs 
/ :> 1 

rep~tatlon. What seems Inconsistant to me ts Jeckenœffs cla1m that an expresston thet js setd to 

be :non-refer:lno" cen'~~ tnto ë major ontoJogtca,1 eaterpy such es THINe in the first place. More 

oenerelly, how <bs tt MPpen that a conceptuel 'constituent that belongs to the major on~ol~eal 

œterp-y THiNe 1s not 8Xperl~le or ~8Speb'a? 'C1WJy Jèô:enooffs use of, the terms 'referrlng'. 

J 
) 

1 
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and 'n6~-referrlOg' must be understood ln the conte~t of the "projected world" es the oorMln of 

reference 

• It seems thet J~l<enàlff would substttute pro}8CtabtHty for truth He clelms- thet 11 Il 

partlcular conceptuel represen~lon Is 581d to be "proJectable" ln hts hypothesls, thlS metellngutsttc 
, 

statemen! would be the couAterpart of the .expressIon .· .. Da' Is true" ln the metelanguege of 10Q1c." 

(J~l<enooff 1983- 80). Suppose th~t the referent of the subJect 'Me~' 10 19 (b) were ln f~t a 000. 

19 (a) A 00;} ts a reptile. -
.~ 

(b) M~ Ise reptile 

. - Are we to understand theA thet thts sentence would be "true." slnce the representatton ts f 
"proJectable" by hypothests? 

19 (a)[STATE J 
IS INCLUDED IN.( fTHING TYPE] rH!NG TYPE] ) 

. L DOG ,t3.EPTILE 

j . 

(b) STATE TOKEN 

IS ~N INSTANCE OF (LHING TOKEN] GHING TY~E ) 
MAX REPTILE , 

{ 

Il should elso be true tust ln cess 19 (e) ts true. The representatlon ln 19 (e) (Jeckenooff 1983 

96) js unspeclfled for Token or Type, although ln e foot note ( 1983· 253, nI), Jeckenooff ~5 thet he ,. 
le~ms toward TYPE for the STAT( or SITUATION expr~ by generlc sentences of th~pe. But 

regm-dless of which 15 Ch)n for 19 (e), both representet1on5 would sUll express felsehoods It 15 

entlrely unclear 10 me 1n what sense project8b1l1ty ls supposed to b6 8Qutvelent to tr~th 

Furthermore, stnœ J~kenOOff rejects 6 met.8theorettcal notton of truth, lt ts uncleer how he wouJd 
\ 

'prevent the generatlon of inferenœs that likewlse express uttar f"lsehoOds, whether they er8 besed 

, 



o 

'c 

) 

- . 

, " 

98 

on protectable ~r non-proj8ct&ble representat1ons. (InJ 2.3,1 wllf constder some generel problems 
~ 

" 1n connect10n wfth the reject10n of the notIon of trutll for the semant1c e~elys1s of language.) 

J 

. . 
Sfnce.tha type-token disttnctlon between concepts 1$ quest1onable, lt 15 also questionable th~t 

J 

both klnds are neœssary for the conceptuel enelYS1s of 11ngulstlc expresslOns. Smœ 1 reJect the 

type-taken distinction batween'coPlcepts, 1 would deny that token lJ;lformat1on 1S necessary for the 
, R 

conceptu81 enalysls of I1ngutsttc expressions. There IS t~IJS no need for redundancy rules to transfer . . 
Information between t~ese token and type conceptuel œnst1tuerrts 

, . " 
There 1S, hOwever, e type of InformatIon that Jtd<enooff would represent for each and avery 

l3entenœ expresslng estegorlzatlon ju(jJments whlch 1 thmK ShOUld~ represented by redundancy 

rules. Here 1 am reterrlng to the 6SS1gnment of 'major ontolo;Jlcal catet;1)r1es (e.g., hlS [THING], 

(STATEJ) ta phr8S8S and clau~. It saems to me th~t thls 15 the klnd of Information that redundancy 
• 

rules or meenlng postulates are cJes1gned to handlfk, Relations that hold systematlœlly between 
'. . 

expresSions end concepts need not be repeetoo eech tlme the expressions cœur. For example, If 'be' 
'- . 

elwoys meps lnto e funcUon BE ~x,y). whlch in-turn mops 1nto a STATE concept, then "BE (x,y) ~ 

STATE" need be represented only once 1n conceptuel structureS. When the 1nformatlon concerfl1ng 

STATE is expl1c1tly requ1red, 1t wll181weys be 8CC8SSible through the verb 'be' (The major ontolog1œl 
'* 9 

œtelpr1es 8re rarely dlscussed expl1cltly by ord1nary speekers an'fWffI) For these reesons, the' 

representet10n of the ontol()'J1œl œtegJr1es by meen1ng postulates would seem to be appropr1ate , . 
(see carnap t 956; Faoor 1977; FoOOr 8nd FoOOr. 1980; J~kenœff 1975 for discussions of mean1ng 

postuletes or redundency rules.) Or 1f. as J~kenoof1 cla1ms, the major ontologles1 categ>rles ere 

1nnete,1 perhells they need not be representeâ et all1n connect1on wlth l1ngulSt1C express1ons. 

tMor8VCSlk. ( 1975:-~2-84) br1ngs up severel QUestions thlrt 8re relev8nt ta the mneteness 
issue, tllustretlno tts enormtty. In t"1s work. 1 œ not 8SSUme thet aIT>! sub,st8l'lt1ve information or 
concepts are 1nnetely glven, but only certain bœ1c cognittve ebnttt~ These 1nclude the formation of 
conœptâ, both slmplê"anct complex, t'he eppl1C8bf11ty of concepts to ent1t1es of a11- types" the 
d1fferent1aUon emong COI'lC8Pt~ the recogn1t1on of semeÎ1ess 8I'ld d1fferenœ between entit1es 'Qf 811 
types, relations emong conc:epts'and other en\1t1es. etc. . ' 

'" 

o 
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Flnelly. ~ wlsh to argue thet 1f some NPs ore "referr1ng express1ons" 1n ~kenœff's sense, , . 
then thepred1œte complements of 'bè' lI"e OlSO referentt&l. Gener~llY. 1 w1l1 'M'gue tflat the nottan of 

ref6l"tll1tl'6'ity cannot be used ln the hypothet1cal'dlstlnct~on between expressions thet correspond to 
. 

type 8fld token concepts. In hls ergumentetton to show thet major phresel cet.rles other than NPs 
. 

C8n be uSEl1 re(erenti811y, ~kenooff proposes "artous tests for the referentteltty of expressions. He .. ..' , 

c18ims, J1ke Arlstotle ( ClJtlllP"ltJs ',: 5). tH'at "eecb of the ontologtœl cat8(J)r1es ", permlts the 
F __ 

formatton of a 'wh'-questton. In the case of [THIt~]. [PLACE1 ". (AMOUNT), the 'wh'-word 18 of the . . . 
seme synt8Cttc œt8lP'Y as the correspondtng pregm~8ttc anaphor." (J8ck~ff 1983: 5~ 

'" ..... . 

1 20 (a) Wb.Q1d1dyou buy? [THING] 
" 

(b) YlIl§œ 15 my cœt? [PLACE] 

(c) 'Hoyt longwés the ftsh? [AMOUNT] . 

JackenOOff ( 1983: 53) furt~er c181ms that 

~d1no to our theorY of consc1ousness. one un form~e el wh-QUeSt1on only 1f 
the gap ln one's knowl8ÔJ8 1s e pr()j61CIIIJII'I!fJ. In other worDs, the answer to Il wh
quest10n must obe a phrese denotfng a projectable #enUty~ . . 

ln vlew of th1s clatm. conslder the followlng Quest1011S:--... 

2 t (0) WJm 1s thts/that? , 
( b) WbAL1s 8 tr1811Ole? 

Cc) ïlbQ Is thet men? 
,. 

Cd) WbA11s 8111? CWhat «*les etH 001) 

, ~: 

, \ 
, The answers to these questions are expresslble ln the phreses t~ funçUon 8S predicats complements 

. . 

\ / " 
of cat9lJ)l"1cal sentences. 8S underllned beJow. 

22 (lS).Thet l, ft StrlWtberry! QlY Ogoa/ 0 tennis rocket. 

(b.) A trlengle ts 0 thrée-SI."OIJ[J. 

(c) T~t ~an 15 A..UllIVIIVUlO dlIAO ~ VII taJeplgw1 

(d) 8tH 'V daottst, 

'" 

o 
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ThuS, ~(J1ng to J~kenOOff's test (~ refe~entlaJjty, phreses ,thet functlOn as the prk~te 
coml>lements of 'be' 0 referrtng expressIons aner a11 Predlcate complements 8150 corres~ond to a 

"prol~t8ble ~p," But one mlght obJ~t, Questlonmg the valldtty of J~\(enooff's test fOL.ttle 
, 

referentH!llty df phrcses for If 1t were a ~ test, then tM expressIons th~t functlpn os the ~'redlœte 

",complements of'be' would also pass 8S "referrlng" expressIons 

1 W egree wlth Jtl:\(enooff's (and Arlstotle's) test (See 1 2.2 (11) and 522) ln any case, 

Jhe results of the test are consIstent wlth certaIn other 6Sp~tS of Jtl:\(enooffs analysts For Instance, 

the predlCtlte complement p~rase also maps lnto a conceptual constituent belonglng io a major 

ontologlcal C8tE9)ry Also ~oc\(enooff stresses the slmilarlty of the lnterral structures of the type and 

token conceptual constItuants that correspond to the ... 58me expressions ln elther the subject or 
t 

predlcate comp lement poslt10n The next l~lcal move would be' to glve up the dIstInct ton between type 
/ " 

and token conceptuel constttuents, whtch ts problematlcal ln any œ>e ThIS would el1mtnate what 1 
~ 

conslœr to be a redupl1catlon of concepts ln the mlnd 

if the "pro]ectabl1lty" of expressions Is to play a crucial role ln the conceptual analYSls of 

elementarv sentences cont61n1ng 'be', then It must be understood as the dlrsctablllty of type concepts 
, , 

toward entltles ln a world of dlscourse These sentence types are composed of two oblHJ6tory phr8S8s, 

~h con18tnlng a œtE9)rematic expression E~h cat~rematlc expressIOn belongs to 6 m6Jor 

ontolOQlcal catE9lry A œfmlng property of referentlal1ty for an expression might be 1tS œp~lty ta 
. 

m8p mto an ontol()Jlœl catE9)ry Independently That IS, an expressIOn 1S vlr:tually referentJal (or 

denotetive) If and only If lt (Signifies 8 concept 6nd denotes an entlty or ~e that) belongs ta a malor 
, 

ontol()'Jlœl cetElfP'y Ail ln all, thls conforms with the cl8SS1œ16nd trooltlonal notIon of referentl81!ty 
l ' , 

I)S It 15 used ln ph11osophjœl sem6ntlcs 1 wll1 6rgue that th~ operative dlstmctlon then IS between 

CtltE9Wemattc end synCtltelJ)remettc expressions. Thus the prolecteble-non-pro)ecteble d_tlnctlon 

seems lrrel8Vant for the 8nS1YS1S of expressIons thet belong ta the major ontolDJlœl catE9Jrtes 
1 f \ ~ 

It 15 Important ta notice that 1 00 not clalm thet speekefs cannat dlStl~~ISh between types and 

tokens. AlthOUQh 1 8Ql"88 beSlœlly wlt~ J~enOOffs ch8r8Cterlzahon of typeeoncepts, 1 00 not agree 

thet lndivlduatton depends dn token conceptU81 constituants. (I.e., dIstinct from types h8vlng the 58me 
~, .. 

" 

, 

( 



.. 

·1 ( . 

,-

; 

(} 

101 
1 

contenU For the saKe of a~Qument, let us suppose that Sp86kers."have two set') of conceptuel 

constltuents for the maJor ontolcqlcal categJrl85 Slnce lndlv-ld"uatlOn 1S li process of dlstmgU1ShlnQ 

entltl~ of Il certain type, 1t would be Impossible to reqognl2e an eotlty 6S a tOKen of somethlnQ (0 type) 
. ., 

lt one dld, not 11rst recogmze Ires belongmg Jo a type Thus 13 type concept IS prlOr ta the 
, , 

/' 
GQrrespondmg taKen conceot Therefore, If one has 6 type concept, then there II) no neea for the 

1 

GOrrespondmg tOKen concept, slnce, as Jeckenooff hlmself clalms, the type cantalns 811 the crlterlal 

InformatIon r8Qulr~ to deter~1ne Its extensIon m(the flrst pleœ As 1 see It, for thlngs t~et IJre 

~ountable, the problem of ~pprehendlng or recoiJmzlng a group of thinos as somethlng or other 1S the . ) 
same whether the group conslsts of one token or an lnfTnlty The notion of ttM9I11S rlQhtly complex It 

conSlsts of a type concept PJy-s the numerlCal concept of one, WhlCh lS another type concept 

Apprehendlng somethlng as! a fu~en of a thlng rT1eans 'graSPlng those propertles 01 thlnghoOO thet lire 
~ \ 

enCOOed ln the.concept tlll~6S type informatIOn and the not1On of L7I76fJ8'SS or smglenes... .. Thus, 1 would 

argue thet the basIC processes of cat8g)rlzatlon and mdlvlduatlon depend on the ctlPOClty ta recognlZB 

that propertles ~re of the same type (or d1fferent) and the capec1ty to QUlmtlfy , 
,Jockenooff (1983 92) argues that one can e~perlence a ,,( TYPE] only through the chorocter 

of ItS pro)ected #lnstance#" Part of thlS clatm seem5 Qulte correct But wllot 00es 11 meen ta 

experlence or grasp the "charlX:ter!1 01 an entlty? It 1s neœssary to process "type" Informatton ln , . 

arder to determlne the ch6racter ot a thlng Arlstotle seems to heve held t~lS vlew He clOlms tMt 

8lthough lt 15 lndeed only mdwldual entltl8S that one encounters ln the world, whot 15 "knoweble" 

about these entlties 15 ln tact "unlvers.al" 1 suppose then, tollowlng Arl')totle, that whet IS 

conce1vable about an entity that we apprehend 15 general, unlversal or "type" Information A thlng 15 

what lt 15 because of 1tS structuré and propertles And we r800Jnlze Il thlng for what lt 15 by 1ts 

propertles, not Just as a token or as a pro)scted entlty t(J(Jt CVtIrt ln' contr~15tlncUon ta Ploto, 

Arlstotle clalms tMt propertles 00 not exlst ap6rt tram the lncJtvlduels thet lnstentlete t.hese 

propertles Whatever 15 sald about an mdlvldualls sald to be elther of (tœldental predlC8tl0n) or ln 

the thing (essentl81 predlcat1on) But by the 50me token, no lnd1Vldual th1no 

r 

r 
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"-
"( prègme) eXlsts separeted fr,om the Qualltl9S that ere percelved by the senses. The intelligIble fprms 

are contelned ln the perceptIble forms .. (Arens 1984 82, the emphesls IS mlne) 2 

\ 
'Conclusions. Jhe 8flalysls that 1 will propose and support ln t-hls worl< 00es not œpend on or 

, 

r8WJnl~ the {ype-tokeh distInction betw98\ concepts 1 shall, ln fact, assume tMt 811 concepts are 
......... " " 

JlkeJ~kenOOfrs types, For my purpbses ln thls work, 1 assume that only type concepts are relevant 

(or l1ngutstlc semanttc analysts Ali terms (œtecpremattc expressions of naturel language) correspond 
\' ...... 

to type concepts. Moreover:~ 1 take H thet a proper n8me expresses a type concept just as much as a 

general term 00es. Every Ume a name 15 used one must apply cartatn ge~r81 criteria to œtermine the 

referant, avan though Il Is always the saroe IndlYldual As Halman ( 1984 93) observes, "cal11ng the 

seme Individuel by the 58me name 00es unQuestionably Inyolve an act of generallzatlon, the 
. , 

w11l1ngness ta overl~k dlfferent sansa ImpressIons ln arder ta g61n--a-œherent plcture of our world," 
" 

Formfng or applylng a toncept Is th us tm exerclse ln abstractIon, whlch seems to be yet another 

prerequlslte (or the successful use of ~~t,ural1anguage 
... 

1.3.2 Semantlc roles (themaUc relaUons) 

ln the 8nalysls of natural language sentences. 11ngulsts who work ln many dlfferent , 

theoretlcel frameworks use constructs celled "semantlc roles" Semantlc rol~re deslgnated by 

ter ms such es '~tor' or 'cgent' , 'theme' , 'source' . 'pl' , 'locat10n' . etc. These terms have been usad by 

d1fferent l1noulsts tô refer to enUt1es and relations of v8rlous klnds, both l1ngulstlc and 

extrel1ngulst1c. In pert1cul8r, the seme terms ere used for both syntectlc and seméntlc enelysls The 

follow1ng desCrlpt10n Is 9)(tr~edc from e dlctionary erticle ent1tled "Actor-tdlon-(pll." (Crystal 
- " . . 

1980: 12-13): ..... In the sentence IÂYIn S8WlJtJd, for example, ~n 15 -the ac'or, SIJW the ~tion. 

end 1Itb:t the pt" From th1s description, one mtght infer on the b8StS orthe typogrÎ2phy that ml 

2See Tondl (1981' ch 8) for tJ d1scuss1on of the controversy between nomlna1tsts and 
pheoomeneltsts CHer the pr1or1ty of property versus 1OO1v1OO81 - ~ 

; 

" 
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~ \ 
~tor Is an NP that functlons es the subject end 81))81 Is en NP thet funcUons as the object ln en ~tlve 

~ 

~œ, But. as Crystal tndtcates. the seme tarms ara usai for both gremmGUcal end semelntlc 

â~YS1S ln lingulstlc literature. It Is not unusual to flnd descriptions ln whlch syntectte end sem~mt1c 
~ . 

nattons are connated in this w&I ln 8 sem6r\tic description. the l1nguist would use the term 'actor' • 
t/ 

'9)81'. etc. to reter to the raIe p layed by the referent 01a ~ 1 n the œse of John's 5891no the duck. the 

terms 'actor' en,.d '~l' wou Id be used to rafer to the raIes played by the referents of the nI~me 'John' 

and the NP 'the duek' • respect 1\l8lv. 

Some lIngulsts apprœch-the analysls 01 the Information content of sentences by enellW to a 

dramatle sœne. For exemple, Langen~n ( 1970· 62) wrltes 

Semanlle relatlonshlps are most easlly and dlreetly deserlbed ln lerms of rolu .. s If •• eh 
sen!.!"ee were a miniature drama. who!e pl6t I! olven by the main predlcale and who!e 
aclors (In thelr verlous roles) are the nominal expressions that oceur wllh them .. The 
Indlvldual ". responslble for. earrylng out the plot I! ealled the aoent. the person or thlng 
affeeled, the patient. the thlno (Looi. devlee) used by the agent. th. Instrum.nt. Yle .150 
have sueh rol.s a! goal. source or orioln, location. direction and result. Roles can be thoUQhl 
of as labels for the variables thal stand ln relation le pr.edle.les. 

\, .~ 

Here the ectors are sald to be "the nominal expressions" and roles ere "Iobels for the verlobles 

langenooan cœs not elaborate on the k1nd of relation thet holds between the "variables" end 

"predleates" that he mentions. 

Wlthtn generatlve grammor. thls 8ppr~h Is represènted by severoJ dlfferent hypothesas, ln 

whleh the constructs of semanttc roJes ere postulated as primitive Md 8I"e somettmes aven cJolmed to 

be "Innate" semanttc concepts. 'rMSe hvJXItheses Include the "case or8lllmar" of FllImora ( 1968. 

, 1971), the "semanUc roles" of Katz (1972, 1917), ond ".themat1c relations" proposed by Gruber 

(1976) andJ~enOOff( 1972, 1976, 1978,1983). Such semantlc constructs are ecœpted wlthout 

argument by many .other IIngutsts worklng ln oenet'etlve Qr8lllmar: S Anderson (1977), 6resnen 
- /'to-

( 1978, 1981, 1982), Chomsky ( 1981, 198Ia). Cullcover end Wilkins ( 1-984). iNote that, exœpt 

fOr Fillmore, Gruber end Joenœff, thase authors mostly assume thet tt16re Is e velld semantlc theory 
\ 

of themattc relations; th6y 00 not erp for one or attempt to J usttfy It sementlc~.t 1y themselves. 

, . 
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ln the fremework of generatlve Qrammar. descriptions m whlch the l1ngulst uses terms such 

es 'AQent' Md 'rham'ê' ta r.afer expltclt1y ta ltngut5ttc al'ltlttes ara becomlng more common . For \ 

ex~mple. WJlllams ( 1981, 87) wrltes' "The Thama 01 hl! 15 the NP thet Is lmmedlately oomlnated by 

the VP of whlch hlt 1$ the heO(t" ThIs 15 another WfN to stJ'I thet the Th~me of 'hit' Is the NP thet 

funcUans os 1ts direct obJ~t W1I11ams wlshes to avold such trad1tional terms of grammat1cal an81ysls 

slnce they heve become "8mblguouS." But as 1llustrated here, the terms 'Agent' and 'Theme' are hardly 

less amblguous than 'subj~t' and 'object'. Smee Williams treats Theme and Agent os elther "internaI" 

or "externel" arguments (th8t 15 w1th respect to the VP, a l1ngulstlc enÜty). he must conslœr tham to 

be not only 11ngulstlc entltles. but more speclflcal1y syntoctlc entltles 1 An Agent or Theme as a persan 

or thlng p6rtlclpatmg ln extralingUlstlc sltuahons wou1d a1w6'y'S be "externa1" to the VP, Accordingly. 

WIlliams ( 1981) 00es not 8SCrlbe eny semantlc content to the thematlc roles he œscrlbes; he aven 

mentIons th8t the 18bels are unlmportant. WjJJlams merely uses the labels to dlstlnguish syntoctlc 

8MJuments from '98Ch other 

Williams' use of thematlc raIes such as Agent and Theme seems to follow the splr1t of 
1 

Chomsky's a-theory. In Introductng the notIon of the ebs1rect "ff-ro/e," ChomsKY (1981' 35) 

remerles thet lt IS related to the notIons of FIllmore, Gruber, J~kenooff, Katz, etc. like most of the 

I1ngulsts whose works ore Clted obove. Chomsky seems to assume thet sentences must be lnterpreted 
IJ 

"themettœlly" and thet the ass1gnment of 8 set of a-roies or thematlc relations to the syntactic 

arguments of the sentence tekes place wlthtn "sentence grammer" (e.g., Chomsky 1975: 105; 1977: 

56; 1961 D: 12). Chomsky seems, however, to conœntr8te m~e on the u~ of ~les in syntactic 

well-formedness conditions rather than on the sementlc dlfferentlatfon between the raies octually 

8SS1gned to the 8f"guments. for 1 nst80C8, a-roles are used in the statement of the a-Crlterlon. whl~ Is ft 

wel1-formedness condition on the lF (logtœl form) level-of represt!Rt8tton. The 6-Criter1on ltmits 

each M'oument to one end only one a-role et LF.22 It could be used to rule out en ungrmnmatlcel 

sequênce such es the following. 

\ /' 

22ChorJlsky (1982}-traces the condi tions substmed in'the 9-Critef'100 td freidin (1978: 537). 
,/ 
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1 (tJ) It seems to œ:h ôther that they are heppy ( *) 

and to ~unt for the frgum.ent structure of sentenCes cont~ntno "functton chetns." These constst of /e 1 

moved argument constituent and lts trace ( t), whtch t~ther "h8Ye no mqse then one 8-positiqn" The • 

NP subject ls said ta result tram movement ln the sentence ln 1 (b). .. 

1 (b) they seem ta eoch other t to be h6ppy. 

ChomsKy poslts the followlng œep structure represent8tlon for ooth t (6) 8nd (b). 

1 (c) [51 NP INFL [vpl v seem] [ppto ~h other )[52 they INFl be heppyJ)] 
) "' 

ln both sentences, Chomsky (1981. 43- 44) S6YS thtJt the "8-;018 of they" Is the 8-fole of "the 
/\, 

subject of the prlJJlœte be-~py, I!IS d8termlned by the C3F (gremmtJtlœl funct1on) of th6y es 

[NP ,~r This 15 shown by thel8belled br~Ket1nç ln 1 (c) . . 
, Although some l1ngulst5, 8.g., Cullcover and Wllklns (1984: 13), stm malntsln tMt "t~·1 

grammer must represent d1ff~enœs ln themtJtlc raIes esslgned to NPs ln 0 sentence ... " not everyone 

agrees thet lt 15 neœssery to speclfy whlch them6tlc raIe or 8-r0.18 ls osslgned ta a port1cular 

ergtJment. Indeed Hornsteln (1984: 114-115) 8rgues ttl8t gr6mm6t1c61 constr6tnts Sl./ch es the 8-

CriterlOn, whlch are 6SSUmed ta be slgnlflCt11'lt for tnterpretet1on. lnvolve bGSlœlly synt~t1o nottons. 

It ls lnterestlng from our perspective ta observe that the 8-Criterion ls a condftlon 
sttlted on NPs. whlch are synt~t1c objects. In ftJCt. nDt only Is ft stated on syn~fc 
objects--1t cofmot be steted on the ~tJIItlc V6111f1S of tllese syntectlc obJects 
r8ther then on the synt~t1c abjects themselves. Wtry not? Coos1der ... D sentence 

. lite ( 14): 
14 Johni hit himselfi , 

1 n (14) 'John' end 'hfmse1f ere coreferenUol; they bath rater to the seme 
Indlvfdu81 JohnJ Thus, John hlmself has two 8-roies. However 1 slnce the NP, 
'John' and 'hlmself eech have one 6fld only one 9-role. the 9-Crtterlon JudOBs the 
sentence ful1y ecœptoble. If the 8-Crfterlon were stoted on semanttc velues of NPs 
rether then on the syntect te abject Uself...( 14) would presumobly be u~tob le 
... In shOrt. It ts preclse)y 0 syntoctfc r.nng ~ the e-crUerlon that ylelds the 
correct emp1r1cal results. 
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H()rn-;Teln oemonc;trates here Thar the domaln of the A-(rlterlon 15 syntactlc ana suggestc; That the El-rOte 

')hI)lJlt1 be used only a~ a con')truct ln syntactlc well-formedness ~ndltlon" But aven 50. If ')I3ems Thal d. 

, ~ 
semantlc theory ana syntact IC theory shOu Id agree as to whlch const !tuants wou Id GOunt as argument$ 

ThemaUc roles applted to elementafy sentences contatntng 'be', Now 1 wIll turn to 

Ihe .Questlon of the func~on of thematlc relatlOns as semantlc constrlJcts <ln 8 ,menta1tst theory of 

language 1 wIll dlscuss the applIcatIOn of theSe constructs to elementary-sentences. conta1nlng the 

vero 'be 

Flrst let us notice that not aIl I(ngulsts who aoopt a semantlc ro~ approoch ~Ol1'II,analvze thesa 

sentences ln the same wery, ln terms of thematlc relatlOns taken as semantlc constructs That 15, for 
( . 

sentences of the form [NP be XP), not aU Ilngulsts (whose works are revlewed here) would asslgn 

them.otle relatIons (semantlç roles, cases, or a-roles as the'~ase may be) ta both-the ~ and the XP 

Forexample,Cuftcover and WilkinS (1984 24) clalm that the predicate XP betrs QQ themehc role . 
Thus, the XPs thet functlon as the complements of 'be' would not be enalyzed bY Cullcover and WlIktns 

\ as terms or arguments, as they are ln Chomsky ( 1982). 1 n th9 followmg exemples, each bracketed 
, ' . 

positIon IS a so-C8II~ "a-poslt Ion" or on "argument position" (ChomsKY 1982 36) 

2 (these truthsl are [self-evldentl 

-« 3 (we] put [the books] [on [the tab le] ] 
i C 

BV anolOfl{ W1t~ the analys1s~n 3, 'on the table' wou Id presumably be anafyzed as an argument ln the 

folloy!Jng sentence. 

4 [the books] are (on [the tob le] 1 

Cleerlv. If eUher the theory of thematlc reletions or è-theory 15 ta be valid as a basls for 
\. 

sementlc On8lysts, then tt must provlde guldeltnes for determlOlng WhlCh syntaitle cat8Olr1es and 

positions' sMuId be asslgned themot1c reletlons. For elementery sentence contolnlng 'be'. the 

contr),erstel question 1$ whether themattc relattons should be 8SS1gned ta the expresslOns thét . ~ 

! 
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functlOn as the pred1cate complement of 'be' Or ln O\her words, for a sentence of the form 'NP be XP' 
~ . 

would the XP be cons1œred as an "argument" or not?- Now Chomsky (1961 3S) descrlbes "N~ 

argu.ments" as "NPs wlth sorne sort Of 'referentla\ functlQn', mcludlng nemes, verl~\eS, anephOr~, 

,,_~ouns, but not l"d~om chunks or elements tnserted to œcupy a~ obhqetory POSItIon ln synt~t~c 

'ltructure" Also for Cul1cover end Wilkms (1984 15), "the CruCltI\ proparty of eny NP wlth respec1 
, 

ta th~ ~51gnment of thematlc roI es 15 that 1t have a referent" Sa the controver~H~l POint baslCallv 

concerns the referentiallty of'XP ~ut apparently there lS no consensus about the referentlal1ty of 
~ 

expresSIOns ;uch as 'happy' as 10 l, 'self-evldent' as ln 2, and 'on the table' as ln 4 23 

Now perhaps lt IS for syntactlc reasons that Cullcover and W1IklnS wou Id not 85s1gn e themetlc 
, . 

, 

role to the expressIOn that funct1on5 as the pred1Cate complement of 'be' They mpt Anderson's theme ~ 

rule (Anderson 1977), WhlCh Sl!YS, "Assign theme to the ObjF;W;t lf there 15 one, otherwlS8, assl0n 

theme to the subje'ct" (Cul1cover end Wilkins 1984 13» If the term 'Ob)F;W;t' were defmoo 

conf1guratlOntllly Ils [NP ,VP] or strlCtly 6S 1:'1 syntoctlc relation, then, Theme wou Id be asslgned to th€' 
. ' 

predicate complement pos1tlOn accordlOg to Anderson's Theme rule But, for Cullcover ond Wllk ln5., 

the ass1gnment of 1:'1 grammat1œl functlon 1~ lexical, not strlctly syntactlc Therefore, Theme would 

probab1y be 8SS1gned by the "otherw1se" clause to the NP that functlons as the subject of sentences such p 

5 The rosat ls r&N 
Theme 

and the so-cslled "predlcate" ls asslgned no thematlc relatIon 

~ 

For sentences contelnlng 'be' • Chomsky's analysls of "arlJument" or Il a-positions" seems to De 

closer to the analysls proposed by Gruber ( 1976) and Jeckenoof( ( 1972, 1976, 1983), Accordlng to 

thelr hypothests of thematlc relations, the verb 'be: Invartebly tekes two erguments whlch are 

asslgned the thematlc relattons Theme (T) and location (U Thus ail sentences conta1nlno the same 

23The notion of refm.ence 15 Char~terl~ by ChomSk~' ~S 1. 32() ~ fo Il OWS. The 
"œnotata" of expressions or "values of variables" 3re "entities of mental representatlon" ln the oomaln 
o Reference, ln thts sense, 15 an tntramental relation, as for JDenœff ( J 983) ($ee 122 (Ill) 
for a discussion of thls phenomenon.) 
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morphol0Q1cal verb 'be' woulCl reœlve the same a5S1gnment of themotlc relottOns, as lllustrated for the 

1ollOWlng sentences 

" (a) ~ lS a bachelor 
T L 

(b) These tryths are self-eyldeot 
1 L 

( c) The cards are on the table 
• T L 

(d) T\" +j"" .. IS sleepIng, 
~L 

Gruber and Jackendoff would vlew the asslgnment of the {hematlc relatIons Theme Î and Location to NP 

subjects and XP complements of 'be', respectlvely, as part of the conceptuel analysls of these sentence 
, 

types Furthermore, 1t Is not clear how a purely syntactlc component of sentence grammar could 

determlne whlch sehtence pOs1tlons are argument-positions or non-argument positIons, wlthout sorne , 

pr-Ior Information concernlng the semontles of verbs This InformatIon Is assumed to be a part of the 

lexlcol entry o( the verb 
.~ 

ln ganeral, semantlc roles and sIm l1ar constructs are charactertzed ln the 11terature much as 

Fillmore ( 1968. 24) descrlbes cases . 

. The case notions comprise a set of universal. presumably Innale. concepts which Identlfy 
certain types of Judgments human beings are capable or maldng about eVènts who dld il. 
who'lt happened lo. and what got changed. 

Jackendoff (1978 228) makas similor clalms about thematlc relations Theme, Location, etc" are 

teken as elementery "concep tua 1 structures" havlng no "direct correspondance wlth the physlcal 

world" but resulttng (rom "the wtt{ the mtnd structures tts percepUon of the world." Jackendoff 

( 1983: 209-210) vlews "thematlc structure as an Innate organlzatlon wlth whlch the organlsm 

structures Hs expar tance," Them6ttc relations are sean to generallze over conceptuel structures that 

belong ta more beslc ontol~lcal catElf;J)rles that r~ur ln varlous fjelds of dlscourse. 

Whlle Jackenooff clalms that the concepts underlylng the thematlc relations provlde a 

rr~ework by whlch we structure our .expertence, there ts another hypothesis whtch savs thet 

'", 
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semantlc roI es also prOVHJe Il structural framework for 11lngutYJe ln Merentz ( 1981 ), thf-euthor 

argues tJ1at the source of grammatIcal rèlatlOns IS thelr underlymg semantlc retenons. He descrlbes , 

'''semantlc raIes Ils "log1Co-~mantlc relatlOns" hold1ng between any predlC8te and ltS sub)8Ct Thet .1~1 \ 

they are S81d ta be "ret'atlOns among sententlal constltuents .. (Merentz 1981 2) 

The only other generaHve l1ngulst, to my knawledge, who hes anelyzea semantlc roles es 

relatlOnal concepts lS Katz ( 1972, f 977) Katz draws a comparlson between sets of semllntlc roles 

and sets of grammatlcal' relatlOns The sets d1ffer ln that "orammatlCllI relatIons are deflned over 

phrase markers," whlle semantlC raIes, œtermlned cruC1811y by features of lexl~l verbs and 

unœrlying (œep structure) grammat1cal relatIOns, "are âeflned over sem~mtlc representatlons" 

(Katz 1972 1 1 3 ) 

One sometlmes gets the ImpreSSIon that llngulsts belleve that the osslgnment of semllntlc roles 
~ 

( thematlc relatIons) to arguments Is the only syntactlc (or semllltlc) operetlon th6t Is essentiel for 

the analysls of the proposltlonal content of Il sentence. But aven J~kenooff Is erltleel ot sueh a 

sImplIficatIon He clalms ( 1983. 209) that "tt;à'theory ofthematlc relations depends cruClol1y on on 

enrlched ontology" end other conceptual notions. Recently a great ~I of Ilngulstlc research on 

semantlc roles has navertheless been devoted to the dlscovery of the precise (correct end comp lete) 

11st of semantlc r:.0les that can be expressed ln sentences of netural languf93 Many a IIngulst work Ing 

ln the field has created a partlcular lIst of hypothettcal sementle roles (See, e g., Jld)SI1CtJ, semdl1/lc 

C8S88ndgrtJmmtJtlCtl/ re/tltlOl1s. t 978.) Although the anelysls of certaln sementle roles eccordlno to 

different Ilngulsts of~en reflect the same bâsle Intuitions, dlfferent hypotheses ln f8Ct often I~ to 

dlfferent clalms about semant le relations that ere expresslble ln netural lengu. or 8Cross 

languages.24 Unœr these clreumstances, the Questions of the unlverS8l1ty end Inneteness of sementlc 

roles are contingent The teet thet such concepts ere lImlted to only 11ve or six 15 Questloneble ln vlew , 

24How is thls pOSSible If semantlc roles represent conceptual structures thet are truly 
!nnate? ln my reseerch proJect on the crtterle for sementlc roles (Styen 1963), 1 found no 
unlformltv ln the crlterta that vtrlous IIngutsts use to ldentlfy semantfc roles. The criteria vary 
(rom the wholly sementlc ( e.g. , Nllsen Md Ntlsen 1975) to the wholly syntacttc (e.g., Staroste 1978' 
508). Thus, glven the consIderable number of dlfferent hypotheSes, lt 15 not really clear wh8t ft Is 
tMt 15 supposed to be Innate. 
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. 
Of the lex1oo1og1cal work Of Mel'rokA 588, e.g.. Mel'rot, lordrJnskeja, Arbatchewsky-Jumtrle 1981), 

, 

who Identifies sorne ftfty sa-celled "lexical functtons.· In fd. nof 811 ltngutsts 8fT88 th8t general 
, 1 

sementfc roles SOOh85 Agent. Theme. Locatton. m'8 very useful for formel gremmat1œl 8Mlysts (e.~ • 
• 

,/ Weh 11n 1975); ottler l1ngulsts l'lave expressed skept1Clsm (e.g., Freldln 1975; Serbet 1981). Sorne 
i> 

psychol1noutsts expltc1t1y derrt the neœsstty to postulete formel .seRl80ttC roles (e.O.. M1l1er and . 
JOhnson-Laird 1976: 482,686; Moulton and Robinson 1981: 106-111). Meratsos (1979) ts 8150 

. 
crtttœl of the use of sem8l'ltfc roles ln reseerch on chl1d lenQlHlQB tK:QUlsltlon. ' 

At thts point. 1 w11J not comment on the anelyses of the exemples consldered ln thls section ln 
, . 

terms of the dlfferent hypotheses of sementfc roles or them8ttc relations. My posttton 1n thls thesls 15 

thot, glven an tJdeQuote theOry of semanUc or ontologlœl typés. " ttlOOry of themetlc relations 15 
" 

redunœnt., ln Chepters 3 and 4 of thls work, 1 will propose end support en alternative semant1c 
" 

8I'Ialysis of elementery sentences contafnlng 'be'. Theo ln Chepter 5. 1 wm compare end contr8St' my 

enelysfs wfth one bosed on thernatlc relations ln terms of expl"lnlng well-formed passives ln EnoJ1sh, 

a:epteble question end answer p"lrs, end l1ngulstlc Inference relaltôos. 1 c18tm th~here 15 lntle 

convtncfng 11nou1st1c evldenœ to support the use of labels such as 'Theme' end 'LOC8tlon' ln 8Jormal 

, nlysls of cet8lp"1cal sentences. 

The next tB wHl be to tAbpt a synta::Uc anaJysts, 1.8., D structural œteœrt81 description of 

elementary sentences éontDln1ng 'be'. Th1s 1s the subJect Of Chapter 2 
, 

( 
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~\ Chepter 2 
• . Syntact1c anetysts of cetegor teel ___ 

, 

This chaptel' oonœrns the syntax of e1ementery sentences ~telntno 'be' ln Engltsh. My 
1, 

metn objecttve twre ts to outUne the syntflCttc nottoos end prlnclp1es thet are essenttel for en __ • 

descrlpUon ft subj8Ct-pred1œte relettons. As 8 belsts for expletntng how speakers tnterpret these 
) 

fundllmental relat1ons. It will be neœssarv to present 8 more œtat1ed ene1ys1s of the phrases thet 
G 

funct10n es the SUbJects end predIœtes of e1ementr{ sentences. 

The structural plysts thet 1 assume for wall formed elementrf 98t'1tences wes dtrq-emmld 

'" ln 2 of the Introwctton. Bas1caIJy 1 wt11 app1y the generatlve system of svnŒttc nlyst, koown • . ;.. 

the IOpernmant and b1ndtng theory. (08) (Chun~) 198'. 1982). Ihomsky (1982: .. ) 

dtsttngutshes two ·perspectlves ... tn the stuct{ of ",emmer. one whtch amphest_ rule systems and 

the other. systems ft pr1nctp1es.· As 1 noted ln 1.1. current 08 reaearch tn ,.emmer (espectalJy 
\ 

syntex) focuses on the st~ of systems of princip1es. The tendIInaf 11 to ettempt to el1mtnatJ the rut. 

systems tn favoll" fI·prlnclp1es end pararneWs· ft untvrsel ,.am ..... (00). (ChomSky 1986: 2). 

J ln genrel 1 rq-. wtth the thrust of the currtnt reseerch prcvamme. In th •• ctiepter 1 w1l1 assume 

tflet 1extœ) œtefJlrles ere deftned by tnherent 1exlœl properUes Ri u. the prtnclp1es ft ·X-ber 
. 

theory cen ecœunt for the baste syntecttc structure of e1ementery sentences. But t cD not fthd thet tn 

MIl'Y cese the subsystems of prlnclples ere super10r to the e1ements of the rule systems thet u.t ers 

suppœed ta replace. In parttculer. 1 wt11 argue hare .nst 8-theory ln fawur of strtct 

subcet8fp'1zetton (whlch ts a œv1œ ~en from the trsHt10nel rule system). In _100 2. '. 1 w11l 

ergue thtJt 9-theory Is 1flCKiaquate es e ~ts for the ProjecUon Prtnclple and the structurel analysts of 

elementery sentences conœlnlng 'be'. (Furthermore. If e-theory ts equated wtth themaUc r"elat~. It 
, . . 

ts also Inedequate es a beS1s for sementtc tntBrpretétlon. es t shen dIImonstret8 ln Chapter 5.) 

1 assume that the synt«:tlc c*Jmponent generates well-formed sentences (S-structures) thot 

serve es tnput to the IntBrprettve oompooents of the ",snmer. An Importent tesk for semanttcs t~ ta 

determtne ho'« the m.l1ng of e who1e sentence ts formed from seporete oonceptuel structures thet er. 
\ 

... 

. , 
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releted to seporete syn~1c ~utuents of the sentenœ. The theory of l1ngu1st1c semanUcs thM 1s 

assumed ln pr1nclp1e w1thln generet1ve ~emmer 1s e COIDtq1t1moJ tnterpret1ve semenUcs. Aoordlng , ~ 

to the oompostUoneltty prlnclple the m.,lng of e sentence ls œt8rmlned by the m8llltng of the 
'"~ 

lextcal ttems ft oontelns end sen~ structure. More preclsely, the sense of e gtven sentence depends 

upon the œnœptuel oonstttuents t~ ere ~~ wtth the IndivIduel lextcol1tems ft œntetns 800 the 
1 

'~\ ;, sttuctural relatlbnS amono the lexical ttems as œf1ned by sentence "emmer. Assumtng the 
~ ~ , 

'\ 

oomposlttoneltty princlple as a basl,~for working out. the œnnecUons between !orm and meen1nQ, 1t 1s· i .. 

crucial to make the nottons und9r1y1ng the syntecttc l1nktng of sentence oonsUtuents more expltctt. 
1 

for tnterpretat1on. the r8levant structurel reletlons snong syntSlt1C const1tuents 1ncludB preœdenœ 

and œm1nenœ relations. Followtng Katz8nd Fm- ( 1963) who out1fned the ftrst semanUc theory ln 
, 

the cootext of (a) generet1ve ~emmar, the rules of semantlc tnterpretaUoo are supposed to oper6te 

oompos1t10n0l1y 00 phrase markers, from the bottom to the top of the phrase mS"ker. Applytng the 

œmpostUonol1ty pr1nclp)e to X-ber structures. 1ex1œl meen1ngs would be ass1<J18d to eech term1nal 

element and then combtnld at the phresel ~, 8.0., [XP ,VP], [VP .1'). aM,5O on. untl1 en 
1 

. fhterpretetton 1s essl,.. to the whole senteQœ (1"). 
) 

Thus an essenUal pert of the speaker', ebmty ~ 1nterpret sentenœs of netural1~ ts the 

prier abtltty to enelyze th8S8 sentenœs synt~Uœny. A beste wcrkllYJ princtp1e ~'Wt11 assume ln 
, 

thi' work 15 the thesls ~ eutorOny fer svntsc. In an autoronous syntex. as generat1ve synœ:Uc1ans 

onen empheSta (8.0., QlOInSky 1951: ch. 9; 1977: ch. 1; CUl1œYet 1976: ,45; Rdord 1981: 12-

13), mly SV"w:t1c èrguments ere alsstb1e for the justif1œtton of ~t~t1c structure. Henœ 1 wt11 
, 

attempt to belle the quments presented ln thts chepter solely on syntfd1c ev1d8ooe. 

The flrst step ft the nlys's ct elementery 9éntenœs œnte.n.ng 'be' Is purely syr)Œttc. The 

present _Ur 1$ ln ttne.,..ts. F1rst, ln 2.1, 1 wU1 dtscuss the NP-YP structure of sentenœs end 
.. ... \ # 

sorne alt .. nettge svntct1c nlyses ct subJect-predtœte relattons. Sections 2.2 and 2.3 wm treat the 

~ Internel struct.n ~ the subJ~ .m predIœte phreges. ·The subJect 15 n1vzed œnflguratt~lly as . " " ' . . 
(NP ,t")'" the predtœte 18 nlyad as [VP .1']. The prd:ete pInge (VP) cootelns the 1extœl '-1 

'bI' plus en abltgatoty comp1emint. whtch mav be a noun,phraIe (NP). ,en ectect1Ye phrase (AP). a 

. , 
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prepos1tlonal phrase (PP) or enother verb phr_ (VP). In 2.2. the most substanttal pert cl thts . 
cheptel" • 1 wm 1nyesUgate the quest10n of the syntcttc ceteIpy of 'bI'. 1 wtll atp thet 'be' ta e vtrb. , 
ln 2.3. 1 wiH present a synt~Uc analysts of the NP that funct10ns es the subject of œteg3rtœl 

sentences Gnd the NPs. N's. PPs end VPs thet may func\lon as predtcete terms. 

2.1 The NP-YP subject-pred1cete structure of sentences 
, -

'G1ven thet subjtJCI end ~ tre oorrectly ene1yzed as relet100al not100s (as , hM. 
- t 

~ 8I"gued ln 1.2.1 ). the next quesUons to 8I'lSW8r 81"8 ttle fol1ow1ng. For subject end pred1~t8, what 
cl 

8I"e the elements tMt 8I"e related1lf NP end VP funeUOfI respectively as the subJect end the predlcate 

of a sentence. as tr~1ttonelly 8SSumed! than whet are the prlnclples by whlch tt\898 pbras are 

generated end oomblned.to form a sentence unit? The basle questions 1lere conœrn the essenUal 

œnsUtuents of elementary sentenœs.«td thelr preperttes. 

Wlthtn generatlve ~emmer. the prlncfples of X-bar svntax tre gnrally essumed to eocount 

for the tnternel structure 01 phrases and for structural generaUzattons ecrœs ~Ies. An major 

ph~ er-e nJyzed as maximal projecttons of a perttcular lexl&l cet.etp'y X,.whfch ts cel1ed the 

.. ·'exlcal heed." Phr8$8S (-XPs) mit! oon18ln phreses or other constUl*\ts thet functlon • spectflr,s 

or complements of the lexlcel hM1 (For Il œtetled a::œunt. 988 ~encWf 1971.) GIvet. thet general 
• 

pr1nc1Pl~ of X-ber syntax cen u:ount for the InternaI stroo\ure of ~hr.". aordtng to ~sky 

( 1982. 1986) there ts no need for specifie phrase structure rules for thls purpoae. M pert of the 

pfOIJ'Mlme to el1m1nat8 prUculer rule systems ln fevour of prtnctp1es and peremeters of 00, 

Ctmlsty ( 1986: 3) states that -phra structure rules can eppnntly be dlspeMed wtth enUrely." 
< 

ln ordar to IKX:OUnt f(l' the OYeral1 structure of e sentne. he would extend the prtnclp1es of X"ber 

~tex to clausel strucb.r. es well. If e sentence unit 1s essumed to be the mactmel ptojectkll 01 the 

clausel œterpy cal1ed "lnfJect1on" (lNfl). the .. tance untt bet", nlyzld es IP. then a spectflC 
. . 

phrese structure ruJe sw:h • 'S .. NP INFl VP' ts œnsldnd recbdInl The structLr. of Eng1t1h 

sentences Is t11ustreted bv Oonsty ( 1983: 3) es foUa,". 

" 
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Fa- ~!Xlœl œtefp'tes such as V, -the chotce of awnplements Is supposed ta be œternrined by the 
, 

ProJectton Prtnctple,M ~lno to Ctonsky. This prtnctple cletms that representfttlons 8t ~ , 
f 

synttJctlc hwel Mare projections of \8)(1081 properttes, such as the subœtel;p'1zet1oo fr8mollld/or 9-

mM'ktno ~Ity of the lextœl tm1 The Inherent f_ures of INFllnclooa (.-nont] and [tense]. 

The (tanse) f88ttM"8 presum8bly means thet JHFl ~Ires ft V coost1tuent. It Is further essumed th8t ' 

the NP specifier of the sentenœ (or of INFL) Mis ~tra:1 by the Exterdd Projectton Prlnctp1eM 

(CHomsky 1986:~), whtch merely sUpuletes that ail sentenœs requlre subJects (Tnwts 1984: 17) 
: 

Ctonsky supsts thal tht, prtnctple coulet be dertved from -Ule theory of pred1œtton ln the sense of 

Williams 1980, e1000 Hnes supsted ln Rothsteln 1983: C~sky (986: 92: nA). In fact, 

Rothstetn (1983) c1etms expltctUy tMt her 8CCOUnt of predtc8tm m8kes a phra structure rule for' 

the nlysls of sentenœ structure reduOOirlt. 

ln thls sectkJn 1 will brtefly exemlne arteln elements trom the pr0p0s8ls by Wllliems end 

Rothsteln cooœrnlno the synttt:ttc structures underlylno predlœUoo (W' subJect-pred1œte reletlons. 

The dIM amtdared I.n bath of tfll!98 epprœches are brœder thM tt)e sœpe of my dissertation. This 

wt11 not be Ml exheustlve rev-tew fA etther one of them. 

One apprœch ln the current H~8tuNt woold ~nt for predlœtlon by oolndm<lno. This 

~ W8S Int~ by Wmltlns (1980) end hes beoo tôlp\ed ln prlnclple by CullOOYer end 
, 

Wilkins (1984), Hornsteln (1984), ntothers. Theother epprœât, ptoposed by Rothsteln (1983), 

establlshes a rule of pradlœte ltnktng, whlch ts Indtcat8d by .superscrlpttng. Whtle 1 8fT88 w1th 

mmlY potnts of thage analyses, 1 Hm tMt netther ts (JJtte edequ8te es It stends to ~nt fa- subj8Ct 

predlœte-relatlons. In ganerel, 1 sh811 ~ tMt the representetton of Predtcatton by coùQlXtoo Is 

best08lly mts\8dno. stnce thls prœeœre Is expHcttly Hnked wlth oo;-rsferenUeHty Henœ 

oolnœxlno ts lnepproprlate f(W' predtœtton, whtch t5 tI dtfferent phenomenon. On the other Mnd. 

Rott-stetn's rule of p~œt8 Hnklng; whlch 15 not tISSOC~ wtth ro-referentleltty, 00es not 

œm~\8t8ty SW8Id elther ln eltmlnettno the need of ft phra structure rule fa- the enelysls of 
\ 

1 
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sentence structure The problem IS be51cellvthet Kothstem stetes Mr rules end prlnclples 10 terms 
1 

DT relatlOnal noUons. whlle the phrase structure rule IS steted 10 terms 01 svntftlc cet~r1es ln 
- . 

connectlon wlth thlS: 1 would argue for the interpretatIon of the F'r01ectlOn F'rlnC1ple ln terms of 

strIct ~u~:teQ)rlzatlOn rather than e-marklng Tl'leta t~eorY ruas not purport to eccount for the 

dlstrlbutlOn or the predlcate complements ,of IIn"(1ng verbs such as 'M' whlle sl,JtlceteoorlletlGn cen 
~.. . 

J occount for 6-ll complementarv terms. Irrespectlve OT thelr runctlOns 

~, The svnteetlc mechamsms that seem essentIel ~ account Tor senteB'œ structure end sublect-
\ 

predlcate relatIOns. 1 clalm. b8Slcallv Incluœ the ToilowlOÇl "-bar theorv. the Inherent reatures 01 

1 the hm OT a sentence and thëse DT the heads Of phrases. strIct subC8tel;XlrI28tlOn,. \ tcœther wlth the 
~ , ' 

Pr01ec!lon PrlnClpleJ and~neral prlnclples01 composltlOnalltv For Instance. 1 shall assume thet the 
1 

Inherent TooturesDT INFL [tense] and [ooreement) canex:count Tor the obllOatorv NP \SUbl~tJ and YP 
- 1 

( predlcate J posItIons ln the phrase structure Illustrated ln 1 ooove The r agreement) (Mture mokas 

INFL a two-place relatIon. whlch could ensure that two leXIcal cateoorl8S.sWIIi be selected Tor we11 
1 

lormed elementerv sentences üne of thase ob 1 19ator:v leXIcal cateq:lrle5 15 8SSIQnoo tanse ( ln rect, It 15 

Tln1tel heDce It must be V But ~ must the socond catE9)rv be N? Is there a reeson thet IS 

connecta:! w;th the mherent propertles OT INFL. 1 e . (tense) or [egreement]? Perheps,t could be 

establlshed bv consloorlng whIC~- features 01 the relevent svnt~tlc categories must ~ree wlth eech 
, 

other At least ln Engllsh. ~reement IS requlroo Tor the onlv feeture tMt IS overtlv markech whlch IS 
, 

number \ s1nÇlular or plural) The onlv two svntactlc cat~rles thet ere marked for number are N end. 

V '::>1nœ an elementarv ~ntence mav have on Iv one phrase \ Y'P) Inrlectej ror tense. t~e other 

svntactlc cat99)rv that lS-obl1gatorv must be N 1 will assume thet the IlnklnQ .,orthe max,"mel_ 

prOJectIOns or the ob ll~torv N and Il catS<}JrlBS IS aœtuatelv representej bv Il hlerarchlcel phrese 

, marker or bv 18b~ll~ bra::ketmg. at leest for elementerv Sentences predl~tlOn )5 1ected ...... 

automatlcallv bv the m$<lmal prolectlon of INFL wlth Its requlslte specIfIer and complement phrases 
" , 

Now as Tor the clalm thet the subsvstems of princIp les lnvolved ln predIcation can Q'},take certeln rûre-~ 

systems 1 such as the-P5 rule for S end str ICt subc8t~rlzatlon) reoonœnt. 1 wIll conclude here thet 
"-

the PS ruTe for the analvsls OT S m&y be consJ(~red redundent. but not strict subœ~lt;âtlon (It IS 

\ 

.\ 
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not certatn thet thts s:mJnt ts ~Ily more 9_t than the simple phrase structure rule '5 -+NP 

INFL VP', espectelly, If WB assume ~h8t these symbols ar9 ~8Ytatlons fer œrtetn In~ent 

properUes. The matn ~~ i5 thet we œn ~nt fer the structure Of 5 (IP) by prtnctples of 

X -bs" theory ) 

2.1. 1 PredtceUon by co ......... 

We 8hould 8X~ a oomprehenslve treetment of prf(\tceUon to ~nt for the releUons 

"' 
between the expresstons thet functlon as subJects ahd pra1icales not only of sentenœs or matn clauses 

- , 
(œttned by Chomsky (1965: 71) as [NP ,51 Md [VP ,S1. respecttve}y) but also thase of "smell 

çlues: (However, onJy the fa-:ner 1 not the latter, ~è dlrectJy rel8VMt for my dlssertettoo. 1 wt11 

th8refors (1)8 Jess tnterested here ln the enaJysls of predication wtth respect to small cJeuses.) 

Wtllins ( 1980) eœpts e r'()le of oolndexlng whtch would ssstCJl the seme Indtces,to the expressions 

thet he 8I18tyzès es "subJect" end es "predicats" ec:œrding to hts hypothesls. The rlJle states: "Colndex 
1 

NP eOO X. If (WHllems 1980: 206). The "predication relation" Is sald to hold between the NPs Md APs 

colndBxed ln the followtng sentences. 

them.~ 

ete ,he meat _ 

nmedeWlhmali 

Î 
) 

, . 
The main WfX'ry is thet. es CUU~er and WUkins ( 1984: 23) explatn, the ~ecttve phrases ln 1 (b-

-

d) "would reœtve no tnterpretatton slnce they would MYe no deep ITtrnmetlœl relations or themeUc 

roles on thelr own end as th6y are not part of a oonstttuent thet hes been esst~ such relations." 

Willins ( '980: 206) exempltfies thet, basides twl AP es ln 1 above, e pr«liœte cen also be a NP 1 PP 
-

rr VP 1 respect tveJy. These n hts exemp les, ln whtch the pred1œtes n UnŒlr 1 tnad 

\ 
f 

2 (a) John made 8 tH e mctg:. (NP) 

! 

, , 

( 
\ 
\ 
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2 (b) ~n kept It 011" b1m. (PP) 

(c) ~n dlId. (YP) 

t t 7 

WIIIIMlS 00es not StI'/ axpllcltly whether the nlysls of YP\ as predlœte (as ln 2 (c» wou Id' epply to 

ell of the sentenœs ln 1 nt2, but presurnebly ft would. As f(J" the enalysls of the AP '.r as 

"prEKilœte" ln 1 (8) where Itlunctfons as the œmp1ement of '00' , Williams may 'MtlclPftte hls ( 1984) 

emlysls of the ~U18 8S IlJxl1tery. (See 2.2. 1 (1) for detlllls.) 

Other m(J"phosynt~ttc r:eesons for postu!etlno ft prooedure of "oopu!er colndextno" ere 01ven 

by Hornstetn (1984: 92-95). These Include .-nent of number and oenœr bëtwean the phrases 
y \ 

thet "flSlk the~UI8· tn French 8ndother ,~. Here 15 en exemple fmn French. 

3 (e) LuWt est~ -
( b )E lia est beIlJ ( • .) 

One ml~t ~~so ~ tq'eement of œse (OOOlI,.tlve) for C8tSlP'lœl sentences fn~mMl, B.o., 

4 (e) f1:i I~ roeln MMI~ __ 

( b) Er Ist metnen/melnes/malnem Herm ( • ) 

wtJJt8f'flS elatms tMt the synt«:ttc prlnclp!es tMt apply ln the pr<œklre of predtœt10n by 

colnœxlng are the same es thœe of pernment and blnding by movement ln other words, "the tndlœs 
. • J 

GSSl~ by ... pred1œt1on" n fi the seme type es thœe GSS~ by transform8tlon (mOYe (1); te., 
,.-

they are "referentla'" (WtJltems 1980: 205). Here he would axtend the notion of œ-r8lt1fW1l/6//ty' . " 

to the predlcatlon re18tkrl. In perUcular he ooserves t.het "M!IfY predtcate must h8v8 an enteœdBnt." . . 
(Wtlltems 1980: 205). In Jeter WCl'ks (WtlllamsI981; TreYls ni Williams 1982'"\83), tlIIt • , 

'In ganerettve ~mar • œt,.tno prooecU-es are otten U88d to rnrk petrs of œnsUu.nt8 ln 
e sentence for CCH'tferentteltty. Phreges merked wtth the seme Index varteble 88 ln (.e) bekM are 
essumed to b8 used bV speekers ta refer to one nt the .... enttty; u.e wttb dtf~erent tnctto. es ln -.. 
( b) are ossumed not to be U98d to rer .. to one end the seme enttIV. 

(e) De1ti koows herse1f, . 
, (b) De1et knows tWJ 

The svnt~Uc cmHtloos fU" œ-refererœ n stllHed ln dBtofJ bv Ret,.,..t ( 1983). 

. .. 
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entMlIderrt, cr the subject of XP, tt deflned as 1h8 8ICtarnel ergument- of XP, rather than tnternalJy 

wJth respd to e clause or XP, 88 œt1ned bV Ctmtsky ( 1965, 1981). 
, 

A syn~tc amttkJn of c-œmmend 00 predtcettoo states: "If NP end X are cotndBxed, NP must 

c-anmand X rx' 0 variable bound to X." (WnHoms 1980: 206). Furthermore. the subjecl-predlcete 

ootndextng must hoJd 8t e separâte level of ft}PresentaMOO cel1ed the "pl '8dbJII strl&ttn (PS) of 8 

"" 
sent.enœ." (WfI1tems 1980~ 205). lIke Wt1Jtems, CUltoover and Wnktns (1984) elso eOOpt 

ootndextng Prooaltres. Thetr synu.:t1c œnd1ttoos underlyino subject-predtcete relet100s Ofe dBftned 
. ~ 

ln terms of "bIJaocy," whtch Is stmnar to Wl11tems' notloo of c-am/lllfld ln oH ceses. 0 predtcete 

~ust Ile btjaœnt to tu enteœdBnt, te.. the phra n1y28d as prer:l1cote must l\self b8 Il s.star or Ile 

cbntneted by 0 ststar of tts anteœdent. ~dlng to CUl1œYer end Wnktns (1984: 25). They 

pr~. however. thet pred1œtton be deflned et D-structure. rether than et e seperate 1eYe1 such as 

the PS thot WIUtams postts. for them. pred1œtton ts ft prass that Is deftned hl( only one of 1WQ rules 

of ootndexlng. In other words, thelr rules 01 cotndexlng r:JNer two demolns. One setcOf rules œlndexes 
1._ 

\ .. 
NPs and "pred1œtes: enother, NPs end "~ts.. Th6y d1stlf9Jlsh between cases of "true 

pred1œtlon" (e.g., sentences 1 (II)-(C)~) end oontrol of ~t amplements (8.0., 1 (d) end 2 

(b) ob6Y8). Let us exomtne thetr dBnnltton 0{ the term 'prdcate' (Cullcover Md Wllk Ins 1984: 

24-25). 

A IJfW/ICII, Is lnY non-proposftlontl m8Jor C'l.e9OrY XIIIIX, ImmedI.tely domlneled by vn. 
thll bain nel", 1 DeR li ... , 1 deep ,.arnmlt.lcil relaUon such as sœject. direct or Indirect 
obJect-emsJ nor 1 themlUc role .... A /If'OIXI$/t1tJn Is. verbal element t.ogelher wlth Ils 
cClq)ltt.lf'1'I'I*'l structlrt. An S (or S') Is • ~IUon " ft contllns 1 verb and.1I Ils 
rtl.ted themlUc relations. The result or colndexlng ror predtcaUon Is the cre.tlon (... the 
compleUon) or • proposition. 2 

BV deflntttoo than 0 pr«jtcate fer Cultcover end Wilkins Is the maximal projection of e lexical (non

pr~tttonel) catep'V X thet ts cbn tnated by vn. Predtcates tncluda the OOfnA Jements of lfnk tnO verbs 

2 This notion ~ prqJœltlott Is dlfferent from the one 1 assume. In my tntrewcUoo. 
p~tttons were chr~tzaf as the "bearers ct truth values.· Cleerly much mc:re 19 requtnKt 
beStdas colndaxtng cl NP end XP ln sentenœs ri the form [NP be XP] to œmpJete a propos1tton. At Jeest 
e referent must be ess1pd to ~ end XP must be pred1œted of the referenl As SeIr le (1979: S5) 
c\elms. metlnge propœ"ton. I.a.. eacrlblno ~ttes 10 a referent or referents, ts e "speech ù" 
For CUltœYer .., WIlkIns. a propœltton Is e purely l1ngu1stlc enUty, 

/ ~ 
1 
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such as 'be'. w.hlle dependents are the complements 01 <Qther clesses oi verbs. Includ1nQ 'belleve'. 

'expect'. 'Torce'. 'Mpe'. 'trv'. 'went'. etc.3 

ln ~neral. as It IS anelvzed here. pr~:l1œtlon lnvolves relations betw89n NPs "sublectS J and 
1 

attributive "Ps \ proolC8tes.J. wlth or wlthout a verb .Imk!nl) the su~t Imd predlC8te phreses. let us -

conslder 8ÇlÙP the types OT sentences for whlch Williams flrst proposed hls hypothèslS concernmg 

predicatIOn and Tor whlch Cullcover and WilKinS' 6150 provl(~ an analysls. 

1 (a) llOllOt 1 S SOOt 

t 0) Jonn ete the mect, t.aW, 

( c) JOOnj ate the meat D..U.œi 

For sentencès 1 (b) and ( C), CU II~ver and Will< lnS clalm th8t the predlcate Ph(ases must he atteched 

to dITferenfncœs of thé VP. smce 'raw' must be colnœxed wlth the dIrect oblect whlle 'nuœ' must he 

comdexoo wlth lhe sublect phrase The AP 'sad' ln (a) would presumablY b8t!r. the ~me relatIon to the 

sublect 'John' as 'nude' 00es ln "Jo, 1 have no crltlcism to of Ter concernlnQ the varlOUS phrese merl<ers, 

that Williams (198û) or Cullcover and WIlkinS (1984 33) would propose Tor the an61vsls OT the 

sentences ln 1 abova Rather. 1 WIll simply POint out the generel aspects oi thlS apprœch that 1 Tlnd 

questlOnab le. 

1 have two basiC QuestIOns concermng the COlnœx1ng procedure appll00 to sublect-pr~lœte 

relatIOns Flrst. Tor elementarv sentences. It lS not clear whv a svnttJ:::tlc rule or COlndeXlnQ 

\ "Q:nnœx NP and x, where X IS a proolCate." Cullcover and WilkIns 1984. 25) IS r~U1roo for the 
o 

representatlOn DT predicatIOn ln aŒl1tlOn to 6 phr8Se structure enalvsls of the sentence Unit SUblect 
.., 

and proolcate phrases are exphclt Iv Imked ln phrase markers or label lad brtJ:::ketlnQ ln the context of 

mv dIssertation. a more serlous charge lS the followmg 1 clalm that the value Of the comœxed 

3Cullcover and Wllkms enalvze bare mflOltlVals es VP complements 01 certaIn verbs rether 
than as sententlal complements. They have no need of PRO es a sYnt~ttc construct ln thetr theOry, 
un "ke Rothstem (1983: 155-' 56) who would wlyze such embeOi!d sentences as Jnstances of 
clausal predication. Slnœ the subject of my dlssertaUon concerns only sorne cases of ''ttrue'' 
predIcatIon' (1.8 .. onlv elementerv sentences contammQ 'be' and 8 "predlcetlve." es descrlbed bv 
Jespersen 1933: 124), 1 will net consld9r S8n~ types cont&lnino e1ther embeâild sentences or 
other verbs wlth fnflnltlvals ~ 
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representetlons IS l1mrted because the comœx1ng procedure IS used to' represent sev~fferent 
phenomene at the seme tlme Thus the representetlon 01 sentences contemmg 'be' obtalnoo bv the 

COlndextnQ procedure 15 especlallv problemetlcallf It 15 expectecl to be teken serlouslv as a bas15 lor 

sementlc mterpretatlOn. Furthermore. whet the comdlces are sald to represent 10 the theorv of 

predIcatIon IS Questloneble For lnstence. theclalm that the expressIOns thet funetlon as sub}ects and 

predlcates are co-re1erentl8:1 needs to be clar1f1ed. It IS not at ail ObV10US 10 whet W8V the expressIOns 

'John' and 'sad'. for exemple. could be teken as co-referentla1. and anvonjWhO makes the clalm that 
, ( 

they ere should expltnn how lt IS possIble lt cou1d be thet for a sentence su h as 1 (aL If It were true. 

one could SIN that the referent 01 'John' would be ln the el8SS denoted bv 'sad'. but thlS ln no W8V 

Implles that a speaker would be referrlnQ to John when uttermg the expressIOn 'sad' Co-reference,15 

supposOO to MId betw88n paIrs 01 NPs. whl1e the grammatIcal relatlOn of predIcatIOn IS 5upposed to 

ho1d between NPs and anv XP that 15 predlcated of the referents of the NPs. (The c1alm thet the 

6dl~tlVe or AP 'sad' 15 "referentlal" at al1 needs to be explamed What 15 a "referrmg expressIOn?" 
~ 

1 Cl .. s,Q .. Jackendoff t 983 ch. '4). The Question 01 the sense and reterence of expressIons that mav 

1unet'lOn as sublscts or as predlct1te complements 15 much too complex ta conslder at thls tlme ln 

C.hapter 4./ WIll explore thlS QuestIOn ln someœtal1 For the moment. the Issue 15 the procedure of 

comœxlnÇl for predIcatIon) Ir the seme lnJjexlng cJevlœ IS to lncJlcate both co-reference and 

predlcatlon. 6mong other rehttlons.'the main problem IS the sheer 8mblg~lty of the representatlons 

Furthermore. as Hornstem suggests, the procedure of colnœxmg m8Y mdlcate other morphosvntactlc 

reletlOns es weil. 8.g .. egreement of gender or case. But for selJlantlCS. If the representetlon 15 

'. emblguous ( I.e .. If the smne svmbo1s ers used s1mu1taneous1v to represent d1fferent phenomenaL 

lt IS uncleer what value It cen heve for fnterprstetlOn. muéh less as a .. 
m~n1ng functlOns 10 naturel language." (Hornstem 1984: 115). ~ 

representetlOn of subloot-predlcate relatIons rat results from the 

comde)(mg 15 mlsl88dmg. But m ltS favour . the syntactlc rule of comooxmg has the OOvant 

St8ted 10 terms 01 cet.r1al ,structure. rather than ln terms of the correspondlOQ gr 

fUnctlOOS, 
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2. 1.2 Rothst81n's 8Il8lysis 

Compared to WIlliams and Cul1cover and Wl1kms, Rothstem œ-empheslzes the representatlon 

" DT predlcate'llnklng However, she maKes a sharp dlstmctlOn betwee,n the phenomene or predlC8tlOn end 

co- referentlalltv as mdlcated bY comdexlng under the b mdmg th~ry (Rothstem 1983. 107) 

ACcordlngly. she uses subscrlptlng ta 1Mlcate co~reference aM superscrlptlng for predlcate IlnklnQ 

1 f successtul, a svntactlc analYSls wl1lch recognlzect thls dIstinctIOn would automatlC8l1v be prefereb le 

\ to CullCover and WIlkinS' and WI "lems' as a baslS for the semantlc enalvsls of elementerv sentences 

contaJnlng 'be' 
o 

,whlle Rothstem and Wlll1ams agree on certain œtalls of syntex. she epparentlv sees no need 

TOr a separate level ot" svntactlc structure for Imklng predlC8tes wlth thelr sublects Her rule or 
" 

predlcate ImKmg (TOr Engllsh) applles at S-structure (rather than PS as POSlted bv Wllllems or at 

D-structure as .proposecl ~ Cu "cover and Wllk Ins) Rothstem's ru le c lelms thet ell predlcates 
\ 

requJr8 subl~ts More speèlTlcallv, Rothsteln wlshes ta express the requlrement "thet every 

svntactlC predlcate must be closed bv bemg Ilnked to an approprlate svntactlc ergument. ItS lormal 

sublect" (Rothsteln 1983 13- 14) Her rule (Rathsteln 1983 27) ls steted ln two perts es , 
Tollows 

(!, Everv non-theta-marked XP must be IInke.d at S--structure to an argument 
whlch Il Immedlately c-comm!nds and which immedlalely c-commands Il 

(b) linklng is from right to len (Le,. a subject precedes Ils predlcale) 

Although lt IS not stated expl1cltly fn the rule, e sub)ect must be eUher NP or S, whlch ere the only 

elaments thttt can close a proolcate. Accordlng to the Hrst part of Rothste1n's rule (1983: 27) the 
'" 

subJect (NP) must c-command the predlcate XP and the proolC8te ~ust c-commMld the subl~t es weil 

Rothsteln's deftnltlon of c-command ts ~ollows: "ex c-commands f3 if and on\y 1f every maxImal 

projection dominattng ex a150 domlÎ'lates ~" ln the relation of mutuel c-commttnd, ex and f3 simply share 

aH maxImal projectIons. According to Rothstefn. thls prlnclple a::counts for the dlstrlbuHon of e1\ 

non-argument XPs 8Ild. more Important for her, It requlres thot cleuses heve phr8S8S that functlOn as 
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subjects. too. G1ven h8r rule of pred1œte I1nktno. she asserts that a phra structure rule for the 

nlyst, 01 S 1s rfdJndent 

The followtng types of subJect-pr..ttcate relations fall wtthtn the Œlmetn of Rothstetn's rule of 

pr..t1cate l~nkh'lO. SubJects are underl1ned here Md predlœtes are brâeted. 

5 (a) Jœnl [gays Mary the book]l vp 

(b) am' [8ets cortotsJ [rew]JAP]lvp 

(c) Hal ((j'fnles" (wtth SUfJIW' )jpp)lvp 

(d) ~ (th1nks tWnJ [a fool]Jtf)}lvp 

Follow111Q WfII1ams ( 1981). Rothstetn would de11ne a subject. not tnternelly with respect to Il 

clMl or XP as Chomsky ( 1965. 198 1) 00es. but as the externel argument of a parttcu lar (noo-
"!Il 

~!J.Iment max1mel projectton XP) phrase (Rot~te1n 1983: 130). Chomsky's subject 01 ft sentence 

would be for Rothstetn the subJoot of e VP or tts externel argument. whtch mfty' be selected by the V 
t 

tmS S'ld ass1~ a ~o18. For conventenœ. Rothste1n refers to VP-NP pred1œte-subject relations as 

Instenœs of "prtmery predtœtton" and ~unct-NP predtœte-subjoot relettons es Instenœs of 
1 

"secondIry pred1œtton." In her dissertation. Rothstetn d9tat1s the syntecttc condtttons for both ktnds 

of pred1œt1on. Prtmary pred1œt1on 1s essanUelly cleusal or senteAttal, whtle serorldlry predicatton 

<mJrs ln "smaH clauses." Next 1 w1l1 11Iustrate her dBf1n1ttons of prlnwy end StJa»1Yy 

predtcetes. 

Prlrnry sndtcate: X Is • prlrnry predlClt. of Y If and ont Y If X Md Y form • 
consUtuInt whfch Il etther thetl-m8rlced or (+lffL J. 

The followl", exemples oontetn prtmery prldtcates (undsrllned), ~111Q to Rothsteln's deftnttlon 

(1983: 162) end enetysls. Sentenœs 6 Cb)-(f) .... contaln two tnstanœs of prlmery predication. 

Except for 6 (a).llndtceteonlyembeŒled tnstaooes. 

6 (a) John 1UII. 
\9 

(b)Thet (JOOn ts Iota) tsdtsturbtng. 

(c) ~ persuâdJltm [PRO ta 1MyaJ 



6 (d) 1 mû (John Jal] 

(e) 1 d:lnstœred [John (to bel ûm1l 

(f) We dts1tked (John's Jeavtœl 

'23 

The exemples ln 6 are teken from Rothsteln (1963: 155-156). Her dBftnttton (Rothstetn 1963: 

167) of S8t:IJfItII Y prst/It:I!Jt6 15 as foHows. 

5econdlry predlClte: X tl' secondIry predlc .... or Y Ir InCl only Ir Y Il'' NP theu
mried by • lexical hnd other tIwI X Md Il domlnaled by S. 

Rothstetn dlstlt'lfllishes two classes of seœnœ.y predtcates, celled "resultattve" and "daptctlve" 

predtœtes. Below are 90me of her 8Xsnples (Rothstetn 1963: 35). The seconcwv predlcetea ~e 

underllned. The exemple ln 7 (a) Is resultatlve and those ln 7 (b) and (c) are daplctlve. 

" 
7 (a) John palnted the car œ1 

( b) B tH ale the cerrots art. 

(c)T am met Mary It.uol 

Resultattve predlœt8S appJy to (the referent of) the direct OOJect of e verb thot œnotes a chMge of 

state, B.Q.. 'palnt'. This ktoo of pr«tlœte expre698S a property thet eppltes te Its subJect os ., resu1t of 

the ~ton denoted by the ~etn verb. Rothstetn cletms thot there ts e "close connectton" between the 

meln verb eoo e resùltetlve predlcete. whlch must elwavs eppJy to the referetlt of e direct obJIMrt. 

Deplcttve samdIIy pred1c8tes, as fIIustrated by 98fltenœ 7 (c), whtch Is ambtouous, mav epply to the 

referent œ eUIler the subject or the direct obJect of the matn verb. 

1 wtll Rot examine the vartous synŒttc structures thet Rothstetn propoaes fft' the8e _tence 
~ 

types or comment on the wtIf the notions of chtlfp of Sl6l8 and the fWtJ/tIt/w-dlplctlw distinction 

would be correlated wlth syntacttc str~ure.4 Al~ 1 ftnd thls semanttc dtstlnctlon Interestlng. 1 

... Thare are urôlUbtedly sementlc oonstratnts on the 8PPitcebntty of tecondary pred1cetes to 
enttUes Just es there are for primary predfœbtuty. T .... lM{ be dttonal oonstratnts in the ceee 
of 98COIldDfV predtcatton stnce ft must occur ln the œntaxt of another predtcete. Rothstetn's anolysis 
œes not purport to amunt for thege sem«lttc œnstroints end 1 wtl1 leIM tht, Issue for furt,. 
r8S8IJ ch. 
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cb not oons.tder tt to be dtrectly relevant to the matn tapie of my dtssertation. My problern ooncerns 
the semantics of elementary sentences contetn1ng 'be' , and a11 of the exemples of secondIry predtcation 

d1scussed bV Rothstetn (ci. bV Wmtems ( 1980) and Cultcover and Wl1k tns ( 1984) for tMt matter) 

contetn matn verbs other than 'be'. AJthol.ql elementary sentenœs œntatntng 'be' 8I"e 811 tnst8l1C8S of 

prtmary predication, 8CXXI'dtng to Rothstetn's hypothests. tt seems uœonebte ta matnte'n Il 

dtsttnctt~ between primary and seoond!Jry predtcatton that ts c.nnpartlble to hers. OeneralJy 

Sl*lklno. 1 would prefer Rothste1n's dBfin1t1on of f)f'tIf.I/aJt8 to tMt of Wm1ems and CUl1ro/er end 

Wtlktns. They amtd9r the pred1œte of the sentence 'John,ts SIJd' ta be only the N> 'sar. Rothstetn 
..... ~ 

wou1d cons1der \M pred1cate of en elementary sentence conta1n1ng 'be' to be parallel to that of a 
• 

sentenœ contetntng the verb '.'. f~ exemple. In her analysts, the pred1cates 'ere œrr(}ts' Md 'sets 

arrots' would MYe paranel synt~uckructures end 8150 the seme releUm of pred1œt1on would hold 
,,/ 

between thase pred1œtes and thetr subjects. 1 8(J'88 completely wtth thts espect of her nlys1s. 

\ The metn dtfftculty 1 ftnd w1th Rothstetn's nlysts of predicatton ts pertly the 

cNn:tertzetton of the notton of SUll(tICt. Here 1 am œ1 contesttng tts property of betng "externe)" to 

the predtcete phrDS8. For Rothstetn, the subject of e pr1mary pred1cete must Ile an "8I"gument," whl1e 
q 

the subject of fi S8COIIdIry pr8d1œte X must be "an NP thet&-merked by fi lexical tm! other then X." In 

my vtew, M' ts more appropr1. as fi dsffntng pr.,.ty for Il ~emmeUcaJ subject tNfl 6I'glJI1IfII1t t8. 

The ~1rements of &-rlterk1ng or ergument status of the NP are too restrictive, end as Il 

~, Rothstetn's treetment 0( post-NP predtœte 11nktng ts tnœmplete. M fer es 1 œn taU, 
.,.. ( 

the ~fltn sourœ of the dtfftculty 1s her use of e-thaory rel,.. !han the œnventtonol system of ,strict 

SlIbcet8IJJrlzetton. œvtously syntedtc pos1ttons for predtœte complements. wh1ch IMV be obl1g11tory. 

œnnot be estebltshat by pr1nctples or e-thaory. thoufjl thev ail be establ1shed bv strict 

SlIbcet8IJJrtzetton. Strfct subœterp-12Itm prw1des fi svnt&'t1c oonstre.nt. txMeYer. not fi sèmenUe 

one. olthoutjl tt has semont1c tmpl1c:eUons. (See aonsky 1965. ~ 1.) AJ1ttems thet epp8II' 1n ~lJ 

formed svntecUc strings must be Interpretad. Predtœte cmp1aments. as WIn os er,..,ts. must be 

tnWpreted. Rothstetn cms1dln aecorôrV predIcIt8s to be ectuoots. 1mI'dt".. to _adJff ( 1911: 
) 

57-6 t) ... uncts RNtf fmm es restrtct1Ye or nonrestricttve modtfters« pertic:UJer XPs. Thus. ft 

• 
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ts not et en c1811' thet sacondIry pred1catton es descrlbed hn 1s I1m1ted to cartetn cl_ of ma1n 

verbs, as Implted by Rothstetn's alysts. Th6y ere œrtetnly not l1mtted 1n thts wtIf tf .... y 

pred1cates are n~ es restrictive or nonrestr1ct1ve mod1fters. 

To t11ustrete the prob1em. 1 w111 cons1dar the quest~ of whether or not sentaras cont,tntng 

'be' would permit seoonœry predtcatton. Rothstetn as not br1~ up thts sub)ect tn her d1ssrtetton. 
~' 

How8Ye('1 1 sholtld note tMt her stllCtf of predtcet100 <bis not foous 00 'be' ,end oopula œnstroottons. , 
SIle devotes only two short secHons to these toptcs (Rothstetn 1983: 136-143). Otven her synt~t1c 

1 

eneJysts of second!ry predtcates as adj uncts , 1 would erp thet 1t ts surety posstble to f4lply 

.... second!Iry pred1œtes to the predlcate oomplements oI'be'. Perheps frOOl Il sementtc vtewpotnt, one 

mt~t choose not to œil th1s pheoomenon "sacondIry pred1œtton," but sunethtng 1tke !'pred1cete 

mootftœt1on. Il The matn potnt 1 wlsh to ernphast~ here 15 thet twth phenomene Involve' sorne of the 
\. 

S8R\8 synt~lc structures. In t~ followtng exemples, the oomp1ements 01 'be' are fJXpressly 

Indeflnlte. The seoondery pred1œtes (thftt modlfy the predlœte comp.1ements) are unœrl1ned below. 

" 8 (a) Thts ts acup of tee, bQ1Uf(J lm. 

( b) Thal ,ts a str8Wberry 1IlJ.dl1œ dœ , . 
(c) He ts ft new teecher Jeorn1œ ha« 10 qxnpute Œnrtas 

(d) Max Is a prlsoner (1) .aJa 

For sentenœs tmtatntng 'bs', the seœnœry predicate modtf1es the type danot8d by the predtcete 

complement. Aan"dtng to my semanUc nlysts 01 ~lœl sentences (for dBtetls S88 Chepter 3), 

the referent of the subject NP 15 setd to belong to the type dBnoted by the pred1œte complement. Slnœ 

the seœndIry predtœte eppltes to the type to whtch the referent of the subject belongs (In case the 
\ 

sentence Is true), the ~ pred1cate would autcwnettœlJy epply to ~ subJect al weil. 

Althoujl III ~uoot of the predtœte amplement of 'be' would oot elwevs settsty the denntUon of 

seOOnœrv pred1œte as proposed by Rothstetn, It nevarthe1ess shlres SOOle syntecttc attrlbut8s w1th 

deptcttve secoodrry predtœtes. FŒ Instance. an of the saldlry predtœtas (or pred1cete mod1fters) 

underltned tn (8) aboYe may be oorrectly «(Tammetlcally) Itnked to the predtcate oomplfment of 'be' 

J 
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bV oonstroottng approprtate relaUve clauses oontalnlng Il f~m of 'be'. And whatevef Is œnoted by the 

direct object 01 'eet' ~ the pred1œte œmplement of 'be' may Ile ~Ioned ln the seme Wft./. Qlnslder 

the foJiowlng exemples. 

9 (a) 8111 ete the cerrots r •. 

(b) B11I ete the carrots tMt W8re rtNi. 

(c)~Bm ete whet rtNI? 
-

( d) Whet d1d 8 t1I .. t r.? The œrrots. 

10 (8) This Is 8 cup of tee, bot11ng hot. 

(b) This Is a cup of tee tMt 15 bo111ng hot. 

(c) This Is whet bo111ng hot? 

(d) WMt Is ( thls) bontno hot? A cup of tefJ. 

11 (8) That 15 a strawberry much too ripe. 

(b) TMt Is a strawberry tMt Is much too ripe. 

(c) Thet 18 whet much tœ rIpe? (?) 

(d) WMt Is (that) much too ripe? A strawberry. 

or cout. there are sune systemeUc d1fferenœs between the syntact1c behavtour of NP dtr~ 

objects of retat10nel (two-plaœ) verbS and NP predtœte complements of 'be', For Instance. the 

predtèete axnP(ement of 'be' ail never oome -to functton es the subj&ct of e passtve sentenœ. However. 

the obs8rYetton 1 wlsh tA) emphestze here 15 slmp1y th1s. From a structurel vtewpo1nt, en NP ~ 

fUnct1œs as the dtrect object of 'aat' may be ldBnttœl to an NP thet funct10ns tlS8 pred1œte am,lement 

of 'be', The dtrect ~Ject or 'ee\' would be ane1y2ed es en QIIDMlt, whl1e the predk:ate œmplement of 

the copule '~ would be e rm-rgMDtIIL Rothsteln'~ syntd1c ene1ys15 of predtC8t1oo 15 dtrectEMS 

tcMerd the ~ furdmlng fi NPs 8$ arguments or as ~-ar"",,"ts rather than toward the 
, ' 

oommon syntdtc struct .... thet.5 potent1el1y shere. Her ~nt or subject-predtcete relatms 

15 stated ln funct10nal terms. As e result, It nf!tll'al1y misses sorne syntacUc ganeral1281lons. NxNe 
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aH. the anaJvsIs falls to 8CCOunt for the tact thet It 15 possIble to epp Iv 'seconœrv pred'Icotes to 

pred1œtes or to pr~lC8te complements tIS welles to erQumel'lts, 

Although It 15 certain what Roth5tem's hypotheslS would predlct wlth respect to the sentences 

ln ( 8). lt 15 not cert8Jn exactly how she would an8lvze them, She conslders thet there ere two lexIcal 

items 'be' There is 0 'be' of lœnt1f1~tlon or 1dentlty (a verb) that esslgns two a-roles and the CODula 

'be' that asslgns no a-roles, 51nœ seconcktrv predlCt1tes must be l1nked to oroument XPs thel ere 

assignad a~oles. ~rdlng to her hvpothesls. 8 (/l-d) couldcont81n second8rv predlcates onlv If 'ba' 

" wereanalvzedthere8Sthe 'be'of ldentlty (Rothsteln 1983: 136-138), 1 tlm not sure thet Rothsteln 

would ln f&:;t 6n81vze these sentences as ldentltv propos1tlons. 1 would not 00 ~mvse11. How8Ver, 1 em 

unable to dlstlngulsh between the verb 'be' that is sald to asslgn two a-roles and the one that Is S8ld to 

8SS1gn none. Therefore, 1 00 not ses how thlS part of Roth5teln's hypothesls could be 181s111OO. It ooes 
. 

nct glve clear crIterIa bv whl~ ta dlstlnqulsh between the prediœte complement of a copule and the 

e-asslgned object of the verb 'be' of ldentlty. (The cooceptuel anelyses of 'be' os "8Quetive" or 

"predicative," among others, w111 be discussoo in Chapter 4 ) 

~ltt<ough 1 would support many aspects of Rothsteln's eppr~h to the anelysls of prlmery and 

stOlnd6rv predlœt10n and her nollOOS of subJect (in part) and prlKhœtIJ. 1 00 ~ot belleve thet !'1er 

prmclple of predlcate lml<1ng sucœeds as lt stands on its own. Rothsteln"s rule 01 predlcete lmktng IS 

said to complement the 8-Crlterlon. The latter would 8CCOUnt for the distribution of erQument NPs, 

whlle the former woyld lX:COunt for the dlstrlbutlon of pre(hcete XPs. Do these two prmclples t~ther 

" account for the well-formedness of sentences to the extent that e phrase structure rule, such œ 'S ~ 

NP INFL VP' IS redunœnt. as Rothstem cla1ms? Th1s hes not been demonstr8t~ conclusIVe Iv, Although 

her analYSls sometlmes requlres INFL'1n sentence strIngs. she anelvzes It nelther es the ~ of S nor 

as part 01 an XP. In foct. she c181ms tMt SIS nat the prOjection of eny œt.rv (Rothste1n 1983: 18) 

But lt seems that Rothstem mav be attemptlng to get too much for free. Tospeclfy the weJJ-1ormedness 

of 8 sentence. It Is nQt sufflc1ent to declare th8t predlCt1tes need erquments M1d th8t arguments heve a-
raIes. What seems neœssary as a first step 1s te l'leve 8 strlOO of lex108l 1tems to wh1ctl the terms 

'argument' or 'prOO1œte~could apply, The maln problem IS that Rothsteln's ruJs 01 pred1cete Itnk1ng 

1 
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presuPP0S8S'that a well10rmed string contalns a "non-theta-merked XP" that funC)lOns as proold3te 

(Kothsteln 1983 27) But she 00eS not propose a m~h8n1Sm that would guarantee th6t strlnQS 00 

~1(fVe XPs thet COmd functlon as oredlC8tes or Xi thet are caoable of 8SSlpmng 6- roles Tteta-roles that ~ 
- 1 

are l,sted ln the lexlcon must be asslgned bv syntedlc prmclples But the 6-Criterlon fs OOslgned to 
~ \ 

oo;ount for argument XPs, not for proolcates, Slnce 5tr·lct 5ubcat~rjZatlon 15 apparent1v <not 

as5umed Koth5tem's hypothesls could not rule out ul'IgrammatlCt.ll strlngs such as the followlng , ~/' 

1,4 (aljt 15 (*) 

(b) l1's (it) 

(C)ltlshardly (*) ( 

(d)ltlsnotonly (*) 1 
ASsumlng INFL as the hetl1 of,S, wlth Its NP sp~jf1er and VP complement obI 19atory , then 

strIct sUbC8t~rlzetlOh, olong wlth the PrO)ectlOn prlncl~le, would ensure that predlcate XP5 occur 

ln weil Tormed sentences contalnlng 'be', as 8 pr\lor ~nd1tlOn for predlcate 11~ Subcateçprl~tlOt'l 
1 

IS nocessarv not only Tor copuler verbs 11Ka 'be', 'seem', etc , but also for other CI8SSeS of verbs that 
~ . 

strlctly subcateçprlZ9 lor predlcate complements Thase complements. IIKa some dIrect or IndIrect 

obJ~ts. mav be opt Jonal, 'âs Illustrated here Tor sentences contôJnJng 'e lect~ 

f S ( fi) Thev e I~ted h lm (presIdent) 

Ha was elected ( preslœnt) 

( b) T hw cons 1(:~r hl m (ta be) soph 1 st lC~tOO 

He IS consldered ~o 00) SOphlSt1cated 
1 1 

He 15 consjder~ ( *). 

1 
f 

Even when It 15 omllted, 81"1 optlonel complement would he Impl1ed anywfl.l For jnstance, jf somec>ne 

were elected, she/hé would be elected as somethlng. If someone were conslœred, she/he would be 
• 

conslœred es someth1no, for somethlng or to be somethlng else 

1 will conclud9 thls section by notlng that my dissertation conœrns elementary sentences 

contoln1no 'be' whlch ere alw8'{S Inst8nC8S of prlmery predlcat1on. 1 have nothlng further ta S1!f.Iln 
. -

\ 
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thls work.--etiout the notion of .sa:trdr:v PNJ(I/aIIItJn ~ The syntectlc enalysls thet 1 w1ll propœe ln the 

remelrœr of thls ch8pter lISSUmeS the deYlce of strict subcet8p'lzaUon. whlch. wtth the Projection 

Prlnclple. w11l ensure tMt subœ.1zed phrsses (whether they functlon as 8I'QUments or as 

\ pred1œtes) are present at fNery levelof syntectlc structure. 1 will assume none of the prtnclples of 

\ 

o 

~ 8- ttmy. but. glven 1 NFl as -the hMj of S trld str let subœt8l;P" lzat Ion. 1 wou 'd sucpst thet It Is 8-

thar; Um Is rlWnd!Wlt 

2.2 Syntact1c cetegory of 'he' 

The synt~t\c cat8lJ)rlzeHon of tn./ expression Involves et l...st three InterrelMOO Issues. The 

prlmery question concerns Hs Inherenf syntectlc propertles. Acoordllllto trMftlOMI /TMlmer 8S 
, 

wall as genef'etlve Iremm~, the Inherent œt8py of tKry glven 1ex lœl Item cen be determ tned 
)J 

strletlyon the basls of dlstrlbutlOfl8I cr 1 ter le "J:h8t 15, lexlœl œtetp'ies ere teken as substitution 

c)esses whlch CM he vetlUed by per~I\JT\8tle substitution tests The procedure Is based on 8 prfnclple 

wh let) may be expressed rOUljlly es follows 

Two lexlc.lllem! be1ono t.o the same !yntacllc c.t,eoorv If and only If one CIn be replaced by 
the (c~lfl9 grammatical form of the) other ln eny 5efltence ~"9 sentencehood. 
1 e. the result bel09 It.self a 'TIITlmaUcal sentence.' 

ReJ~ted QUeStions roncern the relative Inœpendence of the expression (as evlœnœd by movement 8nd 
\ 

r' 
anephorlc rehrtlons) Md œmlMnœ reJettons wlth r~ to other C8~les that mey œ-œcur . . 

wtthln the S8fTl8 hlererchlcaJ phfase structures ln some verslMS of ~8tlv8 /Temmar, the 
• 

structural posttlons (bath 11,.... end hlererchlœl) of a lextcal Item are assumed to lM sttpulated by 

recurslve phrase structure rules wh1ch refer to tts tntecttc ~ (or more pr~tsely to the 

Inherent propertles that œflne the syntecttc O8t8tP'Yrror Instance, the major lexlO8I œtep"les are 
.. j 

œftned ln termsofthe feetures [N) end [V). Theceterp"y noun Isd9flnedas [+N, -V}, verb (-N. +V). 

~ectlve [+N, +V1. and ~Ittoô [-N, -VJ. In env cese. the usuel wtlf to mMJnt for the potentiel , 

structural pœ1Hon of a g1ven expression ln e séntenœ 18 ta detarmlne lta ayntactlc ~. rMtatn 
) 

'This prlnclple Is bIBId on Hli ( 1960: 31 1 ), who attrlbutes the bGstc ldIID to the Oerman 
phi losopher Husserl. 

1 
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morphologiœl rules, especlalJy those Involvloo I~ectlons. ere ganerelJy 8SSUmed to GPply ta the 
/'-

~~ . 
lexlœlltems tMt belono ta the seme synùK:Uc œterpy, catefp"IZtJtloo 15 cl .... Jy en essenUal J)«'t of 

the morphœynŒt1c descrtpttoo of tif!( expression, The element 'be' Is no exœptlon This section wl11 

fœus on the synt~t1c artetp'Y of 'be', As It tMlppens, ln eurrent ltngulstlc descrlptloos of Engltsh, the 

synw;Uc qate(p"y of 'be' 15 a oontrOY8rslal point ' 

The r81_1 morphosynll!cllc dIIIa conœrnlng (Ihe for ms lIIld ~rlbUlton of) 'Ile' ln Engltsll 

sentenœs MYe been œrefully collected, ,artalOQUed, œscrlbed end elllborated by tr~ltlonal 
( "" 

,-ammerlens. JlÔJlng from thetr œscrlpUons, the synt8Ctlc nJys15 01 elementtry C8tetp'lœl 
~ 

sentenœs cont8tnlooÜ)8' ls not es simple a matter es It ml~t GPpœt" et flrst sl~t. To beo1n wlth, the 

Hngutstlc description of ~'be' 1tself seems espectaJIy complex. It 15 œmpl1C8ted by the f~t thet 
\ 

epperentJy the seme set of morphologlœl forms ~ functlon ln Engl1sh sentences os etther 8f'I 

euxtl1ery verb or es a full ,.-b, es these functlons have been d8scrlbed tr~ttonelly. In 
\. 

morphoptmologlœl tsrms, 'be' eppeers to 00 axnpletely Irreouler exœpt for)ts -tng form '00100' end 

the pest perUclple 'been' "whtch belOfYJS to the -en form8tloo'- (Palmer 1974: 154). Flve 

1 morphosyntactlc forms htNe been IdBntlfled for the "normal" verb ln Enoltsh I.e., prasumably there 

net I.t f1ve dtfferent structural œntaxts requtrtng verbs ~ whtch mey or mit( not vtI'Y ln form) . ., ) . 
On the ott .. hend, 'be' has 8t~t d1fferent forms. These se: bas fil:m Md/or loftotUve: '( to) he'; 

gr,.,t· 'em', 'ere', 'IS'; _: 'W8$'. 'were'; pr.,! parUctple; 'belng'; mm kt1ctpl8: 'been' (These 

forms cm tnetr typtcel furettons are summtrtzed by Qutrk, Greenbeum, leech end Svstv1k' 972: 

70- 71.) Palmer ( 1974: ch. 6), dBmoostrates tt18t the full verb 'be' !las 8X~ 1y the seme forms os 
\" 

the aux1ltsy 'be'. Thus the postulat1on of seperate lex1œl1tems for 'be' would not be defenslb le sole1y 

on the bests of morphophonolog1cal forms. 

Th898 morphosynt~1c œta heYe aise been ~OO1ed extenstvely wUh1n generatlY8 (J'emms 

stnœ the VfTV .. Hast descr1pttons of the aux1l1ery end the E~1tsh verb system. (Ses. 8.0., Chomsky 

1957. 1965; Cul100ver 1976; Ja:mff 1977.) ln current 111'lQU1sttc descriptions of Eoot1sh verbs 

n the euxtltery system wtthtn oenerettve ",emmtr • the ganenl tendanLy seems to be to postulate two 
~ 
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lexlcel Items 'be', one œmlnated by Aux ,2 the other by VP This 15 the anelysls proposed by ~ 
-:. 

Akmojl8rt 80d WtJSlNI ( 1975), e.g .. œvel~ W Akmajl8rt. Steele ond WfSNi ( t 979). Md extend8d 

reœntly by L8J)OInte ( 198'). emong others. fn the context of Bresnen's Lexlœl Functlonal OremmGl" 

ln the saroe fromewor~. F81~ ( 1984. 484). orgues for one lexlcel1tem 'be'. tncludlno all forms end 

uses of 'be' exœpt the -mooal" 'be' that takes 8rt 1nflnHlv81 es complement. Thus. he dlst1noulshes 

between two œtetp'les of 'be': mooel end verb. AlterMtlvely. Wt1Hams ( t 984) poslts two lsxlC81 

jt~s 'be'. Aux 8rtd meln verb (MV), whlch he dlstlIlQUlstl8S'on setn8rttlc es weil as synt~t1c grounds 

ln' MlOther olterMtlve 6ppr~. Pullum end Wllson (1977) ergue on the besls of purely synt~t1c 

cr 1ter 10 thet m0061s 8f1d 8Ux1l1ry verbs ore b8s1celly j ust verbs. They clalm ( 1977· 742) th8t "the 

meln-verb tln8lysts of the 8UX ls correct. M lq'eell"lCJ fundrmentally wlth Ross (t 969). Oezœr • 
• ' f 

Pullum 8rtd S8g ( 1982) ravIse 80d extend thls 8rt8lySls wlthln the fremework of Oeneraltzed Phrase-

Structure Or8ffimer. 

Althoutjl seven,' dlfferent hypotheses ere 8Votlable. the œtlrp'ies thet Gre usuelly conslder~ 

possible for the trlftlysts of 'be' M'e not unllmlted. In sum. 'be' 15 M8!yzed eJ..tœc as en euxll18ry V8f'b 
, , , 

(or sometlmes a mOO6l) ~ es li faH verb. or bo1b as tV\ euxtHery verb Illd 8 full verb. or ~ Is slmply 

put toto ft spectt.lJ verbal cJess by ttself. 0 very r8Strlcted cless l8belled "œpuJa." ,( Chomsky 1965: 

72) Ales. ther9 Is no general consensus on thls subject ln current llnoulst le llter8ture. B8œuse 01 ------ \... 
the verlety of the theorettœl (rameworks tnvolved, lt -woul~not be VfKY frultful (or my purpœes ta 

ettempt torevlew ail of thenlyses proposed In,the lItereture referred toabove, ln thls section, 1 

sheJl look brtef1y et represent8tlve altern8ttves to the œtet;p-tzetton of 'be' end the tools ~ 

ttdlnlques of analysls that tr8 seld tabe r8(JItred f(J" thls task, 

The pœ1tton that 1 wm 8ÔlPt and defend ln thls w(J"k 15 thot 'be' belongs to thé lexical 

cat8p"y verb CV). Essenttally thls Ica seems (JJtte unexœptlonol. It Is œrtatnly oonststent wtth ail of 

2Tt'18 auxlH8f)' system 15 the subJecl 0( several current r .. ch projects ln It""tsttcs. 
Alcmajl8n, Steele and WtJStI#I (1979) tdenUfy notlonal bases for the ~ Aux, N:r'œ8lanptgee, 
AuX ts sotd to 8XprfSS only tense, eeP8Ct. mœaltty. negattM. cpsttoo ~tl. aewtebtltty 
oondtttons. In Th8 E~/q'Jt1d16 (JI AVX (1981). Staale 114l U88 the NJx to exempUfy 
research methOOs ln the crœs-U""lsttc enelysts œ ~tc œt8Ip-tes end thetr Justtftcatf«l. 
Vartous aspects 0( the anelysts of the so-called Wufltarl.- (rem dtf(erent epprœchel are reported ln 
Il two-Y010018 enthology .. Utled Lll1(JIlsllcQ!l/8(lrIls: 4IIX1I1".4f1(/f'lI«4dIlflO!8S .. ; ( 1983) . 

./':. 
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the eneJyses 1 heve examtned. For whether tt Is tntJyzed spectftcal1y 8S a copula. e mlXilll. or en 

aux111ary V81;'b. the verbal quel1t1es of 'be' fr8 elways r8COllllzed. 1 n fect. 1 would ooncludB that nooe of 

the analyses menttoned eboYe 15 funœmentelly wrMQ. AM1y2ed as a stlVJle morpholog1œl class. 'ba' tn 

C81"tlJtn forms lnd8edexhtblts char~lst1cs of mcœls, of auxt11ary verbs. or of full verbs. And It ls 

81wIty'S 8 œpulo. These 8re a11 char~erlstlcs of 'be'. But thls 010081 cMr~erlZGtlon Is cleer1y Mt 

prectse 8f'lOl9l for synt~tc nJysts. Althou1jl 81l verbs may be descrlbed synt8Ctlcal1y ln terms of 

thelr distribution end thetr oomplements wtthln the VP. ~dlno to Bech ( 1974: 92). 

'" qulte Independently of whether t.hey re ln the past or present tense, whether t.helr 
subJects .. e !llngul. or ph ... I. or whether they oce ... In the progre5!live eN" in9>. perfect 
(II#W ~ Ifj or wlth modal verbs (C#I, musI, will, ~, . 

such an 8bstr~ton Is vaUd onJy for the 8MJysls of e verb 8S It functlons wlth respect ta Its 

oomplements. For e amplete œscrtptton of the externel distribution of '00', or of tJtry verb. It Is 

neœssary to oonstœr the varlous morphol<Çlcal forms that represent dtfferent tenses tIOd/-« espects.3 

Althoutjl ft Is true thtlt '00' ln some forms h8s the seme distribution tIS oUter mooels or 6Uxl1lary 

verbs. In other forms It cœurs ln the same positions 8S full verbs. Owlng to thls compllcmlon, 8I'l 

Important tB 01 my project ts to dBtermlne how m8l'lY lexical entrtes Ire requtred for on adeqtmte 

description of 'be' 1 8SSUme ttmt ln the lexlcon of the lT8fTlmar of Engllsh. lŒh lextcel Item 

represents one sound-meenlno correlation. What 1 reter to here tIS a "lextcel1tem" ts sometlmes œl1ed 

e "lexeme." (Lyons 1977: 18-25). If 'be' were 8 single morphologlcal verb or verballexeme thet 

Mi one form (or set of forms) ~,one meentng (or 8 coherent renge of meen 1 1lQS) , then 1œel1y, ft 

should haYe e slnglelextœl entry ln the ITtlmmar of Engltsh. 

My thesls here 1s thet 'be' 1s a s1IlQlelex1cal1tem. The problem 1n thls secUon Is to chose the 

most approprtate morphosyntecUc devlces to 8CCOUnt 10r the varlous forms of 'be' end thetr 

cherectertsUc cHstrlbutlons.. In _Hon 2.2.1 • 1 w111 revlew the metn arguments tôt'anœd to support 

the etterMttveeneJyses of .~. as two lextcal œ.tes: (t) aux111ary Md fun verb. and (ft) auxll1a"Y 

andoopula. Also of Interest to me re the varlous ,-emmfJtlœl œvlces that tre supposed to a::œunt for 

3Hërë 1 aœpt certeln dascrtpUve techniques empla,1l(t by Mortn ( 1985). 11Justretlng thot 
morpholOQk:el for-ms n relevant in acœuntlng for the dtstrlbutlon of verbs ln French. 

'. 
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the relavant morphosynt~tlc t~ts. 1 wIll show th8t the dIstrIbution 01 the flmte 10rms ai 'be' 

corresponds ta that ot bath aux1l10rles (1 e ,mooals) and other hmte verbs. whlle the dIstrIbution 01 

the non-fln1te forms of 'be' corresponds ta that of the non-t1mte forms ot other full verbs ln sectlOn 

2 2 2, 1 WIll argue that there 15 on Iv one lexIcal Item 'be' end It IS baslcally 1 ust 8 verb, as su~ted 
1 

bv Ross ( 1969), Pullum and WIlson ( 1977) and 06zd8r, Pullum 8nd S6'J (1'982) 1 WIll support the 

anelVSls of 'be' as 8 member of the cat~rv verb and strlCt subcat8ÇK)rlzetlon as an opproprlote devlCS 

to ~unt for Its dIstrIbutIOn and oomlntmce relatIOns wlth respect ta Ils complements 

2.2.1 Alternat1ve syntoct1c cat8f;J)rtzat1ons of 'be' 

ln thlS sectIOn. 1 sha11 brlefly examme two alternatIVe oppr~hes ta the cat9QJrlzetlOn of 'be' 

wlthlngeneratlVegrammar The hypothesas that 1 wHl conslder are the followlnQ. (1) thot there ore 

two lexemes 'be' , auxIllarv and full verb ,-às proposed bv W1111ams ( 1984). ond ( Il) that the verb 'bs' 

belongs to a separate cat~ry copula, as proposed by Chomsky (1965). The loples treeted ln the 
\ . 

works exammed here are broaœr th~n the scape of my dIssertatIon From EŒh. 1 sh811 extroc:t onlv 

what seel'Tls dlrectlv relevant for the cat8l;J)rlzatlon of 'be' and the grommatlcal devlC8S thot are 
, 

consloored to be essentIel ln occountmg for It Although 1 &'Jree wlth the substance of both analvses, 1 

00 not fmd elther repre5'ent6tlOn to be lde61. 

(0 Williams' (1984) analys1s of 'be' Aux and 'be' V. In the contextofœscrlbl.nQ 

'there'-lnsert1on sentences, WillIams ( J 984) analyzes 'be' ln fngllsh 8S two separate lexical Items. 
Q , 

What he clalms th8t ts untque concernt"9 'be' Is that the 'ts' thet occurs ln sentences of the followino 

types Is an auxlltary (Aux). 

1 (a) There ts 1) fly ln the marmalêDl. 
t 

(b) She Is claver. 

(c) He 15 my cous'n . . 
(d) The calèche ts tn the car park 

(e) He 15 weeptng. 

(' 
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ln IdIItion ID t/leAux 'Ile' lIIustretad ln l, Jllliems clalms that therelsa 'ull verb 'Ile' The Iwo 'Ile's 

are oontrasted 1n the follow1ng sentences; both Dt them (WJr 1n 2 (b). 

2 (e) John [ts) Aux obnoxlous. 
, 

(b) John [1S)AUlC {betngobnoxtous]\IP 

certotn aspects of Wf11tems' 8MlystS ere d1fftcult to 8SS8S$. For Instance, he 008s not stete 

expltc1tty whtch forms of 'be' (other then 'Is' Md 'be100' thet rJppeet" ln hls exMlples) belong to the , 

~ Aux end wh.ch forms belong to V. n.."t Is, tt ts not cl_ from whet he wrltes whether he 

thtnks th&t 9fdl of the two 'be's Ms e1~t d1fferent morpholog1œl forms or that ~ one Is def~t1ve, 

oontelnlng only ft subset of the etl1lt eve1Jeble forms of 'be'. He (bJs cletm thet there 8re 1W2 lexlO81 

Items 'be' (persnlrommuntœt1on). Whet Iselsocleer 1s tt18t, tmlrd1noto hls hypothes1s, '1s' ln 

" Md ? 8bove bel0n0s to the ~t~ttc œtetpry Aux, whl1e 'be1ng' ln 2 (b) belongs to the synt~t1c 

cet8lP'Y "metn verb (MV). "4 Now W11l18fTls clet ms thet 'be' V, unllke 'be' Aux, "8SCr1bes 

Intent100el1ty to Us sub1tK:t. Il ln f~, lt 1s on the b8s1s of thls cr1ter1on tMt the two 'be's "ere PII5Y to 

tell epert." (Wfll1ems '984: '4'). However, Wmtems' enelysts of 'be' tn Engllsh œn be shown to be 

mtsteken on sementtc ","ounds. (His S8mM'ltlc 8rguments for the dist1nction between the two 'be's w11l 

Ile dtscussed tn 4.3.) Wt11tams comperes hi, syntecUc n1ys1' to other tr8fJtments of 'be' end 'there' , 

e.g.. Akmejten end WtsNI ( 1975), Akmejlen, Steele and WtsNI ( 1979). 8rld Jenk1ns ( 1975), but 

hts dtffers tn certetn respects from aH of the others. ( for detal1s, see W111tams 1984.) H1s synt~t1c 

caterp"tzettCWI of 'be' challenges more tr~ttOMl analyses end the oonsequenœs for ","emmetlœl 

dascr1ptton «,e oertetnly wu-th constdertng. 

Wtlliams' ( 1984) rule for the anelysts of sentenèe structure ts stated as follows: '5 .. NP 
~ 

Aux XP', where X œn be arr( major cot8IP'Y. N esJn 1 (e) or (c), A es ln 1 (b), P as ln 1 (d), V es ln 

1 (e). Thts rule 15 more generol t .... the rule tMt Is usuolly assumed, namely, 'S .. NP AuxIlNFL VP'. 

4Wmtams ( 1984) uses the term 'main verb' • abbrevtated 'MV'. Slnœ thls term Is tmbltJOUS 
(It 1s onen used to refer to the ~ of the VP Immedtataly cbntnated bV the h~ S), axœpt tn 
quotettoos.1 shan use the terms"full verb' or stmpJy 'vrb', ebbreYleted 'V', to refer to the syn1acttc 
œtecPYvrb. 

" 
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ACCOrdtng to WIll1ams' phrase structure ru le. a11 sentences ( S) must h~e an NP subI ect. an Aux. and 

8 predlcate XP but XP 15 not necess8rlly 1:1 VP Ttns IS 6Ctually the most mterestmg svnttx:tlC 
\ . 

consequence of WIllIams' analvsls HIS œscnptlOn obscures. wlthout denvlng. the fect that V (elther . ~ 

Aux or YI lS obl1gatorv However. ln the svntectlC analvsls tnat 1 assume the sentence, umt has no Aux 

nOOe such 8S the one that WIllIams descrlbes but lt must have 8 Ves requlred by 1 Nf L. WhlCh 1 clalm 
\ 

15 Il ( +flmtel verb poslt1On Hence. a sentence must have a VP 88Slcally 1 tend to eqree more wlth 

the trooltlOnal analvses of 'be' as a full verb under the VP. es proposed bv AKmallan and W6S0W 

( 1975). e g .. but'not Wlth 8 two-lexeme analVSls There1ore, my main task. here WIll be to show thtlt 

the flO1t6 forms of 'be' as emploved ln the sentences ln 1 above 00 not belonQ to a cateoorv Aux ~ 

œscrlbed bv WIllIams. 

Flrst 1 w11l ex am me the 8Vlœnœ for 8 (ormal dIstInctIon between 'be' emplwed ~ a full verb 
./ 

(V) and 'be' employed as an aux1l1ary (Aux) It ls Imp6rtant to notice haw WIllIams (1984 139) 

œscr lbes the Aux 

Essenttally. Aux (the classlcal Modal-,~-M seQuence of verbsl 15 the head of S, so 
wherever Aux occurs, S is present, and wherever there is an S. lhere is Aux (or al least 
the pOSSlblfrly of Aux. slnce Aux can be null) 

Although WIllIams 00es not say sa expllcltly. hls analvsls seems to ~ree fUndementallv wlth 

Chomskys original j)hrasestructurerule for Aux (1957 111.1965' 107)' "Aux" T (M) (heve 1-

"' 

en) (be + mg) " ThIS rule and the transformehon of "Afflx-hoppm9," were supposed to tx:COun.t for the 
"""",f.. 

surrace order or the elements 11stOO. Tense (f) IS the only alement 10 the serIes thet IS ob 1 1getOrv, 

though It never occurs as a separate element ln Engllsh, WlIlloms wrlles ( 1984: 136) 

Of course, for any cholce of Aux other than /)« XP will al ways be Vp, ,Ince /JI Is the only 
Aux that subcategorlzes for any category other than VP. And If no Au)! Is chostn. XP must 
be VP. slnee ther, must be at least one verb (main or aUHlliary verbl for the reallzatlon of 
Tense. 

Basides the phrase structure rule for S. another œvlœ thet WlIIh,mg assumes Is strIct 

SubC8t~lZ8tlon He 00es not. however, use subC8t~lzatjon to dlstlnoulsh between Aux end V, as 
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one mlQht 00 ln 0 tr~ltlonoI6nolysls.S The subcatE9)rlzat1on frame10r 'be' 15 obvloU51y dlfferent from 

thot of ony other Aux. But what are the synt~ttc criteria (dtstrlbuttonal or functlonal) thet Williams 

uses ta establtsh the catE9lry Aux? 

ln W11IIoms (1984), as far ~ 1 Ctln determlne, 'be' 1s oss1gned its svntactic catEllJ)ry Aux 

merely "by stlpulat Ion." For dlstlngulshlng the two 'be's as ln 2 ( b), the on Iy dlstrlbutlonal crlterlon 

thot 1 can ftnd 15 the followlng: "Slnee there ore two /Je '5 , the second one must be MV /Je " (W1111ams 

1984: 141) 6 But these crlterlo htJrdly seem sufflclent on thelr own ta estobl1sh the svntoctlc 

œt~ of elther /Je (V or Aux). Williams inevltably links hls œt~rlal analysls of 'be' to the 

phrase structure rule thot he proposes for the exPtlnslon-of S, as descrlbed aboye. The only evldence 

thot he offers ln support of thls phrase structure ru le Is œta Involvlng VP DeleUon ,7 whlch he 

generallzes as "XP Deletlon " Williams (1984, 136) observes "that the followlng sentences are all 

porollel ln structure" and would Illu5trate hls rule 'S -+ NP Aux XP' 

3 (o)John - wtll- leave [NP Aux VP] 

(b) John - 15 - slck [NP Aux AP J 

(c) John - ts - a fool [NP Aux NP l 

(d)John - 15 -Ieavlng {NP Aux VPJ8 

Sin tredtttonol analyses of Engltsh, one of the deftnlng cherooterlsttcs of the aux11\ery verb 
(whlch Is Implted by the very n8me of the œt8l;J)ry) is that It always supplements a full verb. The 
occurrence of an Aux Indlcetes th8t 8 full verb Is to follow. A formaI distinction between auxl1lary 
verbs and full verbs coold be statad ln terms of thelr subcatetp'izatton frames. An Aux cao occur only 
in the context of VP 1 wherees eV tekes as 8 complement the maximal projection of one of the following 
lexical œteo:>r1es: N, A, or P. 

6Thls formel crlterlon Is however Inconslstent wlth Wtlltams' semantlc hypothesls, as thls 
would then count M/fIg ln passive sentences of the form 'S Is bemg V'ad' as a V. In that case, the 
subject NP 'would not dBnote an "Intendlng" belng. Ses 4.3 for further discussion of his semantic 
criteria 

7ThiS phenomenon ts alsocalled "elllpsls" (Qulrk 1 Greenbaum 1 Leach and Svartvll< 1972' ch 
9) or "gepplng,'L Ross (1970: 250) œscrlbes gepplng as the deletlon of "Indeflnltely many 
occurrences of a repeatecl metn verb ln conjolnecl structures." Delation 15 thu$. 8 devlœ for reduclng 
redunœncy ln compound sentences. Deletlon Is used prtmertly to evold repetttton 1 and ln thls respect 1 

It Is slmll8t" to the substitution of proforms for a gfven constituent. 
8W1II1ams' example (3Od) (my 3 (d» has the analysis "NP Aux NP" (1984' 136), whlch 

mey be a typographlC81 arrOI". 
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(e) There - 15 - someone 51ck [NP Aux NP) 

He ~~ thet the pr<ass of XP 0e1et1oo "trefJts e11 of these oonstructfons. as pefel1el,· as 

tHustreted 1n 4. 

4 (e) JOOn wt1llecwe Md 8U1 wtll_ too. 
-

( b) JOOn Is slck end B 111 Is _ too. 
\ 

( c) JOOn 15 es foot em 8 11I1s _ too. 

, (d) JOOn Is teevlng end 8111 Is _ tro. 

(e) There Is someone slck Md there was _ yest8rœv too. 

Furthermore WIIII8fJls (1984: 137) cial ms thet "VP Delation mes rot œlete XPs from tnI position 

ott ... then post-Aux posltloo." But If so, then some forms of 'be' œn Ile 988fl to h8Ye the SMl8 

d1strlbullon as V rather tMn Aux, as ln the followlnQ exemples. The sentences ln 5 ere enelC9lUS ta 4 

(e)-(d) 8boYe. 

5 (e) John will be leevlng ~ 8111 will (be) _ too. 
~ 

( b) JOOn has been sicle end 8 III Ms (been) _ tao. 

(c) John tai been e foohOO 8111 NIj (been) _ too. 

( d) John Is belng oonoxlous end B tII Is belng _ too. (.) 

If thelr XP œmplements are œfeted, than the bese pro;r8SSlv~ 'be' ln 5 (8) end the pest pertlclple 

'been' ln 5 (b) - (c) are also opttonally de1eteble. If XP DeJetion opere only ln the post-Aux 

env1ronment as Wt11lems c1alms, than, for the sentences ln S, 'be' end 'been' and 'belng' cannot be 

aM)yzed as Aux but must be nlyzed as members of the V ~. For tt_ cases tt 15 dtfftcult ln 

ses hOw WtlHems couJd keep hls char~terlzetlon of Aux es the "Tense-Moœl-have-be" series Md et 

the seme Ume descrlbe XP Oeletloo es a post-Aux operation. But hls synt8ctlc criteria Inc1ude the 

aIlStttuency of Aux, post-Aux XP Deler-on, and tne ~tzetlon r8(JIlrements of thft.members 

of the Aux catefp'y. Taken altogether, t/.ese criterIa 1_ ta CU'lntctlng pradlcUons. For the sentences 

ln S, the foJlowlng alternative analyses, &mono others, are possible. 
~~ 
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6 (").John - w111 be - 188Vtng (NP Aux VP J 

( b) JOOn - h8s been - slek [NP Aux AP J 

(c) ~n - twj been -" 1001 [NP Aux NP] 

(d) John ,- 15 - betng obnoxfous [NP Aux VP] 

7 (8) ~n - wlll - be 18IWlng [NP Aux VP] 

( b) JOOn - Ms - been stek [NP Aux VP] 

(c) John - Md - been" fool [NP Aux VP] 

(d) ~n - Is - belng obnoxlous [NP Aux VP] 

IJe 

On 1y the nlysls ln 6 would be consistent wlth Wtlliams' clalm that the copula Is 8I'l Aux (Will lems 

1984: 131)9 lIfld hls gBI18ral1Z8tlon of VP Oeletlon as XP Deletton. The nlysls ln 7 would be 

œnslstent wlth hls cletm arœ-ntl'lQ the subclJte(p"lZ8tlon rQJlrements of the other members of the 

Aux œtepy, I.e., If 'wt11', 'has', 'tMIJ', are coosldBred to have thelr own subœtetp'IZDtlôrl 

requtrements. ~ quoted eboYe, WtlIlems clatms thet for PI"! chofce of Aux other thDn 'be', a VP 

œmplement Is r«IUtred. 

W1111ams expl1cltty rejects the ane1yges propœed by Akmejlen and W&NI (1975) tJnd 

Jenklns ( 1975) ln whlch 'be' ts cbnlneted by VP, as t1Justrated beJow ln 7 (b). However. 7 (b) 

seems Jess prabJematlc to me than 6 (b). The nlysls ln 6 seemlngly obltterates the morphol~l 

reletlons bat ... verlous forms of oopular 'be' and, by the seme token, It Impltes thet dlfferent , 
synt~t1c relations hOld between the dlfferent forms of 'be' end thelr oomplements. 

9Ad.-UV the folJowlng IS the 'OnIV anolysb for the sentences ln 6 end 1 thet would be 
oomplttelV cn1stent wlth the clalm thel the.,la tbe' Is an AAIx: (tI> Mx NJx XP J. Fer- 'be' ts elwavs 
e copule end .... santaiCe ebGYe cootalns e verb thIt fooctms es al euxt11ary plus 'be'. 

t 
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For Instanœ. In the ena1ysls ln 6. the AP 'stek' would be Immed1etsly ctJmlMt8d by S. wherees ln 7. ft 

would Ile lmmed1ately ctJmlnated bV VP. But a bastc dtstlnctlon b8tween the sent8nœs ln 3 ~ those ln 

5-7 Is ~hat the ones ln 3 ar~ ln the simple present tanse. henœ the verbs are (Inl~~ th098 ln 5-7 

eUt œntaln both flnlte + non-11oUe verbs. 10 Oenerelly It Is assumed. hGw8ver. thet dtfferent ten98S 

Ir aspects of a verb haYe no beerlno on Its cbmlnanœ relations rNer Its oomplements (BdI 197At: 

92). But ln the nlysis proposed by WIi11ams. perheps the XP poslt1on thet Is en obl~ JNl't of . 

sentsnce structure would dapend not only upon the ~lzatlon of Am. but el90~ on the phrase 

structure ru le fŒ' S. 

Let us amtder next the Int.eracUon of t~wo Import«lt 'ITMlmattcel mechentsms tn 

\ WIIH..ns' anelysts, t.e., the strict subcat8;p"lzetlM system end hls PS rule' (r the anelysts ct the 
1 

~ 

1 OThis structural enelysls œuld perhllps be jusUfted If. as tt predtcts, the XPs could be shown 
to have a dtfferent dtstributtoooi beMvtour for stmple as ~ to œmpound ferms ~ 'bI'. No such 
evkJanœ Is presented. hcMever. If the predicete complement could be aeptably focused. then 
sentences wtth etther form ct 'b&' wœld permit c)e,Ung and pauD-c1efttng. _ 

( t) It ts a profesaor tI)IIt John JI now 1 .. '"' ail U-yan, rd e 1ecturer. 
(It)A professer ts what John Jlnortt/lw lM! ail theeeyèers, not a1ecturer. 

Apper .,ully such sentences as these are rd Judged ,-.. matal by ail"'" d Engltslf Ccf. Qutrt, 
9reenbeum, Leach end Svartvtk 1972: 952). . 
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sentence unit (S). ~ frr subœt8JJrlzatlon. W1I11tms assumes tMt the so-œll~p111erl~.· IIk8 
~ 

other verbs. heve thelr su~lzotlon requlrements stlpulated ln the lexlcon. Althotql the 

subœt8p"lzetton fr8lJ1es frr 'be' Aux and 'be' V wouJd be the 58m8, s1nœ the synt~t1c œt8lP'ies wouJd 

be dtfferent, dlfferent nOOes would œmlnete 'be' Aux end 'be' V. If 1nd8ed It Is Aux tMt determtnes XP. 

es Wt1ltems stJgJeSts, then the structure of e sentence could be l1k.e 6 (b) rather th8n 7 ~b) 8bove. 

Accordlno to tr8dtttOMI8SSUmpttons conœrntno subœt8lP"1Z8tton. tf 8 constituent 15 requlred by the 

subœtetp'tZGtton fr8ffie of a glven œtetp'Y. than the subœt.-lzlng constituent end the 

subœtetp'tzed one should be syntecttc slstars tn phrese merkers (JŒlcenœff 1977: 57-61.) But 

notice the symmetry ln 6 (b) between NP end Xp, ln the G8 framework, the XP complement would be 

. '" dlsttngutshed from the NP subj8Ct ln terms of Its œmlnance rejetions wlth respect to 'be', Only thé XP 

would be slster to 'be' , whlch would c-commend end ~n It (Chom~y 1982: 36). 

Althotql phra structure rules and subœtetp'IZ8t1on may be conœtv~ of es 1000000000t 

Iremmetlœl d9Ylœs. the1r affects ers eestly coofused ln the 8Mlysls of œta W1111ems 00es not 

expl1cltly d811neete the relative OOmelns 8Od.~asks of these two d9Y1œs. M e œnsequenœ. hls phrese 
( , 

structure rule frr S oould heYe been tnfluenœd by the subcet8lJ)rlzetton fr8flle for the 'be' he ana1yzes 
, 

es Aux. t 1 The ImportCllt queStton thtrt remalns 15 to choose the most epproprlats mech8n1sm to tK:COUnt 

for the distinction between 'be' Aux and 'be' V, whlch ln tir{ cése have the S8fT\e su~tetp'IZ8t1on 

fremj: S1nœ the ceterp-1es of obltglttory ~Plements very from one lexlœl Item to the next, . ~ 

subcetetp'lzatlon may be mrre approprlet8 then e phr8S8 structure rute for Mndl1ng informetion of 
~ , 

thls type. If so, the ver10us (XP) complements of 'be' Aux (or of 'be' V for thet matter) need not be 
<> 

,.spectfted by phrese structure rule. O1ven carte1n assumpt10ns thet Wmi8l'llJ,!lÇC8Pts, e.g., that Aux 

(or INFl) 1s the heed of S and the posstb111ty of stettng the su~lzettoo r~trem.ents of mOO!tls, 

ouxtUaries.nt verbs en in the lex1OOn, 1 would argue thet e phra structure rule feK' S ts raoondllnt. . 
~ et most, en thet must be eooounted for ts the f~ tf\8t sen~ heYe subject NP~ end CIl Aux (or 

Itll). (See 2.1 end 2.2.2 feK' more dlJtal1s.) 

1 i ln fact, 1 shen adopt pert Of Wt lItems' phrase structure r.ule for S es the subcatep"tzoUon 
frame for the slng18 1exeme 'be' of my anetysts. . 

) 

1 

,1 

1 

1 
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finelly, 1t 1s ~ to Choosa between Aux (as œscrtbed by Wntt.ns) Rf INfL (unless 

toot 81"8 equ1valent) as the heed of a santenœ. 1 wnl argue for INfL CN8r Aux. It 1s ~I. thet Aux as 

tr«f1t1oneHy ana1yZ8d pleys no stlJllftœnt role tn the syntex of Engltst\ (~enœff '972, '977; 

Pullum 8I1d Wl1son 1977). Ttlat 1s. the whole ser1es of verbS thet W1111ams would enelyze afAux 1s 

not ln fa:;t ~ element tt\8t moves IndBpendently ln EnoHsh or thet oould funct10n as the heed of a phrase 

or a sentence untt. In m6ny types of 811tpttœl sentences. tt ts only ,the 11Il1 element of the 

"classlœt" Aux tMt 15 m1 deleted. SUch sentence types tncluœ tao ~t1ons and compouoo sentences 

contatntng the phrase .... 8I1d 50 ..... These conStructtoos a1SO'ttnvolve the phencrnenon thet 1s usuelly 

d8scr1bed as ·SUbject-Aux 1nverslon. Il The sentenœ types conte1n1no 'end so' furntsh two of the metn 
< 

crlter1a thet are used to deftne the œtetp'Y of eux11tery yerbs: "SUbject-Aux inverston" «ni VP (or 

XP) 0818\100. as dBscrtbed above by W1JJtams or tf 'so' ts n1y2ad as pro-VP. Another crtterton ts 

tMt auxtltartes Mve neg!Sttve forms endtlYJ tn ·nT. Th8S8 def1ntno cNr~tst1cs for EngHsh are 
} 

d1spltsy8d 1n the fol1owtlYJ sets of sentences. There1s onJy one ver~18lernent thet functtons es "Aux· tn 
! 

these proœsses end thls etement Is flnlte. FInlte verbs empl~ l1'emmettcelly as Aux ere undarl1ned ... 
here. When fun verbs or two or more auxt11ery verbS are substttuted tn the S8me positton. the 

sentences are ulVDmmatlœl, as loo1œted by the esterfSks ( *). 

8 (e) Subjec1 -~ 1nvers1on ln _ton format1on. 

~ he hit the ban? 
Did stnJld,t18 htt the ball?( *) 

Hal he been hitttng the baH? 
lias been he h1tUng the ball?( *) 
W.1ll he have hlt the ban? 

. wm have he htt the ball?( *) 
Q1d he hit the ben? 
Hit he the ban? (*)12 

., 
(b) eœ1-&aCiletl00 mïf.1nœrnoouod SIIItsoœs: ~1Dl&~ 

'ô 

Ha atDIld. hit the ben and sc DuJd ft 
He should hlt the beJl end so,should œshe (.) 

, 

121hts dtfferenttatton between euxtltary end full verbs ts vaUd' for Englfsh t but ~or ail 
langueiJes. In a&rmen. e.g., env ftntte verb may cxwpy the -98CMd- posfUon ln .~tary iJntences . 
For thts reeson. some l1f91tsts (e.g., Palmer 1974: 207) conslder thet the praperttes flJustrated 
here are trrelevant for theNJx-V dtst1nct1on stnœ th6V~. ·,dtosyncreltc- to Engl18h. 

t{ 

---
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He ~ been hl tt1 ng the ba Il and 50 ~ she 
\18 h~ been hittlng the ball and 50 htKI been she (*) 
hie hl t the bail and 50 mg she 
He I1lt the bail and 50 hlt she (*) 

(c) EoellUc 2i'n..~ altoched12 lOOAYx 

He shouldn't ha the bal! 
He n=oJ hlt the bail 
He wm1 hl ttl ng the ba 11 
He.w.aoJ hlt tM bail 
He hitn't the bail (*) , ... 

o 
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L lngulsts oHen emplay such tests to show that 'be' can al50 functlOn as ~n auxIllarv verb (Ses. e 9 ~ 
, 

Palmer 1974 18- 29) For these sentence types, the mooal pos1tlon 150ften ldentlfled as "the flr5t 

auxll1arv" (Jockenooff 1972. 1977) ThIs posltlOn must be fl1100 by a flO1te verb Mooals 

('can' .'w 111 , '00'. etc) 00 not hav"non-fln1te forms llkewlse, only the flO1te forms of 'be', 1 e. the 
.' 

1 

sImple present and pest forms, could substltute for mooals or flO1te forms of '00' ln Aux. Only ln 

these sImple forms can 'be' functlOn as a pro-form for YPs ln reduced sentences When flO1te 'be' 15 the 

flrst or onlv verb ln a sentence Its syntactlc beh6Vlour IS lœntlcal to thet of other auxl110rle$l 

(mOOe~s. '00' or 'have') es the flrst (flO1te) verbal element ln a 38ntence Therefore, lt seems that on Iv 

thess forms of 'M' could be correctly œtaoorlzad 6S Aux There are. however. characterlstlcs that are 

sharad bv 'be' Aux and 'be' V For example. "thev 00 not cœur wlth DO" ExceptIOns are noted for the 
~ 

ImperatIve "Don't be obnoxlOus" "Do be pollte" (Palmer 1974- 153) otherwlse. unllK8 any other 

leXIcal verb. 'be' V 00es not requlre or accept "DO-support." as 11Iustrated by the followlOg exemples 
~ 

For sentences contalnlng auxl116rles and verbs of 6nv type. one argument ln tsvour of separatlOg the 

flrst element of Aux fro~ u1a other verbs 10 the serIes 1S the pOSSlbl11tv of msertmg adverbIal 
~ , 

phrases between them. as ln the followmg exemples (Jackenooff 1972, 1977) Slmllarlvadverblal 
1 

phrases end n8Ql!ltlve elements mav cœur betwEI8n 'be' and XP , as llltlstrated ln 9 ( c) 

"J (8) Sublect -&us. lOyer/SIon ID qyestlon formatIon 
( 

U he 8 stuœot1 
Yi.!§. he 8 stud9nt? 
Dld W8S he 8 student (* ) 
tm he been 8 student? 
Hes been he 8 student ( * ) 

" 



f 
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Dtd he be e stlânt (*) " 
) 

(b) Eml-Au! dBleUoo flf. ~ ln COOJDOUOd sen. 'S n 50 S' 

He ~ a m8themat1ctan Md 50 JI sh8. 
He ts a mathemat1c1an Md 50 ŒIes she ( * ) 
He DI ft mathemat1ctan and 50 D she. 
He lm been ft m8thematic1en end so bila she (be8n) 
He hGs been a mQthemet1clen end so h8s been she ( * ) 
He tvrf been a mttthemaUcten end so dtd she ( *) 
. '" 

9 (c) ~ Insert100 between AU! 0 ïI: 

He Ilœ herd1y fNfK' h1t the ben. 
He ~ c:ertatnJy ft methemattcten 
He Mll œrtelnJy be ft mathematlctan. 
He ~ ttlmost alw&ys et school these œvs 
He 00 be almost alW1tfS et school these œvs ( • ) 
He bal almost slways been at home. 
He Jl not ft mathemftt toll11. 
He bal never been a mathemattctan. 
He did never be a mathemat tel en ( * ) 

--~ 
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It W8S on the basts of œta of the types presented tn 8 tWld 9 eboY8 tMt the Aux nOOB W8S postulated ln 

the ftrst ~nstanœ Md plGœd d1rectly undBr S, 8S ft unit dlstlrd from llOO unattrdled to ,the obltglrtory 

VP If AlIx Is tmm~etely œmlneted by S, Il ts argued th8t.~he analysls of certatl1' phenomene, 8,0., 

lnterr~t1ve, negnttvs, ~ COOIpouod sentences, Is slmply m(W'e elegent 13 

CI8tlrty œrtatn4acts are Just as W1111ams œscrtbes them. vlz., 'ba' awl be ampl~ 8S an 

''eUxIHary and, 8S he c)slms. 6]SO œ ft full verb. But these tests Indlcete cl .. Jy thet 'be' beMves J1ke ft 

mOOltl (whlch Is the ftrst lexlœ] elament of Aux ln Wmlsns' anelysls) only ln Its sImple Hnlte 

forms. I.e., the present Ifld pest, but not ln noo-ftnlteforms. In v1ew of th8se~J~ls, the ntysts of the 

Holte for ms of the ~Ula 'be' as tJ member of the Aux tr m~ œt~ seems œmpe111no. But thts Is 

not to StI{ that the postulat ton of two lexemes 'ba' t5 the best technique to use ln ~ntlno for the 

dlstrtbutl00 of the dtfferent ftrms of 'be'. Rather, the two-lex8me enaJysls seems 10 obscure the f~ 

thet the \'S'lous morpholog1œl f(J'ms of'be' (end other verbs) havé li ctw's;tertsttc dtstrtbuttoo. But 

~ ferm h8s onJy one chars;lerlstlc d1str 1 bulton , not two. 

13F(J' d8tat1s coriœrntng th8se tests end others (J' ouxtltsytloOO, ., 8.0., Qutrk, 
Greenbatm, Leach end Svartvlk 1972: 63-70; Palmer 1 97"; Akmaj tan RI WtSNi 1975; PUllum eOO 
Wilson 1977. 
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WlIllems m8kes tntsrestlng clalms œnœrnlng the dlstrlbut10n of the two 'be's of hls tm1ysls. 

He Qlves exemples ta 111ustrtJts tMt '!)e' Aux œn cœur ln cl«lsel constructions (such œ tensa:! 

sentences, Infinitives, garunds, non-restrictive parttclples, nomlMtlve 8bsolute constrocttons es ln 

10 below). \ .--

10 (a) John Is~. 

, (b) tobedelrj 

( c) h Is be\nO cMj 

(d) John, belng desj 

(e) John belng deed 

\... 

but not ln non-clausel œnstructtons (such as perœptlon-verb oompJements, C8US8tlve verb 

complements, _lion verb stem complements, r~tve portlc1ples os ln Il) 

Il (8) 1 sewJohn belnoœad (*) \ 

( 1) 1 SINi John belng obroxtous. '. » 

(II) 1 sew John œed. 

(b) 1 maœJohn ŒeH*) 

(c) 1 S8W John be <MI (*) 

(d) The mm belng ~ Is h8re (*) 

WII Items cial ms (althoul;tl he ~ not damonstrate) that 'to Ile' and 'belnQ' ln the exsnp les in 10 

funcUon as an Aux. In fa:t. there Is evlœnœ tMt they 00 mt functton 8S tlUxlllarles. The followlng 

~Uons and _Ive expressions 8r8 mt weil form~ 

... 
12 (a)To beJohn cM!? (*) 

(b) 8etnoJohn ~.(.) 

(c) 8een John daed? (.) 

13 (a) John to be not œ..s ( • ) 

\ 

j 



\ b J John's bemg not œoo ( ... J 

\ c) John, bemg not'deOO ( .. ) 

(d) John belnO not dem (*) 

The sentence types ln 11 contalnlng varlous forms of 'be' and 'deOO' will be dlscussed (rom 1\ sementtc 

vlewpolnt ln 4 3 

Followlng Ross ( 1969), Pullum and Wilson ( 1977),1 will use the tarm 'auxlllary' to rafer 

ta a constituent of the cat9(}>ry verb ln a partlcular syntactlc position ln my analysls, thls position Is 

labelled INFL, a flntte verb position ln thls perspective, aUK//iary ts bastcally a functlonel notion 

rather than a cateçprlal one L1ke 'SubJect' and 'Predlcate' then, 'Aux' need not and ought not to oe 

Incluœd ln the structural representatlon of sentences ln terms of phrase markers or lobelled 

bracketlng (See 1 2 1 for a dIscussIon of the use of functlonal and catet;)1rlal nattons ln thls worK ) 

If JUK/I/ory IS loœed a functlonal notIon, then we may slmply S1!f./ that unllke other verbs, flnlte 'be' 

has the capactty to functlon as an auxlllary The œta sa far suggest thot we are deallng wlth 

1(jtosyncratlc facts concernlng 'be' The flnlte forms of 'be' share a dlstrlbutlonal property wlth 

mooals and '00', WhlCh other full verbs lacK C1early It Is necessary to account for the dHferent 

dIstribution of varlous forms of 'be' ln some wfJY 1 will sUqJ9St ln 222 that the INFL position Is 

slmply Ilmlted ta flnlte verb forms thot strlctly subcat~rlze only for YP complements But 1 wlll 

argue that 'oe' functlons prlmarlly as the haoo of YP Ne)(t~1 will conslœr the analysls of the verb 

'be' as a copula. 

- 1 

(II) 'Be' œtegorlzed as a copula. What Is the motivation fQr cotetp'lzlng 'be' es li 

member of a separate syntacttc C8t~ copula? JuâJments about the DQuacy of vorlous lIngulstle 

descriptions of 'be' that are avallable ln the Ilterature must be made ln the context of the specifie 

theoretlcal assumpttons underlylng the proposaIs ln the flrst place, 1 am more Inlerested ln 

reasons for analyzlng 'be' as a full verb rather than as 8 member of 0 seper8te cettwp"Y ropule 
( 

However, a partlcular cat.,.tal and structural analysls m8'y' be affected by whether the llnou ts\ 
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purports to state unlverS81 or lengutlQ8-speclflc prlnclples of synt8X. If one 15 looklng for prlnclples 

J of UG-, then constderlno EnoHsh 'be' ln the 1t~t of certain other 18rIQU808S of the world, the dete look 

dlfferent. Sorne Jenouages h8ve no verbel e)ament thet corresponds to copuler 'be' ln Engllsh, e o., 

Meer 1 , es descrlbed by ArD{ Pewley (personel communlcstlon) 

1 0 ( e) ko hOne te + nel t8r9Ste 
foc John the here mM . 
"This Is JohnN 

(b) he wehlne pal to + ku wh8ee ) 
Indef. women ~ my mother 
"My mother 15 e ~ wom8n" 

), 

Menyother lenouages heveslmlltr "verbless" sentences, a.o., S8mœn (Clark 1969) 1 clelm t~t 
, -

such verbless sentences are not unmerked ln 180QU809S faOSS the world. But le1l1)18gBS whlch ln . 
copules dl heve obllgntorv verbs Md VPs. ~ule Is not a œtEIfP'Y th8t Is found unlverselly across 

18f9J808S, whlle verb epptrently 15. (See, 8.g., UniV8f'SIJ/s of 1~ ... 196~ 4). It Is surely 

er~le therefore tMt the anelysls of eny sentenœ t/lat <œs not postulete en obltgetory VP CMnot be 
\ ~ 

corr~t. Even sl~le cat8lP'tœl sentences wlthout copulas ere only enalyzeble end tnterpretftble, tt 
. 

seems to me, by contrest wtth sentences whtch have full lexical verbs These verbless sentences, 1 

would argue, lust oonteln en empty verb œt8fP"Y. (For e I~ whlch lus e copule tMt ts 

ElCJjtvelent to 'be' ln EOOUsh, It would not meke much sense ta postt en empty copule posttlm. On the 

other hend, tJI"'I naturellerÎpge Is expected to heYe verbs. The nlysts of 'be' as e copule wou)d seem 

more naturel If most lenouagBS hed copulas, or If SOOle lenouage ~ only copulas, but no verbs. 

assume tMt no such I~ ex Ist.) 

On the ott&- hand, languages me." pœsess more thM one lexem8 to express the S8fTle sementtc , 
relettonsthetnoonY6V8dbytheoneverb 'be' 1n Engl1sh (Lyons 1968: 388; 1977: 471). Even 

Engllsh hes more then 008 copule. The ·current· oopules tnclude 'eppear', 'be' 'seem', etc., 

-resuIUOO- copu'as, 'beœme', 'ge\', 'turn'. etc. (See Qutrle, GreenbtcJm, Leach end SV8rtvlk 1972 ., 

820-830 for a discussion of the vertous types of copyles end intensive complementettoo.) How8Yer, 
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none OT the other copulas ln Engllsh behave ln ex~tly the seme w~ that 'be' 00es AlthouQh the verbs 

'be' and 'become' subcat~rlze for the seme œteo:>rles. unh\l:s 'bs', 'become' cannat 1unctlOn as an 

auxl1Hlry or pro-VP, as lndlcated by the ungrammatlcal sentences below 

11 (a) Mary was a t~her 
Mary became a teocher 

(b) Mary was wealthy 
Mary became waelthy 

( c) Marv was a teacher and Martha was _ too 
Mary became a teocher and Martha became _ too ( * ) 

(d) Mary was wealthy and Martha was _ too 
Marv beœme wealthy and Martha became _ too ( *) 

(Or, as W1l11ams would œscrlbe lt, post-Aux xf Deletlon 00es not operate after 'become' ) It appeers 

then that copulas, other than 'be', behav6 slmllafi'ly to other full verbs. Slnce 'be' can functlon !SS an 

auxl11aryor as a full verb, as observed ln the prevlous section, 1t 00es not behave exactly ll\(e other 

copulas ln Engllsh Since it can functlon al50 as a full verb, 'be' ~ not behave sxactly 11\(e other 

aux 11 larles elther Then why not slmply analyze ft as a verb? 

It seems that 'be' mfJy' be analyzed ln several dlfferent wayS, dependlng on the klnds of 

syntactlc generallzatlons the Ilngulst wlshes to capture Chomsky ( 1965), for example, 15 saemlngly 

lad to propose a separate œt9l;J)ry (copula) ln orœr to exclude 'be' from the class of "transitIve" 

verbs The analysls of 'be' as 8 varb 15 problematlc slnce the behavlour of the VP It h~ 15 

exceptlonal wlth respect to certain syntacttc prœesses For Instance, sentences contelnlng 'b8' , e g , 

'This strawbarry 15 mine' , ' Ruth ts a ~ teacher' { 00 not passtvlze Chomsky ( 1965) exp lITes the 

posslbllity of œf1nlng transitive verbs by the followlng propertles' [+ V, - N, + --NP] Anelyzed os 

a copula, 'be' would have a d1fferent catetprlzatlon and a more gEJneral subc8tE9)rlzatlon frame 

[+Copula. + ---.NP/AP/PP} 1 Neverlheless (Copula + Predicats complement] would oocupy the seme 

position ln phrase msrKers as the VP hœied by 8 tr8l1sltlve verb (Chomsky 1965 72) 1 n thls case, 

1 Llke other l1ngulsts wtth1n the EST framework, Chomsky would enelyze 'lS' ln the phrases 'lS 
sleepy' end '1s sleeping' differently. The flrst would be œt9lp'ized es 8 oopula, and the second es Aux, 
The Aux -pr~ VP. whlle the copule 1s pert of the VP 
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the ~t6(J)rlzat1on o~e' es e copule IS cleerlv not determmed $Olely on the beslS 01 dlstnbutlOnal 

crlterlc but !cther Ji 1tS strict sub~t9C)J~tlOn frame. But 1 wou Id argue that thlS aspect of the 
~ :> ~ 

leXI~lltem 'be' should not l~ to 6 cat~rl~tlOn other than Y ln (oct. It seems to me that havlng a 

subC8t~rlZ8tlOfI frame 15 a f98ture that 'be' shares wlth other members of the verb C8t~ry. 

Funœmentolly. theœt~lZ8tlon of 'be' 8512 copulaIS perfectly correct and plausIble. After 

611. 'be' 15 elw6VS and only a copula. Trooltl0nally, 'copula' hes been œflnM as "". a llOkln9 verb, I.e .. 
) 

6 verb th6t hes llttle Indepenœnt MfANING, and whose main funchon IS to relate other elements of 

CLAUSE structure, especlally SUBJECT and COMPLEMENT "( Crystal 1980. 93) The notIon 01 CtJ{J1I/8 

15 often ch6recterlzed ln terms of Its raie ln so-œlled "Intensive" predlcatton, resultmg ln monOOlc 

propOSitIons usulllly Involvlng a SIngle reference class. For now, 1 wlsh to d1srEWJ6rd completely the 

quest10n of me8ntng. The correspondlng structural characterlstlc of copular verbs 15 thelr obllgatory 

complementlltlOn. It IS Important to notIce th6t Irrespectlve of Jts functlon, 'be' alweys tal<es an 

obhgetory prMl~te complement. 1 assume thot thls 1$ speclfled m the verb's strIct subcat~rlzatlOn 

fre~ the lexlcon 1 shell argue that 'be' must a)w6ys occur ln the envlronment [+ _ XP 1. where X 
---";;:. 

lS a mClOr catE9)ry. N. A. P or V ThIs 15 l11ustrated ln the followmg pClrs 01 sentences. where 'IS' 

• 1unctlOnsb.Q1h 8SaUxll1ary Qlli1asfull verb.and 'bemg',onlyasafullverb. Bothformsarecopular 

12 (a) John 15 6 scholcr. 
John ls b91ng 6 scholer 

(b)'John 15 k lnd. 
John 15 be1ng klnd. 

( c) John ;5 1n one of hls crazy moods. 
John ts betno ln one of hls crW( moois. 

(d) John 15 lnsult.n 
" John t5 belno insulted. 

( 8) John 1s (*) 
John 15 belno (*) 
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Sentences contetnlng 'be' ln tI'rt/ form (ftntte or 000- ttntte) wtthout a oomplement se ut'9'~mat tœ', 

8S ln 2 (e) 2 Thus, the enelysls of 'be' as e single lexical Item catetp"l28d as copula would capture an 
.... 

ImporttJnt syntect1c generaltzetlon. That Is, whether 'be' funcUons as an aux1Hery or eIS a V, 1t Ms only 

one subarttwp'IZtrtlon frame: [ + --...:x~As an euxl1181'Y. 'be', l1ke a11 other eux1l1ery verbs, must be 

tollowed by a phrese ot the œtE9)rY V. (1 shen conslœr thls phenomenon ln detall ln 2.3.3,») 

Althouc;1l the strict SUbœtfJf;J)rlzetlon tram of 'be' 15 more generel then those of other copulas (whlch 

CJ8fl8I"el1y 00 not Include VPs) and other: verbs, 'be' 00es nevertheless ttlke ell and only the seme 

cet8l'p"Ies of complements thet some other verbs œ. In term1 strict subcetfq)rtzetton, there" seems 

to be no (JXXI f98S00 for tJM1YZVlQ '00' as e member of" -èdte:p.y dtstlnct from other verbs. 

Now to summerlze my observations ftbout 'be' up to thls point, 1 have celled attenUon to the . 
fa::t thet for the (1'emmet1œl n1ysls of 'be' (Aux or V), the ltngulst (or the spe8ker) has to consld8r 

only 6 single set of morphophonologlœl forms, es observed by Palmer ( 1974' ch, 6). lt 15 0150 

possible to dlsttnoulsh ootween the syntectlc distrIbutions of the d1ffer8llt forms of 'be' the flnlte 

\ forms CM funct10n 8S on auxl1hry or as ft full V. The non-flnlte forms C8I'l ooly functlon 1)5 full verbs, 

'8e' (flnHe or non-l1nlte) 15 elways copuler, If the syntectle cat~ of ttUxlltery verbs Is teken 

slmply 6S V, the ctJtElfP'IZtJUon 8fld subœtetp'IZtJtlon fren;t8S of the 'be' could reesoMbly be O'Jllopsed 8S 

[+V,-N,+~P]. It Is Just 8S~, however, t~jUstlfy thls genereltZ8t1on as It would be to 

J ustlfy " more specifie synttr;UC 8tl8Jys1s of 'be' as tW~1fferent lex1cel Items. 

• 

2.2.2 Gne-lex •• _Iyst, of 'be· 81. full verb 

ln this section 1 shan argue (1) ttlet 'be' 1s " ful1 verb Md ( 11) thet there Is only me lexicel 

ttem 'be' 1n the gr'lIJImer of Engl1sh. The baste mechenlsms tMt 1 Hnd essenUal for thls n1ys1s 

lncluœ X-bar syntax (Chomsky 1986), strict sutptefp'tzation, 5ld the Inherent properUes of the 

1nd1vtMl verb forms of 'be'. The propertles of the d1fferent morphol~cel forms of 'be' correspond to 

'~\hœe of oIher full _Ils. ~ 

2Expresslons such ·~thlnk, therefore 1 am , •• (b:J 'Is," etc., are proverbtol and oœur ooJy ln 
certatn subl8f9JI!IIJBS of ?" Engllsh, 8.g., of phl1osopheN. Such oonstrtd1ons 8re..hot pr~'V8 
1n ordlnery Engl1sh. Ext tel stetements wtll be coostd8red further ln Chapter 4. 

\ 

" ~._~ 
/ 
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For elementarv sentences conta1nlng 'be', thl5 15 the syntoctlc analYSIs tMt 1 wIll sipport 10 

thlS work The labelled brocKetlng ln 1 represents the structure 01 elementary sentences thet 1 

6Ssume 

(a) D-Structure (,.NP(I'INFL[vpbeXP]]] 

(b) S-Structure f,· NP f"f'NFLbe] fvpt XP] JJ 

(al represents the D-structure of ail sentences conta101Og the. verb 'be' Just 10 case 'be' 15 

f +f1mteJ. then It must occupy the S-structure positIon labelloo INFL, as ll1ustrated ln 1 (b), Trom 

whlch It (})Verns the trace of 'be' (t) and the whole VP heOOed bv t 

The constltuents that functlOn as the sublsct and the predlcate of a sImple sentence as 
fJ 

tradltlOnallv œscrlbed are NP and VP respectlvely. W1thtn X-bar syntax, th~h~ases ar ÎunctlOn 

respectIve Iv as the specmer and complement of INfL, whlch IS taxen to be the head of the sentence 

Unit The NP (sublect andspeclfler) 1s Immecllately oom1Oatoo by ,", whlle the VP (predlcate and 

comPtem~t of INFl) IS lmmecllately oomlnated by" ~ 

'8e' 15 analvzed here as a verb. In elementarv sentences It functlOns as the hm of the VP 

predlcate phrase. My analysls 15 consIstent wlth the tradltlonal assumptlon that the verb 15 an 

IndIspensable element oT sentences ln Engl1sh. 1 assume that the v~b 15 Indlspen58ble smee It 15 the 

h8Cld of the VP whlch IS the obllgatory complement of INFL ln many dtfferent systems oÏ synt~tlc ~ 

anelysI~, as observed by Lyons ( 1977: 435), .... the verb 15 taken to be the pIvot upon whlch tJll other 

constltuents of the sentence ... œpend end by whlch they ere œtermmed." Certalnly 1 would 8SCrlbe to 

the verb a certeln prlorlty ln determmlng the sem en tic cher~ter of el sentence. The rule of sementlC 

interpretatIon that 1 propose 10 Chapter 3 tor elementerv sentences contammg 'be' 15 stated ln terms 
.... 

OT the verb. 1 would conslœr thls to be my strongest argument for Il one-Iexeme analYSls Of 'bel. But ln 

thlS sectIon 1 Wlsh to conSlder only morphosvnt~t1c œta ln support of the enelVSls of 'bs'}'S-6 vsrb ln 

the grammer of Engllsh. For synt~tlc analYSls, 1 will argue that 'be' merlts the 58me prlorttv that 

IS usuel Iv glVen to other verbs. Thet IS, 'be' Tunctlons es the h~ of the VP (predlcate phrase) and lts 

sUbcetE9)rlZ8t1on frMlle œtermtnes the other constltuents of the VP. Wlthln X-ber synt8X. If 'be' 
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were not the tmi of VP 1 It ts not cl .. how the phrase contatntno tt and tts complement would be 

ganeratEô' 

ln anJUlnQ for a one-Iexeme malysls of 'be' as 1) verb tn Erw;JHsh, 1 will appeel to certaIn o\her 

6SSUmptions 8Ild observations conœrntno 'be'. Hers 1 assume the followlng supplementery 

hypotheses. 

(1) MoœJs and IlJxll1tJry verbs ('cer,., 'mey', 'wll!', 'must', 'h8ve', 'be' '00', etc.) are 

œt~lzed es verbs ln Enollsh. They 811 teke VPs es complements, es erOUEk1 by Pullum and Wilson 

( 1977).3 

(b) The œ.'zetlon end strIct subœtetp'IZ8t1on of 'be' 8re reprèSented es follows: [+V,

N,+---XP] 

\ (c) 'Be' hes onJy tl si noie set of morphophonol~lcel forms, es observed by Ptllmer ( 1974· 

ch 6) They re 1)1\ "ltsted" P8r~tom8tlC8J1y under 'be' ln the lexlcon, es SUOJ8Sled by Helle ( 1973, 

cf. Walsh 1985) .. 
(d) The dlfferen\ forms èJf the lexeme 'be' have d1fferent synt~t1c distributions, whlch 

correspond to thase of other verbs. The1r beh8vlour corresponds ex~tly, wlth one exceptIon. The 

nntte forms of 'be' , unHke other verbs, CM functton both as an auxlHary and as 1) full verb. 

e e) 'Be' 15 bese ~8ted 8$ a full verb whlch functlons as the r.t of el VP. 

(f) An Inherent property of 1Nfl (In Enollsh) Is (+f1nlteJ. The INFl poslUon mav be 

empty, tJ'ld It mav be ŒnJpled only by 8 flnlte verb. If INFL 15 empty, the ~ of Ils obl1gatory VP 
-

amplement Is flnlte. For certain (remmetlcel pr~ such as ·Subj~-Aux Inverslon,- INFL 

cennot be empty. 

(g) The flnlte forms of 'be' thet functlon es the heed of VP mev move Into INFL when requtred • 

..... Movement- betng constrelned as de9crlbed by Travis ( '984: '30-' 45) ln her anelysts of 

Germen. 

\ 
3Thts nlysfs controsts wtth tflet of -Ross ( 1969) who treets auxtltery verbs 88 htpr 

verbs ln deap structure. There he ena1y2es sucœsstve verbs tn a .-tes 88 embecbld complfnenl 
cleuses œmtnated by NP. ' . 

, , 
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. 
The matn thests tMt 1 w1sh to support Is tMt 'be' Is e single lexeme and tl18t the œtetp'1Zfrt1orf 

tl'let 15 most su1teble 15 V. 

(t) '8e' 19 a verb. ft Is not eesy to flnd tests for "verbhoOO" whlcfl 00 not beg the 

quesUon or' which 00 not somehow depend upon the assomptions of the very hypothesls that one Is 

trylng to support. Probably the best stratew would Ile to flnd enother lexical etement whose stetus as 8 

V 19 uncontrOY8rs1ol end to œmonstrate tMt 'be' beh8Yes dlstr1buttOMlly ln the S8fYle wtf./. Conslœr 

the verb 'see', for êxample. Althotql the distribution of 'see' Is not as generel as tMt of the copula 

'be' , bath 'see' end 'be' 00 fit Into some of the 58me sentence (remes. They bath have ln common at leest 

the fol lowlno subcat.- lzet Ion freme: ( + --HP) , althoutjl'be' may aise <XnIr ln other contexts. The 

context (flnlte verb -tNPJ reveels two dlstrlbutlonal slmllarltles share&f by 'be' end 'see'. It . 

eppeal"S th8t bath lexlcel Items are mootfteble by the seme tanses, aspects end m~I1Ues. 60th 'see' 

end 'be' (ft ~emmat1œIJy Into the seme sen~ fremes followlng a m0081 or enother aux1ltery. The 

main point to notice 15 that not al1 forms of e1ther lexiasl1lem ma'{ be ~emmatlC81ly substltuted ln 

thl, oontext. The form that 15 requ1r~ ln the posttfon underltned ln the sentences ln 1 ts the b8se form. 

ln the case of the verbs 'bet and 'see' thls fact Is eesy to dtsœrn slnœ they both heve d1fferent for ms 

for the base. stmp)kn1te, and pertlctples. 
r", 

~ 
2 (a)John shouJ~l_the tetdler. 

• John shoulm'~ the t.œr (*) 

John shoqkta't œ the tadIer. 
John stwlm't Ja the teecher (.) 

(b) John could _the teedler. 
John oould .. the teecher ( .. ) 

John oould œ the teecher. 
John could _ the t8f.ld1er (.) 

(c)John wt11a.thetamr. 
John wlll SIIII1œ the t ... ( .. ) 

John w1l1 bI the teImer. 
John wtn bIiœ the teecher (.) 

: 

" ~ 

/ 

1 
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) The evtdanœ presented here tnd1œtes GYerwhelmtngly (mnHno to the per~",at1c substttution 

test) that '.' and 'be' be1onO to the seme syntacttc cetetp'Y, Let us assume for the sake of argument 

thGt '588' ts 8 verb. If 50. then 50 1s 'be'. ~m1ng thet aux1Uartes are nn1te verbs. 1 teke lt that the 

~emm8t1C81 sentences tn 2 8boYe tndtcate that an elementary sentence Ms two verb postttons. Clear 1y 

only one ofthe verb positions ts nntte. es Indlœted by the ul'q'lImmet1cel sentences tn 2 (8), Thet ts, 8 

single elementary sentence œn heve only one ftntte verb. 1 w11l postulete thet the 8Ux111fry V81b 

œcuptes the Hn1\e INFL postUon and th8t the bese verb 'be' or 'see' would functlon es the heed of the 

VP complement ln the foHowtno structure. 
, . \ 

3 1" 

~ 
NP l' 

~ 
INFL VP 

~ 
V XP 

But there Is tI'IOther pos1tion thM cao be œcupled by e flnlte verb. Th1s Is the seme position of 'be' and 

'see' 1n 2. the llOStt1on of the hetXj of VP. the obl1getory complement of tNFl. 1 would ergue that thts ts 

ln f~t the only context ln whlch Hnlte forms of bath '588' and 'ba' may bath œcur. In Enol1sh. the 

follow1ng strtno ts ne1ther ~lImm8ttcal nor m8l!lrttnQfu1. 

4 John _the t8fdler (*) 

Now the ftntte for ms of etther 'see' or 'be' (as weil as the correspondlng forms of other verbs ln 

EnoHsh) may be tnserted tnto thtscontext ta obtatn 5 (a) or (b), both of wh1ch are ,..ammottcal end 

meantngful, 

5 (a)John_thet.her, 

5 (b) John .. the teecher, 
• 
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The Importent thmg to notIce ebout the verbs ln 5 1S thalboth are ln a posItIOn WhlCh reQulres tense. 

or more preclss)y. 6 1101te verbal element. 80th 'SlfN' and 'was' dlsp lav morpho1c~lcal tense, person 

and number, valée. moocl. If:\saw' and 'was' occupythesame posltlon. then thev must both functlOn as 

the h98d of Yv . Slnce 'S8W'. unhk.e 'was' . naver functlOns es an auxl11ary, as ln question format1on. 

6 (a) Was John the t~her') 

( b) S8w John the teacher? (*) 
J Dld John ses the teacher? 

for "SubJect-Aux Inversion" INfL must contaln a flnlte verb. The posUlon may be f111ed by 8 

mooalor 'have', but I( It Is empty, '00' Is used for questions, exœpt (or questions contalning a finlte 

form of the verb 'be' This Is an Idlosyncratlcrfact concernlAg '00' as much as 'be' For lnterr(),}atlve 

sentences ttiat correspond to declaratlve ones contafnlng a flntte form of 'be', It Is flnlte 'be' that 

moves Into INFL (whlch must be empty). This movement leaves the head pOSltfon of VP empty, but 1t 
, 

meets the constralnts on movement by hed proposed by Travis (1984: 145). "HeOOs can move only . , 

If they move In~o the C8t~ry by whlch they are {J)VernE~t" Furthermore, they cao remaln empty ~nly 

If properly ~erned. Whot Is exceptlonal about 'be' Is tMt lt must functlon as an auxlllary unœr 

thase condl~fons. or course, ff INFL were not empty, that Is, If 1t contalned another f1nUe verb (whlch 

cou Id only be a mooal. '00', 'have' or 'be'), then 'be' would not be flnUe ln the VP ln the flrst ploce. 
, -

It seems reasonable to assume thet flntte 'be' ts base generated as the head of the VP (predj(:ate 
1 J 

phrase), whlch Is lInked by the INFL projection to the subject NP to' form the sentence un~t 
. " 

LexlœJJy, the haoo of VP ts the element whlch determtnes the cholce of the other elements in the VP. 

The verb 'be' determ Ines the possible C8t~rles of Its comp lement, whether NP, AP. pp. or VP. It may 

occur oremmetlœlly only ln these contexts, ln fact, 1 assume that ~h element ln the auxlllary-verb 

system of EnoJtsh determlnes the œt.rfes of Its complement. (The syntax of the complements of 'be' , 

fs the $Object of 2.3.> 'Be' Is not exœpt1onal1n thts r~t. Thus flnfte 'be' flrst ~upfes the 0-
, 

structure ~ttton of head of the obllgatory VP thet Is cbnlnated by INFl. In S-structure lt ts requlred ,.. 
l ' 

'V" 
'l, 
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ln INfL for QuestIon formation and negatlve placement. B.g Anv flntts form of 'b,a'.:, then moves Into the 
• 

empty INFL pOSItIOn. trom WhlCh lt '1JVerns the VP, lnclud1ng Its own trace. 

( li) Thore ts only one lexical item 'be', ln argulng for a one-lexeme anelysls af 'be' , 

1 shall now consilEr other diagnostic criteria for determinlng constituen~ (R~ord 1981: 69) The 

data that 1 shall conslder next lnvalve deletlan arid coordination Rather th6n to refute the cl61m thet 

there lS more than one lex1cal item 'be' , ln thls section 1 shaH Question the necesslty to poslt more than 

one If there is only one lexlcalltem 'be', then presumably 1t would belang ta onlyone major lextctll 

cateqJry. If sa, 1 assume that lt would be cat8(Jlrlzed as a verb 

'-. The flrst syntactic evidence that 1 shall conslder Invalves one of the few (Jrammat1cal processes 

that may be restricted ta the cateç,ury V That IS, gapplng (elllpsls or deletlon 01 a repeeted vorb ln 

compound sentences) 15 sald to lnvolve only members of the cat~ry 1(, As 1 sha11 œmonstrate here, 

the "gap" that i$.left ln the reduced clause may be WIed by elther 'see' or 'be' ln ather wards, both 

auxllIarles and verbs, as WIlliams would 6n8lyze them, m6Y be deleted ln the same context 
, 

• 1\ 

7 ( a) John ~ the teacher 6n6 Bill ..-- the tutor, 

( b) John ~ the teacher and BIll _ the tutor. 

Assumlng that the rule of gappmg applles to constituents that belong to 8 single cat8!J)ry, one could 

argue that If 'see' belongs to the cat9;J)ry V, then 50 00es 'be', The verb 'be' m6Y also be deleted when 1t 

Is follawed by complements of synt~tlc œt~rles other than NP, as lIlustr6ted here 

8 ( 6) Fanny Is happy and Jane _ m Issrab Je 

(b) Peter IS 6 born wmner and BIll _ 6 born Jaser 

(c) Jean IS 1n ParIs and Juan _ln M~ld. 

(d) BIll was kll1ed and Art _ crlt1œlly wouncJed, 

ln sentences wtth compound VPs, 'be' functlons as~he _~ Of 8 VP that may be conjolned w1th a VP 

heaœd by other verbs such as 'h8ve', 'get', etc, 

... 
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~ (a J BaIn must [vpbe SICK J or [vphave one 01 hlS hsm:hesl 
'- , 

( b) Phl111S wIll [vpbe ln charQ9l or [vPJ9t someone elsel 

\ CI Kenneth Ms (vp b98n the chtl1rmanJ and [Vpecelved a ralseJ 

Next, we WIll see thot D~r~ contolnlng flnlte 'be' can be coordlnoted ldlOmotlcally w lth other s1ml1flr 

str lngs c;ontalnlnq verbs such as walk', 'talk', '~', 'appear', 'oct These verbs may teke the sarne 

CQmo lements thot 'be tokes noturollv First, the~mp le sentences ( 10), then those wlth Cû-ordlnated 
1 

VPs ( 1 1 ) 

10 (a)J R ~ lIkea raol Texan 

(b) J R ~ me a r~l Texan 

(c) J R octs. m.e a real Texan 

(d)J R aopeerslikearealTexan 

(e) J R ~ like a real Texan 

(f) J R ~ Ilke a real Texaflln every respect 

Il (a) J R [vp~llke a real Texan] and [r 11ke one] too 

(b)J,R .l.s. orealTexanand ~ llkeone, too 

(c) J R ~ llke a Texan end ~ one, too 

(cl) J R .l.s. 8 Texan and ~ 11ke one, too 

(e) J R ..l.s. very much llke 8 real Texan and ~ I1ke one, too 

Assumlno tnet '15' tX:Cuples the INFL position, then it lsJearlY possible to combIne both VPs and INFL 
• \ ç, 

phrases under simIlor dlscourse conditions 1 take this os evldence that so-called "euxlllary verbs' 

shore sorne ch8r~terlstlcs wlth full verbs, or thot the distInction Is at~66St Dacttt artiflclal If INFL 

Is analyzed as 8 flnite V position, then the svntactlc œt89)ry must Incluœ both auxlllarles and verbs 
" -

The arguments presented above ere directed toward·the œfence of the analysls of aUXl lIarl8S , 

~ludlnQ the finlte forms of 'be', as full verbs r6ther than 6S members of a separate cat~ry Now 1 

will flnally present some œta as evldence that there are not two ~ lexical Items 'be' These ere 
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lurther eX6mples 01 co-or.Mnatad sentences contamina 'be' WhlCh lnclude 10rms thet have t{)een ),il . 

ôn61vzed trocl1tlOnallv as both 8uxll1arles 8nd full verbs Smce bath œn appeer together ln the S8me 

sentence whlch one IS octuallv represented 15 sometlmes thouqht to be open to QuestIon 

exemple tram W6SOW 6ppears ln Falk (1984 499) 

12 (6) Pat IS 611beral Democrat, _ runnlng for mayor, and 
_ expected to wIn 

(b) John IS ln the garœn and _ work lng hard 
f 

(c) PhIlIp was slck, _ ln the hosp1tal, and _ rel98Sed again 

The Tlrst 

'''-----

Ta œterm me whether 'be' functl0ns excluslVely as an aux lliary or as a full verb (thet)S, whether lt IS 

lmmedlately oom Inated by l'or by V'), one could emplov t~ seme tests as before 1 t seems thet ln 8\1 

cases 'IS' or 'was' cœurs ln the surface INFL posItIOn The followlng exemples provlOe 6Vlœnce lor 

thls clEl1m ln a11 cases. the flnJte forms 01 'be' are Involved ln "Sublect-Aux" inversIOn 

13 (8) Is Pat 611beral Democrat. _ runnlng for mayor, and 
_ expocted to win') 

(b) 13 John in the garœn 1 and _ work ing hard'? 

(c) Was PhIlIp slck, _ ln the hospltal, and _ releasa:l tYJ61n"l 

These QuestIons are allmterpreted as requestlng vas or no responsafto all clausel components TMt 

lS. 13 (a) asKS whether Pat IS a l1beral Democrat, whether he ~nlng for m6Vf)r, and whet~er he 15 

expected ta wm Therefore. the '15' must be anal~ as oommated bv l' We mlftl conclude thet eny 

fln1te form of 'be' then must appear ln the INFL positIOn ln surface structure M81ntalnlnQ the cfelm 

that bath 6uxl11an8S 6fld verbs belong ta the general class [ +V, -Nl, 1 shel1 return to the enelYS1S of 

'be' as 8 verb ln 2 3 3, WhlCh concerns the VP complements 01 'be' 
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2.3 Syntacttc ... Iys'. of thlJSUbl.t end prldtCltI t ..... 

ln thls sectloo 1 conttnue ta exemlne the 1 nter nel structure or the tJ'tIfTlmet1œl subJect tJnd 

predicats phrases or simple ceterp'lœl sentences ln Eng1tsh ln pertlculer. 1 w1l1 conœntrete here on 

the syntex of the slamants tMt ers enelyzed ln tr~tt1OMI formel l(JJtc (TH) as the subJect tJnd 

pr~lcats terms. represen~ed by the termlMl verlebles X md Y ln the foHowlng phrase merker 

1 " 

~ 
NP l' 

A ~ Det N' 
INFL VP 

1 'Li 
N ~ V XP 

X ;5 Y 

As d8scrlbed ln t .2. t • there Is an esymmetry between subject and predlœte ter ms. Whl1e sn NP es 8 

whole Is seid to funcUon 8S the subject of the senteaœ (not just as the subject term). In the VP 8 whole 

phrase XP functlons as the pred1œte term. XP IS the maxlmel projection of X. whtch mey be tJIro{ major 

cetetp'Y. The pr8Cl1cete term may thus correspond to one of the followlnQ phrasai cetefprtes: NP • ~ • 

PP ri' VP. but not Mlerb P. This structurel œscrlpttoo eppl1es to the followlng elamentary sentences. 

The terms tMt substituts for X nj Y are undarUned below nj the phrosel caterp-yof the predicats 

term ls Indtceted ln perentheses. 

2 (e) IbIa ers strlMberrt8$, (NP) 

(b)Iœt tSI"' •. (NP) 

(c) TheYO)oonolsaM. (AI» 

(d) lem Jnlbllllin. (PP) 

(e) lem hO (PP) 

(f) A bIlt wes nmlœ (VP) 
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(0) Hts present Is D!I1m wroooed. ( VP ) 

(h) ~ Is~ (Actverb P) (*) 

.{ 1) lm 1s wefully (*) 

(1) lam ~ (*)4 

Ali of ttl8S8 sentences (~ammattcel end UOITammatlcel) htIYe one lexeme ln common. Etdl one 

contalns a flntte form of the verb '00' The meln ~ammettœl functton of 'be' tn œtèlp'tœl sentenœs 

Is to Unie the subJect 8nd the pr~tcete, ~dlno to trliUttonel thlnletng. ActU81ly, If my nlysts of 
<J 

'be' aseverb Isrorrect. than l.t Is the functloti of INFL to Unie the subJect Md predlcete phreses The 

syntax of 'be' Is the subJect of seeUon 2.2, ln thls section, 1 will fœus on the terms themselves Hera 
\ 

1 will look 8t the synt~tlc œtÇll'tes thet COfrespood to these terms Md oonslœr each syntecttc 

œt8fP)' wlth respect to the c)etm 8bout the Int~lIIty of the SUbJ8Ct term 8nd the predlcate 
/' 

term of e proposition (Sommers 198~ 17). Just to recepltulate, li b8slc prob lem ts tt'let for the 
- l 

followlng functioneJ strocture. es dlscussed ln 1.2. 1 • 

3 Propos 1 t Ion 

/ 

SUbJect Predlcate 

~ ~ 
Quant1ty Term Quallty Term 

the terms œ not always correspond ta the seme synt8ctlc ~tes. Thus, for llnoutstlc enelysls of 

saptences of ordtNrY lenouege, 1t 15 dlff1cult to know whet to mse of fJIfY ganet"al c)alms ooncernlno 

the syntectlc distribution of the terms. In order 10 moke the discussion more pr~ge, 1 wH" nlyze 

the terms œtefp'tally, ~tno 10 the syn~lc ~Ies thet mCV ~U81ty ep .... In the surfa 

... structures of elemenUr'y sentences ln Enoltsh. In parttculer, 1 wtll OON brlef1y conslder terms thet j 

)I~bel0n0 ta the synt~Uc ~t8S N or NP (2.3.1), N> and pp (2.3.2) end VP (2.3.3). It l, possible 

4But. (rom phtlosopher Jan Crosthwalte: 'Whet GOO dBcrees wtll be necessar f Iy'. For my 
explnttoo, ses note 2 above. 

\ 
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the purely synt~tlc property of converUblHty holds only for terms belonglng ta certain cat8fJ)rl9S, 

but not others It app8tJrs to be possible only ln the case of NPs that functlon 8S predlcate terms 

'" 2.3.1 SubJect NPs end NPs that funcUon es precUcate terms 

The SUbJ~'t 01 a propositIon corresponds to the phrasaI catE9)ry NP. Moreover, only NPs m8'y' 

functlOn as the gremmatlCtlI sublectsof elementory sentences ln Engllsh. 1 Wlthm TH. the obllgatorv 
..... , 

elements of the l~lcal sublect of 6 proposlt1on are "a slgn of Quantlty" and a "term." (Sommers 1982. 

17) Here 1 Will concentrlJte on the svntactlc cat891rl85 that correspond to the terms rather than on 

the slgn of Quentlty 2 

fhe prlmerv theslS thtlt 1 wlsh to proposa and defend concermng pOSSible sublect and predlcate 

NPs lS thtlt synt~tlcally thelr structures may be lœntlcal From a syntactlc POint of Vl8W, aIl NPs 

mO'v' be ldentlcal both ln mternel structure (constltuency) and ln (externel) dlstrlbutlOn (Williams 

t;he Stlme observation holds for compound sentences ln Engllsh. Subj~ts that seem ta provlœ 
counterevld8nœ to thls gen&r811zetlon ail conteln mo'rphosyntactlc elements (affixes, partlcles, or 

\ functlon words) th8t cou Id be enelyzed 8S slgns of nomlnellzatlan. Exemples of pOSSible nomlnal1zatlon 
(..- slgns ere underllned ln the followlng sentences. 

(c) [SeeJng] Is bellev.tng. 1 
( b) (Gett1ng stertedl Is the htlrdest port. 
(e) [IQrefuse] wouldba tmpollte. 
(d) [ibi rlchJ ere not 81ways content. 
(e) [Ibm Mat ts e student of Engllsh] Is news to me. 

Sentences contetntng complex NPs (e.g" those wlth relative cltnJS8S) or emb~ sentences (e 9 , (e» 
ua outslde the sœpe of thts wor~, whtch treets only elementary sentences. 

21n thts dissertation, 1 wt11 use the term 'det8rmlner' to rafer to the syntŒtlc cat80lry that 
lncluch "sions of ~Uty ," but 1 wlll notfocus on the enàlysls of determlners Rather, 1 w11l 6$Sume 
the enelysls of quentlftcetlon proposed by Bellert (In 1985, Md ln works ln prqess), ~rovtdes 
a detetled sementtc description of I1noulstlc quantlfiers. They are dtst1ngulshed by lexical n~atures 
[tbsolute) end {distributive], She proposes rules whtch rafer to these feetures to detarmlne the co
occurrence of Individuel qwanUflers ln sentences of naturel lenau809. On the basls of these lexlœl 
feetures, quantlfters m6Y be Interpreted ln thetr naturel (surfa) syntacttc posItions, wahout the 
necesslty of gremmeUcal movement. Another analysts of qU8I"Ittftœtlon ttlet has 8 slmllar effect 15 
proposed by Berwlse end Cooper ( ,-981). They elelm tbet "quentlflers correspond to NPs, not to 
determ1ners. Il ( 1961: 61). In contrast, Bellert enatyzes g.{ery "NP-argument" as a qucntlfled term, 
t.8.,O ItngulsUc quentlf1er end e term (e set expresston wlth ft denotetlon end ft referenœ elass). (For 
detal1s, see the works bv Barwtse n Cooper end by 8e11art.) 
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1983.4328150 m8lc.es e s1mn~ cle1m.) Thus, for sentenœsof the form (NP be NP). the consHtuerct 

of bath NPs mfft be tKlCOUnted for by the S8me structur81 nlysls. 

Sy convention, tha syntectlc cat8fP"les enclosed ln perentheses are conslœred apHonel. In t~ 
!, 

8MJysts ln 1 ebove, the synt~ttc œtlJJ)rY determ 10er (Det) Is not enclosed ln perentheses slnœ 

cptitwJ/lty 00es not seem en 8Pproprlete notton to use ln descrlblng t~ occurrence of determlners ln 

NPs of Enollsh ln t~ C8S8 of rommon nouns. ft seems tt13t when en ertlcte CM œcur, Il n'lust occur 

NPs thus formed must elwnys cont81n et teest two levaIs of structure ln ~ttlon to the lexical,.., N. 

ln TFl, t~ determlner end Ni phr8S8 would be ene\yZeble es the "sl'1' of quentlty" end the "term", 

respectlveJy. In my nJysls eccordlno to the followlng X-ber scheme,3 the determlner functlons 8S 

the specifier of N, bot Ns generelJy 00 not heve obllQlttory romplements Althoucjl Det Is en obllgBtory 

cat8lP')', ft m8'y' be superflclelly empty 

1 (b) NP 

~ 
Det N' 

1 

N 
wdmen 

Not only ooes thls structure represent the essenttel structure of NPs ln Engl1sh, but 8150 Il 

reflects sorne of the generm cMr~tertSt1CS of nouns 8nd NP~ ln EngIlSh. As for the Internel structure, 

rommon nouns 8f'8 Q9n8relly preœded by arttcles, QUMlttfters Md/or other determlners. But 90me 

rommon nouns mat{ tmJr wlthout œtermlners. e.g .. the so-œlled N m8SS N or rron-count8ble nouns, 

3For the constttuents tp be enaJyzed as terms, , not~œ the order of elertMlnts ln phrase 
strœtures end'OOmlnence reletlons rather than the 8X~ number of Intermedl. ber leve18 caltelned 
ln the projectton of a parttculer lexical ~. 8asldes, some of the œta presented ln support of 
dtfferent levais of strœture f(J' NPs seem to be ~tonable (ct., e.g., Rdord 1981: 91- 112). 
Thus, the œnflguraUonal patterns of phrases ere o(ten Hlustrated here wlth only two levels of 
strtd!Jl"'8, laxJœl catetp'tes and maximal projections. 
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oommon nouns used gener1cally ln the plurel. (Plurttl1ty Is most often lnd1œted by en '-s' suff1x ~ 

to the tmf noun.) on the other h8nd, proper nouns end pronomlnels 00 not cœur w1th ttrUcles, 

QUtlntlf1ers or other expl1clt œtermlners, es a rule. When a determlner 00es epPM', Il must be 

contextuelly consIstent wlth certain aft'bres of the noun whlch follows ln the NP For 8X8fTlple, 6n 

Importent morphosynt~lc f86tureo1al1 Aàuns, ln a111t1on to C8Se, ts number Neuns ln Enoltsh ere 

lnherently ettt18r stnoul8l'" or plural. This oppltes to aH nouns, whether they œcur wlth or w1thout 

expl1clt delermlners or QUMttflers. For certatn lexlœl 1tems, QU8I'ltity and term ere un8Mlyzeble, 
/ 

~., es two or more septtrate lexlœl1tems. for exemple, dtstrlbuUOO811y, 1) 004!n Md 1ts moolf1ers may 

be repleœd by 1» pronomlnel or by a prq>er nem8. The pronomtMI tJnd proper Mme m~ then be 

syntecUcally (Md co-referentlel1y) equlv61ent to the ent1re NP. This ldeft ccxnes fran Sommers 
, 

(1982) who S8YS that prOOOOllnels end proper Mmes ronlDln M Impl1clt sl~ 01 quenttty. The 

synt8Ctlc emplwment of pronoml!'8ls Md proper Mmes Is not howev9r entlrely !Wallel. Whlle 

proper Mmes œcur fr~tly w1th determlners 8I'Id ~ectlve moolfters, e.fJ., 'my œor John'. 'pc« 

KIng L ... ', 'old Mr. Seuss', etc., thls seems Impossible for pronomlMIs, e.g., 'my deIr he' (*), 'pc« 

she' (*), 'theonty It' (*), etc. Thus, tt ml~t seem epproprtete to n1yze pronoml1181s lexlœlly es 

NPs, but to oonslder proper Mmes es bere Ns. Wtthln X-btr syntax It 15 presumebly not ~ to 

1 make thls d1stlnction tn the lextcoo, as fN8fY N theoreUœlty projects maxlmally es NP. In (JJleral, tt 
" 

seems that nouns whlch 00 not contaln tVllmpl1ctt sl~ of quanuty must be Imlfflpenled by an expl1ctt 

one, such es an fJf'ticle. prmesstve pronoun. or ott .. determtners. As 1) Hrst tlPproxlmatlon. the 

structure ln 1 (b) would seem ~te for the ana1ysls of NPs ln Engltsh. 

There fJf'e other Important dtstrlbuUOMI cheracter1stlcs 01 nouns tMt fJf'8 ref1ected ln the 

structurel n1ysls represent~ in 1 (a). In 8ŒHUon to the ob1toatcry d8term lner • common nouns mey 

be modtf1ed optlonally by pre-N N>s. Coolmon nouns as wall as proper nouns m"f be fol1OWfl1 by PPs 

whtch functton as post-mOO1fters or by Ss whtch fuootton as clausal oomplements. SUCh es relative 

clauses. In general. m'Y. one dlrterm1ner of 8 k1fld4 but more than one adject1ve m"f preœdB the noun. 

But the nvmber of PPs d relative clauses thet may follow ft 1s apparently un1tmtted. Dt least in 

4fŒ detells •• Qâ'fFk. Oreenbaum. Leach endSVartv1k (1972: ch. 4. 13-27). 

j 
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theory. The k.lnd of syn~t1c relations thet hold between the obl1gatory elements of the NP end the 

opU0081 elamants ttltJt may posslbly tœur w1thln NP 18 preœd9nœ rllther then œmlMnœ. The 

opOona1 constituants follow the essentilll ones: opt1OMI APs follow the Det Md precede the h.:J N, 

wh Ile optl0l'l81 pp lJ1d IN complements follow the hEm N, es 111ustreted ln the followlno structures. 

1 (c) NP 

~ 
Det N' 

A~P 
\' 

6 
The old satlor on the deck 

.,,' 

Thfs œscrlptlon of the NP ln Enol1sh 15 hlghly slmpltfled. For some h. of Its complex1tI8S, 988, 8.CJ., 

QlJlrk, Greenbaum. LEŒh and Svertvlk (1972. ch. 4). For now. cooslder the followlno sentences 

1l1ustrat1ng fuller exemples of the NP. The NP subjects are br~keted ln 2 - 4 below 

2 (a) [Helf (of) my flrst new S8lery check (whlch 1) 
reœlved yesterœy] 15 suff1clent. 

(b) [It)15 sufflctent 
1 

3 (IÜ [AH (of) the lest three boUles of Hervey's unsweetened 
marQ) j utœ (that) W8 bOI..qlt 8t the dIllry] W~8 bitter. 

( b) [T he unsweetened merMp j utœ that we botqlt et the dltry] 
W8S bitter. 

(c) [They] W8re bitter. 

(d) [It) ~bltter.5 

4 (a) [The euthor of "Ham let "l wes on the sttIJe. 

'S'They' 183 (c) Is used to refer to the bott1es of m8f9 Julœ menUoned'ln 3 (II) end 'It' ln 3 
(d) Is used to refer to the jutœ manUoned ln (b). Presumably subject-verb Clgraement holds between 
the heD of· the subject NP and the pred1œte VP. If so, then ln sentenœs 2 (e) m 3 (8). the 
Qtmttfters must be the heâ of the subject.NPs respa:ttvely. In 2 (a). even If the noun '~. were 
plural. the verb would sun .88 in numblr wtth "half. Acreement oolds between the NP end the 
verb. regl!rd1ess of the semanUc oontent of tMe noun. te., whether 1t d.BS~ e number. quenUty" or 
en Individuel. 
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(b) [Shakespeere) was on the steQe . .. 
(c) [He) wes there. 

Althoujll wtll not eleborete the rules for Interprettng NPs contalnlng pre- or post-moo1flers (long 
40D 

strings of APs or PPs or aven relative clauses) as ln 2 (e) end 3 (e)-( b) eboYe, for the purpose of 
, . 

demonstretlon,l have Ilh-+treted some possible NP construct~. Ungulsts heve wrltten extenslvelv 

ebout the IntEq'lty of the NP as a whole. One of the most thor~ treetments of the œmplex NP wlthln 

gener8t Ive ~emmer Is thet of Ross ( 1967). whlch tre8ts the NP 8S 8fl "tsl8Od." He œmonstrates that 

~ovement effects the ent Ire NP. 1 t Is rep 1~ le by ft pronom Ina! or by ft proper name. 8S 1 1 !ustr8t~ 
, 

1n.2 - 4 

ln supportlng my clalm thet the potentiel ~ructure of NPs 15 the seme ln both subject end 

predlœte posttlons. 1 will fœus brlefly on the role of the determlner ln NPs. Intultlvely, 1 would 

ergue thet If œtermlners ln the subJ~t NP tre analyzeble 8S "sl~ of QU8ntlty. H than thase ln the 

predtœte NP must 8150 be nJyzed as sl~ of quenttty. Cert81nly they would be members of the seme 

œt8IJ)f'Yor subcatE9ll"Y. Det, whlch would functlon as the specifier of N. 10' syntactlc 8flalysls. NPs 

must be consl~tly of the contributions they mtty' meke ln the "referrlng" functlon of the 

subject or ln the "char,ter!ztt'llJ" funcUon of the predlœte. Here It ts slmply 8 .9fJ8Stlon of the 

synt~tlc constttuency or well-formldless of NPs ln Engllsh. In Engltsh sentences of the form [NP Is 

NP) • the two NPs must .88 ln numbar. l 

must 8150 be plural. 8S observed by Bech (1968' 103 . 

5 (a) These 81'S twc of my bast friands. 

(b) These na bast friand (*) 

(c) Tom 15 my best friands (*) 

6 (a) Rocky Is a ~Idan retriever. 

(b) Rœky Is some~lden retrievers (*) 
Q 

(c) Ttl898 _ are a ~Idan retriever (.) 

\ 

the subject noun Is plur81. the predlcate noun 
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7 (8) J8ne Austen 15 one of my f8YOUr tte nove1tsts. 

( b) Jene Austen Is two of my f8YOUrlte noveHsts (*) 

(c) J8ne Austen and Ocre V1œl ere my fevour1te noYel1st (*) 

Cl8M'lv, the subj8Ct end pred1œte must lrTee ln number (or quanttty). Now If articles end other 

œtermlners are lnterpreted 8S "sl~s af quantlty" ln the subjecl NP. then how could they fail to be 

lnterpreted 8S sltJlS of QU8Iltlty ln the predleetè NP? It seems beyond dispute thet ln",-Engltsh both 

subject end pred1œte NPs. or rather NPs ln generl)l. must contaln 1) sl/1l of quentlty. whether they 

œcur ln the subjEK:t or ln the predlqtte NP postt1ans. This 15 merely a special part of the generel 

clalm thet 1 wlsh to œfend here. 

The generel cl81m thet 1 wlsh to lIIustrete next Is thet wherever 80 NP C80 œcur. In 

partlcul8r ln the subJect or ln the predleete NP positions. the seme synt8Ctlc structure Is possible. 
" 

ŒCOrdlfWJ to X -bar synt8X. This clalm. whlch Is more v8gUe. Is consistent wlth the f~t thet 811 NPs 

have potent1elty the seme (externe!) distribution 1 will now llIustrete thls point wlth sentences 

cont81nlno simple end complex NPs, proper nemes end pronomlnels. 

8 (8) A book tt18t 1 menttoned to VOU 15 thls (one). 
This 15 8 book thet 1 mentloned ta VOU. 

(b) The book that 1 menUoned to VOU Is thls (one) 
This Is the book tMt 1 menUoned ta vou. 

(c) This Is 1) strono perf e. 
~ strono perfume 15 t S. 

(d) She ts the one weert a1. 
The one weartno rad t5 she/her. 

(e) Mrs. ferthtng t5 the person 8ppr~lno. 
The person appmdltno ts Mrs. Farthlno. 

(f) ThIs Is France. 
Frenœ ts th1s (oountry). 

(g) Peris ts the œpttol of Frence. 
The cepltaJ of France 15 Parts. 

(h)The place for me Is here. 
Here ls the pla for me. 

, 
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1 Wtthtn the I1mttattons of thenJys1s in 1 (a). there to be.oo 8bsolute synt~t1c .restr1ctl00s on 

the types or œt8tp'lal elaments thet œn oœur ln NPs, e1ther 1n the SUbJ8Ct or 1rftilè pred1œte 

postuon, as attested by the sentences tn 8. . 

There have been attempts ln Jj~tsttcs to tœOUpt for the œcurranœ of deflntte or IndeftJte 

NPs ln subJ~t Md predtcete postt1ons. -8~ (1968: 103), for exemple, suggests that there ere 

Nrestr tct tons on the ktnds of d8termtners sllowed." In the followlno examples, the (s) sentences are 

~!able, but not ell of the (b) ones. 

9 (e) Don Is 8 t.her. 

(b}A taK:her Is Don (?) 

10 (s) Evert cha1rperson 1s s professor 

( b) A profBSSO" ts every chetrperson ( ?) 

J 1 (s) Each thtef ts s cow8l"'d. 

(b) A ooward ts each thle; (?) 

J 2 (a) A whale 15 a memmal. 

(b)A memmal tsawhale(?) 

13 (a) Wholes ere mammals. 

(b) Mernmals ere wheles ( ?) 

14 (a) Seetng 1$ bel1evtng. 

(b) Bel1evtno ts saetno (?) 

15 (a) Tom was thè/a student who oou Id answer the quest ton. 

(b) The/e 5tOOant who oould answer the questton was-r&m. 

r 
) 

m ' 
It may be true tMt the IKX:8Ptabtllty of the senlenœs above 15 tndeed reJated to the dlstrfbutlon of 

determtners. as Bech (1968) SUtpSts. Assumino vartous dtstrtbutton classes or subclesses of 

determlners. how8Yer, the problem ts probably not Itmttad to the klnds of œtermtners that ere 

oombtned 1n elamenta)' sentences. For exemple. the determtners ers the seme in 12 (a) end (bl end 

there are no axpltclt d8termlners ln 13 end 14. It ts not cl_ that thls pheriomerm even hes e purely 

.J. 
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~tect1cexplanet1on. For 1nstenœ. surely the problems ln sentences 12-1~ œn be oor.related wUh 

dntolog1cel 1ncorrectness. wh1ch seems more relevent to semanUcs then to svntox. as œes the 

'parttcular-genenl concept distinction mu ln MPl. 6 ('See 1.2.1 am '.2.2 for e discuss10n of these 

phenomene.) 1 shall consiœr the semanttc relettqnS correspondino to such subject-pred1cate 
, . 

sentences tn CMpter 3. t-s for synt~ttc expl8Mtton. 1\ 15 ple1nly not e matter thet can be settled by 

stating 8b50lute synttr;t1c condttlons. but only relat1ve 0085, perhaps IIke .eement between the two 

NPs l1nk~ tn pred1eet1OR. tIS 1n 5 - 7 8boYe. 

NPs ar8 ch8r~er1zed here tIS maximal projecUons of the1r haKI Ns. Accord1noly, It 00es seem 

ttlet the best synt~1c description of NPs 15 in terms of 8 strict ~8Ip"1al nlys1s. No 8biute 

~lstrtbutt0/'l81 d1stinctlon and no absolute structurel d1sUnct1on CM 00' mû between NPs t~t œn 
~ 

funcHon es subjects of elementary sentences Mld thase tMt C8rl functlon es predicate terms. Asstgnlng 
r 

some tmjs to 8 catetpy of subject nouns 80d others to a œt8IJI'Y of pred1œte noun! would cleerly 

melce for a rather inetfictent syntecttc œscrlptton. J would argue tMt essenttelly the seme nouns CM 

funct10n elttler os subject terms or es pred1œte terms. As Chomsky hcs ergued ( 1965: ch. 2). 

'subject' and 'pred1œte' are relatl0l181 or funct10081 notions end should not be confusa1 wlth œterp-Ial 

notions. Only cet8(J)rtal notions seem su1t8ble for cepturino synt~t1c general1zettoos withln a 

IIngu1sttc competence gr8fT'lmar. ( For further d1scusslon, see 1,2. t.) 

il 
2.3.2 APs end PPs that functton es predicat. t ... s 

PtetJ>riC81 sentences whose predieete terms are not analyz8bJe es NPs, e.o.. where X 15 an A. a 

P, or eV. œ not permit the ~mnmat1cellnterch8nge of subject and pred1cats ter ms. Or th6i seem ta 

be 1ess free!y Interchange8ble syntectlœlly ln sentences thet se (18fYlmatlœ11y ~UJb1e. HSre 1t Is 

nEœSS8I"Y to be clear 8bout Som mer s' c1elm that the' subject terms and the predlcate terms of 

6JeckenOOff (1983) woul~robab1y account for the ~Uonable98t1teras by savtng thet the 
(b) senœrœs t1tustrat8 the petfer" (TYPE]-8E-(TOKEN1. whlch 15 not possible, 1 c1atm thot my 
analysls of elementary sentences oontalnlng 'be' wUl provtde e bast, for explalnlng the dlfflcolty. 1 
would anaJyze 'be' ln terms of the noUon of b6/mglng to a type. For true statements, the re1erent of 
the subJ8Ct must belong to the type(s) d9noted by predtœte term. Thus the (b) eentenoes 011 seem 
unMtural, becouSe the extension of the subject t5 more Inclusive then thet of the pred1cate term. 

", 
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proposltloos ere tnterchet'lgeeble synt~1caJ1y. It d111er5 from wh8t 1 Impl1ed by my examples ln , 

2.3.1 , IJS 1 shan oow demoostrate. 1 wt11 c1te one 01 Sommers' exemples. 

1 (8) Sorne Sp8nlerds ere phtlosophers. 

( b) SOrne philosophers are Sp8nlards. 

SOmmers ( 1962: 300) S6YS tMt the predlœtloo tn 1 (8) 15 l'l8tur"J ln bath directions. By thls, he 

means t~t em. N, 'Spen1ards' or 'phll0s0phers'. œn funcUon 8S the term of the natural subject. 

Notlœ thet the determ Iner 15 the same ln the NPs tMt funcUon 8S subJects for the two sentences ln 1 

What SOmmers 00es not meen 18 the mere swltchlng 01 the syntlJCtlc positions of the NPs tt18t functlon 

as the subJect 8I'Id the prEKtlcete term, 8S ln the fol1owlnq sentences. To be perfectly cl_, 1 wt11 

1l1ustrate thls point wlth sentences coot"lnlng AP end pp pr.ed1œte terms. The œt8 presented ln 2-4 

Involve subject-verb STeernent Md APs 8nd PPs tMt shlft poslt1ons wlth NPs thet functton IJS the 

subjects of the sentences. In the (e) sentences there 1s" vlol8tlon of subject-verb qeement. 

~ 2 (a) A m8flls et the Œxlr. 

( b) At the 000r 15" m8n. 

(c) Sorne men S'e et the Œo". 

--( ci) At the (b)r er~ S9ffl~ men. 
'II ,1 ... 

<T" (e) Atthe (b)r 15 some men (*) 

3 (a) Johr) Is w1thout a JOO. 

(b) Wltoout e job 15 John. 

(c) John and Paul are wlthout 8 Job. 

(d) Wlthout a job are John e{ld Peu 1. 

(e) WitOOUt a job IsJohn end Peul (*) 

4 (e) A men who understends thls Is wise. 

(b) WlselS a men who understands thls. 

, 
" 



4 (c) A man who underst6nds thts ts wtse and heppy. 

(d) WIse and happy l~man whO undBrstends thl9-

(e) Wise end ~ a men whO understenœ th1s ( *) 

/ 

From these sentenœs. ft Should,be cl_ thet It Is the NP wh1ch malnta1ns the functton of subject even 

when lt follows the verb. Here 1s 8 œse where the not1on of $ll/)J6ct cennot be defined 1n terms of 
, ti 

surf~ configurattons. The explenatton ts, 1 belteve, obvlous. Synt~ttœl1y. 1t ts cleerty the cese 

thet only en NP œn funcUon 8S the sùbject of the sentence 1n EngHsh. In sentences of Enoltsh. there 

must alweys be .. semant tn number betWetlQ too NP that functlons as the subject end the verb. 

Number 1300 essentlal fetJture 01 constltuents lnvolved ln subJect-verb qeement But thls Is not a 

fsature of the tm1 constltuents of APs and PPs, es the followlno enalysts shows. 

5 [AP (Mierb P) A (PP)} 

6 (pp (Adverb P) P NP) 

ln contrest to NPs. both APs end PPs ere mootf18ble by Adverb Ps rather then by ~8CtlYe 

phrases. The tm:t of nefther ts prectm:t by a ston of quenUty (Det). Ltdctng determtners and a , 

number f88ture, APs 8f'Id PPs cannot functfon es the subject of sentences, althotql a phrase of elther 

cat9p')' mav be embectted ln NPs whlch themselves functton as subJects. Thus there ts a formai 

synt~tlc expl8MUon for the tallure of Intercllange8btlfty between subject NPs and predtcete APs and 

PPs. Ail subJects ln Enol1Sh must be analyzable 8S a "st~ of quenUty" end G "t8rm ," es requtred by 

the TH anolysfs ea:ord1ng to Som mers. Next 1 wl Il exam lne the syntex of VPs that funet ton as 

pradtœta ter ms. The prcperty of converttbtltty wtth the subject NP, as expected, mes not hold for 

thls phrasaI œt8p'y etther. stnce the VP predlœte complement ts not Inflected for number etther. 

2.3.3 YPs thet functton _ pred'cete/ter •• 

My obJa."ttve in thls sectton ts to provtde a svntacUc analyste of ceU9Jrlcel tentences 

cootatn1no VPs tMt fu~Uon as the œmplements of 'be'. 
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My thesls tMt tMre Is only one lexeme 'be' 00pends crocleHy on the nlysls of Us VP 

complements Ils t6f"ms. In the sense of TFl The on]y wtJy that VPs cart be teken to funcUon 8S pr~lcate 

terms ln cat8P"lœl sentences Is to enelyze 'be' ln ~I fOi'" 8S 8 copula I1nklng the sublect NP 8t1d the 
., . 

VP pr~lcate terms It Is preclsely when Its complement Is (1 VP that 'be' 15 usually conslœrEKI to 
,) 

f~t1on not es li copule, but es en euffiltry verb 1 G1alm, however, th8t the subject-proolcate 

relations of ail sentenœs (X)(Jt8lnlng 'bs', Irrespectlve of Its form, 8rp seffiantlcally parellel HIUS, 

for the followk\IJ sentences, the VP romplementsof '00' ln 1 (d)-( 0 would be 6rt6!yzed 8S terms, just 

the SMle as the NP, AP, Md PP complements ln 1 (a)-(c) The verb 'be' ls und8rll~ here and Its 

predicats complements M'S brtlCketed. 

1 (a)Thftt w= [tf'her Idee] 

(b) Selly la [APsilly 1 

(c) Sooleone haS.bIm [ppln thls room] 

(dfÔ8n a [ ~Inglnol 
(e) Our house fies flMlly DtIn [VJ)bu11tl 

(1) Vou fi [vp\Q ~ 8 med1œl lŒtor] 

1 

1 , 

Thus, the prO/Tesslve, J)8SSlve, end predictive VP complements of 'be' ln sentenœs 1 (d), (9) end (n. 
respectlvsly. would al50 be M81yzedê$ terms Exemple 1 (f) lIlustrates 8 compllœtlon for thls 

enelysls of 'be'. The verb 'be' may fu~tton Ils the tmj of Us own VP œmplement. Sentence 1 (f) 

simply oontatns two dtfferent forms of 'be', both of whlch Gre œpuhr. This onatysls 15 consistent 

wlth the obgervetton tt'tet 'be' slways tses li predlcate complement, 8S requlred by Its strict 

subœtetp"lzatton frame. (It presents no problem for the semant1c ntysls proposed ln thts work.) 

Flrst, 1 wll1 review the morphosyntecUc fects wlthln the oontext of my hypothesl5. 

UnJtke mooals end other aux tI ter les , 'be' m&y. but It 00es not h8ve to talce 8 complement of the 

catsp'y VP. There n construcUons, howeYer, ln whtch '00' ts an rolf_ory elamant, Mfllely the 

passIve cnHhe proJesslve oonstructtons, as ttlustr8ted ln 1 (d) tm (e) 8boYe. '6e' ln 8I1Y form m&y 

be followaj by the ProfT8SSIY8 form of tn/ full verb ( I.e., verbS havlng a PN9'8SStve form, tncltMSlng 

J 
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'be' Itself.7 See sentence 2 (e) below,) The bese form of 'be' 8nd the Inf1nltlve 'to be' n used aftar 

mocbls end efter 'em', 'Is', Md other flnlte forms of 'be', respectlvely (See sentences 2 (b) end (c) 

below ) Arr-( form of the verb 'be' ts used ln the passIve construction, fO(IO'tV«i by the past ps--ltclple of 

MlOther verb 'Sean' /MY cœur ln the passive construction, thouc}l ft '~s str81'9 es 8 passive 

pred1œte complement Itself slnce fNery form of 'be' , Includlno 'been', must have e oomplement. (See 

2 (d) and (e) below ) Whlle tI'fo/ form of the lexeme 'be' m~ teke 8 VP complement. the t.:l of the 

complement must be ln e non-fjnlte form. 

2 (8) John Is DJtlœ obnoxlous. 

( b) Max mir)' b§ the presh1eot. 

( c) He m 1Q b§ the presIdent. 

(d) The present hes bmm. wr8J)ped. 

(e) The Imœf't has bœn bœn ( ?) 

~ 
The possIble verb complements of '00' Include the followlng non-flnlte forms: the '-Ing' 

~tlclple(prO(J'esslveor non-ft~te)es ln 2 (e), the base 'be' 8S ln 2 (b), the Inftnltlve 8S ln 2 

(c), or, for sentences ln the pesslve volee, the' -00' (' -en') perttclple as ln 2 (d) ebove. In two of the 

sentences, (6) Md (c), 1 h8ve 1I1ustreted thet the verb 'be' Itself mav functlon as the ll8IlI of the VP 

complement of 'be' Only ln the passive sentence frMle Is a 'be' VP complement generally not usOO, , 

but thls Is not bec8use 'be' Ild<s the constituants tMt form the so-cel1ed -passive" ronstructlon. 1 

have or~ 8bove (2.2) th8t the mast efficient 8OOJvs~s of 'be' would provlœ tl unlfled ~nt Of Its 
c / ~ 

synt8Cttc employment as eUtler 8 full Vor 8n auxm8rY. In thls dl sser taUon , 'be' es weil as ottler 

lexIcal Items analyzed trsjlttOMlty es mŒiels or euxtHarles wtll be treeted 8S members of the 

synt8Cttc C8tefJJry V. The prlmtry distinction between the subclasses of verbs C80 he stated ln terms of 

thelr subc8.tzetlon fremes; eux11111rles SU~128 f~ VPs. unlike most other verbs. Arry verb 

mav œcur ~lW1"ImetlœlJy ln tn/ verb position that fils Ils strict subœt8p'lzatlon freme. 1 have 

7Thls f8Ct ts used by Williams ( 1984) es evtdenœ thet there Ire two lexical Heros 'be' ln 
E~l1sh. (See 2.2.1. or better. see Wl1l1ams 1984 for detal1s.) 
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postul8la1 the (ollowlng generel1zed ~Izetlon and subœt8(J)l"lzet1on frMl8 (0(' the verb 'be' [+ V, 
/ 

-N. +_ XP). where X st8nds for tn{ mejor lextœl œt~. 

ln descrlbtng the 8Uxt11ery end verb system of Enol1sh, meny l1ngutsts 8SSUme th8t lt Is 

neœssery to ~nt (0(' the oocrect m:œt of t~ dtfferent elements. 8S stlpulIJted. e.g .• by Chomsky's 

(1965 107) phrsse structure rule for the 8Mlysls of Aux.8 Slnœ most forms of 'be' (811 exœpt 

'belno') ere 1 rregu lar • they must 811 be I1stOO ln the lexlcon. But supposedly the dIstrIbutIon of the 

dtfferent forms of 'be' ln D-structure 00es not differ from th8t of the correspondlng forms of other 
~-

verbs ln Enollsh. Thus. 1t Is not clser how much morpholOJlœl datall must be SUpul6tOO ln the lexlcon 

to 6CCOUnt for the spec1f1c CJ'œrlng restrlcUons on 'be'. (See Falk 1984 for 8 Lexlœl-Functlonel 

enelysls,) ln MY œse, the distrIbution of the v6rIOUS forms of 'be' end the œtep'ies of Its VP 

complements ere l11ustrated ln the sentences ebove. Now 1 wlsh to show how the strIct 

subœtfrprizetlon system oould he usaj' to ~nt for the order 100 phenornena ln œt8lJ)rlcal sentences 

œntetnlno oomplex forms of the verb 'be' , te., perfect, ~esslve end pesSlve ferms. 

ftrst of ell, we ail œl1mtt the tnherent propertles of the VP complements ttlet the verlous 

fO('ms of 'be' strlctly su~tZ8 for. For the vertous morphol~lœl for ms of 'be' (or presum8bly 

tJffl verb) the feeture [f1nl\811s œftn1tlve. As l11ustretoo ln 2.2. 1 (t) (see the sentences ln 12), non

ftntte forms 01"00' œrmot c.œupy the flntte verb posltton lebelled "INFL." They may ()XUr only 8S the 

complements of f1nUe verbs. For the fln1te forms of'be', the strIct subceterp-lzet1on frame mey Ile , 
eleboreted8S follows:'be': [+V,-N, +ftn1t8, _~P, whereX m~beN, A, P,or V {-Hntte]] T 

verlous suppletIve 8fld negattve forms ('em', 'efnT, 'ere', 'erenT 'fs', '1slft' ,'wtlS' , 'ware' , 

'lsted wtth velues for the feetures [ pest] , (person] , [number 1 , ( negetton). The 000- flntte forms of 

'be" (beseor InfinitIve, pertlclples) have the followtng su~lzetlon fr8f1'l8S: ·bet ... ·: (+V, -N,-

8Thts rute was supposai to txX:OUnt for the proper combtnatton Md sequeootng of the 
constltuents of the oux111ery-verb system 1n Eng1tsh. But more reœnt ene1yses. e.g.. the nJysls 
proposed by aazdIIr. Pullum end Seo ( 1982: 629) withtn the oontext of 08neralt28d Phrase Structure 
Oremmv. ci) not "guerantee proper ~1ng." Sorne Ht'9l1sts cla1m that en nlys's ln terms of the 
syn~1c structures essoc1eted w1th 'be' ts tnsufftctent for thts=r ,They ergue furthermore tMt 
the ordBr of the Engltsh 8UlC1I1ary end verb œnstituents nead be sttpulatad syntflCttcel1y as ~ 
arder other then the correct ooe would result ln semanttc (Ut ed1cttons (Palmer 1974: 32; 1979, 
1983; SchùItar 1983). Howevw. 1 clatm thet some baste syntlJctte wal1-formedness œnd1Uons œn 
be steted tn $Ubœterp-1Zet1on fremes. 

/ 
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Hntte, +parUctple, -P8St, +_ XP, where X m8'( be N, A, P, y (+I*'ttctple,' + pest)] ; 'bilai; ( +V, 

-N, -Hntte, +P8I"ttclple, +past, +--XP,whereXm&ybeN,A,P, Y [+partlclple]]; "CtO) be"' • 
[ + V, -N, -finlte, -pert1clple, +_ XP, whera X m&y be N, A, P, V [ +pertlclp\ell, 

, These subC8tEWp'lzetton fr8l1les for the dlfferent forms of 'be' constretn the forms of the 

catetp'les that M'a S81ect~ as thelr complements, The dlstrlbuHon of 'be' ln \ts a1fferent forms ls 

dBtermlned by other elements in the verb system of Enol1sh, For InstlJlœ, the IlUx1l18f"Y 'have' 

subœt9!p'tzes for pert pertlclples, therefore, If 'be' ls selected, only the form 'been' Is ~l)ffimtJtlcel, 

Mo181s subcat8lP'ize for b8se forms, whl1e otller verbs subœtwp'tze for lnf1nltlves, 9.Q., 'bel1eve', , 

'hope', 'try', etc, The forms ere elso!constretned by the struc~ of the sentence unIt end the 

requtrements of INFl My next test 15 to ~nt for the d~strtbutt~ of the elements thet were 

supposed tr~ttOMlly to ePpeet" ln the Aux nooe 8I"Id thelr cunp lements. \. 

1 w1l1ergue tMt the phrase m~Ker propœed ln the Intr~t1on fol\owtno the X-ber schema 

of Chomsky ( 1986) CM be extendBd to tm)Unt for sen~ œntelnlno 'be' end 1) VP complement. 

3 
1 H 

~ 
NP l' 

A 
INFL ' VP 

6 
V XP 

ln fect. the structure of e pr..slC8te phrese contetntng XP, when X ts v, IsJtlfll~8 as the structure of 

the predtœte phr8S8 oontetntfWJ e oomplement of tn/ other major cetBlpy, 1 clatm thet the 

subœtep-lzettoo frame or the ftrst verb tMt 15 sek!Cted to settSty the (ftntte) property of INn , . 

\ 
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, d9term fnes the catapy of tls amplement. H(l'e oenereHy, fer fNery verb that Is select~ 

subœtetp'tzatton freme dstermtnes t~ catetp'y of tts complement, If 1t h8s one, 

- Constder the followtno sentences, ln whtch the VP tMt functlons es the predlœte contelns 

more then ooe verbel slament. 

4 (8) John t5 betng frtend1y, 

(b) John 1s belno 8SS8UltM . 

1 

Here eeçh VP oontetns Il flnlte 'Is' 8nd copuler 'belrYJ' plus Il predtœte oomplement. Or, ln my trl8Jysts, 
, 

1 prefer to SfJ'I tMt 8l'dt sentence contatns two dlfferent f(l'ms of the lexlœl Item 'be', ln both sentenœs 

ln 4 'ts' wouldbetr~ltlOMIJyeneJyzed8Sen IlJxlltery: ~prqesstve" tn (a), "pesslve" ln (b), But 

ln terms of the phrase merlcer tn 3, '15' Is the heed of the VP tMt 15 Immedtately OOffiIMted by l', 1 
) 

assume tMt 811 (orms of 'be' 8re base gBnerated es 18ê of VP5. If SO, than 'betng' must be eMlyzales 

the hMj of 8 VP, whlch Is the XP tMt funet tons es the predlcate œmp lement 01 'Is'. For the sentences 

ln 4, complements of dtfferent cat.-les, N> (8) end VP (b), era selected by the heads of the VP 

prattcate œmplements. But 1 assume thet both sentences would have the seme synt~ttc structure as ln 

5, 

5 

John 115 t 1 be1ng 
JoM)~1S---:t:--'1 be tng 

\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

fr1endty 
assaulted 
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Althotql 'IS' 15 (jase genet"eted ln the position of the t'Mi of the VP complement of INFL. s1nce lt 15 

requlred ln S-Structure for "SubJ8Ct-Aux Inversion.· netJl'tlve pls:ement. etc .• It must move Into the 

empty INFl flnlte verb position. The phrese m8l"ker ln 5 would dUfer from one representlnQ ft 
fi> 

sentence contalnlng a so-cal1ed "m0081· 1 such es 'CM' 1 ln thet the m~l would be b8se genereted ln the 

INFL verb posltlon. The m0081 would requlre 8 dlfferent form of 'ba'. es lllustrated ln 6 

6 John œn be frlendly 

The enelysls represented ln 5 may be extended to ~unt for other types of elementery cat~IC81 

sentences contalnlng more th8n one verbel elament (Includlno the elements usuelly consldered to 

comprise the Aux phrese), The œt.-ltel sentences that 1 enalyze must contaln at leest one form of the 

lexeme 'be', For the elementery sentences ln 7 below, the elemants of Aux es 80alyzed tr8dttlonel1y 

tY'e I1sted ln parentheses, end the varlous forms of 'be' ere unœrllned. 

7 (a) John D8 friand. (simple past tense) 

(b) John œn lm a friand. (-past mOOel) 

(c) John Ms œm 8 friand. (perfect tense) 

(d) John ~ œtng 8 friand. (- pest prcq-esslve) 

C8') John h8s œmœ1Jlga friand. (perfect prqesslve) 

(f) John CM have bœn œtng 8 fr lend. 
( -~ mtK1e1 + perfect pr~esslve) 

(g) John D elected. (Simple pest tense passive) 

(h) John ~elected. (pest mOOltl passive) 

( 1) John B blJ..œ.elected. (past prqesstVe pass1ge) 

(j) John h8d œm eJected. (pest perfect passive) 

for the structural M8lysls of a sentence wlth the maximum number of different verbet stements thet 

seem f"ammatlcal in Engltsh. the hlpst VP nOOe would œmtnet8 e whole series of rt~t-branchtng 

VP roIes • .:h betng the maxtmal projectton of a member of the textce' cet.-v V. 
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8 John ml(tlt h8Y8 been being ~Ited 

For thls sentence, the phrœe merker ln 9 18 proposed. 

9 
1 " 

A 
NP " 

~ • 
INFL VP 

~ 
V VP 

~ 
V VP 

~ 
V VP 

John m1ght have been be1ng assaulted 

Slnœ 1 œ not lntend to lnterpret m(DI propert1es ln thls work, extendtng the 8Mlysls here to coyer 

the~œned -mtœls" end "etJx1l1erles" 15 ln a wtlo/ en tlCSiemlc exerclse. Nevertheless, 1 thlnk that 

thls pO$S1b18 extension tlf0U8S fevour8bly for the Mtl1ysls. The M81ysls offers severa1 other 

GdYenteges. 9 

For my pur poses , the matn ~~tages of the X-ber schema proposai by Chomsky ( 1986) are 

the followlno. The heed-complement structures represent the correct preœdenœ and 00ffi1MflC8 

relattons thet ers Implted by the strict subœ.lzeUon statements for ail verbs, Includlng those 

tradtUonelly assl~ to the œtep-tes of modal and auxtltary verbs. For Ptlf.ttcuJer lexical Items 

"\ 

wUhtn these synt8CUc ca_les may obl1getorlly or opttonelly subcelelp'ize for VP oomplements. 1 
j 

8,0.. 'm6'{' obUgetorlly. 'be' opttonelly only ln the sense that its obltQDtory oomp1ernent need not be a 

Vp, '8e', howeY8r. In ordlnery use tekes an obllgstory complement of a major synt~t1c cat.-v. 

9The erguments offered bV Ross ( 1969) and Pul1um and Wilson (1977) ln support of the 
analysls of awdU .. tes as verbs would elso be wJtd here. elthouljl the structures they propose n not 
1denl1cel to the phrase merkers ln thls chepter. 
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For sorne forms of the verbs ln IPIStlon. the full context cen be stated. whld\ woold mette them 

context-senslt1ve. If ~nment relations determlne lexical (morpholog1œ1) forms such as Cese for 

nouns 8I'l<I lnflectlons for verbs. then lt Is lmportMt to notice that ln D series of verbs. the 

morphol()'Jlœl form of eoch one Is d9termlned by the Immedl~tely precedlng one. as noted ln 2 2.2 The 

form_ of ~ verb thet eppe8rs ln the Tense-Mooal-'have'-'be' series seems to be condlt1oned by the 

Immed18tely precedlng 008. 8S lmpl1ed by the rule of Afflx-hopplng. Thus, for ft partlculttr la~. 

morphosyntactlc restrictions are probttbly best stated as strlctly as possible ln the lexical entrles for 
';\ 

Indlvldu81 verbs. But the most slgnlflœnt 8Spect of the speGker's synt~t1c oom~t8nœ that the phr8Se 

structures above capture 15 the effect of subcatf9)rlZ8tlon. A competent speeker who chooses a 

p8rUcul8l" verb (form) !(nows the Ctlt~y of the phrese( s) thet It Ol'Ierns. 

The structures proposed for C8t8fP'1C81 sentences conteln positions for &11 lexical formetlves 

that actu611y occur Independently ln the surf~ structures of sentences thet competent speekers of 

English hettr 8I1d use. In thls perspective. INFL 15 8I'lalyzed as a ftnlte verb position thet 15 reserved 

for the base genen,Uon of slamants that SU~l8lP'1ze only for VP complements. Elem~ts thet ftre 

806lyzOO 8S 8bstr8Ct gremmattœl formfttlves. e.g., tense. aspect. pttrtlclple. 6r8 tr~ted 8S Inherent 

properUes of partlcular verb forms Md/or f86tures of syntactlc positions ln phr8S8 mskers. Ail 

verb81 elemants ln the series tr~tlOO8lly œlled "Aux" cen 8QU81ly œtermlne thelr own ~lements 
l' 

or thelr own structurtJJ context by strIct subc3t8tp'1ZtJtl00, whlch states structurel well-formeâless 

cond1t1ons. This use of subœt8'J)r1zetlon in my 1Il&1ysis 15 borrowed from W11l1tJms ( 1984). In the 

morphosyn~IC n1ysls of elementary sentences thet 1 propose. If the INFl position ts not WIed by a 

fln1te verb, than the first verb ln the serIes, I.e., the V thet funcll00s es the r.! of the ht~ VP ln 

ft sImple element8l"y sentenœ structure, must be flntte and .ee ln ~ammtttlœl number wtth the 

subJect of the sentence. Thus. tense. person. number. etc .• &r8 f88tures of INFL or the hl;.t verb 

position. For S8ITUJ'lttC Interpretation. the IMt verb. basides 'be'. 1n the _les 15 st~1f1cent to 

œterm1ne t~ dBnot8tlon Cl8SS of the pred1œte term. when thls arresponds to VP. That ls. 'be' or a . 
œt~ematto verb of 81ementery sentences of the form [NP be VP). " the ,est V ln a ser1es. A verb , , 

may be the heIKt of the XP that functloos-es the pred1cate term. Althourj) the nottoos of IIrs/nJ l6It 
\ 
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M'S raletlvs, as the heeds of verbal OOmelns, they seem preclse ~ to dasalbe subject-pred1cete 
l ' 

reletlons for elementary sentenœs cont81nlng 'be', 

This concludas my synt~t1c aneJysls of elementery senterœs coot81nlnv the lexlœl ltem 'ba' 

ThrOUQhout thls ch8pter 1 heYe 8SSUmedfbet semenUc oorrespondences, aven If they were c188l"1y 

ch8f'~terlzeble. could not be used ln support of tni ceterp"lal or structur81 8I'l81yses ttm ml~t be 

proposed. By Wtlo/ of oontrast, one of the points ln favour of the X-bar nJysls of sentences that 1 tmpt 

here, Le .• (,-NP (rlNfL (vpbe XP])] , ts tt\8t It descrlbes en tndetermlnetely 18rQ8 number of sentences 

wlth very dlfferent S8ffiMtlc Interpretetlons. The Interpretetlon of the S8m80UC reJetions ttl8t 

correspond to the (J'Mlmatlcel NP-VP subJect-pred1cete reletlons w1ll ba lnvesUgeted ln the next 

chepter. 

; 



• 

Chapter 3 

Semant1c anelysls of ceteoorlcel sentences 

ThIS chapter concerns the sementlcs of elementery sentences contelnlng 'be' An Importent 

clelm of thls thesls ts thet elementery sentences of the followlnQ types heve the me lexeme 'be' tn 

common. 

1 (a) J\I1 Is en erchltact , 
(b) Truth Is e~ustve 

( c) Som8l:me 'S et the 00lr 

(d) Beth Is worklng. 

( e) The sllver Is belng pol 1 shed ~ 

(f) There ts 6 cat on the met 

To Justlfy the analysls of 'be' as e slnole lexeme from the sem en tic vlewpolnt, 1 wl" present e unlfl~ 

conceptuel analysls for 011 "uses" of thls verb My obJecttve tlere Is to propose 8 single 

correspondance rule to ~nt for thl 5ubJ~t-predlcete reletlons of 811 C8t~IC8J sentences ln 

Engllsh. 

The semanUc 6floJysls that 1 propose for thts baste fr~ent Is Intended as 0 contribution 

towerds tl composttloneJ sementlcs of Enoltsh wlthln the 06 fremework of generetlve grammer 

ComposltlOMI semanttc Interpretation 15 besed on a synt~Hc 8Oelysls. The synt~t1c 8nelysls 1 assume 

15 descrlbed ln Chepter 2. A genereltzed syntŒtlc MleJysls of elemenWy sentences oontelnlng 'be' 15 

defenœd there on synt~tlc lTounds. To eœount for certain morphosyn~tlc genereltzet Ions , 1 clalm 

thet the mast efficIent descrlptton of 'ba' would unlfy Ils verlous forms end thelr char~lsttc 

dlstrlbut10ns 'In a single lexIcal entry. AccordlnoJy. '00' Is aneJyzed as e sinole morphosyn~tc unit 

beJongtng ta the synt~tlc œt.-v verb. 

represented 8S folJows. 

The œtel;Jrtzatton Md subcatelp't~ton frerne of 'be' are 

, 

2 'be': [+V ,-N, + --->CP), where X mit{ be N. A. P, or V . 
. 

The I8beIJed breckeUng ln 3 represents the structure of elementary sentenœs thot 1 essume. 
1 • 

L 
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3 (0) [rNP[ l' INFL[ vpbe Xp1]) 

(b) (r NP (dltElbe] (vpl XP]]] 

( e) (NP be XP] 

180 

3 (e) represents the D-strueture of al! sentences contalnlng the verb 'be', INFL, the he6crof the 

sentence unit, 15 a [ + flnUe] V position, Just ln C8Se 'be' 15 [ + flnlte], 6S ln the sentence types ln 1 , , 
aboYe, then \t must œcupy the S-strueture position labelloo INFl, as 11Iustrated ln 3 (b), from whleh 

tt ~erns the trta of 'be' (t) and the whole VP heOOed by t. The structure ln 3 (c) abbrevlates elther 

(a) or (b), 

This hypothesls,lmpl1es thet the particuler cateFiJ>ry of the possible complements of 'be' cœs 

not have any synta;tlc slgntflCMC9 for the œte(J)rtzetlon of 'be' ln Engl1sh, (For datalls, ses Chapter 

2) 1 ossume that the bast syntact1c œscrlptlon 15 one that states the slgnlflœnt syntacttc 

generalllt'ltions end 0150 orgenlzes strings Into unlts that ere Interpretable ln an ~uate and simple 

--::"J. wf!N Provlde(l only that we can flnd an ~u6te correspondlng semant le œscrlptlon, the 

subcat8lJlrizatton frame ln 2 t(9!ther wlth the br~lc.etw structures ln 3 are supposee! to provlœ an 

eOOQuate synta::Ue description whlch can serve as a blJS8 for the Interpretation of the subJect

prEJjlcete relations of ail cat8l;J)rlœl sentences contoinlng 'be' ln Engllsh ln point of fact, 1 shaH argue 
'" " 

'for a ona.- lexeme analysls of the verb 'be' 0150 on semantlc grounds, 

The flrst Questions that 1 shal1 attempt to answer ln thls chepter are the followlng: (1) For the 

sentence types ln 1 above, what ere the basic untts of conceptual structura tMt correspond ta the 1 

syntactlc ~st1tuents? end (11) How are these unlts of conœpt~1 structure and synta::tlc constituants 

correlated? A major tasK for ltnoulstlc sem8nt1cs ts to œtarmlne how the meentng of 8 whole sentence . 
Is formed from saperate conœptU81 constituants th8t are assœlated wlth thè Indtvld1J81 syntactlc 

consutuents of the sentep. 

ln thts chepter 1 will propose & single correspondance rule for the Interpretation of subJect

predlœte relet10ns ln elementary sentences contalnlng the verb 'be' ln Enoltsh. This rule will be stated 

ln terms of the oonœptuel oontent of the verb. ('Be' Is the ooly lexical ttem whose sense 1 wtll'attempt f 

to cher~terlZ8 here.) Conceptuelly, 'be' ln Engllsh ts 8t'l expl1ctt slgn of attribution. An afftrmative 

( 
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declaratlve sentence ana!yzOO as [NP be XP11s mterpreted or en8lyzed extenslOnelly es follows, the 

referent(s) of [NP,I"1 belono(s) to the type(s) denoted by {XP, (v·bel]), The sltuat10n of 

belongmg ta (or not belongmg to) the type( s) denoted by the predlCate wrm (XI» eppl1es to the 
r 

referent of the sub}ect NP of ail elementary declaratlve sentences conta1Omg 'be' Thet the referent of 

the sublect phrase alsa belongs to the type denoted by the sUbJect phrase Is presupposed. In the sense 

01 "assumed" as opposed to "assertea." Thus. In the stete of effalrs thet truly corresponds to e 

cat8g)r1cal sentence. the referent of the sub)ect NP belongs ta two d1fferent ontol~lC81 types, T hlS rule 

purports to account for the semant le reletlon that obtelns when the subject end predlcate phrases 

combine ta form elementary sentences. 1.e" 1t fœOunts for subject-predlcate relatIons of ell ,.. 

elementary sentences contalmng 'be'. Although 8(jj1tlonaJ conditions ere contrtbuted to the meantng of 

C8t~r1C81 sentences by the dlfferent forms of the verb 'be' , my enelysls ebstr~ts trom the persan, 

number, tense, 8Spect and mooaltty mocllftœttons of the verb 'be'. The œt8lJ)rtcai semantlc 

framework that W8S summarlzed ln secHon 1.2.2 (lV) w11l be Illustreted ln the followlng sections. 

The grammatical reletlons of subject and predlœte ere pertinent for the sementlc 

mterpretatlOn of elementerv sentences. For elementary sentences contelnlng 'be', the sublect end 

pred1catft'phr6S8S ~h contelO a constltuent that funct10ns es 8 term ln weil formed œt8lJ)r1C81 

sentences. there ore alw6VS two terms that are reJated by the verb ·be'. The noUon 01 (erm IS centrel 

It cornes from Anstotel18n "two-term" 1()J1C (HL). es descr1bed ln 1.2. l end 1.2.2 ( Il). A term lS e 

caterp-emat1c expressIOn thet beJongs to en ontoJoglcaJ œt~ry or type. es dlscussed ln connectl0n 

wlth Arlstotle's metephYSlcs. As ln Arlstotellan 1"J1C. 1 assume that ontolOOlœl types have en . 

IntenslOneJ (mente)) 8Spect and an extenslonaJ (extrementaO one. The reletton of attrtbutlon 15 the 

conceptual relat10n that IS deslgneted by the verb 'be'. 1 cJelm thet thedlfferences ln meemng between 

varlouS types of cat&J)rlœl sentences œpen€1 on the lntenslons of terms of verlOUS types thet Dr8 

comblned. (ThIs pOint w111 be d1scussed tn CMpter 4.) A ltho~ '00' stgnlfles the conceptuel celatloo 
, 

01 attrlbut1on. most sentences conteln1no 'be' express mOMdlc propos'1tlons. These two clalms 8I"e 

apperently Incoherent end requlre &n explaMtlon. 1 ettempt to explaln ft by oomper1no and contrestlno l. 

the mterpretat10n of sentences contalnlng 'be' tr1d 'h1t' as follows. • 

1 . 
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For (Nery cetetp'lcal sentence. the conceptual relatIon of attrIbutIon 15 slgnlfled bY the 

comblllatlon 01 subject and predlcate phreses. In f~m fNsry well form~ sentence (cont8mmg 'be' 

or any other verb), the predlcete Is ettrlbuted to the referent( s) of the sublect phrase. Whatever lS 

d8s1gnated by the whole pr~lcete phr8S8 1$ attrlbuted to the referentC s) of the sub)ect phrese. 

Sentences cont81nlng the verbs 'be' end 'hlt', ln the seme Innect10nal forms, may conta1n ex~tly the 

seme number ot expressions end hence, they presum8bly correspond to the S8Ille number of concepts. 

Then how are the subject-predjcete r~J6tlons of cet~rlC81 and non-œt8tJ)riœl sentences s1ml1ar to , 
eech other end how ere thay d1tferent? Sentences conta1nlng 'hlt' express ~lc proposItions, 

whereas sentences conteln1l'1g 'be' express mon8dlc propos1tl0ns. The main distinction between mon~IC 

end ~IC proposItions Is extenslona1. The function that ls OOglgnated by 'hl\' applles to the r~ferents 

of both the sub)ect end the direct object phrases ln sentences. The type thet Is deslgnated by [be + XP] 

IS attrlbuted to the referentC s) ()f the subject phrese ln C8t~rlœl sentences. 

The present chepter 15 ln three perts. First and foremost. in section 3.1, 1 WIll d9scrlbe 

compOS1tIOMl sementlc 1I'1terpretatlon 8S ~ process of determln1l'1g the extens10ns of lmgulstlc 

expres~nons. (SV 'extensIon' here, 1 mm the enUt1es, concrete or abstract, exlstlng ln real1ty 'Or 

Imaginery, etc., that speakers mtend to talk about by using lfngu1st1c expressIons.) The extensIOns of 
\ 

complex express10ns are determlned ult1metely by the conceptuel structures of the md1vldual lexIcal 

items they contaln. 1 w111 Ch8f~t8r1ze extensions of cat8lp'1œl sentences 1n terms of thelr 

referent( s) end the ontoloo108l types to wh1ch they are satd to belong. The sementic descriptlOn of 

sentences contelnlng 'be' w111 be epprœched slml1arly to the wPJ>I the correspondance rules are 

supposed to operate ~n phrese markers, I.e., trom the bottom to the top of the tree. In turn, 1 WIll 
...... 

descr1be the 1nterpretat1on of lexlœl items (3.1.1), phr8S8S (3.1.2), end sentences (3.1.3>' Uslng , 

the bastc noUons of ,."",.",/8lld type, 1 w1ll show Mw the extensions of lexlœl1tems, phreses. and 

sentences d1ffer trom each other and how the extenstons of complex expressions ere determ1ned by the 

concepts correspondtno to the smellest constltuents of the sent~, the lexlœl1tems 1t contems. In . . 
sectIon 3.2, for comperlson and contrast. the S8fn8lltlc Interpretation of sentences contalnlng 'be' w111 

be compared wlth \Mt of sentences contelnlng 8 trans1t1ve vÊlrb, e.g., 'h1t'. Sectl00 3.3 ooncerns the 
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semantlc mterpretatlOn of sentences contelnlno 'be' ttnd other "relet1onel" expressIons. 8.0., PPs such 

as 'at the <blr' , 'on the met'. VPs such es 'hlt (by John)' ~md 'h1tt11'lQ John'. 

3.1 Compositlonal sementlc interpfet8t1on of elementery sentanœs contatning 'be' 

ThIs sectlOn wlIl focus on sorne essentlal espects of l1nguIsUc sementtc competence lnvolvtnQ . 
the composltlOnal mterpretaUon of mdlvldual cate{XlrlC61 sentences ln lso1800n. The sem~mtlc 

mterpretatlOn of a sentence depends fundementel1y upon the svnt(1.;tlc 8nelvsls of the sentence. ThIs. In 

turn. œpends upon the catlQ)rles of lexlœlltems S8lect~ end the Wrl( they (Ire comblned ln sentences. 

An Important task here 15 to show how the l1ngulstlc sementlc Interpfetetion of e cettlO)fu::el sentence 

15 b8S8d on the mterpretat10n of the Indlvldual lexlcel Items conteln~ ln the sentence 8Ild thelr 

structural reletlons 8S enelyzed fœOrdlng to the sentence OfMlmef of Engllsh. 1 wlll 8150 metoh 

synt(1.;tlc œnstltuents wlth conceptuel const1tuents (types) end show how they funct10n ln the 

expressIon of indIViduatIOn and cat8{J)rlzet!on juâJments. 

InterpretatIon Is a composltlon81 process. This section (In f5::t, th1s entlre chlspter) w111 

focus on the CODlposjtjonal Interpretation of elementery catetp'lœl sentences 10 Engllsh. There ere 

three pOSSIble candld8tes for the oomeln of operetlon of the composltlonel1ty prlnclple: expressIons, 

conceptuel structures and the oomaln of dlscourse. The OOmeln thet 15 essumed Impllcltly wlthln 8 

th~ry of grammer 15 thet of expressions. In thlS work. composlt1onel sementlc tnterpretetton 15 

descrlbed 8S a prooess of determmlno the extensions 01 Itngulstlc expressions. The extensIons 01 

catSlprematlc expressIons ere determtnoo conceptuelly by thelr mtensl0~5. The mtemuon 01 en 

expressIon 15 b8slcally the Informetlon thet the expression conveys (or the concepts thet correspond to 
." 

10. whlle the extens10n lS whe~ the Informetlon ls ebout. For I1ngulstlC semenUc Interpretation. whot 

15 S8td (expressions ln fJ g1ven synt~t1c structure w1th œrrespond1ng 1ntenslons) 15 teksn es 8 pot nt .. 
of œqarture. 1 ch8t"'ecterlze the extensions 0118)(1081 tt8!JlS, phf'8ses. Md sentences 1~ terms of the 

enutles speekers,would Jntend to telk about (the potentiel referent( s) or denotattons as opposed to , 

ectual referent( s) of expressions) end the ootoJog108l types they belong 10. 
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1 8SSUme th8t the Interpretation of a sentence IS effected conœptuelly, I.e • by orMflmat leel 
.1-

corresponœnce rules ln assocIation wlth the conceptuel properttes of 811 the constttuents of the 
.. 

sentence The b,tlslc conœptu81 constltuents are presumeblv tr,05e thet correspond dlr~t1y to the 

smallest unlts of expression that are repeetable 1 ndependantly ,le, lexlœl Items The aspects of 
, 

meenlng (1 e , 'Intenslons and extensions) that would be evellable et the tex1cel level 01 enalysls would 
, , • 1 

depend upon whether the lexical Item were C8t~rematjc or SYo.C8t~remat1c All1exlcelttems, bGth P-

~ . 
cat'e9:>remat8 ond synœt9g)remata, are osslgn~ conceptual constltuents 8t t~e lexlcel (termln81) 

level of sentence structure The extensions of complex expressions (e g., phr8S8S) would then be 

œtermlnlll by comblnlng the concepts correspondlng to thelr components The lntenslons of the 

phrases t~ther wlth the correspondance rules whlch operate composlt1onelly on phrese merkers 

determlne the extension of the sentence ln glvlng the extensions of complex l1ngulstlc expressions, . 
e g., NPs, ~e_s, 6n~PS, the composltlon81 Interpretlve process Ms the effect of reletlng the sentences 

'-. . 
of the lenguage to the wor Id of dlscourse ' 

Àt flrst slght, the compoàlttonal Interpretlve prœess seems f~lIe, however, eny sub5tent lai 

8ttempt to tlPPly the prlnclPle' of composltlonallty systemetlcally elweys relses sorne t)Mlytl~1 . 

questions. A basIc QUestIon 15 whether the SMle lexIcal Item elweys ,mekes, the me cont'JUtton to the 

'. truth conditIons of ail sentences ln whlc~ It occurs, ~lelly when It mav oo:ur of'emmet!cally ln 
J 

d~fferent structural positIons ln dlfferent sentences, For exemple, do nouns tfult fUACtion as subja:t 
• 

( 
terms heve the re œnot8ttve functioo as they 00 when they functlon as predlœte terms? 1 assume l 

tMt they do. Thus, sorne sementlc conditIons depend upon the Immediate llnoulstlc (syntectlc) context 
,. 

Another Interestlng QUeStion 15 whether or not there rre ctwect~lstlc Intenslons (henœ extensions, 

If env) thllt rorrespond to 8 p8rtlculer syni~lc~. To ~ e step fufther, one ml~t wonder 

whether or not ft Is possible to glve setlsf~ "noNonal" deflnlttons of the syn~ttc cetetp"les, as 

some ItFlfJUlsts SUfRlSt, e.o., Lyons ( 1968: 481. 1977: ch. 11). 

Assum 1 nQ thet the ntyst (lIllO!Jlst, llhllosopher, logIcien, or speeker) understends the 

proposftfon thet Is expressed (or the Informetlon'thet ls oonveyed) by a glven sentence, the (Irst 

problern 15 to br:eek the proposItion cr the sense of a sentence up 'nto Ils component parts. The notion 

) 
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of tunposillm4lily depends on the M8tyzebHlty 01 synt~tlc Md conœptlJt}1 structures contllined ln 

romplex expressions. The most dlff1cult problem ganerelly seems to be the m8tctl1ng of IIngu.1sl1C 
) 

expressions wlth lndlvldu81~Jnlts of conceptual structure ln the flrst pl~, 1t Is often d1fflcult ln the 

sementlc nlysls of a .mmœ to determlne whlch formel element of the sentence lt ls thet a 
~ . 

pertlculer 81e~ent of sense should be 8ttrlbutoo to. Moreover, It 15 not alw8"{S the case th8t there ls e 

one ta one correspOndance betw88n unlts of synt~lc form 80d unlts of œnceptu81 structure. In f8Ct, 

there mtIV not be a formaI constituent (either lexlœl or structurel) ln the sentence that cao be sald to 

oonv"l tJ glyen bit of Inform8tlon. As for lexical mfMlng, lt Is not 1I1ways lmmooletely obvlous 

preclsely what S8m8l"lt1c contr1butlon 8 single lexlcal1tem m8kes to the Interpretation of the sentence 

es a whole. t Henœ, we essume li WeM version of the composttlonel1ty, but attempt to stete 

correspondenœs between form 8I'ld meenlng 8S preclsely 8S possible . , , . 
Followlno Ketz and faoor ( t 963), who outl1ned the flrst sem8l'ltlc theory ln the context of (e) 

genef'etlve gremms ,"the rtl1es of S8ffi6lltlc Interpretetlon M'e supposed to operate rompos1tlonally on 
~ 

phrese merkers, from the bottom to the top of the tree d18grtJm, The basic prlnclple of 
" 

CQmpositton811ty states tha\' the sense of a complex expr~lon.. Is a functlon of the sense of Hs 

constltuents, LexlC81 m8tll'l1ngs ere 8551gnoo to ~ terminel element and then they are comblned at 

the phresel nOOls, 8.0., [XP ,V'] end [V,V'] at [V'], [INFL,I'1 and [VP ,l'] at [1'1. and 50 on, unt11 an 

lnterpretet'lon 18 8SSlgned to the whole sentence (1 ") Thus, ln order to stete gener81 rules of 

composlt1oneltty for sentences. it Is neœssery to re{er to un1ts that ere Sffi8Her thMl the sentence 

1tself, e.o., lexlœl1tems end phreses of parUcular syntectlc œt8fP'les. It 15 Important to note that 1 

w111 not 8ttempt to descrlbe the psycholog1œl prœess by wh1ch speekers lnterpret sentences. Rather 1 
'-

sMlJ present 8 oonœptU81 nlysls et eech level of sentence structure, ln order to exp181n how the 

. 
__ -., ____________ Î, 

ieerlscn ( 19838) d8scrlbes the klnds of notions tMt are commonly ettrlbut8ble ecross 
1~ to the sentenoa os a whole, rather th8n to perttculer lexlœl1tems ln the sentence. From this 
perspecttve. Il Is cl_ thet the meentng of 8 sentence ts more th8r'l the sum of the meentngs of the 
lexlO8l Items ft contelns plus Ülf3 "structurel" meenlng. te., meentng thet Is attrlbut8ble to ward 
arder. pernment, etc. This là mertts œreful consideration end fur~her research. 
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. information that IS oonveyQj bv œmplex expr8SSlOns 15 u1tlmetelv œrlved from the mformetlon thet 

15 conveved by md1Y1dual1exlcel1tems. " 

1 WIll œscrlbe the Interpretation of cet~rlœl sentences ln terms of r~ferents, enttties end 

ontol~IC61 types. A prereqUlslte 15 to ch8r~terlze the funœmental nottons of fJlJllty, lYP6 and the 

conceptuel relatIon of attribution whlch holds between the entHles referred to and the ontol~tC81 

types they are sald to belfYIg ta These notions will he ch8r~terlzed ln linoutstic terms. Here 1 will 

el50 revl8W my lœes ebout 11ngulstic reference. 1 will beoln by presentlng sorne fntulti've notIons 

that are &ssoclated wlth these constructs. The expressions to be descrlbed are unl,1er Hned h~ere. 

(1) W' A type h6S two aspects. Intenslonal and exten51onal. 1 ntenslooDi)l'I , II 1vJl8 ls the 

no.tlOn of an ontolcglcel Unit as 8 whole, Le., 1t5 property or propertles that are neœssery ta 
~ 

œtermlne Its extension If It has a name, a type concept 15 deslgnated by a ceteqJremetlc expressIOn 

(N, A, V, NP, PP, etc.) whlch nemes the type. Exteoslooolly, o~ Is on eotlty (coocelved es 0 unit 

on Its own), or more precIse IV , 011 of the eotltles ( in ony QuaM\ty, e.g., there m8',' be on IV one or 

none) that share the neœs'sarv propertl9S slgnl(led by the ceteqJremet le expression thet Dames the 
... 

type The 'propertl8S that œtermlOe e glVen type m-e not teken to axlst seporetely (rom the 8ntHI85 

thet IOstentlate the type. 1 WIll employ cepltelletters to represent types, e.g., A, B, C, etc. 

(,,) Speokers talk about eo1111es. By 'entlty', 1 understond enythlng thot Is or cen be 

8pprehenœd by speakers. An ent1ty h8S a dIstInct axlstenœ and elther objectIve or conœptU81 

reollty, 8S œtermlned by!ts type( s). An entlty belonos to en ontol~tC81 type If Gnd oOly If lt hes the 
u .. 

necessmy ch8f'~terlst1cs of the type. Arry entlty mey belong to e number of dlfferent types et the , 

same tlme or 8t dlfferent t1mes. 

(111). B8Jongt~ 15 a relation between entHles Md types. Arry entlty tt18t has the necessary 

propertles slgnlfl~ by 8 cet8lp'emmlc expression 15 conœlved as beloogt'll .tg the ontologlœJ type 
, . 

nomed by the expressIon. 
\.... 

(Iv) A referent IS "nom.Je" by en NP. The referenl of ~ NP mey be en entlty, sorne or ail 

of the entltles that belong to sorne ontol~lœl type. For apprehenslon, the referent must beJono to e 

r 
_~_L, 
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cet.-v with1n the speaker's conceptuel competence. Th8t It ootualJy belongs to the type( s) denoted by 

the referrlno expré'sslon 15 only tJSSUmed, not eSserted. A oot wj1J represent referent< s) ln this work 

Here 1t seems Important to emphesize the distinction betw86n extensions end referents 

(Lvons 1977: ch. 7.2). The point ta notice Is thls. Referents ere ldentlfled by speakers using certam 
. . ... 

IIJlOUlsttc expressions, NPs. Spe8kers 8SCrlbe properties to the referents of NPs Dy predlcat1ng other 

expressIons of them. A predicete js obviously not predlœted of the NP that functlons as the subject of 

the sentence. but of the extensIon of the subject ~P. Or. more precisely, speekers predicate 

propert1es of the ~ of NPs rether then thetr extenstons. Ils thlS cOnstruct 15 œscribed, e g.. 

by Cerntlp. However the referents of an NP 'tire lncluded ln the extension of the haoo N 1 will 

œscrlbe the extension of e slOgular term as 8 single entlty; exectly whlch ent1ty that belongs to 6 type 
'\ 

15 the ~tU81 referant 01 e pertlcular utterenœ must be determlned contaxtually by. princlples -01 Il 

th~ry of reference or e t-heory of lehguage use. 
1 

The notion of lJfJ/mging to e type Is basic for the œsçrlptlon of the cogmtlve prœesses of 

cet~riZ8tion é~d individuation. The relation of belonglng that ~ describe is more generel then the 

nofton of œ/~/~th8t 15 used in ~t \~€«-,ry :n set theory, belonglng Is e relation thet holds betWElèn .' ~ 
elements end sets. But, es 11Iu~trdted ln the Jntroduction end ln Chepter 1, the notions of e/em8flt 

; , 

end set or C/6SS ere too restrlcUve for the tnterpretatlon of tllI cetegremete tn EogHsl'!. for 

exemp le. the œn9tete of some 8bstr~t nouns end e11 mess nouns cennot be concè1ved as sets or clesses . . 
of individuels. Mess nouns end count nouns ere QUenUfled dlfferantly. Insteed of 'member' or 'element', 

end 'set' or 'closs' , ln generel, 1 wl~he terms 'enUty' and 'type' , whtch comprehend 811 subst8l'lC8S 

or entltles whether th6V 81"e concrete or Jstr~t, end count8ble or not.. For enUt1es th8t 81'e 

oountable. e type would he extenslonally ~ujvelent to a sèt or CI8SS, but in order to provlde e unlform 

description. 1 w111 reter to them 8S "types." MI concludad ln Chepter 1. speekers refer to a verlety J:o 

of types 01 ent1t1es. The 00m81n of reterence 15 assumed not to be homogeneous. Aoy~mogenejty thet 
, 

could be oscrlbed to 1t 1s eppJ1œble onlv ln theory, l.e., by usino theoret1œl terms such as 'referent' 
, -

or 'extension'. The referents of HndUlst1c express10ns (the th1ngs speekers telk about) 8('9 not Hm ited 

to et Single type. The referents of expressions éarmot be cher~terlzed exclus1veJy as enuttes that "axist 

, 
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ln reahtv." as lS somet1mes GSSumed ln clGSSlœl $8m MIt Ics , or excluslVely &s enUtles thet ere 
\ 

e)(p9nenœ1 ln ~ mental "pro)ected world" es essumed by J~kenooff (1983). FlnelJy, 1 essume thet 

'- 811 cat8(Xlrematlc eXfress10ns slgnlfy type concepts, as ergued ln Chepter 1. (See 1.2.2 (IV) and 

, 3, 1 for detel1s. ) \ 

ln thls section ~ 1 wIll proposé sorne sImple construal rules (based on the notlônspt refrlJl1t, 
.~ . -

entlty. and type Introduced aboyer to ~unt for the semantlc InterpretatIon of well formed 
, ~ 

elementary sentences contalnlng 'be', 1 will apply these n~(lons to the lexical Items at the termln~l ' 

lavel of the phrase marker (3, 1,1) end to the phr8S'&1 cel.rles (3.1.2), Section 3, 1,3 will focus on 
\ 

1 

the ,Interpretation of the sentence es el whole. Thus, the contribution of the lexIcal 1lem 'be' to the 

meenlng of sentences contalmng It Is broken oown Into two perts, Flrst, the contribution of 'be' to the . . 
,Interpretation of the predlœte phr8S9 w1ll be wnslœred. In 3, 1,2, and then the sementlc 

interpretatIon of element~ry sentences contalnlng 'be', ln 3, 1,3, At the seme tlme, the prooess , 

compositlOnal sefnentlc lnterpret8t1on will be 11lustr8ted. 

3.1.1 Interprettng lexical Items 
, \ 

My obJecttve ln thls section Is to propose oonstruol prlnclples for determlnlno the extensIons 
~ \ 

of the lexlca~ Items tMt epp98r ln ce~rjœl sentences of Engllsh. CQnslder the ,followlnO set of 

sentences. 

1 (a) The,volceno 15'8Ctlve. 

(b) The woman 15 worklng. 

(c) The cet 15 on t'W m8t. 

(d) John 15 8 student. 

" 1 

As expected w1thtn gener8tlv8 ,..emmer , the sementlc nlys1s will be gulœ:t by the syntactlc nlysls 

of sentences. The rules for the 1~etat1on ~ the.lexlcel1tem5 ln these sentence ty~ are stated in 

8CCOrœnœ wlth e synt~tc _ta1 nlysts. These sentenœs would be enalyzed syn*tlcelJy es 

follow5. 

• j 

... 
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2 (a)' 1" 
'> " 

~ 

~ 
• NP /' 

~ ~ 
Det N· ... INFL VP , ,,-6 .~ 

V AP 
The volcano is actIve / 

(b) 1" 

~ 
,
4 NP' l' 

.' 

~ ~ 
Det ,N·... INFL VP 

\. ~ "-V VP 
The woman i~ work1ng 

(c) 
1" . 

~ 
NP '1' 

~~ 
Det N·... 1 NFL VP 

\~ 
'\....V pp 

~ 
P NP 
~~ 

Det N· ... 

The cat 1s on the mat • : 
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John Is a student 

. . 
The next .step 15 to propose dlnstrual ~'rules that epply ta lexlœf Items of ~he syntfrJt1c cet.rles 

-. 
represented 1n the phr8S8 ffill'kers 1n 21'Jbove. Only f1ve syntlCt1c cetegor1es oocur ln the sentences ln 

,/ 

1 es 111ustretedby the phr8S8 structures ln 2: determlners (Det). nouns (N). verbs (V), adjectives 

(A). prepos1tlons (P). The flrst step Is the 855lgnment of conceptual constituants to the lexlcel Items 

thet belong te? thase synt~tlc œ.les. Slnœ my prlmery objective here Is to d9scrlbe the semanttc 

contributiOn of the verb 'be' to the-sentence types ln question, It Is essentiel ta charllCterlze 'be' 
1 

conœptually. But the 808lysts 1 propose, here for the, constltuentsof eny other synttlcttcœt.rles Is 

only cursory 8I'ld 111ustretlve. 

The ttl80ry of ontol~IC81 œt.,.las and types that 1 assume hDS the effect of subdlvldlno the 

vocebulary of Il naturel language Into ·-two classes: those expressions thet have extensIons 

(~emet8) 80d those that l~k extensions (sy~emata). (These classes are 8190 
, 

o ~ 

dlstlngulshed as "lexical" versus "orMVfl~tC81" words or "œnotlno" versus "non-danottno" 
, 

expressions, or aven "ref"rloo" vërsus "non-referrloo" expresslonsJ ln oenerel, expressions that - , 
beJono to the syntllCUc cet.,.les N, A. Md V are œt.E9lr~mattc expressions. The verb 'be', howeV8r. 

beJonos to the class of sy~em~a; conœptually, ft destgnetès the relation of belongtng to en 
.-~ 

" ontolog1œl type, but lt must 0190 be completed, by)dOother cab9remot)E, expreeslon ln order tD 

functton prœucttve1y os a predtcat.e ln mcXtern EngUsh. Accord1nQ ta Artstotle. the copula mav œcur 

.. 

.. 

... 



c 

os 

/ . 
.- ~ 

t 

.,. . 
191 

.l 

1 '4 ~ 

WJth en express10n tMti Delongs ta 8fTI/ ontolog1œl œtéip-y. 1 n my lm1yslS. [ ... b8 + XP) Is sald to 
<\ 

functlon œ the predtœte of the sentence. Expresslons. thot belong to the syntoctlc œtEl!J)rles of 
_ ~~ - r· \ 

œterm lner (Det) ond preposltt~J P) ere'81so syncat~ematlc, 'I.e" on thelr own they 00 not belong 

to arr;, ontol(WJlœl cateoxY or œtermlne Iln extensIon. ' Even though they 00 not stand for anythlng 
, .. , . 

extrollnoulstlc, -ihey htNfllmportent synt~t1c and S8mantlc func*ns. Determlners and p'repÇlSltlons 
, -

rombtne wlth nouns (N') end NPs respecttvely end contrlbute to t~e œtermlnat10n of the extenslons of 
'\ . - . 

the NPs end PPs that lI'6 formfJ! The 'r8sultl~ NPs Ilnd PPs belong to pll'ttculer ontol~1èol types and 

CIlt8fP' les. 

The dlsUncUon between cat9tJ)rem8ta end synC8tE91rem8t8 Is bœle. It Is especlelly Important 

for the sementlc classlflœt10n of IndIvIduel lexlC81 Items. As we heve sean, l~jclens, e.g .• Fret;Jl. 

~rnep. etc., seem to 8SSùme'thet e sementtc anelysls Is Justlfted only for œtE9>f'ematll. Ch~8rly e 
\ 

, oonœptuel enelysls Is Justlfloo for env expressIon thet Is repeetable, recurrlng ln dtrferent 

sententtel contexts. lt seems cruclel to·provlœ mlem.lysls for the expressIons thet ere pM'tfcularly 

llngulsUc, I.e., the functtonel or grcmmet1cel express1Dns thet trod1tlonal 1oo10l6OS œil 

"syncet8'p'emete," such es 'Is', 'the'. '0', etc. Whll~ ere the slmtJerlt1es and dtfferenœs between 

œt~emeta end SYnC8t8lJ)f"emeta? ln thls work, ell11ngulstlc expressIons w111 ~ S81d to correspond 

to QOnC8Ptuel constttuants (whlch 1 shaH 8bbrevlete es 'concepts'). but ln lsoletlon only the concepts 

that correspond to ceteolremetlc expressions œn determ lne e type of extreHngulstlc enttty. We know 

- lntulttveJy tMt these expressions, concepts, and d9slonated enUt1es (of verlous types) belong to one of 

the major ontologlœJ œtetp"les. The distinction between these two clesses of expressions Is prlmerlly 

thot cet.,-emetlc expressions denote é type of enUty on the'r own, but svnœteorem8tlc ones must 

combine wlth cetep'em8tlc expressions ln arder to determlne the extensIon of e phrase Or CI8US8. For 
'\' -

• 
syncet8fP'8l'1lete. tJ:'18 Ungulst œil œscr1be what const1tuents of these œtelp'les contrlbute to the sense 

of tt:te compt8l< expressions whlch conteln them. Thus for &froI expression the correspondlng concept Is 

taken to be ,the cr 1 ter Ion necessery to determtne Its extension InNhe oomeln of dlscourse. More 

preolsely, the ClOI1œC)tuol strltCture of on 8l<presslon E Is the ooooitton( s) thet tt contrlbutes towerd 

determlnlng the extension 'of tIPI complex expression jn whlch E appelrs. The concepts thet n 
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relevent rT!8V pertaln to the essent1el properttes of the entlt1es thet belono to the type( s)'denoted bv 

"\ the expressions or stereotype or other·
T
mformat1on. 

, ' 

ln the foJJow1ng descrlptlon of the lnterpretat10n of lexlœl Items and phr8S8S, the noUon of t 
( 

/Jt9/(KJ(jlng to a type IS tel<en es fund8men,l. It perv9s the composltlonallnterpreÙve process s1nce 
" 

1~ 1$ lmphed..,.bv an-C8t~lzat1on schemes. It el50 underlles the conventlons of n8lT\1nO end reference. 
r .". 

The char~terlZ8tlon 01 ent1tles (the predication - of œt~rematlc expressIons of them) lmpl1es thet 
o 

the retër. .. ents belong to the types named. but only ln sentences contelnlng 'be' ere the referents 
, 

-expllCltly asserted to belông to a certain ontologlœt type. Even though the semenUc Interp!etetlon of 

elementery sentences Involves the œtermlnaUon of extensl0n~1 not only are the extenslons themselves 

lmportert. but al50 how these extensions are obtelned. The In~pretetlon of a sentence Is determlned 

conceptuaJJyon the b8Sls of the concepts correspondlno to the lexlœl Items. the sentence contelns . 
• 

Int~rpr8tltlon of COIImon Rouns Ind edjectlvr,s. In thls section, sp~lal ettentlon wlll 

èe glven to the Interpretation of the lexical Items da-8ned by the followlng property [+ N]. 

C8t9J)rematlc lexl~l Items of the syntactlc cat9P'les noun end adjective ere Importent ln the 

œttqJrlzstlon prœess. They Brecommonly used to deslgnate the type to whlch'somethlng be1onos. At 
• 

the~exlC81 level of sentence structure, ell [+Nl lexical Items ere Interpreted es types of enUtles. 

Conslder the sentence 1 (a). 

1 (a) The yolm Is~. 

The tnt~tons of oommon nouns such es 'volC8f'lO' ~ of edject1ves such as 'ectlve' determJne 

ontologlCdI tYpes that M'e usually descr1bed 8S classes, The types denoted by the expresslOO$ 'voleano' 

and '~t1V8' Inch~ e\ 1 of the enUties thet meet the necesss-y condtttons st~lfled by these expresstons, 

1 n other words, t~'8)(presslons deslfl\8te prOj)8ft les thet epp ly to the entltl~ of these types ~ on Iy 

these tyPes. For the sentence ln questton. rW1lJ use ellipses ta IIJustrete the extensions of these lex lœl 
/ ' 

Items. One mtljlt stIo/ th8t the sense of the oommon noun 'volceno' detefmtnes the ontologlœl"type V ' 

(alf enttUes th8t have' the ~y char8Ctertsttcs denoted by the noun \lolœno') ,end the generel 

./ 

,\ 

,1 

\ 
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r ~ : 
~ecttve '~ttve' d(rtermtnès the ontolog1œl type A (wh1ch m8Y lnclude sorne volœnos. gaysers. mud 

pools, people. m~lnes, etc., whlch have the l'16C8SWY ch8r~lst1cs œnoted by '~lve'). 

3 (a) [voléanol N [acttve1
4

. 
1 1 

V A 

~ - , @ c... 

..,-;z " 

... 
Here my description of general nouns and OOjactlves fol1ows rather closely the 6SSumptl9ns of . 
tradlttonal or classl&'1 &em8nttc 8I'l81ysls. In fact.1 conce-i ve 01 the extensions of gener&1 count 

nouns 8nd adj'actlves tMt epply to them ~ classes 01 entltles. 8S ~med ln classlœl semantlcs: 

There moy very wel1 be room to debete the natur81ness of postul8tlng SlIICh extensions for 811 

expressions wlthln these lextca1.c8t8fP"I8S • .,but thls type of lexical 8I'l81ysIS seems qulte acœpt8ble . , 
al thls abstract leve1. The 8I'l81ysls captures the Intuition thet thesé lexical items moy be.used by 

speakers to telk 8bout 8nyth1ng thet counts as e volcano or 15 active. 
1> 

Interpre'\aUon of verbs. AS ln classlcalsemanUcs, 1 8SSUme that the descrlpUon of the 
~ 1 

extension of e cetegorematlc verb depends on the number of loglcal subjects (terms or predicate () 

erguments) it tekes. The number amounts to the' NP thet functtons as the oremmettcal subject of the 
• 1 

sentence plus ttte number of complements ln the subc8tetp"tzatton fr8r!'e of thEi verb ln questton. This 

holds If the subjects end complements M'e œtetp'emDt8 or denotlng expressions. whlch they uSU811y 

ere. An Intransitive verb such as \'work' 00es not teke 8Iry pbject or ~lement; thus. we StJo/ thet e 

Simple sentence contelntlYJ 'work', 8.0., l (b), IleS only one rMerent end 1t expresses 8· mornll1c 

proposition. The verb 'htt' 8lwoys oœurs tn sentences cont~lnlno en N~ thet functlons as the subject 

end, tl1t 1s--1n the"fdtve votee. 1t tekes 8 seœnd NP that functions as the direct OOject; this abject 
) ~ ~ '"' 

corresponds to a second (IQgtcel) subject. It ts character1stlc of trens1t1ve verbs th8t they have two 

log1cel subtects. A simple 98l"ltente conteining active 'htt' lnvolves at 1eost two referents and expresses 
- . , 

e ~ proposition. Thus. the follGWing c:onstrual rules ere postulated: 
f ~ 

... . 

, " ", 

" 
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(f) A lexical Item whlch Is def1ned by the fe8tures (+V,-N, +tntr.) 1S tnterpreted as a type 

conSlsttng of 811 the entttles that sMr'8 the oh8r~terl$t1cs d8slgneted by the verb (e.g. l 'work'). 

( Il ) A lexlœlltem whlch Is deflned by the feetures [+ V 1 - N. + tr.] Is lnterpreted as a type 

conslstlng of orœred pairs of enUtlas thet sh8re the nooessary ch8r~terlsUcs thet ere deslgneted by 

the verb (e.g .• 'htt'). , 

(111) A lexlœlltem whloh Isdeflned by the feotures [+V. -N, +tr. 2] Is Interpreted as e type 

conSlsUng of ordered triples of aoutles that shM'e the neœss8i"y char~terlst1cs d8s1gneted by the verb 

(e,o, , 'pUt' ),2 

Thus. for thè followlng sentence. 

1 (b) The women is [worklnoJ v 

the verb 'work1ng: would be Interpreted ~type. 

, 
:3 (b) - [worklng) V· 

, 1 
,W 

The extenston of 'work' or 'worktno' would bè the type W whfch consfsts of e11 entftf~ of whlch, thts 

verb or perttclple could be truly esseFted. 1 assume tMt the extensfon of the perUcfple 15 fnchlded ln 1 

2Ttl8Se constr~1 rules could be ~8lfzed as ln pr~lœte loofC, where the l(JJtcoJ for ms of 
expressTons ere satd to be deterrrttne.f by the number Of Indlvf(kJa1 terms tMt the predfcotes tete. The 
verbs menUonai aboYe would be descrtbed as 008-, two-, or three-pleœ predlcetes (or monedtc, 
~fc, trtedfc ... or unery. btnery, ternery ... predtcates). For the samenttc dl8Cr1ptton of naturel 
lenguoge, meny Ifngufsts propose thet verbs be represented ln (he Jextoon es propostUonel or 
sententfol functfons. These ere open sefltences ln whfCh verbe ere repreaented es properU. or 
relattons wtth variables. Eech of the vertable symbols, 'x', 'V', 't ~ ts "8 f'acehoJœr merkfno thé 
posttton in the pr~ftfoo where a OOnsûInt may eppeert (Weil 1972: 5"1. E.g., 'work'(x), 'hU' . 
(x .Y), 'put' (x, y j z). Only by sybstlluUno consûInt terms for the vertebles-(col1ed tnstanttotton) or 
by quenttftcoUon can open sentences be converted to proposftfons, whfch may be related to e world of 
dtscourse (Weil 1912: 82). In' ItngutsUc descrtptfons, the predtc:ate erpnent structure (open 
sentenœ) ts coostœred to be the lower bound, or the "minimel sementfc information about verbs thet r 

must be represented ln the lexfcon ..... (8tesnen 1978: 14-15). 

-) 
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tti extension 01 the lJ8se verb 'wor:k'. 3 1 shall return to the question' 01 'the Interpretation of a 

transtUveverb. e.g., 'h1t' , ln 3.2. 

\ 
3.1.2 Interpret1no phroses 

This section wttt (oous on the ~anttc Interprétation 01 complex expressions at the phr8Se 
, • p~ 

level 01 sentence structure. It Is Important to notice tMt the Intenslons of phrases are not the same as 
1 

the Intenslons of thelr Jexlœl he8ds. Hence the extensions of lex.lcal h~ and those of thelr syn~tlc 
, J 

projections ere not the seme elther. Phrases of aIr major cateoortes may œnote enUt1es thet belong to , . ...., . 
ontologlœl types or I:8t.-I95. Phrases that contaln categJrematic expressions are al50 catelJlrematlc. 

~ . 
Note that the extensions of phrasel ca\t9lr les are œterm Inoo by the co~œptu81. const 1 tuents of iill the 

lexical Items contalnoo ln the phrases, Includlng syllC8t~emat8. 

The syncalefpremala consldered here Include determlners, preposlttons and the verb 'be'. 
v-t".(\ 

" These synca_emata ail 001000 ta synt~tlc œt.tes thet talce complements. The synt«ttc functlon ... .. , ~ . 
of syncatetp'emata 15 prlmarlly to e~tach to cat8g)remata of t~ cat~ _N' LNP or XP to, form' 

phrases. The Interpretation ofdetermlners, prepositions Md the verb 'be' wlll be dlscuksed then in . 
, '. 

connectlon ~Ith NPs, PPs and VPs, respectlvely. As Indtvldual lexlœlltems, synœt~.em8ta must _ 
\ ' ! ' 

carry syntecUc end semantlc Information ~h8t Is sufflcfent for dlsUngutshfng them from other 

expressions. For Instance. 'œ the mot' contrests wfth 'ls the mat" both syntacttœl1y and semanUœl1y. 
1 

Here 1 w 1 1 1 nlyze the synce_emaUc expression tQgether 'wlth Its œ~em8tlc camp lament as 

an operotor-argument structure, as dascrlbed by Harris (1982). The conœptual constltuents th8t . ... 

3for Interpretation, 1 00 not take Into account the tanse, espect or mOOlsJtty of verbs, not aven 
of 'be'. 1 assume. howaver, that fn ~ral the varlous tenses and aspects of li verb woulctdetermfne 
subtypes thet b81àno to the 08Qtral WP8 danoted by the base verb. Althoulj\ 1 Ô) not propose to 
Interprat mooal properUes here, 1 œ not neœssarlJy ogree wfth Jtngutsts who m8ke a cJ~-cut 
·"moœl-propostUonal" dlchOtomy ln semantlc ana~ls. 1 00 not qee wlth those who would stil, for 
exemple. "~l1Iert8S œ not-ù1 to or alter propœlttoneJ oontent. but are used to deny, ~t1on, 
repeet, conflrm ft." (Palmer 1983: 207-208). Inst98d, 1 woold stI{ thet whatever aŒis to or altars ' 
the truth conditions o( a sent~ to or altars the proposttt0n81 œntent. and tf aux111ar1es cennot 
œ thts, then lenguages would h&Ve 'ho need of 8Uxnterfes. 1 vfew the functlon of- auxll1arles as 
essenttally modtfytno the propostt1onel content of sentences ln QO systematlc Wtl(S. For thts reason, ( 
_1s end auxUtery valls may be consldared apart from' fun lexlœl verbs ïn a semanttc nlysfs, 
elthcllljl th6y be.1Ong to the me syntacttc cat8f))I"Y verb (V). 

\ 

o 

, 1 



, , 

' •. 
. , 

, , 

.:' . \ 
, 

3 • /li 

196 
. " ',"7 .. '" " 

(correspond to'$(hœt~emata comfllne w1th those of thet'\ œtelJ)rematlc complements 1n p~rases. Sy 

. thls comblneUon. the &Ynœtetp"emat1é expression operetas on Its argument. The sementlc oontent Of • 

the synœtetp'9met1c 8Xpr~lon ln some;ay modifias the Inten(iQn ~ the phr~. wlt·_~(no·? 
~ 

the Intenslon of Its 8I"gument. For Instence., 1\ m~ assart somethlng about the r~f!,""t( s) of the 

eomplementery œt.ematlc expression. An exemplary oper~t1on Is quantiflO8tlon. l\le sementtc 

functton of d8termlners Is prltftarl1y to determlne or speclfy the type tMt Is danoted by the 

com~ementery N or N', I.e.; 19 potnt out or to dISt1~ISh among enUtlas of the ontolOQI08I type It . • 
denotes. Jnwtlculer. $p8ekers use œtermlners to plck out some enUty or ent1tles of a certain type, 

, , 
but the determlners 00 not chènge the type cJenoted. ThttS deter:mlners have an Importent fUpctlon ln 
, "'~ ... 

the IndlvlcjueUon of types. F<Jr the sentence 

1 (e) EÇl vtctlm was 8 chnd 
" 

. 
the functlOfY of the determ lner (quanUfler) 'each' 18 to speclfy whlch enttUes of t~ type denOted by . 
'vlct1m~ Gre belng tolked 8boUt. ~enert (In' 1985 end ln other work ln prOlT8S8) descrlbes the" 

o . ' "' ~ • _ 

essentiel property of '~. as [+dlstrlbuttveJ. Thus, for the sentence 1 (e). the property of be1no a 
. "" chl1d Is ~td. to be t'dlstrlbuted" among the vlctlms ln the main of dlscourse. applylno ta eech one 

Indlvldual1y. Other dêterm1nersw111 be lI1ustreted ln the fol1owlng section. 

'nterpr.ateUon of NPs. At the phrase leve1 of sentence structure XP,. If X t9 N, than XP 

maY be ganulnely referentte1. That Is. It mav be used IntanttOnallv by e speeier (In a speech act) to 

re~ to,somethlng. It Is most unusua1 for competent &duit ~ers of Enoltsh to attempt ta re1ar to .. 
enythlno by uslng phr8S8S of other œ_Ies or simple lexlœl Items. \ IV1tel90 pœsjbl~ fOI( _81"S 

\ ' 

to 'use ft phrase to rafer ta sOme0n8 or sOmethlng es en tndlvl~l. o,lIy tn C89f! It Is 8 noun phrase \ 
Ç\ , 

(NP). This Is becouse only Ns combine wtth d8termlners~or quentlflers, Thus NP's are not onJy 
'" - . 

!' •• 

"rQferrlng" expressions, but 819> "Indlvtduatfng" expressloos. ,NPs' functton es the ,.emmetfœJ ' 

, subjects of. the, sentence, ~ obJects of ~bs. end ~Jects of preposItions, or 88 predtcata complements 

ofthe verb 'be'. In geners1, NP, n tnterprated as types of enUUes. The extensfon of tn NP Is an end 
, -

1 

. . 

o 
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only those ent1tles whlch heve the property (or meet the neœ5S8IY composIte crIteria) cJeslgnated by 

811 the lexlcel Items that constltute the NP Conslder the NPs 'John' end 'a stuœnt' ln the followlng 

sentence 

1 (d) John 1$ a stuœnt 

The tntenslons of sorne tnœxlcal expressIons, such as proper. names, pronomlnals (or pro-NPs), 

demonstratlves ('thls', 'tllet', etc) heve "bullt-In" concepts of quantity It 15 sometlmes assumoo that 

thelr extensions are not œterm Inoo conceptually / n the case of proper names, 1t 15 assumed there Is a 

dlra:t reletlonshlp betwe8n 8 name and the Indlvldual named Howaver, 1 assume that aven Inœxical 

expressions a/so correspond to type concepts CIEWly 'John' Is 6 very cornmon proper name, and ln 

reallty, the Mme has many ( potentlal) referents Howaver the IntandOO referant of the name 'John' 

used ln C8t~rlC81 sentences Is a sIngle Indlvldual ln 8I'IY case, 'JOhn', the pro~er name whlch 

functlons as the subject of the sentence ln 1 (d), would he 1 nterpretoo as an Indlvidual or as an entlty 

concetvoo as a unit on Its own 
, 

tnœflnlte NPs, 1 e, NPs that era composed of acommon noun and an Inœf1nlte œtermlner, are 

construoo ln two steges. Flrst, the extensIon of the common noun Is œtermlned by Hs Inteoslon at the 

lexlctlllevei The corn mon [lOun 'student', e.g., Is Interpreted as the type conslst1ng of ail sotHles thet 

meet the cond1tlons slgnlf1ed by thls expressIon. For the tnterpretatlon of en Inœflnlte NP, the 

concept slgnlfloo by the Indëf1nHe determ Iner '8' combInes w1th the tntenslon of 'student'. Hence the 

Interpretation of the common noun 15 an unsptx:lfled entlty thet belongs to the type S 1 wlll represent 

the extensions of the NPs 'John' and '8 stuœnt' as follows.· 

3 (d) [JOhn~ (a studentJ tf:> 

J 

~ 
'1 

The oot standS for the tnt~ referent 80d the œptt81 letters. for the types œootOO by 'John' and 

'stuœnt' (100(10 meen to Imply th8t sp_ers have suctl rlWrdnt8ttons, only the typeconœpts.) 
" . 

1, 
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The extensions of deflnne NP!, 1 e , NPs that Ire composOO of a common noun end e œf1ntte 
/----- ''-, 

œtermlner. 8('8 speclfled o@)fftwo st~s Flrst. the extension oHhe Q9fl8r&1 noun Is determlned by 

Its Intenslon 8t the lexlcallevel E 9 • for )he sentenœ. 

1 (c) The cm W8S on the mm 
'cat' Md 'mat' are Interpretoo as the types C8nd M. whlch ue 811 of the entHles thet h8V9 the nŒ8SS8rY 

ch8rll:terlstlcs deslgnated by the expressions 'cat' and 'mat'. resJ)Œtlvely Uslno ellIpses. 1 wIll 

represent thelr extensions as follows 

3 (c) [cat] N 

1 

C 

o 

[mat] N 

1 

M 
~ 
\:.Y 

A phr8S81 expression of the CtJtE9)rY NP. when N Is 1) count noun. Is Interpret~ 8S e subset of 
l ' 

entHles that belong to a certaIn type The subset me')' be speclfloo or unspeclf1oo'contexluelly 4 For the 

sentence ln 1 (c) 1 the extenslons of the two œflnlte NPs ere determ 1 nad ln two steps, T 0 obteln the 

extension of the slnguJar NPs 'the cat' Md 'the mat', the deflnlte determlners ln (c) h8Ve the functlon 

of sp~lfylng entiUes that OOlonO to the types C end M (œts Md mets) The deflnlte ertlcles ue 

j llustr8ted os determ lners of the cet 8nd the mat thet belono ta the types C end M, respectlvely 

( 

4, œ not mate 8 dlsttnctiorrln thls work between the extensions of deflnlte end Indeftnlte NPs 
1 assume that slnce the (JJ8IlUty Is the same, the precise Interpretation 18 eventuelly d8termlned 
contextually as descrlbed by 8 theory of referenœ or 1) theory of lenauege use, Furthermore, the 
referent of 8 deflnlte or Indeftnlte subject NP may be determtned èl~horlC811y or contextual1y. 
An 'Inœflnlte NP Md 8 deflnlte one may be used to rater to the vtrY seme entlty, 8S ln the followlllQ 
paIr of sentences, .... ~ 

(0 There Is G..œ1 ln the room 
( Il) .Ibtœ1ls on the mat. 

A flxed rontext Is assumed here. The cat that 15 sald to be on the mat ln ( Il) 15 the one that Is sald to be 
ln the room ln (1). for sentences ln Isolation, 1 ~II assume that tI'fY set expresston may be 
restr Icted contextua J Iy, , 



c 

.... : 

c 

4 (c) [the catJ NP 
1 
C 

[the mat] NP 
1 

1 
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But the extension of a d8flnlte slnguler oount NP ls a certaln entlty thet balongs to the type 

œnoted by the generel noun. For the purposes of the semant1c Interpretation of sentences of natural 
r 

languegB, a1tar constrtml at the phr8S8 level, 1t 1s no longer" questlon of al1 of the ent1t1es thet belong 

to the type denoted by the general noun (Thls marks 8 departure from ttTè' conventions of mroel

theoretlc sefMntlcs.) The determlner dlstlnou1shes an entlty of the type danota1 by N or N' on lts own. 

The referents of the NPs ln 4 (c) bèlong to types C and, M To represent the lnterpretat10n 01 an NP 

contalnlno 8 œtermlner end e count N, 1 w1ll use the referent end type abbrevletlons, as follows 

5 (c) 
[The cat]NP 

C 

• \ 

[The mat] NP 

M 

• 
Interpretation of PPs. The affect of comb1n1no expressions of the P cat8tJll"Y wlth NPs ls 

\ . 
the creation of COO(jittons for e new type- thet 00es not belong to the type denoted by the NP object 

Sorne PPs (seeminol't< idtomettcellY> dBstpte properUes of e more or:- less ebstr~t nature, 8.g., 

'beVQnd hope'. 'In love'. But meny preposttions seem ~ stlJltfy relettons. tnc1udtng spetto-temporel 

relettons end relations of means. purpose, etc., end thus they "operete" on thelr NP objects 

aa::ordtnolv. For exemple, the predtœte term ln 1 Cc) (ppan (NPthe 'mat]] 00eS not dBst(1l8t8 the 

property of mettmi, but the loœt101'fon the mot. The extensions of the expressions 'the met' Mld 'on 
, , ' 
~ , 

the mat' ere qutte dtffereht, of course, aven t~ the NP 'tn both ts dennlte. llke general œscrtpttve . . 
terms, a pp Is Interpreted as e type whlch 1 will Symbollze as '0' • whose untts are exectly thOse ttlGt 

v 
meet the coodttlons expressed by the who le PP , e.g.. belng enttttes 10C(rted on a certain mat. Thus the , 
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extenslOn of e pp 15 determlned by the Intenslons of jts heDd (the preposition) plus those of ell of the . . 
lexlcelltems constltutlng the NP thet functlons es Its obj~t.5 

Interpretatton of APs. The Interpretation of complex expressions of the AP œt~ry Is 

effected by comblnlng the Intenslons of the Individuel lexical Items contelne:l ln the phrase.'~ It Is 

slmllar to the Interpretation of the lexlœl cat8lP'Y A. The prlmery dlfferenc:e Is thet et the phrese 

level. the OOjecttve A ma'{ have ~erblal mootfters wh~ch restrlct the enutles denoted b'~ A. Thet ls, 
\ 

the expression thet moolf1es the A determlnes only sorne of the entltles denoted by the expression of the 
, 

A·C8\e(Jlry. for exemple, 1APless[Â~tlv8]] APs functton prlm8rlly es prEKllœte complements of 

copuler verbs or es pre-noun moolflers The extensions 01 APs ere alw6YS types, never Individuels. 

Interpretatton of VPs contlJlnlng 'be'.o Phreses 01 the form [be + XP] are orten 

œscrlbed es "true" predlcete phreses. Comblnlng 'be' and the predlœte complement Is a step thet lS 

r8Qulred for prunary predlC8tlon ln Engllsh. (For a dl~tlnctlon betwaen prlmery end secon,*,ry 

predication. see 2.1.2 ) Only by uslng VPs contelnlng 'M'ls ft pOSSible for 8 sPeelcer to ettrlbute 

somethlng (8 property, a relation. a lœ8t1on, etc.) to en entlty or to e type of entlty. For thls 
v 

r98S0n, grammarlans end 1~lclans wlthln TFL conslder sentences contalnlng such' 'be' to be 

predlC8tlons IJ(II" exœll6f1CfJ ln sentences of naturel lenguege, ~tlvlt18S, ~tlons. affechons, or 

relatIons ere often designated by verbs, and entltles (and types of entltles), by NPs. The verb 'be' by 

ltself. how~er. dœs not designate an ordln8r;Y ontol0Q1C81 œ~ry. 1 clelm thet lt slon1f1es the, 

conceptuel relation of attribution, end the synt8X r~U1res thet a pred1œte phrese cont81nlng 'be' al50 
• r-, 

conta1n ecomplement XP, whlch mlty' be the m8Xlmal projection of env mejor syn~t1c œ~ry: N, A, 

V. or P. A predlœte phrese of the form [be + XP r 15 1nterpreted ln the seme wfJ'l es 0 mon8dlC 

pred1cate 1n predlcete log1c. Its extens10n 1s the ty~ F, for ail of whœe constltuents 'b,e1nO XP' holds 

true. F 15 the property deslf1leted by the expression XP that functlons Ds the predlœte œmplement of 

'be'. 

5Tt181nterpretGtion of sentences conu,ln1ng P1>s thet funct1ên bS prediœte complements of 'be' 
Isd1scussed ln 3.3. -
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6 

F (=be1ng F) 

o 
ln 6, 'XP' stands for arr{ phrese thet Is analyzed es the mexlmel projectIon of e lexlC81 œtetJ)ry 

N, A, V 1 or P, end 'F' 1 for the pr6perty deslgnet91 by XP One of the specifIe, effects of Id1lng "be" to the 

predlC8te complement 18 tMt the property œstgneted by the complete prQ11œte phrt1S8 may now De 

referred ta The phreses could be used, for ex,emple, to enswer the QuesHon' WhBt property 15 

ettrlbuted ta the referent of the subject NP? This questIon cennot be enswered in 1d1ometle Engl1sh 

Wlth 8 bfre xp, Probebly beceuse the NP Is the perad1gmttUc referenti81 expresslOn, the verb 'be" may 

Ile used elther tn the b8s8 (Infinitive) form or ln ,the non-flnlte -lng form 'belng, e g. l 'to be XP' or 

'belng XP' For the sentences ln 1 above these propert1es ere expressed es 'belng + ~tlve' l 'to be + 

worklng', 'be1ng + on the met', 'to be + a student', ln other words, the extension of the prajlœte V, 
conttJlnlng 'be" es ln ~ 008s not dlffer from the extension o( the predlœte complement XP wlthout the 

verb 'be'. The property œslgnotaj by the phrase thet functlons es the predlcate complement on lts own 

determlnes the type F the! Is the extension of the VP 1 but w1thout, the yerb. th1s property is not 

ettrlbuted to the referent of the NP subJect. The verb contelns Informetton conœrnlrlQ tenS&' end 8Spect 

of the propositIon expressed. Sy t~lsl 1 Ô) not meen to tmply, however 1 tMt 'be' ls m8flltnoless. 1 shell 
'1 

8I"gue ege1nst thlS idee ln 4.1.2. We are now r." to consl. the S8ffi8t'ltiC Interpret8tion of 

elementery sentences contalntng the verb 'be" 

1 

\ 
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3.1.3 Interpret1ng cetegortcel sentences 

Thts sectton ~cerns the' sem8ntlc l'nterpretet1on of the followlno types of sentences 

contalnlng 'be' 

1 (e) The volcano Is ~t1ve, 

(bnhe women t5 worklng, 

(c) The cet ts on the met 

( cl) John 15 a stuœnt 

\ 

Sentences of the form (NP be XP] , where X may belong to 8nY major cet~, always conte!n 
o 

two œnotmg expressIons or cat.remet8. Th, NP end the XP ln QuestIon ere both type expressions. 

Thet lS, e8:h one denotes e type of enttty and ~h one belongs to e me)or on\ol()J1C81 C8tÇ)ry es 

descrlboo ln 1.2.2 (11). 1 suwested ebove wlthout ergument thet the copula 'be' 15 used expltCltly to 

express the relation of attribution. It effects the conceptuel reletion of e referant's or referants' 

belonglng to en ontologlcel type'or types. Sy cher~terlzlnQ the sense of 'be' ln thlS WfJoI, 1 em slmply 
~ 

trylng lb xpUcH whet 8 speeker meens by saving 'be' rether than sorne other verb ln sentenœs. 

of the phreses thet funcUon es the subJects end qredtcetes of cetE9)rlcol 

sentences 8re descrlbed ~~~m-,rftM,.hA'ong to certeln onto'~lce' types. For the sentences ln 1 

abova, the referent of the NP that funcUons 8S t subject belonos to 8 certain type (whlch m6',' be but 

need. not be denotoo by [NP ,1 Hl) end the XP th funcUons es the predlcete complement 01 'be' ta 

Interpreted es en ontol~lcel type. In arder for speeker to be 8b\e ta epprehend the referent of the 

subject NP ,the referent must have somé pr ty thet corresponds ta a type concept familier to the 

speaker, otherwlse the splseker cermot ldenUfy w ts ,being talRed about. That the referent of the 

subJect belongs to the typeMmed Is onJy GSSumed, ~ted. The type of belno thet 18 Gttrlbuted , 
expl1c1t1y to the referent of the subject 1s œnoted by [XP ,l vbe]}. 11 th1s ttCOUnt of the 98menUc 

interpretetton of the constttuent phrases of such sentence types iS oorrect, then the InterpretatIon of . 

the whole sentence must be descrlbed extenslonalJy as a stete of effafrs fn whfch the referent 01 the 
't 

, ~ 
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5ubloot t5 conœtved ~ belongtng to two types. Thus, the subject-pred1œte relatton ffiay be 

tnterpreted es en expllctt reJetton of 8ttrlbutlon that holds between a raterent( 5) (that must belong to 
\ 

some ontol~jcal type or other) 8Ild Il spool11c type. For sentences of the form [NP ~ XPJ, expresstng 

thet A 1$ 6. the copule coovsys the essertton thet the referent of A belongs to type B. Or the 
. . 

\ predication essarts thet 8n enttty denoted by 'A' has the property B, whlch Qualifies 1t to be tncluœl ln 

type denoted by the expresslon,B'. The term 'property' 15 used here ln e very broad sense, p~rhaps as 
\ 

8 'klnd of bel no' 8S descrlbed by Arlstotle. The klnd 01 being 15 IJ:tual1y 5peelfied by the expresslOn that 

-t) functlons as the predlcate complement of 'be'. Thus, 'be' 18 teken to deSlgnate attributive belng, 

regDrdless of the synt~t1c cat~ry of X and regardless Qf the ontol(JJlœl œteglry of èlther the 

raterent of the 5ubjoot NP or of whet 15 belng attrlbuted to It. Attrlbutlng 8 property to an enttty 15 

the seme ~ S8Vlng of thet entlty thet lt belongs to the ontol~IC81 type whlch the property determlnes. 
'~ " 

Thus the conceptuel relation that 15 deslgnated b.y the copula 'be' mlght be characterlzed 8S attnbutllYJ ~ 

between 8 referent end rm ontologiœl type. Or et 188St the concept under lymg each 8nd fNery 

predicative, use of 'be' 15 the ettrlbutlon of e type or types to the referent or referènts of (he sub)sct 

NP, 

Next 1 wtll lIlustr'8te the composlt1onaJ Interpretation of the sub)oot-predlcate reJetions of 
'. 

1 .' 
element8rv sentences conteJnll'lQ 'be', The Interpretation of the VP, whtch oooteins two emb~ 

phrases must tete pJ~ ln three st~: (1) the intenslons of the constituants of the (NP ;PP) are 
~ \. 

a 

comblned, (II) the Intenslons of tht\constltuents of,the [PP ,VP J ere- comblned, end flnally (UI) the 

mtenslons of the COnstituents of the [VP ,l'J ere comblned es lndlceted ln 2 (è> below. The ruJe of 
, 

sementlc tnterpretetion of subject- predlcate reJetions whlch app l1es.85 step ( Iv) to the sentence ebove 

can he genereltzed 85 foJtows. 

An .mrmaUve deCl ... ttve ~lente enelyz~ as II-NP be XP1', Inlerpreted as rollo~s: the 
referenl(s) of the IlnoulsUc elCPr'tSslon II'I~YZed as (NP.'-) belono(sl to the ontoloolcal 
lype(s) deno~y the .",..,51011 INIlyzed as lXP.lybe))), ' 

, 

1 

:::l 
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P NP 
The cat 15 on -' t~ (1) 

(I~~ 
C 

1 

I~(II) 

-----v----- (111) 

o 

(Iv) 

C 0 
y. 

1-

• 

ln terms of truth, e sentence of thls f!J"m would be true If the referent(s) of [NP ,l''J Ce-certeln cet) 

belonQ9d to the type denoted by the [XP ,be) (belng on the met). If 'bs' were neoeted. then for e true 

pred1œt1on the referent of the sublect would IlQ1 be10n0 to the type denoted by the predlcate. At thls 

st81}3 of our knowl8ÔJ9 conœrnlno the sementtc-5tructures correspondlno to these sentence types, the 

truth ~1t1ons cou1d be steted onlv condlt1orn111y. The condltt~ steted ln the ru1e 01 sementle 

mterpretat10n 8I'e on1y neœssery but not sufflclent. My enalysls. whlch focuses on 'be' end the terms. 

1$ exploratory end tent8tlve. Perhaps the neœssery end su1f1clent cond1t1ons must ewalt the results of 

e romp 1~ semanUc stuW of the quentl!tceUon structures .. mOOllltttes, tenge end ~ 
• 1 

My meul tegk. hos been)b _~ the verb 'bs' conceptual1y. Appl1èd to tYPes ln thts 

~IPtlon, 'bat t5 arnJ~ as an expltClt sl~ of attribution. The subJect-pred1cete relations of 

l 

p 
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senteno.es contalntng 'be' are fnterpreted es the assertfon thet t'te referent( s) of the sublect NP 

betono( s) to the type( s) ~ by the predfœte term. The extenslon of the whote œtetp'lœl 

sentence 1s generelly e stete of8ffetrs ln whfch t'ft! entfty or enttttes referr~ to bet0rw< s) to two 
" 

types. The menn lOterest ln 1 Il ustret1ng the sentençes extens10nelly 1S to show the log1C81 relatlOns that 

hol.d betw8en the complex expressIons of the sentence. 'h8Vt:I used ellIpses to represent the extenslOns 

oflexlœl Items. œpltal letters ta represent the types denoted by phrases. and flnal1y a oot to 

represent referént\s) of subject NPs. To lnterpret subject-predlcate relet10ns then. the referent of 

the sUb,ect NP 1s FJ enUty (belonglng to one type or another) thet ts S81d ta belong to the type denoted 

by the pr~jœte XP. Or conversely. we mlght S/JII that the type œnoted by the prediœte XP lncludes the 
~ 

referent of the sub)ect. 

The extenslon of a C8tetpr~1 sentence could be represented ln severe 1 possIble wtlYS. 

~end1no upon whether the subject phrase Is slnouler or plural, or the referent Is a sfngle ent1ty or 

severa 1 ent1tles betonglng to the seme type or to dlfferen! types. In general, the referent of the 
! , 

sUb,eét phra Is smel1er or more restrlcted then the type denoted by the predtœte phrase ln 

elementary sentences of Enollsh. Also for a "naturel subject," ~rdlng to Sommers (1982: 301), 

~he type œnoted by the subject term ts smeller and more restrlcted then that denoted by the predlcete 

ph ra. The followlng sentences Illustrete the noUon of e MturBI subject. 

.4 (e) (Ali) plenets 8I"e celestfal bodies. 

~b) This Is blue. 

(c) A book Is on the teble.6 

(d) The moon ts shtnlno.7 

• ,6The lnterpretatton of sentences cont81nlng PPs or transitive VPs that funcUon es the 
prédtœté awnplement of 'be' 1$ dlscussed ln 3.3. . 

,~~, 'irrespecUve Qf the types to wh1ch the referent(s) of the subJect NPs belong(s), B.g.. 'ail 
p*"ts', "thts', 'the moon", 'a book', theseare not the ooly types of enUtles th8t could be sald to meet 
t~condtttonsfor bel~no"(othetypes C (œlesUel bOO1es), 8 (blue enUt1es), S (ones that are 
shlntng> lX' 0 (entft1es~ the table). 

\-

( 
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Although 1 00 not clelm th8t speekers hCV8 eny represent8t1ons of the extensIons of sentences, 1 would 

111ùstrate the extens10ns of an elementery sent~ oo~talnlno 'be' uslno the seme conflouretlOfl 01 

svrTJb01s. The St8tes of affelrs denotoo by these sentence types mlght be represented roughly by the 

dl~rem in 4 (e). Here the bl~k dot (as ln 4 (e) below) steMs for the referent(s) of the subject 
, 

phr6S8, 'S' for the type denoted by the subject NP end 'P' for the type denoted by the predicats term, 

4 (e) (f) S 

(€I (g) ~s (3) p' 

'fi 

One mlght prefer to represent the stete of effelrs descrlb~ by 4 (e) by overleppino clrcles (f), the 

referent(s) representaj by 'x' eSSugJ8Sted by Copi ( 1983' chs. 5-6) or concentrlc clrcles wlth non

empty labels. In sentence 4 (8), the referents Of the sUbJect ere 811 of the enutles thet belong to 8 

certoln type, I.e., 011 pltmets. In thls œse, everythlng th8t 18 S8ld to belono to S ' elso belongs to P ~ut 

1 prefar the representotlon ln 4 (e) 8bove, whlch deplcts the seme sltu8tlon: The representetlon 1$ 

stmplified in tMt lt tncludes only the b6S1c essentiels. It Is perheps overslmpl1jled ln certain 1 

respects. For Instance, 1\ 15 defectlve ln thet It mekes no distinction between the two types thet 

correspond to the 5ublect end predlœte complement phra'S. T~tJt the referent belongs to the typè 

denoted by tne subJect 15 only 6SSumed, whl1e 1t 1s esserted tMt the referent belongs to the types 

denoted by the predlœte XP. Furthermore, 1 00 not dtsllngu1sh betw88n referents of dtfferent types 

As 1 h8ve M'gued ln 1.2.2 (tv), speakers mey réfer to end telk ebout ent1ttes thtJt belong ta VM'lous 

ontoll)Jtce1 types end furthermore the seme ent1ty may be perœlved under severel dlnerent ~s. 
-

However. the represent8t1on 15 verStJtl1e 800 mept8ble te su1t the verlous s1tvetlons thet cOrrespond te 

the œterp'tcel sentence types thet ere posstble ln Enolfsh. The d1qam 4( e) could al50 be moo.fted 50 

as 10 l'epresent severe1 d1fferent types s1mult8neously 

A representat10n s1m1181" to thtJt 1n 4 (e) ts tlPt for the tnterP~lon of a11 Slnguler sentences 

of the form [NP be XP l, 1rrespect1v8 of the 1ncluslveness of the 1nd1vlclJol nouns tIWJ/rr deSCrlpttons 

tnvolved or the relatIve slze of the types denoted by the heeds of the NPs or XPs. When the pred1cets 
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complement posftton fS' ftH~ by en AP, e pp or e VP, then fts extension Is fnvslebly more InclusIve 

then end conttJlns the referent of the subJect NP, If the pred1artlon expresses e true proposlt1on. But 

in genereJ the pr~lcete XP 18 Jess spec1f1c tMt the SfJbJect NP. In cese the constituent thet funcllons 

es ~e predlœte œmplement of 'be' i~ 8 NP, then lt -m8'y' be used es the subject of the sentence. 
, . 

Cons(der the followlno séntences of the form [NP be NP J. 
\ 

5 (e) This cet Is a tloer. 

(b) This object is & œt. 

(c) This is e cet. . 
(d) Mrs. Twltch Is e œt. 

,4 

If the ~tence 5 (8) were Interpreted slmply es e reletton between the types of thlngs denoted by 

't 10er' or 'cet' , then the type denoted by the N'of [NP ,1 "] would be lergBr then the type denoted by the 

N'of [NP .VP J. One type wouJd be th.e contelnlng ~e end the other. the contelned one. sentence 5 (e) 

00es not, how8Ver, express e reJettonshlp between 811 of the enttttes that beJono to two types, un lIke 4 

( e) whlch 00es precfsely thet. Rather the NP thet functtons es the subJect of 5 (e) den~es 8 

pertlculer enttty beJonglng to the type cats. end ft could possfbly be the seme one for ell of the 
. 

sentences in 5. Here lt seems Importent to empheslze the distinction between expressions end their 

referents end extensions (L~ 1977: ch. 7.2). The point to notice IS thts. Referents ere ldentifled by 

'speekers USlng certetn IlnOUlst1c expressions.' Speekers escrlbe propertl8S. reJetions, QU8ntttles, 

locettons. etc~ to the referents lnt{~ by predlartlng other expressions of them. A predlcete ls not . 
, . 

predlceted of the NP thet functtons es the subject of the senterœ, but of the referent( s) of the subJect . 

NP. To 11lustrete thls. for the sentences ln 5, essumtng thet the referent of ail the subject NPs Is the 

58me enttty, the property of belng a cet or belonolng to the type C (cats) 1S escr1bed to th1s enttty. ~ 

reoerdless ~f wh1ch 8Xp~1on (or correspondtno property) Is used to ldenUfy or "œscrtbe the 

referent of the subJect NP. 

Sentences of the form [NP be NP]. where the Ns ore st ngu lor • ere tnterpreted by the SaIne 

prUlCtples. As usuel. the referent of the subJect Is setd to belong to the type denota1 by the predtœte . 
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• complement phra The two NPs 8I"e, however, mterpreted d1fferently from eech other. The subJect 
f 

NP 1S mterpreted as 81'\ enUtv. and the pr~œta NP as 8 type to wh1Ch the referent belonos. The 

sp~kers 8tt~tl~ foouses then upon the referent(s) of t~e syblect, 1.8., the, ent~ or entlt1es 

mtenœd, but on the ~ denoted by the oredlcote tarm, The d1fferenœ ln tnterprètetton rasults from . 
tlle dlfferent OOmlnance releUons of the two phreses, the sublect NP belng oomlneted bY 1", the . 
pred1œte NP ls e s1star to ( Is (J)Verned by) 'be'. 

6 (8) John Is el stuœnt. .. 
(b) John 15 the only stuœnt enrolled ln the semlnllr. 

(c) John Is John. 
A 

let us assume th8t the sentences 1n 6 ere about the seme lndwlduel. 1 eoree wlth Ayar ( 1976) end 
?' ) 

Sommers ( 1982) thet proper names sueh as 'John' have tntenslons. In ~Itlon to fi cor8 .. meenlno. a 

name may slgnlfy verlous propertles by whlch speekers essoclete It wlth Its referent on dlfferent 

occasIons. The ftrst tokan of 'John' ln' 6 (c) mloht te lnterpreted extenslonelly (I.e., as 8 certeln 
e 

pefSon œl1ed 'John') wh Ile the second tolcen mlght be taken to SU(1J9St sorne ~ltlon81 propertles, Bueh 

as Putn8m'S sterootypes, or other connotat1ons. The referent of 'John' thus belonos to two types, 
J 

symbOl1zaj bY 'J'end 'P', whlch m&y be dlqemmed as follows. 

6 (d) 

~ 

Oetermlnlng the exact noture of the enttu~ th8t speakers Intend to reter to bY ustno the 

expressions they ~ Is not 81weys en tJtJ!!1(~. ~lder 1 e.g. 1 the fo11owlng sentençes contetn~no the 

expression 'blue' whlch may functton as en AP (predlcete complement of 'be') or es en NP (sûbjecl) . . 
7 ThIs Is blue. 

8 (e) Thlsoolour Is blue . 

. ' 
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(b) Blue l, th!s ca1our. 

r 
. : 9 (a) The ca10ur of thls thlng 15 b1ue. 

( b) Blue 18 the calour of thfs thfng. 

10 (a) This Is co1oured blue. 

(b), This object/thlng 15 blue.8 

~ 

It Is not cl88l" whether 7 should be consldered to be an amblguous ~tenœ or whether It should . ' ~ 

roIstmply be tGken to lIIustrete the property of vogueness, whlch Is syrely tJ general'chtJr8Cterlsttc of 
~ , 

naturallenouaga. In env case, the sentences ln 8~ 0 should speclfy t~ states of affalrs tMt pOSSlbly 

correspondto 7. Thesentenœs ln 8-9 S1JtI roughly thet the colour lnst8l'lt18tOO ln blU8, wh Ile ln 10, 
, 

, ~h6y St/tI that somethlng Is caloured blue, 8S J8Il Crosthwelte (personal communicatIon) sugJ8Sts. In 

other words, the ffrst sentences are about the calour of tJ cert81n object, whl1e the 18tter ere ebout a , . 
certain obJect. This 158 direct result of whether the calour (J' the abject Is chosen as the object of 

. referenœ, whtch 15 Indteated by the subJoot phrase. But env of the sentences ln 7-10 cauld be u. to 

,t~, someone the calour blue or the neme of tht,colour lnst80118too, ,85 observed by S. J. Davles 

(person81 communication), ln eny case, the expression 'blue<ÔOOld œrtafnly be consfdered to be . \ . ' 

v~ue:9 lt ts not Immedlotely obvlous whet property Is œslgnotoo by·tt18AP 'blue' ~8Ct1y whtJt the 
, . 

referant of the NP 'b lue' cou Id 00. For the sentences ln 8 - 9, are the (a) sentences equlv81ent to the 
1 

r 

(b) sentences? That ls, would the referent of the expression 'blue' 00 dlfferent It 15 appeered ln the 

8Sentenœs about colour ma'( seem probl~8t1C tn part beœuse the type 6 (blue enUtlas), 
8.0., ma'( be sean es extenstonally "fuzzy." (Faoor 1977: ch. 6). ALLsentenœ types seem" 
problemeUcol for. e set theorettcal sementtcs stnce sets œ 'not necessorlly have the propertfes thet 
thetr members haVe. e.Q., the set of blue th1nos. 15 not ttself e blue thtng end colour 1$ not blue or 'aven 
ooloured. For thls reDSOn, these-sentenœs are dtffteult for tn{ nlysls. . 

9For Instance, 'blue' oould bé used· to rafer to en ebstr~t ent1ty thet belO1igs to the type 
denoted by 'ooloor', to the œncept of e œrte1n calour, or to the Mme of tfie oolour. es one could 
lIIustrete, ustno the mnemonlcs,of my trl~le sementte enalysls. 

(a) 81uetseœlour" • 
(b) 8/Ults the noUon of e œlour. • 
(c) 'Blue' ts the name of e œlour:. whtch ts a qualtty. _. 

The espect that Is eppl'Ôprtete 15 probebly obvtous ln e g1ven context (for tI'tf mmetn of referenœl 

Î 
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5ublect as opposed to the complement poslt1on? As used ln the sentences ebove. the nouns 'colour' \ 

'obJect' 8nd 'thtng' 8I"e extenstonally more oomprehenstve then the ~ect1ve 'blue'. The semenUc 

relatIOn between the general terms of the sentences ln 8-9 would be œscrlbed es I\vponymy between 

two types. 1.8,. 'blue' lS 8 hyponym of 'colour'. Nevertbeless, the referent of eech of the subieot NPs 1n 
~ , 

the sentences ln 9- 10 obove, 'thls colour', 'th15 oblect' , etc., would be concelved es a yntt thet belonOS 

to the type ChM'8Cterl28d es 'blue'. The type blue, te., e11 ent1t1es thet could be truly called blue, 15 

more compr~henslve extens~onal1y than eoy single entftv thet belonOS to the type. In 10 (b >. the 

referent of the subJect '15 1dentlf1ed by a specIfIcatIon of the genus, 'thts obJect' 1 wherees ln 7 end 8 .. 
,1 

( c)~ J O( c) , the referents of the subjects must be lœnt1f1ed ostehs1vely ln the ooma1n of d1scou~. 
l ' 

ln env case, the whole configuratIon represenUng the subjec~-predlcete reletlons 15 compermWelY the 

sem 8 , that 15, lt 15 determlned t.IS follows: the referent of [NP ,'''] belonos to the type denoted by 

(XP ,[v·be]], es 1I1ustrated ln 11 below. . , 

1 1 

ln' reelt~, ail the sentences ln 7-10 denote the seme state of affalrs.~ For. a fbced'"context, lt 15 

Imp~lbJe for one of them,to be true and the others folse, The dlfferent types of enUtles thet cao ~rve 

as ootUtlJ referents of expressions ond how many types there are ere questions thtlt must be le1t for 
. 

future research. 

Before 'Ieevfng the subject of the fnterpretatfon of cetefp'icei sen~, 1 wlsh to meke one 

final observation. Here 1 wt11 111ustrete the distinction between re1erenœ (or denotetfon) end 
c 

ettrlbutlon. The representatlons of en N' contalnlng en attrlbuUve ~ect1ve ri & predIcation 

cont81~ing the same adjective funct1on1ng es e predicate complement of 'be' would be the seme 

exter\slonal1y. Ttl8t Is. the followlno expressions wouJd be represented bY the seme oonflguretlon of a 

referent that belongs to two types. However, the re1erent 15 only essumed to belong to the types 

~ by the phrase that Is Interpreted re1erentietty. wherMS It 18 esserted triot the re1erent bel0n0s 

to the type denoted by the predicats phrase. 

.. 

, 

~, .;.,,: t 1 ...... 
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12 (a) This )n:et Is blue 

(b) thls blue l~ket 

12 (c) 

o 
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ln both 12 (a) and (b), 'thls' plcks out an entHy thet belongs to two types, one denoted by the ~neral 

term 'j~ket'. the other denoted by the general term 'blue' Elther 12 (a) or (b) may be used to 

desCr Ibe the seme state of affalrs The main dlfference between the expressions Is thet (a) can be used 
, 

to m~e an assertion ebout a certain j~ket (that 1t Is blue), whlle (b) can be used to ldentlfy a 

carteln object as 'thls blue j~ket' but nothlng Is assertoo of 1t The assertion ln 12 (a) can be 

QUestlonad. moojfjed. or denled. wher86S an NP as ln (b), cannot 

3,2 Sentences contaln1no active transitive verbs 

ln the 11ngulstlc description of sentences wlthln the theoretlœl framework of generat1ve 

grammar, the verb Is often glven pr!orltyi ln bath synt~tlc and semantlc analysls Conslœr. e g . the 

/ followlng pair of sentences 

1 (a) The driver wos li man 

(b) The driver hlt a man. 

1 c\alm thet these two sentences Mve the StJme unœr lylng syntactlc structure. as descrlboo ln 1 2 1 

end 2 2,2 The verbs 'be' 80d 'hU' f1t Into the S8I1l9 sentence fr8ffie, although as we have sean, 'be' 

, œcurs ln others contexts os weIl. In 1 aboYe, we haVe a mln:lTlel p8lr, 1 e , a p~lr of sentenœs~, ... " 
whlch only one word Is d1fferent. Slnœ tt18re Is li dlfferenœ ln m88l'llng, thls dlfferenœ m8'y' 

.JI 

\ 

f 
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presumsbly be attrlbuted to the sermsntlc content of the dlfferent verbs thet are syntacttoelly 

intersubstltutab le ln some 11ngulstlc contexts. Os 111ustrate:1in 1 above Semanticelly, of course, 'hi\! 

and 'be' are thQWQht to have completely different slgnlflcata. Thus, sentences contelnlllQ these two 
• \ %" ' , 

verbs wl1l requlre dlfferent rules of semantic Interpretation These rules would be steted ln terms of 

tnl conceptuel content'of the verbs 

.There ts an impOrtant overall dtfferenœ in the le. tna of propositions thet sentences contalnlng 

these two verbs produce A sentence of the form [NP be XP] genertllly expresses Il mon~jjc 

propositIon, as convlnclngly argueâ by Sommers (1982. ch 6) A sentence of the form [NP hit NP] 
• 

expresses a I1yOOlc pro~os1tlon The main distinction between monoolc tlnd ~OOIC propositions Is 

extenslona!. A sentences that expresses a montw:lic pro~ositlon corresponds to 3---,St8te of aff81rs 
1 

involvlng one referent or one set of referents, whereas a sentences thet expresses 8 ~lc propQSltion 

corresponds to el state of affalrs Involvlng two sets of referents or orœrll1 pairs 

The Interpretation of sentences contelning a trensltlve verb will be descrlbed ln ~rd8nce 

wlth the notion of a binary relation For sentences contalnlng verbs such as 'hU', '1 Ik.e', 'see' , etc, 

the or der of the referentlal expressions (NPs) Is crucial and here Il seems thet the extenslonel notion 

of re/lit/on captures some essentlal aspa::ts of sementlc competence 1 will tllustrete thls wlth the 

verb 'nIt' as used ln the followlng sentence 

2 The boy hlt the girl 

The strIct subc8t~lZ8tlon of both verbs 'hlt' end 'be' requlres tJ œtS01remetlc expression of 
o 

a certain syntactlc œt8/P'Y (or œt9!J)rles) ln orœî for the predlcete phrese 1t hEms to be weil 
4 

formed, For cat8\J)rlœl sentences, 'be' must combine wlth tJ C8~remetlc $XpresslQn XP to œslonete 
t', _-

a partlcu~ type of belng. Well formed ~tlve ~t~nœs contelnlno 'hU' r~lre two ~em8tjc 

NPs, one thet functlons es the subject and the other, es the dlra::t object. 'HU' œsl~ tJ two-pl8ll 
1 

functlon whlch holds bQtweien pairs of entltles, the referents of the subject end object phrases. As 

8nalyzed wlthln ~retlve gremmer, the gl"'8fTlmetlœJ functlons of subJect end obJEK:t are not 



, 
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symmetrlceJ The direct object NP combines wUh the verb to form a VP which 15 I1nked to the sub,~t 
"-

NP through the prOjectton of INfL, the hetrJ of the sentence 1 w1I1 now œscrlbe the semantlc 

interpretation 01 sentences contalnlng 'hlt' es 8 basls for comparlson wlth 'be' 
, . ' 

Accordlng tocJœslcel sementicists lnfluenced by MPl, a btn8ry reletlon es deslgn8t~ by 'hlt' 
. . 

15 speclfl~ by "the set of 011 ordered pairs ln whlch the flrst coordlnate stands ln a partlcular relatIOn 

to the SOOlnd" or "as the mathemotlclons wouJd have It 1 the set 15 the reJetton." (Wall 1972. 107). 

Glven the OOmoln of dlscourse S4Y, the set of chlldren, e C8rteslon proouct 15 formed es follow5. 1 For 

IIBII = {x 1 x 150 bOY} and 11011 = {x 1 ~ 15 e gIrl}, the set whose members are 611 the posslblè ordered 

pairs wlth flrst coordlnates (the OOmoln) from B and second coordlnates (!~e co-oomeln or range) 

from 0 15 cellE(j the Certeslen proouct, symbol1zed as '8 X ~ The followlng Venn dlagram r9presents 

the general relation œslgnot~ by 'hlt' from B to G 

3 (a) 
B G 

The boy (x) hlt the gIrl (y) 
o 

For the semantlc erlolysls o( sentences contafnlng th~ verb 'hU'. fi eny tr8t15!tlve verb, the notfon of 

orderlng 15 cruelel ln my Molys1s.lbe blnary relation expressed by 'hly 15 a relation from one enttty 
i 

to another, ln the cess descrlbed above, from the referant of 'the boy' to the referent of 'the girl' 

Actuelly 1 t~ followlng d18fJrGITI showlng only one ordered pair of referents represents the truth 

conditions for th1s sentence more preclsely. 

"'.. 

1 Qrtes1en pr<Wct: A X B .,def. {(x,y)'f X e A and ye B}. 
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3 (b) 

The dlegram ln 3 ( b) represents Il subset of the ~rtesl8n proouct of two sets 8 X G. (Halmos 1960. 

24), Thus. relaUonal categJrematlc expressions such es 'htt' œflne Il tvr whlch Is en of the ordered 

pelrs of whlch the predlcate ls true. 

The notion of a re/Illion occounts for two Important espects of the semontlcs of expressions 

such as 'hU' What Is relevant to the specification of a relation are the referents for whlch tne relétlon 

holds and thelr or.œr:. For exemple, the sentence 

4 The glr 1 h It the bCf{ 

deScrlbes the oonv~rse reletton of 'hlt' as exempl1f1E(! ln 3 ln 4. It 15 el reletlon from the type lebellE(! 

G ta tM one labellE(! B'o Another relation of 'ha' Is ~rlbed for the referents belonglng ta S X M ln 5 

5 The storm hlt the mounteln 

L1ngulstlcally spaak. Ing. not on Iy the refecents of the sUbJect and direct obJect, NPs. bu1so the ~ 

of the arguments 15 cruelel for œscrlblng and understondlng sentences œnotlng h1ttlng relotlons. 

S'nce orderlng Is an essentiel eJement ln the meenlng' of e'lI relatlonel expressions. 1 would argue thet 

eoy lexical representetlon for such expressions with only el I1st of unorderÉld "erguments" 15 slmply 

\ inooaquate to represent basic semanttc œmpetenœ.2> No rompetent spee~er of Enollsh who clalms te 

know4he sense of the verb 'hU' could conœlve of 6 sltuetlon of hlttlng l11volvlno env tNO enttUes end 1 

~ 

f811 to reellze th,t one 00es the hlttlng and the other 15 hlt. If one ~nows that A hlt 6. one 8190 knows 
, 

thet A dld the hlttlng end B was hlt. The followino 15 en ebstr6Ct representetlon of the speeker's 

. 2For Instance. WIIII8fTls ( 1981: 82) essutnes en unorœred Hst of orouments .. .Jlle cruc1e~ 
orœrlng COfrespcnjS to word arder ln sentenœs of Enoltsh. but ln lnOecttonal lenpges.1he OOmeln 
may correspond to the nc;wnlnettve œse, e.g.. the co-cbneln. to the ~1ve case. etc. 

r 

Q 
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essentiel knowl$ of the sense of the verb 'ht,t' (x.y).3 As tndirect eYtdence to support thlS 

repr8!fentetlon, 1 w111 c1te some sentences thet competent'speakers who Imow the verb 'hU' œn S1!I'/ 

For eXM'lple. If one knows thet the propostt1on expressed by 6 ts true.4 

6 Max h1t Selly 

/ .. 
then one cou Id not posSlbly œny that the propositions expressed ln 7 were 8150 true. 

7 (a) It was Max who hi! ~lIy 

(b) Solly was htt by Max 

f 
These 81'e ordlnary sentences ln Engllsh lhat focus expltcltly on the orœrtng aspect of tte relatton 

Ottl8r sentences thet are Jess common (In f~t, they are paraphrases of the sentences ln 7) are 

possible. If 6 Is judQed to be e true stetement, then 8 and 9 W1116150 be ju~ to be true 

8 Max wtJS the one who hH Solly 

9 ~ lly wes the one thet was h t t by Max. 

Since relations presuppose entltles (the orœred e~tltles that M'e related) , no sentences wlth ~tlve 
, . 

'hU' ere possIble th8t 00 not mention the entttles, unless, of course, they rould be Inferred (rom the 
il') 

context.5 

10 Max hlt ( • ) 
........... 'y.. 

3ReleUOMl predtœtes ma." also have tntrtnstc attrlbutes that form port of 'the speek.er's 
semantlc competence, 8,0.. symmetry, trensltlvtty, ref1extvtty, etc. (Weil 1972: 110-124; Cop1 
1973: 130-135). The verb 'htt' tn 8 set ls non-symmetrlœl, non-trens1tlve and non-ref1ex1ve. 1 t 
Is non-$YfYlmetr1œl slnœ wlthln 8 set of IndlvldUals, A may hlt B wlthout B's neœsserl1y hitUng A. 
"Htt' ts non-trenslUve stnœA may hit 6 IJld,B mttf h\t C, but tt œes not follow thet A must then hit C, 
althoulilU mey ~pen tMt Wtl(. "HU' Is 6150 non-reflextve stnœ lt Is possible for A to hlt 8, where A 
and 8 mat( or mtl( not be numèrlœl1y ldenttœl. Ott18r relations m6V have other properttes. The 
'properues of 'be' wll1 be consldered ln 4.3. 

4Speekers"jUÔJllentsabout ttle truth velue of sentences depend upon thelr underst8fldtno the 
sentence, for cunments conœrntng the use the notion of tr;lIth 1n semanttc 8IltIlysts, see 1.2.3. 

5Actuelly the posstblllty of omltttng the obJect (rom the sentence contatnlng 'htt' 8nd tnferr1ng 
tt from the context ~ for the "reGHty" of the anolysts of 'hU' as G reletlOMI expresston, accordlng 
to 8resnen ( 1982: 155). A s'mUer point h8s been mü by Grlmshaw ( 1979: 279-326). 

~~ . 

\ 
\.. 
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11 hlt S8fly ( * ) 

ln 10, If 'M8X' were used to refer to a b8S8ball pl8'{8r, for 8X8ffiple, the obJect could perheps be 

Inferroo from the context. But we are not Interested here ln the aspects of sem8nttc competence that 

are dependant on the context of utterance. 
\ . 

ln short, the speaker who knows the meanlng of the verb 'hlt' knows th8t 11 Is 8 reletlon, whose 

extension Is ordered pairs of entltles. The speeker 81so knows th8t the oomeln of 'hH' Is who or what 

h1ls. and the co-oomeln of 'hlt' Is whO or what Is h11. The speaker who knows the verb 'be' know5 thet It 

15 a conceptuel relation but thet sentences contalnlng '00' ere verY dlfferent extens.lonel1y from those 

contalnlng 'hW \ 'Be' Is oHen usee! to express the attribution of e certoln property to en ent Uy But· 

ln terms of extensions, If we stty that 'be' expresses the rela~af belonolng betw88n en entlty thet Is 

the referent af the subject NP. and a type thet Is denotoo by the proolœte term XP, then we must 

explaln why sentences contalnlng 'be' are generally eMlyzed es mon~lc propositions A type exlsts 

only es'It Is Instantlated by entltltJ. And the property, by vlrtue of whlch an entlty Is conœlveQ as 

belanglng to 8 glven ontaloglœl type, Is not concelved as exlstlng epart (rom the entlty ln QUestlon ln 

Arlstatellan terms, the type danotoo by the proolcate 15 concelv~ es elther 8SSeFltlolly "In" or 

~Identally "of" the referent of the subJ~t. 

The synt~tlc description af the verbs 'hU' and 'be' ore similor ln certain resp~ts, e.g., they 

both fit Inta the fallowlng syntactlc frame. [+ ~p 1. as lIIustratoo ln l "bave However, thelr 

behavlour Is not entlrely parellel, as descrlbed ln 1 2.1 ln partlcul8r, the NP that functlons as the 

direct obJect of 'hlt' and the NP that functlons es the complement of 'be' heve dlfferent Interpretations 
~ ~ 

that 8r8 corre18ted wlth the dlfferent conœpt~l analyses of the two verbs. 'HI\' signifies a functlon 
f 

thet opet"ates between the referents of Ils NP subj~t end NP abject. In con tr est , 'be + F' ( 'F' ts a 

type expression) sllJIlfy the attribution of the type F to the referent( s) of the subJ~t. Sentences 
, 

contelnlng transitive verbs such es 'hW mav have two loglœl subJects, wherees sentences contalnlng 

the verb 'be'4onIY h8ve one. This. In the final anelysls, Is the most Important dtfferenœ between 

the verbs 'htt' Md 'be'. That 15, sentences contalnlno these two verbS express dlffer~klnds of 
~ 

\ 

J 
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t 
proposlt1ons. sentences. contalnlng 'be' express monedlc propositions, where8S sentences cont81nlng 

'hlt' express ~Ic propositions. The distinction 15 vlsueJly evld8nt ln 12, whlch represents the, 

extensions of the 'sentences ln 1 (repeetoo beJow). 

1 (8) The driver was 8 man 

(b) The driver hlt8m8l'l 

12 (a) 

o M 

V 

(0) 

Perh8ps the sem8lltlc dIstinction between sentences cont81nlno the verbs 'be' end 'hlt' could 
l, 

be cher~terlzed es follows. For the sentence ln 1 (8) contalnlng 'be' , H Is 8SSumed thet a referent 

belonos to the type 0 (drlve~s) Md It 15 8SS8rted th8t the referent of the subJect belongs ta the type M 

( men) whlle Jn 1 (b), Il 15 8SSumed that the referent of the subject NP belongs to the type 0 

(drivers) and that the referent of the abject NP belongs ta the type M (men) and Il 15 8SS8rted thet , 

'hlt' 00h15 between them. Thus the verbs 'be' and 'hlt' dlffer ln thelr sem8lltlc content. 1 would . 
char~terlze 'hlt' es baslcally cet8lJ)remetlc, end 'be', as synœtel;Jlrem8t1c. On Hs own 'be' 8SS8rts 

J 

only thet the teferent(s) ~f the subject bWlg 10 Il cert.,ln type or types, whlch It ooes not danote 

Uself 1 wllere8s 'hlt' 8SSertS tt'let the referents of both the Subject Md direct abject phrases belono to Il 

relatlonel type, whlch It denotes Itself. 'Hlt' denotes an ectlon Involvlng two enUties or two cJesses of 

entltles. This cUon may be charecterlzed 8150 as a ,J.mlaUœ of cont~t. On Its own, 'be' cbes not 

sl~lfY the type ta whlch the referent(s} are sald[to beloog. The ontologlœl type to whlch Othe 

referent( s) ts satd to belong 'n ce. 'cel sentences 15 destpted by {be + XP]. 

.. 

C This meMtlc-(t(ed1c distinction oould be expl1cltly represented ln the ~t.,tlon of predtœte 

~ l~tc. The l~tco. forms of senterœs would be determlned by the number of indtvlooal terms th8t may 
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epP9ftr ln sentences contelnlno these verbs. For exemple. the propos1t1onel functlons for 'hl\' end 'be' 

could be st8t~ Ils follows. The ~lc re18t1on would be repl"esented str81~tforwerdly es 'hlt ()( ,Y)', 

where the verl8bles x and y ere plaholders thet mM'k the positIon .n the open sentence where et 

constant may eppe8r. If 'be' W8re represented expllcltly ln predlcete l~lc. 1\ Wou Id be necessery to 

att~h 1t to 8 pred1cete variable F, es ln 'be F (x)'. Slnce pr~lC8ta phreses contelnlng 'be' era complax 

expressions generated end lnterpreted composlt1onally. they ere of œurse not l1st~ ln the 18xtcon of 

thS gramm8r of Engllsh. 

3 3 Sentenœs cont81nlng 'be' and re18ttonal predtcete terms 

Havlng oontr8St~ sentences œntelnlng 'tie' (thet express monedlc proposItIons) wlth 

sentences contalnlng 'hlt' (thet express ây'8:1lc propositions). 1 w111 now turn to sentences contalnlng 

the verb 'ba' and otner ra18tlOi'1~, expressions thet functlon Ils the pr~lcete complement of 'ba' 

Examples of relatlonal predlcata terms lnelude PPs such Ils 'on the t8ble' end VPs such Ils 'hlt (by 
"-

John)', 'h1ttlng John' Conslder the followlng examples. The predlcete complements ln sentences 1 

(c)-( e) are,relatlonal express1ons. 

1 (8) A11 tigers ara cats 

(b) The sky Is blue. 

(c) The book ls on the table. 

(d) B 111 W8S hlt (by John). 

(e) The bot Is hltting the glr 1 

"" 
Cleerly ail of the sentence ln 1 era semantlC8lly dtfferent by vlrtue of the Intenslons of the 

\ L) 
dtfferent expresstons ttl8t function es subJ~s end predlcate complements of 'be'. However. the'{ ere 

not dlfferent es 1 would matntatn bEalJse the conceptuel content of the verb 'be' vertes from one 
, 

sentence to the next. This would be Inconslstent w1th my·hypothesls th8t 'ba' Is 8 sIngle lexeme ln the 

gr8fllmar of Enol1sh. Contrertly sorne Hngulsts suwest th8t there ers two 'be's. one of whlch 

desl!Jl8tes a ~Ic relatton of tdentlty (e.g.. Rothsteln 1983), On the ottler hond. Sommers (1982: 
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ch. 6) aroues conv1nclngly thet Ident1ty 15 IlOt â(a1lc. In 4.3, 1 shel1 Irl}J8 agalnst the conœptual 

80elysls of 'be' I!S the IfiJtltfty relatIon ln f6Vour 01 the relet10n of 6ttrfbutlm 1 went to malnta1n, 

hOwever, thet 'h1t' d8sf~8tes e ~Ic relation. In 3.2., 1 81'18!~ It as a ~Ic verb. Sentences 

whlch conleln relat1onalexpresslons such as Œt1ve 'hlUlng' express dy6dlc proposItIons. It cannot be 

malntelned thet aU sentences contetntnQ 'be' express mOnOOlc propositions, slnœ some of them contaln 
J 

trMls1tlv~ verbs 8I'ld other reletlooal expressions. Such sentences may nevertheleSs be lnterpreted by 

... the 58me gener81 prlnclples DS other sentences that contaln 'be'. 

It 15 cert81nly 8rgtJable that sentences cont81nlng PPs such as 'on the 'tOOle' ln 1 (c) are 

sementlctJlly dlfferent from the sentences ln 1 (a) onet (b), e.g., whlch cont81n a NP or an AP that 

functlonsas the predlcetecomplement of 'be'. For Instance, a sentence such Ils t (c) could be sale! to , . . 
~ 

heve "two erguments" whlch determlne "two referenœ CI8SS8S." ln thls case, It would be consIstent to .. 
stI'/ tMt It expresses "8 reletlon. ''6 However, ln my analysls, the predlcetfJ1)hr8S8S of 1 (c)-(e) are 

slmply more complex slnœ the predlcate term cantalns a relat10nal expressIon. The sentences may be 

constru~ accordlng to the SMl8 wlnclples os proposed for other sentences contalnlng 'be' 

SyntectlctJlly, all of the sentences ln 1 m6'y' be et'lalyzed taOrdlng to the general1zat1ons outl1ned ln ' 

Chapter 2 Thet 15, ln eech one, 'be' meets Its strIct subœtl9lrlzat1on frame' [+"---.XP}, where X m6'{ 
Co 

be N, A, V, or P. Furthermore. both NP 8I'ld XP contaln cat~ematlc expressIons, whose lntenslons 

œtermlne extensIons, I.e., that belong to ontolQJlcel types. Now wh8t ls dtfferent 8bout these three , , 

sentences in 1 (c)-(e) ls thet the pr~lcete complements XP (VPs or Pp. respect1vely) a11 cont81n a 
l 

NP. In whlch the noun could be quanU fI ed. Flrst J w111 conslœr PPs th8t functlon as predlcate 

complements. One cen StI'/, e.o. • 
! 
1 

2 Flve books are on two tables. 

But 1 would troue, howeYer, ttlat the possible use of numerals or other QUMtlflers of N wlthln the 

embeŒied NP should not prevent the whole PP from funétlonlng es 8 predlœte term. R ... dless of how 

the proposition expressed by 2 1$ ~lbed. aven as relaUonel, e.(J. ft Is sun 8n8lyzrible Ils the 

\ 6SUch an nlysfs Is pr_ by Bellert 1986. 
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attributIon 016 property (or more prsclsely 6Icœt1on) to the re1erent(s) of the subject NP. From \ 

one pers~tlve. sentence 2 v8fJU8ly summarlzes thls s1tuot1on: thére ere severel possIble 

permutations of f1ve (dlfferent) books on two (d1fferent,) tebles. But 1f sentence 2 15 true. than It 
) 

entails at least flve dlfferent proposttions that ere expressed by 1 (c). The problem of the 
• 

InterpretatIon of these Impl1œt1ons 8nd of 1 (c) remalns. The Question 1 wIll con51œr 15: How 15 

sentence 1 (c) ('The book lS on the table') to be lnterpreted? 

Beslœlly. 1 went to argue that 1 (c) mes not express a ~IC proposition, 1.8., 1t 15 not Abgu! 

8 book ml.à a table. but rather about a book, descrlblng Its l0C8tlon. For the _8 01 ergument, suppose 

we agreed that both 1 (c) and 2 express two-pla reletlons. Then for my enelYSls, an Important 

QUestIon would be' Whlch expressl0n( s) would deslgnate the releUon? lhe œtf9)remetlc (or 

"referrmg") expressIons together wlth thelr determlners, œtermlne two clesses A end B. The 

", extensIons of the NPs ln sentence 2 ore dltJgrammed es fol1ows 

/ 

3 [The f1ve books] NP are on [the two tables] NP 

A B 

o ® 
When we subtract the two catetp'ematlc phrases whlch determlne the two sets A and B, then we are laft 

with the verb 'be' end the preposition 'on' as posslb le candlœtes for the expression of the "relation" of 
• 

!Jeil1fltKl 'Be + on' Is never aMlyZed es 8 constituent ln any sentence of Enol1sh nlls 00es not mm 

tMt the combln6tlon 00es not functlon es e complex relaHonal expression, however. But let ll' suppose 

tMt 'on' œs1gnates 8 relet1on, whlch 15 not an unreesonable gtJgJestlon. Even If thls tg oren~!1t 00es 

not neœss8rl1y follow th8t sentenœ 1 (c) could be seld to express a ~tKjlc proposttlon.of the seme klnd 
li' 

as 4 contalnlng the verb 'hlt' 7 

\ 

7The verb 'hlt' ma'{ be anelvzoo as li two-plece predtcate, whlch eppltes to the rererents of the 
subJect end obJect of the sentence tn whlch ft eppears. On lb own, the P 'on' C8fmot be analyzed as a 
predlcate, rDther I~ a PP. whfch Is ttself embecb!d ln a VP oontatntng 'be'. The Intension of the 
whole VP (predtcafe phrase includ1no the embeci1ed PP) eppl1es to the referent of the sub)ect of the 
seFltence ln whlch 1t appears. 
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'" 4 The ~ hit the t8ble. 
! 

-
The quesUon ts whether or ~ (or the book the reletton of œ.1mun the table 1s parallel to the relation 

~ . . 
of ll.1Wllg the tell le. 1 wlsh to argue ln ftJVour of a sem80ttc 8MlySls parallel to t~ syntacttc 8Ilalysls 

of 'on' es the tm1 of the pp • whl~ functlons es the predicats complement of 'ba' 'Be' ln thls 8Il81ysls 
~ 

signifies the relation of belonQlng to a type. BeslcaJJy 1 wIJJ argue that the pp functtons 8S the 

predlcate complement of 'ba' and the whole pp Is Interpreted 8S theloœtton of the referent ln 1 (c) 

Consistent wlth my t'o/pothesls, 'on' could be 8Il81yzed es an operator on Ils own. wllh lhe NP 

es Its argument. But It Is not clw the~ unlform 8081ysls Is ~osslb le. Ftrst. not ail objects of 'on' 

could functlon es one of Its "relattOll8J" arguments. e.g.. 'on welfere' • 'on bœrd'. 'on ftre'. In any case 

the possible abjects of 'on' 00 not seem to constltute a natural sem8lltlc class. For example, o~ mlght 

thlnk of IImltlno the cless Just to projections of Ns that danote concrete abjects such es 'table', 'mat', 

'bed', 'cloud', 'moon', etc. But tg8ln, ln Engl1sh, thls CI8SS of nouns 00es not correlate ex~t1y wlth the 

class of Ns that teks determlners ln PPs that funcUon 8S predlcate complements, s.g., 'on the board' 

versus 'on board' , 'on/In tlme' , 'In the tlibe aJJowed', 'on/In the moon' , 'on a cloud' , 'on (the) 160er, 'on 

(the) $88'. B8C8US8 of ail the alternative constructions of PPs wtth end wlthout œtermlned N abjects .. 

the alternate forms heYlng dtfferent Intenslons ln some C8S8S, 1\ seems that the rule( s) would be 

enormously dlfflcult to formulate. But thls 00es not m88l'l that such an analysis would not be correct, 

or course. Even for the falrJy cleer-cut concrete C8S8S, where a â,'8dlc relatlonal 8rlaJysls seems 

plausible (8.0., books on tables, cats on mats) one Irregularlty, thet would not be explalned by thls 
1 

, anaJysls Is the foHowlno. If sentences contatnlng 'be + on' 00 Inœed et<pr8S9 â,'8dlc propositions, then 

why œ theV fatl to b8have synt~tlcal1y m~e other sentences th8t ere gen8ral Jy consldered to express 

6(8dtc proposlttons? ln par tlcu 181" , the abjects of ~tc predlcates can funcUon as subjects of J . 
sentences. 

5 (a) The crtver htt a man. 
A man W8S htt bv the <rtver. 

(b) John resembles 8m. 
8111 resemb les John. 
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These sentences. of the types thet W8re _11er descrlbed wlthtn generaUve orsnmar es 
, 

"trMlsform8t1onelly releted.: uSU811y ~rmtt the converston of subjeot and abject NPs. 5 (8) eOd 

(b) are eX8fTlples of a::t1ve-p8SStve sentence patrs end equlv8lent active sentences. respecttvely. But 

5uch trensformetlon8Hy releted sentence pairs œrlnot be found ln stendM'd Engltsh for elementarv 
1 

sentences conteln1ng 'be' followed by a pp predlœte complement. Th1s Is 11lustreted ln 2.3.2, 

~' 

5 (c) The book ls on the t8ble. 

Is the book on the table? 

1 s on the book the tat} le? ( * ) 

The t8b le ls the book on. (*) 

The table the book ls on (*)6 

, 
(d)[ On the tebJeJ 15 the tx:O:, 

[On the t8b Je] 15 where the book. 15 

~ Where 15 the book? [On the t8ble] 

Where 15 the book? [the tab Je] (?) 

(e) The book 15 on tne table 8I'ld,the glove Is on _. too. (*) 

The book ls on the t8bl~ 8Ild the glove ls _. too, 

1 te~e 1t thet the ~t8ble sentences ln 5 (c)-(e) lndlœte thet the preposition 'on' belongs ln the 
• 1 

same phr8S8 es 'the teble'. That ls. syn~t1œl1y. the NP cannot be extracted r.,l1y from PP. And 
1 

S8mMlUœl1y. the bars NP 'the table' sounds oŒt 8S the Mlswer to the question tn 5 (d). It ts 

Incomplets. More informatton seems to be requ1red for an ecœptabJe answer thot would not d8pend on 

the context of utteranœ 8S fa whethef the book were aboYa. UV. ,..., on. or under the table. From 

these sentences 1n 5 (c)-(e). weœn ~ thet '15' end '00' œ not form econsUtuent. 

8Tt18 phrase 'the table the bcx* is on' t5 ecœptable es e relative clause construction, and 'The 
ttble h8s 8 book on tt' t5 elso,œœpttble. 

J 
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At leest for the present. 1 wtl1 malntaln my (hypotheslS. vlz., th8t all sentences contelnlng the 
\. / . 

verb 'be' can be tnterpreted bY the seme prlnclple 018ttr1button. Thts c!alm holds for a11 sentences of 

the 10rm [NP be XP). r.d1ess of the syn~ttc œt8fJ)ry 01 X 8rld reg!lrdless of the antol~lcal (or 

S8mantlc~) thet corresponds to the referent(s) of,NP or the type(s) (denotoo by XP) bemg 

ettrlbutad to tt (or them) ln the sentence. But ttlls thasts 8150 requlres lusUflC8tlon, wtllch 1 sMll 

~ow 8ttempt to provuje. 

For the Interpretation of sentences contatnlno PPs such as sentence (c). what 15 bemg 

ettrlbuted to the book 19 Its belng ln a p8rtlcular location, te., ori 8 certaIn table. Perhaps 1t seems 
1.\ 

strenge ta conslœr 'belng ln 8 locet1on' as somethtng that CM be 8ttrtbut~ to e thlng.9 But the seme 

generalloœtlan (roughly sp_Ing, apprOXlmately, not the precIse physlcal palOts) can be shared by 
l 

several thlngs at the 58me Ume. lIke a11 other phrases anelyzed os [XP ,l v·be] J. [PP 1 l vbe]J may be 

Interpreted es en ontol(YJlœl type or types ta whtch the referent( s) of the subject belongs. The 

ontalo;jlœl type may epply ta severa! entHles of dtfferent types 8t the same tlme 

6 (8) The boat< end the V8S8 are on the tab le. 

( b) The books end the vases ere on the tab le. 

( c) F Ive books end one vase 81'e on the tsb le. 

ln 6. belno on the table ts 8ttrlbut~ bath ta books end to v~. But perhaps one mlght flnd the notIon 

oi attrlbutmg laUons to enUt1es ln thls wfJ.I not to be IntulUvely ~t8ble. 1 need to find some other 

\ IIrlOUlstlc evldenœ for analyzmg PPs such es 'on the teble' es attrlbut1ve proo1œte terms of sentences 

- expr~lno "mon8dlc" propositions. 

___ !. 1 would argue thet ft pp such es 'on the teble' functlonlng es a predlcate complement 
" 

destlJlates er(attrtbute Just es en AP, a NP or 8 VP tn the pos1t1on {bs _] ooes. let us ~ thet 'on the 

teb le' œslgnates a "attrlbute of loœt1on, Il 81be1t reJatloneJ. ( Seing rel.atlOMI 15 perheps a necesS8ry 

9 For tnsteooe. Lyons ( 1917: -17-1-'480) wr1tes as t~ thts vry Idee were obj8Ctloneble. 
He proposes a seperete svnt~tlc catetpy for "looaUv,e" pred1cate complements of 'be'. 

" 
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prcJ.tv of belllg the loœtlon-of SOOl8thmo.) Y8t sentences thet oontatn r~letlone\ 8Xpr~tons. 8.1/.. 

those underlmed ln 7, m8Y express mon8d1c proposlt1ons. 

7 (a)nl motheC 158 teŒher. 

( b) ~ slster 's husbond M; the GW.IlQr. gf the .l.G1m book 

(ThIs 15 one of the maIn polnts that Sommers mekes ln 1982 (ch. 7) 8nd 1983.) Whet IS lnterestlnQ 

tram the syntectlc pomt of Vl8W about attrIbutive PPs such es 'on the teble' Is thGt. ln !diltlon to the 

predlcate complement pOSitIon, tl'l6y 8150 occur wlthln the NP, where ttley elso heve en attrIbutIVe 

~ semantlc functlon. That 15, the expression 'on the table' embeŒied ln" NP such es [~the book(ppon the 

table]] would have the sementlc functlOn of œllmltlng the cless œnoted by N, e.O .. books: Just es 

expressIOns belongmg ta the other cet~rles, AP, PP. and VP would when emb~ ln NPs, es ln the 

followlng examples. Thelr grammatIcal function here Is to 5peclfy the N· 
(f 

8 (~) the [Apb1ue] object 

(b) the IvpSml1lng) mtmnna 

(C)Jh'bOOK lppon \he table] , 

(d) the [N·animal] cat versus the [N·m~hlne) œt 

The pp differs from the other classes of phrases ln 8 ln thet 11 15 syntectlcelly constr"lned to tollow 

rather th"n preœil the noun lt.mOOlfles. Sut ln contrast to ail of these titfrlbutlve phrtlSeS thet can 

functlon 8S thè predlcate complement of 'be' and as the moolf1ar of e N, e NP the! functlons es the ,cblect 

of 8 verb 5uch es 'hlt' cannot be embEKXied ln 8 NP, e g. , 

9 (8) The [N' men1 dr1ver (*) 

( b) The [N' h1t 8 men] drIver (*) .,... 

That 15, assumlnQ that 'G men' names the entity that the drIVer hlt, os descrjbed ln sentence 5 (e), 
"' 

than 'men' 00es not deslgMte" property that 15 8ttrlbutable te the referent of the subJect NP. Whether 

we conslœr the expression that functlons es the obJect of a rel8tIOMI verb SUCh os 'hlt' 88 an . 

" , . 
"'~l 
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".argurnent" or es tl"set 8xpresslOn," It seems lmportmlt to notH::e that It will not be lnterpreted ln the 

SMle wtIY es tln expressIon thet 1unctlons 8S the object 01 a prelXlS1tlOn ( 1 e , tl pp that filetIOns as the 
• 

pred1-œte complement of 'he') 

FlnallV,1 WIll consloor eX6mplés of transItive verb phr8SeS that functlOn 8S the proolcate 

complements of 'be' thtlt are 81w6YS relatlonal expresslOns ln Chapter 2, so-calloo "passIve" and 

"pr()Jresslve' sentences lire analvzed es elementary sentences conta1nlng 'he' Analyzed synt~tlC8JJy, 

the "pesslve" and the "pr()Jresslve" contaln the past and present partlclples of a verb preceded 

obllgatorlly by Il form 01 'be' These partiCIpial verb forms can only functlOn as the proolcate 

complements of '~e' Correspondlng ~tlve tlnd pesslve sen~œs must contaln a tr~nsltlve verb, one 

thet SlQnlflesat 180St a binery relet-lOTl Consloor the verb 'hlt' ~In 

~ 

10 (a) A bus htt the truck 

(b) A bus Is h1ttlng the truck 

(e) The truck W8S hlt by a bus 

(d) The truck W8S hlt 

~e) A bus hlt (*) 

For œtermlnlng the cherll:ter--01 the proposition expressed by sentences contal(llng 'be', 1 
~- , 

< 

wou Id glve prlorlty to the phrases thet function as subja::t ,and prediœte terms If both arguIl}ents of 
) ~ 

the verb are present, then 6 sentence contetn1ny the partlclples 'hU' and 'hlttlng' would be analyzOO as 

~le propositIons, Ali ~tlve sentences cont61ning 'hlt' expr.ess ctyadlc .propOSItions ActIVe 'hlt', 

eg., 'hit' ln 10 (e)end 'hlttlng' ln (b): Iseny form of theverb except the past partlelple prEOŒl by 
1 

the verb 'be' ,00. Thus, 10 (e) end (b) er~ enalyzed es ~IC proposlhons, although (b) contelns the , , 

verb 'be' TheS8 two propositIons dlffer on IV accordlng ta the d1fferent tense end espect marlced by the 

verb forms Although the predlœte of e p8SSlve Sentence contelns, a relatlanal expressIOn, It muid 
\ '--, 

express eUtler a mon~1c proposltl<X(or e (}y1K11c one. The NP that funct10ns 6S the 8ubJect of the 

"pœslve" sentence (8.g., 10 (c)-( d~)) Ysthe same as that whlch functlons es the dl:::t obja::t of 

"tJ;ttve" 'htt' The constituent thet functlons es the preO\cate term is a m8Xlmal projectIon of thé past 
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partlclple of a tranSItIve verb T~ lnterpretatlon of bath octlve and p8SS1ve sentences may follow the 

same CO~POSlt10n61 prmclples'as for œt6(JlrlC8ll!ntenœs That lS,- the whole predl~te (wMtever IS 

œnoted by the VP and !ts complements) Is predlcatEK1 of the referent of the ~bl~t NP 

\ ln 3 2, the extenslOn's of ~t1ve sentences conteinlng 'htt' weGS represented as Il subset ()f the 

êarts,sllln product of ~o sets, or_a paIr of orœrEK1 referents llnK~ b~ 'hlt' for the lnt~rpretetlon 01 
....: 

all the well formed sentences ln 10, a sp86Ker mlght refer to the same mooal 
1 

11 [The !>us~p ha [the truck ~p 
~ 

~0 '--x ~.------ hjt " 
)T 
Q 

) 

1 n 3 1 l ,1 sUgJeSted th8t the type œnotmy li portlclp le Is Il su~type of the extensIon of the 

correspondlng base verb For:, the sentence 10 (b) whose predlcate term Is on octlve form of 'hlt', the 

')ub)ect-predlcate relation would be an81yzed extenslon811y Ils follows' the referent of 'the bus' le; tlle 

t1rst entlty of the orœred pelr, rapresented as (x,y) Let us assume th8t the InterpretatIon of passIve 

and progressive sentences follows the rule for the Interpretetlon of sentences contelnlng 'be' Thet IS, 

the subject Is lnterpreted as 8 referent and the prEK11~te term, as on ontolO'Jlcel type , 
\ 
l' 

1 0 (c) [The truckJNP was [hlt by the bus]vp 
[", / 

(d) [The truck-JNP wos [hlt Jvp 

for predlœtlon, the rule S8'y'S thet the referent of the subject belonos ta the type denoted by the 

pred1~e term How ere the referant of t~e,subJect ~en<l the type denotad by the predlC8te term for 
, 

10 (c) and (d) relatEK1 to the subset of the C8rtesl80 product or the type œs1QMtOO by the generel verb 

',hlt'? ,SI~ verb 'hU' œsl~ 8 type such that fNery unit 1s en orœred pair, then the extension 

of this f'el8tlonal verb Involves two subtypes, let us œll th8m "the h1tters" end "the hit " The subJects 
) 

of progressive 'hittlng' and of passive 'hU' then 81"9 sè1d ta belong ta the types œlled Nthe hltterS'" end 

"the hU," respectively, bath of wh1ch be1ono ta 8 relet10nal type thet cons1sts of orderad paIrs A ~ B 
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ExtenstOMlly the senterices ln 10 (c) and (ct) mlgllt be InterpretOO 8S foIJows' the referent of 'the bus' 
"\ 1 

belongs to the type slgnlfjed by-the pœt portlclple 'hlt' thet Is ~erned by the verb 'be' Thus, even 

though the ~tlve verb 'hl" slgnif1es a ~Ic relet1on, the proposition expressed by 8 passIve sentence 

conte1nlng 'be + hit' (the pœt p6l"'tlclple being the heOO of the predicate term )moy be Yiewed os 

monedlc CertemJy.tQ sentence 10 (d) the post pertlciple epplles to only one entHy 01 an ordered paIr 

(whlch 15 the extensIon 01 tbe verb 'hit') However, both sen,tenœs (c) end (d) could be sald to express 

monedlc proposItions, if the 'by'-phrtJSe ln (c) were enelyzed as a lTloolfler of the predlcate ln ftl:t. 
( "" 

the 8gBnt phrase could be said ta Sp~lfy an entlty belonging ta the type œscnbed as "the hlt " 

~nce the p8rtlclples EŒh name_a "relations!" sUbtype, it seems,strenge when they are used 

ettrlbutlVely ln the pre-noun p~ltlon 

12 (e) The htttlng bus (7) 
(b) The bus (thet Is) hltting the truck 

1 3( e) The hlt truck (?) 
(b The truc~ (thet wes) hlt by the bus 

Perheps the (8) NPs seem strange b~use the pre-noun posHiOQriS a [+NJ position (Alternative 

enalyses of the pessive ln En!JUsh will be discussed in 5 2 1 ) 

ThIS concludes my diSCUSSIon of sentences cpntalnlng 'be' and relation81 expressions thet 

functlOn as the predlœte complement ln the next ch6pter 1 wlllargue thet the Cftt8t,J)rles of the terms 
, 

determm8 the types 01 propOSitions expr~ by cat~rlcal sentences ln thlS perspective, passIve 

sentences conte\nltlo 608nt1ve phr6S8S would be consldered to expr~ ~lc propositions. Although 

eH sentences contolnlng 'be'. es for 6ny other verb, ~ be enelyzed compos1tloneJly 10 such a wf1./ that 

the types œnoted by [be + XP1,ere sean to epply to e slrtgle sub)ect, lt 1S not the C8S8 tMt 011 sentences 

contolnlno 'be' express monodie propositions ln the sense th8t monlKl1c proposItions must be about one 

..reference set or enUt1es of j ust one type. 

'\ 

-.. 
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Chepter 4 

Alternative conceptuel analyses of 'be' 

My objectIVe ln thls chapter Is to justlfy not only the analyslg of 'be' as one lexeme but alsa 
~ 

the partlcular conceptual analysls th8t 1 proposed ln Ch8pter 3... There l-œscrlbed the sense of 'be' es 

the relatton of ettribut10n that holds betwe6n ontological types end' referents Next 1 shall tJttemp·t to 

œ1end thl~/hypothesls ln part by comperlng U wlth some alternative conceptuel ralyses of 'be' 

The semanttc 8nalysls of a single lexical Item can be an embtJrrasslngly d1fflcult tesk ln 

\1ngulstlc reseerch Even though competent speakers unœrst6nd the proposition thet 15 expressed by 

a glven sentence, H 15 not always Immydlately obvlous preclSEflY what contribution Is mtXle by a single 

lex lcal Item to the sense of the sentence 8S 6 whole. ThIs Is especlelly so ln the cese of e verb thet Is 

used as frequently and ln 50 many dlfferent llngulstlc contexts as 'be' ln Engl1sh The meln task Is to 

œscrlbe the contribution that the verb 'be' makes systemat1œl1y (In 611 contexts) to the 

Interpretatlon of 611 weIl form91 proolcate phrases and to the truth conditIons of 011 weil formed) 

sentences ln whlch 1t may appaer 

The question 1 shall conslder flrst Is whether or nat the element thot Is underllned ln ~h of 

the fallowlng sentences Is 8'form of the "same" verb 'be' (rom the semllntlc vlewpolnt 

1 (6) There.1s Inœa:J a &In ta Clous. 
i. 

(b) Snow .1s white, 

( c) Scott.1s the euthor of W6VeI" /6)1 

(d) Thet 1s true 

( e) He Js œ.tng crefty 

tentenœs of the types lIlustreted ln 1 ht'lVe been dlscussed ln greGt detall end (rom severe! dlfferent 

potnts of vtew by scholers 'Jrom vertous ftelds of reseerch. As 1 menttoned ln the 1 ntrœuctlon , the 

F 
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~1on of the dlffarsnt "senses" end "uses" 1 of 'be' (or Its equlvelents ln other Indo-European 

lMQtmJ8S) hes lonO been e subJEK:t for œbete amono l1ngulsts, loglclons and phllosophers of langu*. 

For fol1owers of Plato end Aristotle, for exemple, the central issue concerning the m88njng of the 

copule ln anclent GreaI< was whether It W8S unlvoœl (as Plato's followers would malnteln) or 

~ulvocel (as Arlstotle melntalned) and If 1t were eQuivecal, then what Idnd of eQulvœatton or 

amblgulty would be InvolvE(J. Among modern IOJlcl&ns Md phllosophers, Bertrand Russellis one who 

melntelns the~ 'bè' ln Engllsh Is dlstlndtlY 8fJlblguous. His complalnts about thls amblgulty are almost 

es' C8lebra~ es hls discussion of descriptions. Russell (1920. 172) wrltes. 

... Ills a dlsgrace to the human race lhal Il has chosen the same word '15' for ... enllrely 
dtff'erent tdea!--a dt!grace whtch a symboltc logtcallanguage of course remedte!. 

For the sentence types tIlustrtlted ln 1 above, the klnd of enelysls thtlt one u5ually flnds ln element8ry 

textb~s of MPL cl8SS1f1es the dlfferent 'be's ~dlnQ to the Idnds of assert10ns that the sentenœs 

contelnlng 'be' ere supposed to melee. For 8XMllple, the sentences ln 1 ar.e seld ta express stetements 

thtlt ore lebelled es follows' (a) "existentiel" (b) "predlœtlve,OO (c) "~etive" or "iœntlty," end (d) 

"verldlctJl." On 611 enalysls ~rdlng ta MPL, the sentences ln 1 ore teken to 111ustrate correspondlng 
, 

"senses" of the verb. The existentiel 'be' Is seld to be used ln (e) to 6SS8rt the existence of (a) Sente 

Claus, the predlœtlve 'be' Is use:lln (b) to predicete the colour white of snow; the 8QUotive 'be' is used 

ln (c) to essart the ldenUty of anlnd1vldu81 (Scott) and an Ind1v1duel who 15 descrlbed as "the 6Uthor 

of Wm1W"Iey;" the verldlœl 'be' Is used ln (d) to assert the truth of some proposition. It Is unclear 

how logiciens would Ml81yze (e) ln MPl. But l1ngulsts often dlstlngulsh the syntectic functions of 'Is' 

ln (8) es Ml euxtl18rY and 'belno' es t'I full verb. Accordlng to W1l11mns ( 1984: 138), tlley œn 6150 be, 

dlstlnoulshed sementlœl1y by the f~t that 'be' as a full verb œcrlbes "lntentlonallty" to the referent 

of the subject NP. 

Accordlng to Cresswell (1973: 182), the sentence types llIustr8ted ln 1 (e)-(c) represent 

"the three m81n uses of 1Jt!J" ln mooarn Enol1sh. These distinct "uses" of 'be' correspond ta distinct 

'In the originel texts referred to here. the expressions 'senses' 8I'ld 'uses' mey not always be 
used ln the nerrow sense of "conœptUt'lI const1tuents" end "functtons" 8S 1 Interpret them haro. 

! 
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funœmental concepts of MPL 2 For the flrst three sentences. we mit( aise observe thet e«:h 

corresponds to a sentence type that can be dlstlngulshed by certain I1ngulst1c chorlr::terlsttcs. TOOre 
. , 

should be no dlfflculty ln identlfylng exlstentlal statements ln mooarn Engl1sh. They ma'{ be expressed 

by se~tences contalmng the verb 'exls!' or alternatlvely, the constituent 'there" functlons 

IdJomat1callyas the grammatical subject of sentences of the form [there + be + Inœf1nlte NP 1. An 

Indeftnlte NP Is a noun speclf1ed by an indeflnlte article or Quantif~er Ta distinnuish between the 
\ v 

sentences expressing predicative stalements (e.g, (b» ond identlty slatements (a.g., (c», the 

IIngulstic criteria are more complex For example, (b), whlch expresses" 6 predicative stotement, 

contalns an AP whlch functlons as the predlcate complement, but a predleotlve sentence could es weil 

contaln an Indeflnlte NP ln tM predlcate To lIlustrate, the sentence 'Scott Is 6n author' aIse expresses 

a predicative statement.3 By w~ of contrast, (C), whlch expresses an ldentlty statement, Is sold to 
" \ 

cantaln only "proper names" as deflned by Frege ( 1892). A proper name Is the neme of e "partlcular" 

(In the ordlnary sense of the terrlj 'proper name' (whlch Is usually capllallzed ln wrltten Englt,sh) or 

fi deflnlte description (whlch Is Il slngular general NP con18lnlng a deflnlte article). Anather Ilngulstlc 
...... ' 

crlterlan for senten~ expresslng ldentlty slatements Is tMt the phreses thet functlon es t'he subject 

and the object of the ... erb are freely permutable. Both 2 (8) and (b) ere S8Yab le 

2 (a) The author of W(JlIerley Is Scott 

(b) SCott Is the euthOr of W6Verley 

) 2TOO ~lstent18I'be' Is o}ten ~ roughly as "exl~ts" 8Ild 15 symbollzed by the existentiel 
quantifier ln MPL The attributive or predicative 'be' Is not represented dlstlnctly ln MPL 
representaUons of predtcettons, Fx t5 r9CKi es "x 15 an FH or "x hes the Property F. H The ~tve 'be' 15 ' 
glossa:l8S eUtler "be the seme as" or 'be lœnt1œl to" 8nd 18 representt.J ln MPL by the 8ifJO '.' as in "e 
=8

H or "a=b,"e.g.,Fr8J9( J892). _ 
3Thls nlysls 15 probebly thè" most common one, but lt 15 not the only one aveUable. E.O·, 

Russell (J920: 172) would 8ne!yze ell sentences of the form (NP be NP] as ldenUty stotements, 
However, 8 sentence whose pred1œte complement Js an tndeflnlte NP ts analyzai by Russell as an 
crnbtlJAous 1dent1ty stetèment. HIs eMlysls w11l be dlscussed fu~her ln 4.2.2. 

Î 
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(, . Both sentences ere grammetlœl and ~t8ble. They ere teken to ba l~lœlly ~lvelent. expressmg 

the very sema truth condftlonS. That 15, If one 15 true, then 50 ls the other. But sentances of the 

1011owlng types ere less common, though not Impossible, ln Eng115h 

c 

3 (8) Wh1te 15 snow (1) 

( b) An euthor 1$ Scott ( ? ) 

These f~ts heve Ied many 11ngulsts end 1~lclMl~ to anelyze the verb 'be' ln (b) and the verb 'be' ln (c) 

es two dlfferent verbs. (See, e.O., Hellld8y 1969' 66- 71 ; l yons 1977: 469- 473, for dlscusslOns of 

th9se IlnOUIstic crlterle.) Tc ba sure, Il 15 pr~lsely "these two entlrely dlfferent lœes" (1 e , 

pr6dlmtlOll and IriJntity) thet Russell refers to ln the Quotatlon above. In sentence (b) the 'be' of 

proolcetl~n wou Id be an~ es 8 copula or "l1nklngverb," 1 e , [be + AP/NP) would be analyzaj as a 

mon~lc (one-pla) proolcete. For ldentlty es ln (c), 'be' alone would be enalyzed es a ctyadlc (two

pla) proolœte, reletlng two NPs thet œnote the very seme entlty 

ln the C8S8 of sentence 1 (d), If we take lnto ~unt only the dlstlngulshlng IlngulstlC 

char~terlstlcs, we would heve to anelyze It es Just another exemple contaJnlng the proolœtlve 'be', 

Ilka (b). Both are sentences of the form [NP be AP). Th~retlcelly, we mlght analvze (d) as 8 

"metallngulstlc" statement, slnœ the proolœte 'Is trua' 8Pperently applles only to Img<ilstlC obJects 

(sentences), More corr~tty, 'Is true' 8Ppltes to thelr mtenSIOI'lS, I.a., the proposltlons that are . 
expressed by such sentences. In my Vl8W, the mast strlklOg feeture th8t dlstlOgUlshes the partlcular 

sentence types lIIustratoo by (b) and (d) Is the ontolœ1coJ b!pe of the NPs thet functlon es the 

subJ~ts. Th8t Is, the NP that funcUons es the subJect of (b) 'snow' deootes a concrete substance. 

wherees thed8monstrettve pronoun 'thet', the NP thet functions es the subject of (d), must stand for 

en ebstr~t entlty of a hl~ Order, sorne propos1t1on or other, 5tnœ th8t 15 the only sort of thlng thet 

Ms the potentlal to be true or 001.4 1 wlll argue thet Such en ontoJog1œl dlsttncUon, aven though It Is 

"'For the 'be' of predication mtt{ be used to 8SCrtbe ail types of properUas (concrete or 
ebstrect) to ail types of enUttes (coocrete or abstract)o Thus, 'true' Is the part of the proolœ1e 'ls 
true' whose appUcebtltly ts ltm1too to certatn classes of entttles such es sentences, propositions, 
beltefs, esserttons, ~tè. 'Be' or 'belng' on Itsown, 1 would af'P,ls Just not restrlctoo ln thls wtt{ 

-' 
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val1d for the pr~lœte complement. 00es not h8ve tIly Slgltflœnœ for the S8mentlc enelysts of the ve? 

'be' ltself 

50 far, 1 have descrlbed two or three possible clcsslflcetlons of the "senses" or "uses" of 'be' 
• 

ln thls chapter 1 shall also consider the 6nolysts of the copulo ln terms of Arlstotle's theory of 

catelp'les, 8S œscrlbed ln 1 22 (II) These onelyses wUl be dlscussed ln the context of the Question' , 
How many verbs 'be' are there ln mŒilrn Engl1sh? This dlssertetlon purports to enswer thls 

Question r 1 clalm that there Is only one lexeme 'be' ln ~ngllsh. In generol 1 sholl orgue thot these 

alternative analyses o('be' reflect the sense of the whole sentence, rether then thet of the lexleel Item 

'be' olone. Ali of the amllyses thet 1 revlew here attrlbute to the verb concepts thet mey be properly 

contrlbuted by other constttuents.Df the subject and/or pr~IC8te comp lemants thot occur with 'be' or 

by the dlfferent comblnatlons of these ln eetegorl~l sentences. 

The present chepter Is ln four perts. F~st, ln 4 1,1 wllllnQulre whether 'be' 15 meenlngless, 

v~ue or embiguOU5, es clelm~ by verlous llngulsts, 1(9lclens, end phllosophers of lenguege. Of 

specIal interest ln thls section Is the Question o~ the IlnQUlstlc grounds for determlntng how meny 

laxleel Items 'be' there are 1 will also conslder olternetlve analyses whlch ottrlbute 0 specIfIe 

conceptuel content to the verb 'be'. In 4.2, 1 shell compare the analyses of sentences of the form [NP 

be NP) ln terms of the relation of attribution versus the lœntlty reletlon between enUtles. largue 

here ln support of the 8n81ysls of 'be'''es the relation of ettrlbutlon. In 4.3, 1 w1l1 chellenge.the 
,.."... .. 

semantlc dlstlnctlon between 'be' V and 'be' Aux based on the notion of mtentlOMllty es proposed by 

W1lI18ms (1984). FlMlly, ln 4.4.1 will sketch an anolyslsof Idlomatlcsentencescontalnlno'be' w1th 

f1xed subJects, e.g., 'there' 

4.1 Is 'be' meantno1ess, vGgue or ambtouo,",? 

The Q7tlon tMt 1 wlll exemlne ln thls section Is: How mMlY lexleel entrles ere requlred for 

an ~ete sem~enel~1s of 'be' , or. How meny lexemes 'be' are thare ln the leXlcon of Enollsh? 
• 

But the question ma., be further nlvzed. If It turns out thet 'be' Is Indeed ambfOUOUS •. then It wfll be 

nece5S8fy ta ~t8te the relat10nshlp between verlous multiple lexIcal entrles that erw requlred or 

'-
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, 
between the P8l"ts of a Single 18><11::81 entry, Le., ln terms 01 homonymy or polysemy If 'be' were 

homonymous, then there would be a series of lexlC81 entrles, 8Œh hevlng a distinct conceptuel anelysls 

and presumebly the dlfferent senses of 'be' would not be relat~ to ~h other On the other hand, If 'be' 

were polysemous, then one conceptuel analysls of 'be' would pe~lt V,,!10US semantlc mterpretat10ns 

thet could be related to etCh other ln systemat1c wfl.lS Or varlous rellrted senses mlght apply 

slmultaneously ln some cases (Ses Kempson 1977' ch 8, Lyons 1977 ch 134 These llngUlsts 

" argue for the mllXlmlZ8tlOn of, homonymy end the maxlmlzatlOn of polysemy ln the lexlcon, 

respect1Vely. ) 

ln thls section 1 shall 6ttempt to demonstr6te that the verb 'be' ln Engllsh IS not obvlously 

homonymous or polysemous The ldee)h6t 'be' IS polysemous seems more plausIble e prIori than the 

contrastlng Idees that 1t Is elther homonymous or meanlngless As It Is, pOlysemy seemlngly abounds 

ln the lexlcons of natural Itmgueges, as least thls Idee Is gener611y prom~ by I1ngulsts and 

phtlosophers of languege Lyons (1977 567), e.g., argues that clear Instances of polysemy are far 

more numerous I~Engl Ish than Instances of "absolute homonymy." He exp lalns that 

pOlysemy-the producl of metaphorlcal aCllvlly-l' essentiel t.o the functlonlng of 
lan9uaoe' as ne)Clble and eff\clent semlolle systems. Homonymy .. Is not.5 

My arguments ln thls section, as far as they go, will be b8S8d on an oocount. of what 1 would 
w . 

talce lexlC81 homonymy Md polysemy to be ln a generatfve gr8lTlmar. The relevant question seems to 

be: How meny lexical entrles are requlred to ~nt 8dequately (In the flrst Instance) for the verb 

'be' ln the sentence Qrtimmer of Engl1sh? If 6 slf1lJle le"IC81 entry represents one 5Ound-mmlng 

correlatton. end 8SSumlno my morphosyntactic 8061ysls of 'be' presented ln Chepter 2, then the only 

pert of the Question th8t remelns unanswered conœrns Its m88ll1ng. The Issue of homonymy versus 

poJys:emy erlses only ln case the set of phonolo;Jleel sequences representlng the verb '00' Is asslgned 

more th8n one conceptU81 analysls. Restated ln the termlnology of my 8Oalysts. the tr~Uttonal 
y 

dlstlncUon between homonymy Md polysemy Is b8sed upon whether or not distinct senses of '00' are 
\ 

related: If not, then the relettonshlp Is that of homonymYi If 50. then polysemy. (Ses, e.Q, Crystal 

5Wetnrelch ( 1912) al~ vtews polysemy as the result of meen1no tr80sfer or the extension of 

meent~ ~ ~ 
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11980) But. as f6r as 1 know. 1t has not been est8bl1shed for carteln thet there ere lndeed dlfferent 

concepts 8SSœleted wlth the verb 'be'. much less whether or not these would be releted to eech other, 

and If so, ln what wtJy they are related 

The Investlg8tlon w1l1 proœed as follows Flrst, 1 will try to d1spel the hypotheses thet 

confllet wlth the one-lexeme enalysls th8t 1 heve proposed ln Ch8pters 2 end 3 of thls work. 1 wIll 
~ 

therefore 8ttempt to refute OrlY hypotheses thet assume the existence of sever 8 1 distinct or reletoo 

senses of 'be'. In thls section, ~ wlllinvestigete the conceptuel content of 'be', reflect100 on the 

followlng questlons Is 'be' homonymous? (4 1 1) 
L 

Is 'be' meenlngless? (4 1 2) end Is 'be' 

polysemous? (4 1 3) 

4.'.' Is 'be' homonymous? 

The flrst hypothesls that 1 shall call Into question Is the en81ysls of 'be' ln Its dlfferent 

"senses" or "~" as a sertes of homonyms Homonymy requlres ~het two or more lexleel Items whlch 

Just happen ta have the same phonologleel form be 6SSlgned dIstinct Intenslons. R~ll thet homonyms 

are unrelatoo ta ~h other semantlcally or,etymoIOJlcally. 8lthough etymol()JY Is not consldered ta be 

relevant for synchronlc llngulstlc analysls Suppose for the S8ke of 8rgument. thet the verb 'be' were 

analyzed as several dlfferent homonymous lexem~' e.g., 'be' 1 ("existentiel"). 'be'2 ("proolC8tlve"), 

'be':3 ( "8QUattve")' 'be'4 ( "verldtcal") These "uses" are 1l1ustrated by the followtng ser'1tences 

1 (a) There Is Indeed Il ~nta Clous. 

(b) Snow Is white. 

(c) Scott Is the 8Uthor of W6VSI'iey 

(d) Thel Is true. 

Now If one postuletes more then one distinct lexeme 'be' ln the lexlcon of Engllsh, then supposedly one 

should present soUd lInoulsUc evldenœ for the dlfferent lexemes. If there were Inœed several 'be's, 

then a competent spetJker must be 8ble to tdeottfy e ~t1curer loKen of 'be' ISS a member of one cIe or 

another. And one lexeme rather then enother must IlOt be seJected for a olven context. If thls Mppens'. 

~ 
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the sentence should be not only unor8fTlmatlœl but also sementlœlly uM:C8pteble. If d1fferent 

morpholog1œl1orms exlsted for certeln uses 01 'b!', then one mlght heve a cese for the exIstence 01 

S8P8r8te lexemes. Slnce therels only one set 01 forms for 'he' ln Enoltsh, the homonymy hyPOtheslS 15 

cleerlya pOSSlpm.ty. In thts œse. the phonolog1œl 8Vldenœ for" 5100le lexeme would be merely 

colncldentel. 

- Turnlng now to the sementtc QuestIon, the meln problem to notice Is thet the standard methOOs , 

of dl5tlnoulshlng multiple Intenslons of lexl~1 items seem to apply aptly to cat9(J)rematlc expressIOns, 

but not neœsserlly to syncet9tJlremetlc ones. To 11lustrete thl~ meth(Xi)JogI~1 problem, 1 WIll 

conSlder e pelr of lexlœl homonyms (~t~emete) that would be t~en uncontroverslally es the 

source o~ lexlœl emblgutty ln sentences, conslder e.g., the nouns 'bat' 1 and '001'2' If ona says 

2 (e) Tllere Is a b411n the att1c. 

there ere two dlfferent I1ngu1sttc Inferences thet ere possIble. One cen deflnltely Infer elther 2 (b) or 

( c). 

2 (b) lhere 15 8I'Ianlmal/mmnme\ ln the attle, or 

(c) There Is e place of sports 8QUlpment/a elub ln the ettte. 

These two dIstinct consequenœs ere cleerly ettrlbutebla to there belflQ two distInct Intenslons (and 

hence extensions) of the homonymous noun 'bat'. In contrast, It 15 not 50 clear that any Implications 

are derlveble (rom the verb '00' 81009. For predlcates such es 'Is white', 'Is an animaI', It Is neœssary , 
to lsol8t8 '00' from the œteooremattc complements, 'white' end 'onlmal'. Then one mlght esk: Is It ; 

possIble to Sf1.I dectslvely whether the followlng sentences, a.g., whose utterance 15 Interrupted, would 
" 

contaln en exlstenUal, 8 pred1cettve, 81"1 8QUat1ve or e verldtcal'be'? 
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As 0 metter of f~t, thase sentence fremes could be completed by eny XP, Md the pronomlnel 

thet funetlons 8S the subject of thase lnoomplete sentences 'lt' could Ile uSed to refer ta Myth1no or to 

nothmg ot 011, es ln the sentence 'Ifs snowlng'.6 The point ls th8t homonyms SMuId 8t leest have 
~ 

dll ete unreleted senses. Glven thts requlrement, the only conclusIon here th8t ls evldent to me,.ls 

thot the dlfferent tOKens of the verb 'be' used ln the sentences ln 1 ebove should oot be enelyzed es 8 

sertes of homonyms. On the homonymy (!n81ysls, 8ny token of 'be' would be lnterpreted exclus1Vely es , 

etther extstenttol, pradtC8t1ve, eqU8tlVe, or verid1C81.7 51nce the d1fferent tokens of 'bel 00 not yleld 

d1fferent mferences to support bny SP8Ctflc sem8nt1c content, they 8re not obvlously homonymous. 

Rother. 1 would ergue thet the spectf1c 1Oterpret8tlons would depend upon the sementlc classes of the 

subject end pradlœte terms. If SOI the verb 'be', 1tself Is not speclfled for enyof thase propert1es, 
1 

81though lt 00es not seem unr98SOn8ble to select one of these, e.O., the predlC8tlve use, es b8S1C. • 

The tests thet have been proposed by I1ngulsts end phllosophers of lenoueoe for determlnlng 

whether 0 word hes more thon one dIstInct sense ere not sensitIve to theoretlC81 reflnements such 8S 

homonymyand polysemy, Moreover, thase tests ere deslgned to dlstlngulsh d1fferent meenlnos 01 

œt8!J)remetlc expressIons rether then thase of syncatElrJ)remetlc ones such 8S 'bel For 8Xemple, 

Ou1Oe'5 truth functlOnol test 8Ppltes to generel terms, such 8S 'werm' ln the followmQ sentence. 
~ 

4 Th1s dress 15 ŒlD.. 
) 

The test for 8mbloulty J outl1ned 8S follows. A lexlC81 Item Is emblguous If 8I1d only If from utterence 

to utterl'f1C81t "œn ~Ieer Iy true end cleer Iy f81se of one end the seme th1no." (QuIne 1960: 131), 

As thls test lndlcates, 'w8rm' Is cleerly ft multlvcx:al ~ectlve, slnce lt C8Il contrlbute two dlfferent 
'110 , \ 

sets of truth condlt1ons. TMt Is, sentence 4 contelnlno 'werm' expresses two dlfferent propOSItions 

whlch could be elternetely true end felse of the seme abject The cress Itselt could b6 phystcelly werm 

6Thts demonstreUon t5, of côurse, tnconclus1ve. A counterex8ffiple (trom MerUn Tweeœle, 
perS0081 COOlmuntœtlon) ts en 1ncomplete sentence" conte1nttIQ en undentobly amb1guous verb 
'benktng'. Sentences conttllntng thts verb could he œmpleted as fol1ows: 'He Is benklng hls cheQue/ hl! 
pln/ hts pond, etc. 

71t ts essumed here for thé' seke of the ~gument thet 'be' 15 homonymous. 1 f one assumed my 
1typothesls, then 'be' wouJd be unlvœal1y pred1cettve, aven ln the lnoomplete sentences 1n 3. .. • 
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(or not) 8,g, 1 If plfad on Il r~IGtor or in the sun, end st11l h8ve (or not heve) the potentia'l to keep Us 
~~A 

weerer physlcally werm: Suppose thet we wlshed ta submtt the verb 'be' to thls truth fui\~lon81 test. 

eppeel1ng to sp_ers' juqnents ebout the truth conditions of sentences contatnlng 'be' To test for 

multiple senses of 'be' ln fi sentence, we would heve to keep the lntalisions (end extensions) of the 

subject end predlcate terms constant, whl1e seerchlng for altern8te reedlngs of the sentence wlth the 
" , 

opposite truth values, Conslder the followlng sentences, 

5 (8) A piano 15/15 not fi kaybœrd Instrument 

(b) This 1s/1sn't true; thet 15/1sn't f8lse. 

(c) The mornlng star Is/15 not the 58me as the evenlng star 

(d) The rec1pe Is/ls not ln the file 

~ 
" If 'ls' ln any of the sentences ln ~ multiple senses such thet, for 8 flxed context_ on one raoolng of 6 

\ 
sentence, lt could be true, whlle on another rM11ng, lt cou1d be f61se, then what could the dlfferent 

senses of 'ls' be? The only contrast that would yle1d opposl~e truth v81ues for the sentences ln 5 15 the 

contrast betwelrn '15' and 'Isn't' or 'Is not', as 1l1ustrated above, The contrast mu~ a1weys be expressed 

ln the seme Wtl{ .. whether 'be' 15 used predtcettve1y, exlstenttally, vertdtœlly, or in 6n identity 

statement. 

It ~s cleer to ma thet the aspects of sentence meanlng thet could be described es eXistent1al, 

equatlve or verldtceJ must be attrlbuteble to the expresstons thet functton 8S the subjects and / 

predlcate complements of the verb 1 or to the comblnetlon of these, but not to 'be' ltsel1, Just as cleer1y. 

the sentences ln 5 tllustrate that the verb 'be' expresses 8 predlcet1ve reletlon between the..,sllbjects 
r 

c end the pradtœte terms of elementary sentences, 1 cla1m thet these sentence types represent a cl81m 

thet the referent of the subject belonos to or 00es not belong to the type denoted by the predicate" 

complement. 

• 
v \ 
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4. 1.2 Is 'be' mean1nQless? 

On the besls of s~ers' r~ttons to Incomplete sentences contelnlno 'be' (wtth no·predlcate 

complement. (or exemple). one mlght he tempted to thlnk thet 'be' hes no concéptue~ content et a~l. In 

f~, thls pOSItIon hes been teken by some ltngulsts, though most ltnoutsttc reswch hes 8::tuelly 

(œusM on the verlous grmnmetlcol functlons of 'be' , 9.g., eux Il 1 M'Y or copule, rAther then on Its 

m98nlng. Accordlng to Lyons (e.g., 1968: 322; 1977: 471), the copule 'be' by Uselt Is "meen1noless." 

From thls perspective, 'be' ls teken es e gremmettœl fol'matlve or functlon word ln the grammer of 
. 1 

Engltsh. Am~lY291 functton6J1y, 'be' Is stJld ta serve es e "nk between the expressIons A. end B, ~ 

lllustreted ln the fol1owlng genereltZed phrese marker.8 

1" 

~ 
NP l' 

~~ 
Det N INFL VP 

~ 
V XP 

A be B 

ln 8 comPOSltlon8l system of semMtlc enelysts, the copule 'be' would be se1d to teke whetever meanlno 

It hes only by Its connectlon wlth the lIngulstlc expressIon thet furetions es the predlœte complement, 

<klmlneted by XP 8fld represented by B ln 1 ebove. In sentence ~lIJlmar, the copule 'be' may be sald to 

affect predIcation slnœ It cen funcUon es the heed of the predtœte phr998, or If not the heed, It œn 

functlon es the meln verb of the predlœte phrase. Even thoucjl. the copula takes predjbate 

complements thet msy belong to d1fferent synt8::tlc celetp"les end ta dltterent sem en tic clesses, ft Is 
~ 

not 'cl_ why the semMtlC enelysls of 'be' Itself should be tt'lolqlt ta very trom one ~tenc8 type to 

) 

. 8Sommers ( 1973; 1963: 184) d8Scrtbes the copule 'ba' 88 • 0 sy~ottc expression 
whtch Joins two œ\elp'emeta, H I.e, 1 the subJ~ end the pred1œte terms CA end B, respecttvetv os 
Illustreted ln 1 ebovet But onolyzlng 'ba' os 0 ~emettc expresston dœs not necessttate 
conslderlng ft ta be meclltngless . 

. -
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the next Ef1ectlvely, ergulng thet 1t 00es vary thus ln meenlng should not carry much force, 5lnc:e the 

ropula ltse1115 conslœred on tl\15 vlew to be meanlngless ln the 11rsl pltœ 9 

Ta be precise, 1t Is perheps more correct to SfIY, os Crystel (1980 93) 00es, thet 'be' "hos 

11ttle lnœpendent MEANING," rether than tMt Il 15 "meanlngless" The ldea thet lt 15 meanlngless can 

be verlfloo by comparlng sentences contelnlng 'be' wlth sentences contelnlng other verbs thet could be 

substltutoo for 'be' The technIque of substltutlng expresslôns of the same synt~tlc catE9Jry Is based 
, 
t .. 

on the notIon of a mimmtJ/ P61r For sentence meanlng, the procedure lS to compere pelrs of sentences '" 

ln whlch only one word Is dlf1erent to see what, If any, dtfference there 15 ln- meanlng. The dlfference 

moy presumobly be properly attrlbuted ta the Intenslons 01 the dlfferent verbs thet ere 

lntersubstHutable Compare the}oflowlng pairs 01 sentences contalnlng different verbs and 'be', 

respectlvely 

2 (e) John sœms tlr~ 
(b) John 1s tlred 

3 (a) John tilla t811 man 
(b) John 1s a t811 men 

4 (0) John mt somewhere 
( b) John wœ somewhere. 

5 (a) John st.mœd ln e (JXld mcxx1 
(b) John ea ln 8 ~ mcœ 

For 811 of thase p81rs of sentences ln 2-5, both the (8) and (b) sentences may be used ta mq~e 

essartions thet ere 8QU811y 8CCèpt8ble If 'be' Is Indeed "meenlngless, then ft seems thet whatever 

~trlbutlon Is mtd! by the verbs 'saem', 'hlt' , '~', 8nd 'stay' contrests wlth a blMlk. But how can 

these verbS contrast wlth 8/'l "empty" verb? Furthermore, ln the œse of the sentences ln 4 and 5, 
}-

there 1580 Inferentlal relation between the sentence p8lrs, the (b) sentences contalnlng 'be' follow 
~ 

from the (II) sentences for 50me Ume (unspeclfloo here) Even though a conceptu81 content h8s not 

"-
~, ~ 

91 assum tt18t 811 of those (lInguISt5) who essume thet 'be' Is a m86lllngless gremmatlcaÎ 
formative would a tr8!tt ft i 8.s.1nQls lexleel Item. Btdl ( 1·967) and Lyons ( 1977) ana!yze the 
œpuJa as 80 el t of surf~ structure only. It ts S8ld not ta 8p~n the deep structure of 
cat.,-Ieal • 

... 1Ç . ' 

" 

J 
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been postulot~ for ony of these varbs,' slnce they contrast wlth 'ba', cleerly 'be' ltself IS not a 

completely maenlngless lexame 
) 

t" 
- ~ 

Ta support thelr clelm, I1ngulsts who dEmy tMt :be' Is meenlng1ul SI!Y that lt Is r~utred ln 

cat9f,J)rlcal sentences only to ml the position of t~ verb whlch Is obllgetory ln Engllsh, ln order .. to 

carry the markers of tense, aspect, ~erson and/or number It Is ~rouable, however, tMt 'be' 00es heve ~ 

a sense whlch Is ~tuelly distInct from eny partlcular tense or aspect Some evldence for an 

moopendent sense of 'be' lS the f~t tMt SpetlKerS 0150 flnd l'l use for lts base Inf1n1tlve and other non-
/ 

flnlte forms Of course, slnce ail forms of 'be', and other varbs, !ll5O express tense or asP9::t, thase are 

l'lIsa emphasl~ at the 58me tlme Ils the relation of l'Ittrlbutlon The non-flnHe ftlrms are stcessed ln 

the followlng sentences, ln whlch vl'lrlous aspects are belng stressed 

6 (0) John has been 081D.0 lnsl~ 

(b) He W6S 1a..ba (the) klngJthere 

(c) He was to have bœn (the) kIng 

(d) B 111 was lle.J.ng 6SS8ultOO 

(e) The stuœnts have bœn Questlon~ 

1 
.' 

\ ( 1 n tlt11t1on, whl'ltever Is expressOO by the bese verb 'be mey be mOOlflOO by dlfferent 

rrtlJjalitles (expressed by 'cen' , 'w1l\', 'must', etc) and 1t mtty b1l Quest1on~ or den la:l , Just 8S whot Is 

expressOO by other verbs mtJY be mcdlfled, questloned or œnled. Furthermore, whtttever liexpressed 
( 

by 'he' ( 1 clalm thet 11 15 the ettrlbutton of 1'1 type to the refer(iS) 01 the subl~t) mey De emphaslzed 

ln utterenœs, by p 1~lng the stress on the verb, 6S lndlC8ted ln the sentences ln 8 below Here 'be' end 

'seem' m-e compared end contr6St~ 

7 (a) John seems tlred. 

( b) John may seem t 1 rad. 

(c) Dœs John seem tlrad? 

(d) John «:œs not seem tlroo. l 

\ 
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L 

8 (a) John .1S tlroo 
.' 

(b) John m&y b8 tlred, although he rœsn't lr.Œ..lt 

(c) J..s John tlr~? Reelly? 

(d) JOh~ !sn't tlrOO. 

, \.. 
Emphatlc str~ 15 Indlcatoo here by underllnlng Notice that stress falls noturally on the verb 'be' 

would ergue thet 1t 15 the rel&tlon of attribution (or the prtxllœtton of 8 type) that Is belng 
~ 

emphaslzed, moolfled, Questloned or œnl~ ln the utterence ofthese sentences ln 8 The relation of 

attrlbutloo or 'be' Is stressa1ln 8 (b), where It ls contrested wlth the verb '1ool( It slmply would not 

meke sense fJr sp~l<ers to stress an empty "meanlngless" verb, ln f~t, one ooes not stress "dummy" 

constituants, such es existentiel 'there' or 'It' ln 'There Is a Santa Claus' or 'It Is ralnlng' 
" 

Flnally, It Is possible to œscrlbe sorne general semantlc pro~ertles of sentences contalnlng the 

verb '00' ln ail Its forms For Instance, It Sl:!ems that sentences contalnlng '00' œnote states of 

effalrs, rather thon avents As Gruber (1976) and JackendJff (1976, eg,) argue and llIustrate, 

sentences cont~jnlng 'be' mey be modlfled by point of lime or perlad adverbs, but not by frequenw 
( 

Mverbs Even when sentences contalnlng 'be' mest the structural deScription for thè so-celled 

"passive transformat Ion," \.e, , (NP V NP] , such sentences 00 not passlvlze Vet ail passive sentences 

cantaln the lexeme 'be' or the so-calloo "passive" auxillary, Although not ail sentences contalnlng 'be' 

are J)8SS1ge, It seems tMt 000- p8SSlve sentences contalnlng 'be' could not be correctly char~terlzOO as 

"active" elttler, ln general, then ail sentences contelnlng 'be', seem ta shere the semantlc feature of , 
statlvlty, Of "momenwlness" , as Gruber deScrlbes It. 10,C1W ly the verb 'be' carmot be meenlngless. 

t OSoma llnoulsts have observed thet sentences œnttltntng elmost tJIro.I verb other th8l"l 'be' may 
be .. transform~" tnto,sentenœs thet' use 'be' etttler as ft pass1ve or as a pr~ess1ve eux1l1ery. Th1s ' 
feet ma." be one bast$ for TFl cJelms thet ail sentences of NJtur~J lenguage are P8faphrase8bJe as 
œt~tcaJ sentences contatnlng 'be', (See, a.O, Sommers '982: 167-168,) These f~s ma." be 
stgntffcant for the Issue 'of the eff8b1l1ty of EngHsh. In general, It seems thet most verbs have ~tfve ) 
forms..".g, the prqesslve, and stattve forms, e.g., the passive, As a oonsequenœ, speakers may 
dascrlbe ~ states of am~trs under dtfferent aspects by ustng ccnstrucUons wlth elther ~t1ve 
or stattve verbs, 

\ 
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t 1.3 15 '~pOJysemOUS? 
( ~ 

t heve trled on the one hend tô ergue thet the lexeme 'be' 00es not heve Il multttud9 of dIstinct 

senses, but on the other hend, thet 1t 15 not completely meenlngless elther Now the Question 15: If 'be' 

were corr9:t1y. anel~ as ft single lexeme, could It be polysemous? If so, 'be' would be ~rlbed ln e 

single lexical entry wlth severe 1 releted senses A polysemous lexlC81 entry would permit the 

semantlC contflbutlOn of 'be' ln dtfferent sentence types to very trom eech other, the d1fferent senses 

bemg relatoo tp eoch other ln predlctable wfIYS. The applIcation of the notion of POIV'S8fI7Y seems 

œstmed hO'{t'ever ta encounter problems so fer unresolved ln the analys15 of the conceptuel content of 

leXIcal Items One problem Is tMt relatedtless ln meonlng 15 e "matter of degree,oo es Lyons sUf1J8Sts. 

ln hls dISCUSSIOn of the notIOns of hoInonymy and po/ysamy (Lyons 1977. 550-569), he states thet 

ln tests, speaKers exhlb1t a pretheoretlcel tnœtermln~ ln thelr ju{)Jments !!bout relatedness of 

meenlng Although the theslS thet 1 wtsh to edvance here 15 thet 'be' can be analyzed es a 51rl1Jle Isxeme 
/ 

on sementlc grounds, 1t mit{ jndeed prave dlfflcult, jf not ImpossIble, to show th!!t It Is not 

polysemous, ln the sense thet Its Interpretation seem5 to vary from one context to the other 1 shell 

now conslœr two polysemous entllysas of 'be', Arlstotle's ten-wey enalysls based on hls theory of 

caterJlrl9S, end the four-wey anelysls œscrlbed In~. 1 abave 

Arlstotle's C3tegorlC31 M81ysls. Arlstotle's anelysls of 'elnat' ln enclent Greek sU0J9Sts 

'" that he conslœred It to be pOlysemous: ln dlscusslng the QUestion of the'ambtoulty of words, Artstotle, 

ln c:;,t~/as- end Top/cs, for exemple, pravlœs severel tests (or œtermlntng how meny meen1nos e 

perHcular word h6$. In the œseof 8 verb such as 'be', he suwests, emono other thlnQS, that ff Il can 
\ 

be used wlth terms that belong to dl(ferent ontol(YJ1C81 ~es, then 1t Is 8ffibfQUOUS. In filet, 

Arlstotlesays(\n !1ettlPhyslcs 5,7) thet 'belng' has as many perSe (':essent!al U

) senses as there 

are caterp-Ies. As 15 well-known, Arlstotle's cetBlP'tes number tan. If hls prlnclple Is vtllld. then 

'be' h8s at le8St tan dlfferent "senses," as dlstlngulshed by the cateo:rles. (Ses 1,2,2 (II) for 8 brie( -

Introduction to the cate(JJrles of Artstotle.> The fol1owtno sentenœs mey l1Iustrat8 "essentlal" 

proolcatlons representlng ~ of the ~les. 

, 



" 
1 (e) Th1s enlmel 15 e horse. (substence; essence) 

(b) ThIs colour 1s whIte, wh1ch Is a QUel1ty. 

(c) The wtdth 15 three matras, whlch 15 a Quantlty. 

(d) ThIs clty 15 Copenhegen, whlch 15 e plo 

(e) Summer ls my fevourlte season of the ye6r (tlme) 

(t) ThIs men 15 h15 t~her. (relation) 

(g) Stendlng 8I1d Jy1ng ere contr8Stlng positIons. 

(h) Ha's b6flKrupt; that's h1s f1nanc1al stete (condItion) 

(1) Flghtlng W8S wh8t he W8S OOlno. (~tlvlty) 

(j) He W8S belng 8SS8u1t~; that's whot W8S hlWpenlng to hlm (p8SSivlty) 

243 

But the verb 'elner Is sald to have other "senses" 6S weil, e.g., thoSe lnvolved ln so-call~ 

"tœldental" proolœtlon and the "verldical" Arfstotle further distlngulshes the "potentlal" end the 

"~tuoJ" senses of the copula, en 8mblgulty that he ascrlbes to ail verbs Moreover 1 he then IdentifIes 

four "meolls of meK 100 proposlt1ons," 1 e., of comblnlng subj~ts and proolcate terms ln propositIons. 

These top1cs se revlewoo ln 1.2.2 (11 'f 
. 

AlthoUQh Arlstotle's (t~ry of) catE9)rles may heve begun as an ontol~IC81 tnqulry (as 

Ackr1l1 su~ts ln hls notes on Ar1stotle's C6t8fJ1f'/ss and f)e /ntsrpret6tlone ... 1963. 71), hls 

works nevertheless heve conslœrtlble l1ngulstlc lnterest. Arlstotle seems ta have based hls thtllry on a 

systemetlc exemlnetlon of verlous types of sentences contalnrng the verb 'be' (or rather Its equlvelent 

ln enclent Greek). Hls enelysls results ln 8 (P.QSSlbly) vaUd and useful classIfication of dlfferent 

types (or genere) of subJect end predicate terms. Furthermore, hls hypothesls conœrnlng the 

emblgulty of the verb 'be' cont~ns very Interestlng Cl~'m5 thet should be test~. But given hls 

observetlons, one arI dr8W dlfnrent œnclusions concernlno the verb 'be'. Arlstotle argues thot 

beC8use eeéh of the subject end predlcete term5, such es those ln 1 6bove, belongs ta a dlfferent 

_ catep-y, stnce 'be' C8n b&emJ;l1Gy9j wtth ail of them, thÊln the copule must be equ1vœal. But 1 find thet 

these observations provlde equol1y strong support for a unlvooel nlysls. 
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It 1s Important to noUce th8t Arlstotle ~ not clalm thl)t 'alMf h8S Ml lnœtermlnately large 

number of d1fferent "senses" Rather. he very cerefully dlscrlmlnates &mono a flnlte set 01 dlfferent 
, ,/ 

"senses" that ftre possIble. 1 will focus on those thet are releted systemetlcelly to the dlfferent 

categlries of the subject tmd proolœte terms that œcur wlth 'be' ln sentences. Cleerly Arlstotle 

shows great Ingenulty by call1ng attentIon to the cet~rles of the subject end predlœte ter ms. But 1t 
trl,." • 

m8Y be a mistake ln thls connection (in f~t. 1 think it 1s: misteke) to tl)lk ebout the dlfferent "senses" 

of the verb. 11 Perhaps ln the œse of 'be' (or other generel verbs. 'for that metter). Arlstotle's 

'funœmental prlnclple for œtermlnlng amblgulty IS mlstaken' vlz. If a verb 15' used wlth expressIons 

that belong to dlfferent cat~rles. the verb Itself Is equlvOCtll. Arlstotle h8S stated preclsely how the 

subject and predlcate terms vary ln proposItIons. b~ot whet the content of the dlfferent uses of 'be' 

would be. One mlght argue thet Arlstotle Ms not ln f~t demonstrated thet 'belng' Is Da1 unlv0C8lly 

proolœble of 811 the entltles ln the dlfferent cat~rles Indeed. It seems thet he hes œmonstret~ just 

the oPPosite, thet 'belng' perse1s6ttrlbutableto 1) wlde range of d1fferent entltl85, and l1kewlse, for 
> 

'belng' pet" tkXlœns Kahn ( 1973 6, n 11) makes the followlng poInt. 

Strlctly spaeklng, for Arlstotle. lt Is not the word /Jelng whlch has 8 systemetlc 
dlverslty of ffimlngs, but rether tlllngs of dlfferent klnds and dlfferent orœrs whlch 
are sald to be (8re celled "belnos OO

) ln dlfferent wtJYS, by reference to one funœmentel 
k 1 nd of bei ng, thet of substances. 1 2 

1 take It for gr6nted th6t dlfferent semantlc reJetions mey Mid between the "substances" œnoted by the 

subject NPs 8Ild the predlœte expressions thet belong to a v8rlety of dlfferent œtE9)rles (perhep5 

preclsely as classlfled by Arlstotle.) But ln the œtetp'lcal sentences. the lexeme 'be' 15 the on Iy 

constituent thot ls Invariable; all 0( the sentences ln l 8boYe heve the verb 'be' ln common. It seems IJ 

mlsteke ta ~trlbute semantlc dlverslty to the only constituent that 15 81w8VS the seme ln these 

l'lt ls possIble thet Arlstotle 15 lad lnto thls termlnolOfly' and the rorrespondlno enalY'ls by 
the contemporery perlance of the Acômy. Pl8ta, for lnstenœ, would prob8bly ~ have agreed wtth 
Arlstotle thet 'eiMi was equlvocel. To be consIstent. Plelo would have been d1sposed ta seerch for 8 
s1nole œf1nlt1on of Seing (or e Form of 8elng) whlch could be predlcatsd of e11 thlngs untvocel1y 
(Sommers 1965: 262). In order to crttlclze or to questIon th l' position, 1t would seem most neturel 

f to sgue th8t the OOPUl81s ~1vocel or h8s m8nY "semes,· rather then e Single dBftnltton. 
12Here Kehn refers to Arlstotle's oo;trlne of "f0C81 m~lng" or snbtgulty pros hIn, whtch 

he says 15 "a theory of the S8ffi8l'lt1c mtus of certain terms tMt represent netther synonyms or 
homonyms ... but e plurellty of ~ end senses thet are un1f1ed by reference ta fi single beSe.· 
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sentence types. In other words, clecrly the poss1b1Jfty of expresslng v8rlouS semantlc rel8tlons ln 
J 

d11ferent ctJteo>r1Cjtl sentences ln no wtJo{ neœssltetes thet the ~rb 'be' have dlfferent lexIcal entrles 
.. 

(e1ther homonymous or polysemous). Rather we should prob8bly expect thet the I1ngulstic 

expressIons the! are dlfferent ln the sentences would determlne the dltferences ln thelr 

interpretatIons. Thus, Il seems that Arlstotle's observatIons heve more l1ngulstlc slgnlflœnce for the 

sem8ntlc deScriptIon of subj8Ct NPs and the phreses that functlon es the complements of 'be' than for 

the semtJnt1c œscrlptlon of 'be' Itself. This conclusion would 00 no herm to Arlstotle's throry of 

c&fq)rles. Furthermore. It seems to me thet he coulcl conslstently malnteln hls funœmentel throry of 

the cat80lries end, et the sema ttme, oomlt thet thare Is sorne conceptuel unlty unœr lylng hls proposed 

ontologlcel system of belng, es weil es the corresponcllng ve,.b. ThIs saems to be a l()Jlœl cane luslon of 

Arlstotle's own analysls, If 1 heve Interpreted lt carrectly , .;> 

Four-way Dfutlysls of 'bs'. The en81ys1s of element8ry sentences conto1nlng 'be' wlthln 

MPL. followlng Russell. 8.g .• In affect 6150 suwests polysemy. r6ther then homonymy, desplte hls 

cl81ms cancern1ng Hs very d1tferent mean1ngs. 

2 (e) There Is Inœed a Sente Claus. 
IncleOO (3x) (Sx), where 'S' stencls for "ls e Sente Claus" 

(b) T he present k lnO of F rMlce 15 ba Id. 13 
3x (F(x) & G(x) & '" 3y (F(y) ~ x ~y», where 'F' stands for "15 the Kmg of France" and '6' 

for"ls bald" 

(c) SCQtt is the author of If8wrleg. 
S-W, wtlere 'S' stands for "Scott" and 'W' for "the 8Uthor of Wc1f1Srley" 

(d) Thet ls trus. 
T (p), where 'p' stends for "8 contextually deflned proposition" end 'T' for"ls true" 

The representetton of these sentences ln the symbol1c notetlon of MPl often combInes severa1 symbo1s 

eech of whlch stMds for 8 dIstinct concept. For example, 2 (b) romblnes symbols whlch stand' for 

. "enUrely dlfferent Idees," es Russell S6Y$. But what Is the l1ngulsUc evlœnœ for the "sameness" or 

13n" sentènœ may be peraphr8S8cles: 'There Is one end only one kIng of France end he Is 
bald'. Thfs fs represented symbo1tœlly ln 2 (b) aboYe. . , 

.0 
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"dlfferenœ" of the senses of the 'be' thet oocur ln the d1fferent sentence types ebove? T9 verIty the 

" contrIbutions of verbs to sentence meenlng, Alston ( 1971 ) employs 0 test of "pertlo! substitutIon" of 

svnonymous varbs 14 This IS enother t~hnlQue b8S8d on the noUon of 0 mlmm61/M1r. But there ore 

several dlfflcultles ln applytng thls test to sentences contelnlng 'be' The most cruetol 15 thet ln 

Engltsh there seem to be no other verbs thet are completely synonymous wlth 'be' Beslœs belnQ 

svnonymous, another necessary conditIon for the" substttut10n of verbs Is thet thelr strict 

subcateg>rlzahon frames be lœntlC81 The problem cen be Illustrated wlth the followlnQ set of 

sentences. 

3 (8) There exlsts Indeed a S8nta Claus 

(b) The present Idngof Fr8nCeexlsts bald (*) 

(c) Scott exlsts the 6Uthor of Wcmrlsy (*) 

(d) That exlts true (.) 

\ 'Be' ln the sentence frame [There Is/are _] Is often glossed es "exlsts." As It Is used ln 2 (8), we 

mlght conslœr the verb 'exlst' to be synonymous wlth 'be'. And Indeed It Is possIble to substItuts 

'exlst' for 'be' ln 2 (0), the result belng 0150 0 grommatlcel sentence 3 (a), whlch Is moreover 

semantlcaIlY/D:8Ptable. It saems, furthermore, thet sentences 2 (e) end 3 (e) heve the seme truth 

condl t1 ons. But 1t 15 not possIble ta replace the verb 'be' wtth 'exlst' ln the other sentences of 2 This 

mey be 50 not only ~se the oontrlbutlon tMt 'be' roekes to the proposition expressed by 2 (8) Is 

dlfferent from Its contrlbuHon to the one expressed ln 2 (b)-( d), ~t 61so It mtry be 50 for synts;tlc 

reesons. As 1t happens, 'exlst' Is 8 verb thet can be Inserted gr~metlC81 ty Into the context that 
) 

14For 8Xamp!e, ln the foltowtngsentenœs from AI,ton (1971- 38-40), 
( 1) The boundlry ran from thl5 tree to tMt tree. 
( Il) John ran from thls tree to thet tree. 

for 'run' • we could try ta substltute the verb 'extend'. 
(III) The bounœry extended from th1s tree to th3t tree .. 
( Iv) John extendBd from thls tree ta thet tree. ( ?) 

For thts set of sentences, Alston esks whether "the verbs make the seme oontrlbutton to the meentng of 
the ... sentences. N He concludes that stnœ (t) ond (lit) have the seme meenlng, wh Ile ( U) and (Iv) tt 
not, the sense that the verb 'run' contrtbutes to ( n 15 the seme es the sense thet 'extend' contrlbut8s te 
(110 but dlffers (rom 'run' ln (II). 
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requlres en lntrensltlve vert>. Among the sentences ln 2. only (8) furnlStles such a rontext Sentences 

3 (b )-( d) ers tlll ungremmatfœl then beœuse thsy fal1 to meet the strIct subc8tE9lr 1zetlon 

requfrementsof 8n fntrensftfve verb ~uch es 'exfst' The sentence frame [There + be _] hes only 

one postt ton, the proolœte romp lement posItion. that t8kes a œnotlng expressIon of the œtE9)rY NP, 

whlch must be Indeflnlte (For a tentatIve anelysls 01 sentences contalnlng 'there' end 'be' , see 4 4 ) 

Another problem ln applytng the test of "parUel substltutfon" of synonymous verb5 15 the 

possIble emblgulty of 'ex1st' (or of any other verb whosa sense ls romp8fed wlth the test verb's) 

Obvlously the substitutIon of 'exlst' for 'be' m1ght Ile sean to provlœ lnconé1uslve evldence for\fhe 

"semeness" 01 meenlng ln v8t"lous sentences If the Interpretation of 'exlst' vorles from one sentenœ to 

the next. Conslder the followlng sentence types 

4 (a) There Is/exlsts no such thlng as 8 unlcorn 

(b) ~ere ls/ex1sts a GOO/only one true 600. 

(c) There was/exlsted en old women who l1ved ln 8 shoe 

(d) There 8re/exlst brave people who openly oppose war 

Il seems cleer lhet even If 'belno' Ifld 'exlstlng' were synonymous expressions, lhey «11 not rllrlctell 

to œslgnetlng Just one klnd of belng or one klnd of exlsUng, respectlvely. And for these sentences, ln 

tlny œse, both 'be' end 'exlst' seem to r8nge over the seme Cl8SS8S of entltfes that ere œnoted by NPs. 

To conclude, ln thts sectton 1 h8Ve revlewed two well-known phl10s0phlœl classifIcations of 

the d1ffer~t "senses" or "uses" ~ verb 'be'· the ten-way dlstlnctfon b8sed on the cat8lp"les of 

Arlstot1e. 8I'Id the four-wey d1sttootlon 8mong the exlstent1el, f)red1cat1ve. ~8t1ve, end verldlœl 

oontexts. In my v1ew, lt would be cl_Iy wrong to 8SSlgn multiple senses, cherll:terlzed 85, 8.0., 
~ 

"existentIel," "predlC8tlV8," "8qU8t1ve," end "ver1dlœl" to 8 synceterp-emtlt1c _expression' such as 'be'. 

ln tJtr'{ œse, s1nce 'be' Ms 50 "11tt1e1ndependent MEANING" es Crystal ( 1980: 93) seys, lt would seem 

d11f1cult to ~ 8boUt ShoW1ng tMt the verb 1\5811 1s essoolated w1th distinct senses 1n d1fferentcontexts. 

Butr.twhat ts 1t tMt ln f~ establ1shes en "exlstent181" 85 OP. to 80 "Qj8tive" or e "pred1œt1vs" 

context? My answer ls thet l' 1s sure)y not the ~t8tp'em8t1c verb 'be', but rather the 

\ 



expressIons thet œcur wlth 'be' ln œtetp'lœl sentences. Both of the class1flcet1ons revlewed above 

reflect en 81l8tystS of the sense 01 whoJe sentences contelnlno '00', rether than the sense of the lex1cal 
.iJ 

Item 'be' 61008 1 have cr1tlclzed both 01 these epproeches to the sementlc enelysls of 'be' for 

attrlbutmg to the verb concepts that are proper Iy contrlbuted by the sub)ect end lor predlcete terms . 

to the sense of the sentence or bV the c:ombmlltton of sublect end predlcete phreses. rether then by the 

verb 'be' ltself. 

ln eny œse, the laxlœl 80alysls of the verb 'be' thet 1 propose Involves nelther homonymy 

nor polvsemy 'Be' Is es51gned Il sIngle lexlcel entf'!'( end Is œscrlbed es 8 sIngle lexeme, whlCh 

represents only one sound-meanlng correlation 

\4.2 Conceptuel anolysts of 'be' 8S type attribution or as the ldenttty relatton 

My purpose ln'thls section Is ta Justlfy the sementlc enalysls of 'be' that 1 proposed ln Chapter 

3 end to debunk the lœntlty enalYSls. 1 clalm thet the syncet~remetlc verb 'be' expllclt1y expresses .. 
the attrIbutIon of en ontologtctll type or types to the referent( s) of the sub)ect NP, whlCh lS en entlty, 

sorne or no entltles of a certeln type or a type of entltv Itself. In thls sectIon 1 shall argue thet the 

same ~nelysls epp 1 les naturel Iv ta the sentences thet ere enelyzOO wlthln MPl es lœntlty statements. 

Theœtll to be considered ere IImlted to sentences of the form [NP be NP] es these ere the only ones 

which cou Id be 8I'l81yzed es ldentlty statements. Conslœr the followlng sentences. 
( 

1 (8) Scott 15 the euthor of Waverley (s = W) 

(b) ~tt 1s 8n 8Uthor. (As) 

For these sentences enslyzed wlthlQ MPl, two dlfferent concepts wou Id be 8SCrlbed to the verb 'Is', It 

would be 8Mlyzed es "a1U8t1ve" ln (a) end as "predtastlve" ln (b). These concepts would he symbollzed 

ln MPL as 's=W' and 'As' respectlvely. Hers 's' stands for "Scott" and 'W' st8llds for "the euthor of 

W8Yerley" and 'A' stends for "Isen euthor "It 15 debeteble however, es toex~ly whlch concepts 

should he attrlbuted to the vert Itself. As 1 sumested ln section 4, l, the dlfferent InterpretatIons of 

these sentences wou Id depend upon the sement1c classes of the terms that cœur wtth 'be'. Thus, lt Is 

\ 



c possible that the verb Itself 15 not speclfled for eUher of these funcUons' lnst~. the aspects of v-

sentence m98ll1no that could be œscrfbed es ~attve or predlcattve mlgh~ be ettrlbutable to the 

expresslons thet functton œ the subjects and predicate complements of the verb. or to the dlfferent 

comblnetfons of these, but not to the verb ltse!f. 

Now slnœ 1 have M'oued ln the prevlous section thet 'be' t5 not moon1 ngl8SS, 1 must 8SSume 

that lt hes e conceptual content. 1 clatm 1 ln foct. thet 'be' 15 un1vœal. If thls 15 SO, then the sense of the 
, t 

verb should elweys be the S8ffie, or at leest lt would be the 58me ln the unmarked cases. In 4.1, 1 

con51dered 8 weil k.nown four-way l~lcal cl8SS1ftcatlon of the "uses" of 'be': the "existentIel." 

"predlcatfve." "8QU81Ive," and "verld1œl." Slnœ 1 would analyze th~ "exlstentlal" r~lng 6S Idlomatlc 
\ . 

(see 4.4) end the "verldlœl" to be a special C8S8 of the "predicat1ve" reedtnt;l, only two of the four 
" 

"uses" of 'be' remaln es POSSlblbndldates for the conceptuel anelys15 of the verb. These are the 'be' 

of "ldenuty" end the 'be' of "predIcation." Of these two Ml8lyses, 1t 15 often clalmed that the predicative 

one 15 the more besic, funœmental or primttive (e.g., Kahn 1973; 1973a). Slml1arly. 1 have 

proposed a single rule of Interpretation for 811 elementary sentences cont81nlng 'be', but lt ts based 

on the not1on of the attrlbution of ontologlcal types to entities, or conversely. of entit1es' _belonging to . , 

cert81n ontologtcal types. 

ln thls section 1 w11l comPtre end contr8St the 8nelyses of cttt8lJ)rlcal sentences oopt'alnlng 

'be' ln terms of the notions of 611tiIJution end l'd!Intity. The question conœrns the concepts 

correspondlng to the '00' of predication and the 'be' of ldenUty. My purpose Is to demonstrate thet the 

wlysls to 'be' ln terms of the attrIbution of types CM serve better th8n the 8nalysls of 'be' ln terms 

of ldenttty as e basls for a single rule of semMlUc Interpretatton for ail 'sentences cont81nlng 'be' ln the ' 

conte:xt [NP -XP}. 1 W~l offer three klnds of Drguments ln support of thts cl8tm. 

4.2.1 lootcal properUes of tdlnUty 

îi' The tirst set of arguments conœrns the Intrlnslc (IOJlcal) propert1es of the ldenUty rel8tion 

The reletton of ldenttty. as ft Is dBscrlbed ln MPl. Is ref1exlV8. trensttlve and symmetrlœ1. 

,-
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Debat1ng the Question "00 we need ld9ntlty?" Sommers ( 1982: ch, 6) rej~ts the notion of 

lœntitytlS e ~c relet1on. In orœr to eppr~lete hls poslt1on, we rMl 'of course to esk whet It Is 

that lœntlty ls or Is not needed for Som mers' pur pose Is to show that stetements of tdenttty can be 

vlewed loglcally as monedtc œtE9)rlœl propositions. To thls end, he provldes ptoofs for the monadlc 

'counterparts of the stenderd ldenUty prlnclples of MPl. He clelms tMt lœmtlty es e special blnery 

relotien Is redundant; thet ls, lt can bit taken es 0 special case of predlœtlon as enalyzed w1thln TFL 

Sommers clsims th8t ldentity (for lndlvlduels) C8n be deflnM es tl special cess of '0 is b', the cess 

where 'a Is b' and 'b 15 a' are both true 1 Sommers ( 1982. 122) wrltes: 

One law of lœntlty Is that the lœntlty relation Is reflex Ive. The monadlc counterpert 
of thts 15 thot '*0 1$6' ts 0 ICWJlcal truth. That thts ts 50 ts evtdent tf we 01ve It the 
ferm of a unlversal proposition ... Then '*0 is e' Is en instance of 'every )( ls )(' whlch 
150 loglccl truth tn trtXj1ttonoll(WJlc, (It 15 known es lfIe low of ldentlty )2 

Thus, it ls shown that identlty, aven when 1t Is taken predlcetlvely, 15 st111 refle)(lve. This Is sa 

because the sentence 'Ali 0 t5 a' 15 e t8utO!CVf. Sommers ps~n the œmon5tr8te .that tt 15 elsa 

symmetrical and transttlve. ldenttty, teken predlœtlvely, Is symmet~IC81 slnœ the sente~ 'SOm~ a 

ts b' 6I'Id 'Sorne b ts 0' ere equlvalent ln TFl. ldent~, teken cs the subject-pred1œte releuo\ , .. I~l90 
é 

trenslt1ve. This ls proven by the followlng st8tement: 'AlI 8 ls b" 011 bis C, therefore 811 e Is c', whlch 

is 8 vel1d syllOJlsm (Sommers 1982: 123-124) For Som mers' prCXTMTlme, wh1ch ls to œvelop 8 
, 

log1œl C8lculus ~ on the stenœrd cetf9jrlœl form, he hes cJemonstrtlted ln lts fovour the 

posslbllity of representlng the l'lEIC8SSM'y propert1es of the ld9nUty reletlon 8S descrlbed withln MPL 

without the need for spec1ts! tlXloms or e speclel symbol for ldent1ty 5ueh œ '='. 

On the besls of the lntrlnsle propertles of the two relations, lt mlght seem p~e, by 

purely l(JJtœl argument, ta devestate the ldenttty hypothesls, l.e., for the Mlolysts of 'be' useeS ln !lll 

1 Accordtng to Kehn (1973: 5), a simt1ar e'atm 15 m~ by the PoHsh lo;)lctan LeSntewskt. 
Kehn says that leShiewskt tekes the epsilon relation es primitive, . 

2'.' ln '*e ts e' must be...s es ·wtld quenttty" wh1ch is eUIler universel or particuler, 5ee ' 
footnote 4, 1.2.1. 

! 
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types of cet8tp'1cal sentences'In Enoltsh.3 Whlle el11dent1ty statements mtJy be expressed ln standard 
~ . 

~tcal form, presum8bly the reverse 1s not posstb le. Even though symbollœlly, representetions 

of the reletton of IdenUty ere shown to be reduclble to or equlvelent to represenÙltions of the re18tlon 

of predication, It h8S still not been shown tMt the noUon of lâmttty 15 not approprlate for the sem8ntlc 

enelysls of certeln sentence types, n8lT\ely, the klnd thet are satd to express tdenttty stetements 

~rdlng to the MPL an8lysls. 

1 ~) Scott 15 Scott 

(b) Scott 15 the euthor of Wm-rley 

These sentences are of the types that Fr8!Jl ( 1892)Tepresents as "e=a" and "a=b," ln whlch the 'be' of 
, 

ldentlty Is conslderad to expr~ e ~Ic relatton. 'Be' 15 used ln (e),lt Is sald, to assert the ldentity 

of 8t'llndlvldU81 n8ffiad 'Scott' and an Indlvldual neme 'Scott'. In (b), 'be' Is usOO, 1t Is, sald, to assert 

the ldentlty, of an Individuel namad 'Scott' MId M lndlvldU81 descr 1 bed as 'the author of W8Vef'ley'. But 

Sommers would cl81m th8t only 1 (a) t5 an lnstence of 1œ lew of ldentlty. If l~tlty statements are 

teken to exempl1fy thls lew of ldentlty, whlch is more restrlcted, then 1t follows that 1 (b) Is not an . 

lâmtlty stetement at all. Sentences thst express true 1dentlty statements ln thls narrow ~nse of 

lœntlty ere perhaps rarely If ever uttered ln natural18nQuege. For genulne lœntlty, the terms 'a' and 

'b' should be equlvalent both jntenslonally Md extenslonally. The terms ln sentence 1 (a), but not t 

(b), would meet thesecond1tlons. In thtspers~tlve, U Is surely Questtonable th8t all occurrences 

of 'bEi ln sentences of the form [NP be NP] should be ~81yzed conœptually ln terms of the notion of 

"ldIntity. 

ln &rroI dtscusslon of the notion of iœntity fi cont1nulng problem Is to œt8rmlne expl1cltly what 

It ts thet ts supposed to be 1denUCOl. In ellnjUt$Uc onelysts, there m'e three posslbll1tles: 1t ml~t be 

expressions, lntenslons, or extensions. Sentence t (a). but not t (b), contatns two.tokens of the same 

'3As Sommers Ms shown, the properUes of the ldenUty rel8tlon mtJy be formelly deflned both 
ln MPL end ln TfL. In MPL. translUvtty ts deftned os (x) (y) ~z) {(x=y)· (y=z) .. (x=z)}, ~etry 
Is defined asJX} (y) {(x-y) .. (y-x)}. and reflexivity js ~fined 8S (x) (x-x) (Copi 1973: 136). In my 
nlys1s, the~ntrlns1c propert1es of the rel8t1on expressed by 'be + Ft would cruclelJy depend upon the 
velue of the pradtceta variable F, 

. . 
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express1ons, Intenslons, or extensions. Sentence 1 (e), but not , (b), contalns two toltens of the same 

expression 'Scott'. Wlthln MPL, Russell, eg., expllcltJy denles thet 1 (b) above esserts thet "'Scott' 

and 'the author of WtNer ley' ere two .nmnœ for the seme obJect." (Whlteheed end Russell 191 0: 70; 

my emphosls). Agemst the MPL anelysls, It SElE!ms to me thet Sommers 11kewlse presents hlS stronoest 

arguments ln oble::tlng to the œf1nltlon of lœnrlty 8S a ~lc reletton between thlrl1JS (or the 

extenslOns of expresSions). He def1nes an ldentlty proPOSition es "e moneglc proposition thet hes 

proper names ln bath sub}e::t end predlcate positions." (Sommers 1982: 122). He notes thot when 

"Iœntlty Is thought of es a relatton, then the most reesonable thlno to stI( Is thet lt ls 0 reletlon e" thlno 

beers to Use!f," as Freq300es (Sommers 1982: 130). But Sommers relects the Freoeen notton of 

lœnhty es a~1c relatIOn; rather he clolms, "whet mekes tdentlty e reletlon ts thet '.' ~ 

betw88n dlsttnct occurrences of slnguler terms and not thet 1t reletes dlsttnct objects." He clalm5 

furthermore thet ln TFl, It ts "not aven coherent to SI!Y" thet "everythino Is necemrtly ldentlœl wlth 

lt581f" smœ "there IS no meenlng to e rel otton of lœnttty betw88n..e thlno end Itsslf." (Sommers 

'982: 133; my emph8Sls). Here he seems to tWT88 w1th Wtttgenstein ( 1961' 52, theorems 5,5302-

55303). 

Sommers objects strongly to the anelysls of predtalttons expressed es 'e 15 b' es ldenttty 

stetements. Of course 1 agree wlth hls obJections, but 1 w1l1 not pursue thlS argument from the 

vlswpolnt of symboltc l()Jlc, Although the entlt1es denoted by the expressions 'e' end 'b' mey be 

extenslonelly 8Qulvelent, H mav be more Importent to notice how the extensions 8re determtned. The 

HitenslOns of two catE9)remetlc expressions 'e' end 'b' ere usueUy am 1~lcally 8QuIVelent. This 15 

especlal1y true 10 the case of expressions thet functton es the subJects 8I'ld prajlalte terms 01 

elementery sentences contalnlOg 'be', ln the termtno1ow of my 6nalysts, the types destgnetaj by these 

expressions ere elmost Invert8b1y dtfferent. 

4.2.2 L t"IUt.tic crlterta for sentences tIuIt expr_ tdlnUty .tet.ents 

5tuœnts of lengtWJ8 who make e dlsttncUon be\W88n the 'be' of tdenUty end the 'be' 01 

predlœtlon heve suogested sorne IIngutsttc crtterte for sentences tMt ore enelyzed as Ident1tv 

-' 
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statements I)S op~ to ordmery predlC6tldfls Russell ( 1920), f9r exemple. seems to be sensltlVe to 

synùr;tlc dIstInctIons thet correspond to the d1fferent funcHons 01 constItuants 1iI naturel J\rygu~ 

sentences ln hls well-~nown dISCUSSIon 01 descrIptIons (1920 100), he wrltes 

The proposalon "Sœrates 15 humtm" e~presses the relatlOn of sub)ect and 
predlœte; the 1$ of "Sœrates Is a man" Is ldentlty between an obJect namoo and an 
obJ~t emblguously descrlbed. An abject Il ously descrlbOO WIll "exIst" when at 
least one such proposition Is true, I.e ,W n there 15 at leest one true proposItIon of 
the form "X Is e 5O-llnd-5O," where "x" ls name It ls characterlstlc of amblguous 
(es opposed ta daflnlte) descrlpttons th - there ffiey be any number of true 
propositions of the ebove form-Socretes IS a man, Plato IS a man, etc. Wah deflnlte 
descrIptions, on the other hand, the correspondlng form of proposition J namely, "x 15 
the so-end-so" (where" x" 15 e name) , œn only De true for one value of x et most. 

1 wlsh to examIne two of Russell's observatIons here Flrst, to rephrase RUsSell!n lmgulstlc terms, 

we C6n gether thet NPs, but not AP5, functlon as the predlcate complements of sentences that express 

ldentlty stetements AP complements œcur only wlth the 'be' of predlcatlo'n As far as they~, these 

observetlOns are surely correct Determlnlng that the syntactlc- catEqJry 01 the constHuent that 

functlOns es the complement must be on NP establ1shes only a nEœSS8ry but not a sufflclent conditIon 

for ldentlty stetements ln or der to substantlate thls, 1 want ta cali attentIon ta another of Russell's 

observetlons Here 1 WIÙ examIne the clelm thDt the ref~ of e (slngular) deflnHe'descrlptlon must 

be unique It ls RusselJ's "untQueness" clelm thet 1 wou Id IIKe to try to refute. (Here 1 w1ll1gnore hlS 

furthar requlrament thet the unlQua referant exlst. As observ~ ln Chapter l, the actual ~eferent( s) 

end Its (thelr) existence ua lrrelsv8flt for the conceptual en81ysls of express10ns But for l1ngu15tlc 

enolysls, type lnformetlon concernlng the potentlal refer8ftts of expresslons 15 Important. 

Irrespect1ve of whether they axlst or not.) 
\ j <:0 

It t5 true, ~ Russel1 sU0J8Sts, thet only sentences ~ntelnlng NPs ln the predlcate complement 

POSltf' CM express ldentUy steteménts, but not ell sentences contalning NPs ln thls POSItion 00 tndeed 

express ldantlty. fu~thermore, Russell's unlqueness condltton would r8rely hold for ord1nery 

pr~lœt1ons ln naturel 18rlQU808. It Is s~mply not true ln fNery C8S8 that senteKcès "wlth œf1nlte 

descrIptions, 'x Is the 5O-Md-so', CM only be true for one velue of x et mast" It may be true in some 

_ but by no means ell. Conslœr the followlng sente~tel~ a daftnlte descrIptIOn of the 

form "the so-trld-so," es requlred.. ~ 



1 (a) Joo lS the presldent 010 comP8ny 

( b) Joo Is the president 01 hls company 

(c) Jed 15 the president of e company Md so Is B111 

(d) Joo 15 the presldent of h15 company end 50 Is B 111 
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ln compound sentences such as 1 (c) and (d), the 'so' of 'ond SO' 15 sometlmes enelyzed es tl PRO-YP 

That 15, 'so' replaces the lP of the f1rst sentences, ln order to ft/old dupl1œt1on 1n the second of the two 

sentences. (AlsolntheSErondsentenœ,therelslnverslon01thesubjectNPtlndtheverb) ln 1 (0)

(b) the property of belng the president of a comptlny Is attrlbutr.j to on Individuel nemed 'Jr.j' ln 1 

(c), the 58me property Is attrlbutr.j ~1tlon811y to e second Individuel namr.j 'B 111' The f~t thtlt lt 15 

possible to attribute the 56me property to 8()()ther Individuel saems to Indlcete thet the two NPs ln 1 

(o)-(b), le, 'Jed' and 'the president of .' 00 not denote the same entltles Notice thet It 15 the 

property of belng the president of a compeny (not the property of belng the Individuel thtlt 15 the 

president of a compeny) th8t 15 Ming attrlbutr.j to the two lndlvlduals ln 1 (d), essumlng th8t 'hls' 15 

core1erentlel wlth the subject NP, then one mlght argue th6t ln thls œse, dlfferent propertles are 

ectually belng ascrlbed to the two Individuels There 15 merlt ln thls. 01 course, 1t mit( be veHd ln 

most~, as Russell clalms, that 'x 15 the so-and-so' cen be true of one Individuel et most But not 

when the œfln1te description Is such thet 1t IS eppllcable to more then one Individuel It Is usuolly 

possible to attrlbute prr.jlcete complement phreses (whlch olw&ys deoote types) ta more thtln one 

IndiViduel That Is e ch8r~terlstlc 01 expressions of hum an 18ngu~. Conslder the fO"fw1no santences 

2 (e) Beth Is the tar;her's pet 

( b) Beth 15 the ~her's pet end sa 15 Bert 

It Is clwly 10lsa that 'the' alw8YS Introduces a phrœe that CM be truly predlœted of one Individuel et 

most. 'The ~r's pet' could mEl6l'lelther "the pet of 0 teIJcher" or "0 pet 

these glosses that 'the' Is unamblguous 6I'ld 'e' Is emb10u0us ln Russell', • meen1no "et most one' . 
1 

or 'ot l865t one', respectlvely. Could lt 8150 m88n Ne pet of 8 ~?N 1 SO, then the problem 15 not 
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llm ltoo to the'posslb le scapa of the œfln1te artIcle wlttl,ln the O3f1ltlve construcHon, as ln the exemples 

ln t and 2 Mlove. Funœmentally, Russell's ana'~IS of the œf1nlte and t~œf1ntte artIcles ln Engl1sh 

seems quesUoMble for l1ngulst1c analysls 4 

/4s Russell su~ts, "unamblguous" lœnt}ty statements contaln only "proper names" Hnd/or 

daflnlte descriptions. In eny œse, these NPs must be œflnlte slngular expressIons whlch contaln no 

amblQuous ~termlners or varIables (as 00es 1 (b) abOV8, where 'hls' Is posslbly "coreferentlal" or , 

not Inevltably "dIsJoInt") The IIngulstlc criterIa for sentenœs expresslng lœntlty statements may be 

further reflned. For Instance, another crlterlon IS that the phrases t~t functlon as the subJect and .... ..,., 
the complement of the verb 'be' ere freely permutable. But fJlJln, sorne sentences tMt meet these 

criterIa fall to express lœntlty statements, Below are e/amples of sentences whose subJa::t and 

predlcate NPs are permutable, J1le followlng (a) and (b) sentences ln 3-5 are supposed to express the 

58me proposItions. 

3 (e) Don 15 my t~her 

(b) My t~her Is Don 

(c) Don 15 my t~her and so 15 Mery 

(d) My t~her 15 Don and so 15 my frlend ( ? b 

4 (a) Mm)' 15 my bast frlend. 

(b) My bast frIand 15 Mary. 

• (c) My bast friand 15 Mary, nat Marg8ret. 

(d) My best frtand ts Mary 6nd 50 ts my t~her ( ?) 

5 (a) My name Is Cher les. 

( b) Cher les ts my neme. 

( c) Cher les ts my name an~ 15 Robert. 

(d) My neme Is Charles end so Is my frlend (?) 

/ 

4From the point of vtew of a "speech-ttt': theory of referenœ, e.o., 5es'le (1969; 1979), 
the functlon of the def1ntte arttcle ts setd not to tmply unlqueness, but rether tts use tndtcetes the 
speaker's lot8Ol1oo to rafer unlquely. f../ 
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It seems cl88r that the two NPs ln ~ of the sentences ln 3-5 ebove. thOUOh permut8ble. cil not denote 

the seme entltles, or aven the 58me ontolcrJlcel types. As shown ln the (c) end (d) s,entences of 3-5, 

the n6me of Cl person 15 prooiœble of only one persan Clt Cl Ume. It 15 not prediœble of another 

mdlvlduaJ at the seme tlme. although e predlcete such es 'IS my t~her' or '15 my bast frlend' ls. 

On the OasIS of my Interpretation of the œte presented here. 1 conclude thet Idlnflty 15 slmply 
f 

the wrong concept for the conceptuel enelysls of the verb 'be' aven for sentences oontelnlng only 
.. 

proper nemes and/or deflmte descriptIOns Even though these sentences have only one referent, 1 

would argue ~1nst the "co-referentlellty" of the subject end predicate terms. (This lœe IS ImpllcH 

10 theorles 01 predlcatlOn by colnœxing. See 2.1 1 ebove.) Rether, there Is some IlngulStlc 9VlClence 

to support the cl81m thet subjects tmd predlcates of catf9>rlcal sentences thet CIre tlnCllyzed ~ ldenttty . 
stàtements are concelVed d1f1erently Although the extensions 01 e11 NPs ere determlnEll by the 58me 

basic prmctples. lnvClrlably the phrase thaqs ~erned by the verb 'be' 15 predtcated of the referan! 

of the subJect NP For sUb)ect, the speaker would focus on the referent, for predlcetes, on the type 

denoted. Hence the subject 15 ult1metely enalvzoo as heving en "identlfylng" functlon, whlls the 

preâlçate 15 anelvzoo as hevmg e "char~terlz1ng" functlon. Extenslonelly then, the subjects end 

predlcate complements are not cc(ncelved tn the 58me Wtfo/. Ta tllustrete thts, 1 w111 now examine 

sentences ln whlch perS(lntll end non-persona! relative pronomlnals cre used to reter ta whet IS 

denoted by the subject 8I'ld prElllC8te NPs ln the followlrl(J sentences, the personel pronouns 'who' end 

'whom' are sUltable for the referents of the sublects, but not for the predtcete complements. 

6 (a) Jene ts en estrOrl8Ut. who( m) 1 ~lr8. 
~ 

(b) Jane, who( m) 1 mire, ts 8I'l estrOMUt. 

(c) Jane 15 an astronaut, wm 1 want ta become (?) 

(d) Jane 15 81'\ 8Stroneut. ~ 1 went to become. 

(e) J8I18 15 an astrOO8\Jt.!1l.1.W 15 wtlQl W80t ta become (?) 

(f) Jane 15 8Jl astronaut, ~ 15 wba11 want ta become. 

(g) Jane t5 en astronaut end so ts John. 

... 

/ 

J ( 
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6 ( h) Jo 15 MI ~rone~t Mld John 15 Q[)§, t~. 

7 (e) Scott Is the euthor of' Wme-Iey 

(b~ Scott, wllQ VOU are not, 15 the author of Wm1Vley 

, (c) Scott 15 the 8Uthor of W8V8f'IIJY, ~you ere not 

(d) Scott 15 the &uthor of WwrIIJY,.w.tl2 you 81'e not (?) 

8 (e) B 11115 the preslœmt. 

( b)The president 15 B 11l. 

(c) Bill Is the presldentl whot 1 wanted to ba (?) 

(d) Bill 15 the preslœnt, w.h1kh ( Is what) 1 wonted to be 
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This Is how Ilnterpret these data Onœ agaln, the predlcate NP œn be predlcated of a second 

Individuel, es shown 1n 6 (g) and (h). This second. NP Is an 1ndefln1te descr1ptlon, wh1ch, es Russell 
, 

observes, Is "6lTlblguous." The only pl6Uslbla conclusion 15 tMt the predlcate NP deslgnates a property 

or en ontolOJlœl typa, but not ~ Indtvidual that is ldentlœl to the one Ident1fioo by the subject NP 

The seœnd klnd of evldence for thls lnvolves the use of relative pronomlnal5. For the relative pro

NP5 'who' , 'whlch' end 'that' apperently con5tltute a two-gender system ln Eng115h.j'Who' and 'whlch' 

era assentlally personel and non-personal, respectlvely,· whila 'thet', whlch ls used tn restrictive 

CleuS8S, ts elther personal or non-personal. 'Who' 15 used ta reter ta human belngs, whtle 'whlch' Is 

used to rafer to others, tJnd 'thet' mit{ be used ta refer ta e1ther. (In the test 8bove, 1 have used only 

'who' and "Whlch'. For more detel1s conœrnlng these pronoml,nals, see Qulrk, Greenbaum, Leach !'fld 

Svartvlk 1972: 214-215; Kuno 1970.) Now ta dlscuss the œta, It seems' thet If the sentenœs abova 

lndged express ldenttty statements, then speakers should be able ta use the sam8 pro-NP, to repl8C8 
, 

bath subJects and predicats complements. This 18 Impossible, however, es Illustrated ln 6-8 above. 
( ~ 

'Who', but not 'whlch' may be used ta rater to the persons\œnoted by 'Jane', 'Scott' and '8111'. 

respecttve1y. By Wtlo/ of oontr8St, 'whlcll' Md 'whet' 1 but not 'who' m8Y be used to rafer to whatever 

the pred1œte NP d8s1gnetes: an estronaut, the author of Wm1W'lsy 1 the president. Clear ly, belng an 
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estronaut. bemg the 6Ulhor of Wm1rley lmd betng the presIdent ere propertles thel ere œcrlbeble to 

other tndlvlduels basIdes Jane, Scott end 6111 5 1 concluœ, therefore, thet speekers of Enol1sh 00 not 

concelVe of the extensIOns of the descrlptlVe phr6S8S that functlOn œ the predlœte complements ln the 

56me ww es lhsy concaNe of the parsons n6m~ ln tha sub}ect NPs of sentences such œ 6-8 lIbove. 

The resuJt IS the 58me whether the predlcate NP Is an Inœf1nlte descrIptIon es ln 6 or e œflnlte 

descriptIon as tn 7-8, aven though for ell sentences above, the descrIptIons expressed by the 

pred1C8tas mw be u$8j, If epphœble, to refer to the referents of the subjects. Il seems thet the NPs 

of most sentences of the form [NP be NP) are ~ulveJent extenslonal1y, but not Intenslonally Thus 1 

conjecture thet there w1ll be few, If eny, sentences of thls form thet contain descrIptIons that are 

mtenœd to convey "a=b. " 

It Is aven possible thet sentences ln whlch two proper nemes (for the seme mdlvldual) are 

comblnoo ln ftr;:t slmply express "the relatIon of subJect end predlcate," es RuSsell descrlbes H, rather 

than the relation of lœntlty If so, then ItllS surely Questlonable that ~hy statements of the form rNP 

be NP] should be analyzed es llimttty stetements, aven when both NPs are proper nemes, es ln the 

fol lowlng sentences. 

9 (a) Mark. Twain 15 Samuel Longhorn Clemens 

(b) Cicero Is TUll{ 

(c) S8ul 15 ntJW Paul; Paul was Seul. 

( d) Muhemm8d Al 1 Is cassius Clay. 

5Th15 should not he t8ken ta tmPly thet œscrlptlons m8'{ not be used to refer ta IndlvlciJ8ls but 
only ta destQMte propert1es or classes. On the contrerv, the SCffie descriptions th&~ funcUon es the 
predlcate complements ln 6-8 mey also functlon es the subject of sentences. 

et) An asti'OMUt, who (*whlch) Is wearlng., spa suit, Is here. 
( Il) The author of /14(/, wtrJo (*whlch) autogrephed my book, Is here. 
e lit) The president, who (*whlch) was obsent, reslgned. 

For these sentences, the personat relattve pronominal 'who' 8I)peafS ln a clause thet modifies the 
subject NP. Thes8 sentences slmply relnforce the distinction between the semantlc funcllons of 
subject end predicats, that part of sentence m8Mltno whlch 15 attrlbutable ln pert ta the subj8Ct
predicats structure of the sentence. For Interpretotlon, It seems tt18t we fœus on the extsoslOO of the 
subject, and on the 'ntenslon of the predlC8te: 
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A C8S8 could pl8US1bly be md for 8I'lalyZlno the second proper name used ln these sentences 

predtœtlve1y. Proper nmnes certelnly MYe Intenslons. There must be some criteria by whlch 

sp_ers 8PPly nemes correctly ta the Individuels n8ffied.6 It œrtelnly seems posslble for speaKers to 

attrlbute the property of b8lno x, where x is ~erson " ln Just the S8fTle wftl th8t one œn attributs eny 

other property to en Individuel Conslder the follov1tng sentences. 

10 (a) This Is Jan. 

(b) Jan Is thls (?) 

(c) This ls my tennis partner. 

(d) My tennis pertner 15 thls ( ?) 

\ 

ln 10 (e),' would8rgue thet 'lsJan' Ispredlœtedof eearte1n belng ln the 58me wftl es 'Is my tennIs 

pertner' Is ln 10 (c). Clearly ln these sentences wh1ch SI!J'I "e Is b," one NP functlons tlS the subject 

term (e.g., 'thls'), whl1e the other one functlons 8S the pr8dlœte term (e.g., 'Jan', 'rny tennIs 

pertner'). The sentences ln 10 ebove 00 not meet aven the necessery llngulstlc criterIa for expresslng 

ldenttty stetements. Thet ls, the subJect end predlœts NPs Ire not permutable, es shown ln 10 (b) and 

( dl. 
l 

Flnelly, Is It possible thet sentences thet seem ta SftI "e Is e" ml~t not express genulne 

ldentlty statements? Conslder the followtno 8X8ITlples. 

1 1 Ch1Jcren w111 be chlldren. 

12 (8) Cha"les ts Cha"les tOO8y. 

61 wt II not ergue for this po1nt here. but see Sommers ( 1982: chs. l , - 12) who ooes. HerB he , 
dBYelops e theory of proper names trœt1no both aspects of thelr m.lno whlch 1 œil "lntensIOMI" and 
"extenslonel." Also et the levai ofdtscourse anelysts. where the elements of the sentence ers 8Mlyzed < 

for thelr Information velue. whateYer eppeers ln the subJect pos1tton 1s usualJy teken to be gtven, 
~~ the predtcate posit1on ts satd to contatn rsw InformatIon. On thls vlew, the subject and 

preatœte NPs ft taken to have ~fferent-funct1ons ln the oommunlcetlon prœess. AyvK' (1976: 17-
24).8.0.. œnslders the In=ton velue of proper names. He eroues tMt proposlUons of th8 form 'e 
Is b' ereconttngent even w . 1 end 'b' are proper Mmes. stnœ Prqler nomes œ not heve st8l1derd 
lntenslons but vtJIY from one speeker to enother. Accordtno to htm. dtfferent proper nanles for the 
seme Indlvldus1 m6'/cerry dtfferent Imp1fcaUons. 

\ 
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12 ( b) Char les 15 belng Char les todey 

(c) Charles 1S hlmself tOOrry. 

(d) Charles 15 belng hlmself tOO&y 
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, 
Although these sentences SI!l'I "8 1s a" or "x Is X," 1 would suggest tT\et even when 'be' lolns two tokens of 

the same expression, the two tokens may sU!1J6St dlfferent criterIa for determln)ng the sorne entlty or 

class of ent1t1es Cons1der sentence 11 The f1rst token of 'chlldren' Is perhllps lnterpreted 

extenslonally (I.e, as the necessary cond1t1ons for belonglng to the ontol()'Jlcal type denoted by 

'children') whlle the second token mey SU(1J8St tniltlonal propertles such as Putnom'( "ster8Clf~-PI~I" 
... 

ones, or aven connotational or contextual ones Thus, the subject NP mlljlt apply extenslonal1y to 

determlne a tYpe of human belngs of a certain age, whlle the pr~lC8te NP mlght determlne the very 
~ 

same ex_tensloc( as the subject NP but, 00:11 t lonally some sler~types, e g. , lhelr behov Ing ln 0 certain 

wey Racall thet 1t 1s the Intenslon that determlnes the extension, and that dlfferent Intenslons moy 

delermlne the 58me extens10n, but not the reverse ThIs klnd of InterpretatIon seems neœssery for 
',.ho 

understandlng the poInt of speak.ers' utterlng such sentences as 11 andJ 2 ln the flrst pl~ 

ln thjs section, 1 have revlewed the llngujstjc criteria necessary for the anolysls of a sentence 

as an ldentlty stetement. Ii appaars thet "true" tœntlty statements, 1 e., statements whlch real1y 'nean 
f 

"a = a" or "a = b," are very rarely expressed ln ordlnery sentences of notural language. In ony œse, 

they are expressjble ln Engllsh only ln sentences of the form {NP be NP] , where the NPs are proper 

nemes or s1ngular œflntte descriptions, contelnlng no varlebles or In~xlcals. The most Important 

observation Is t~fSlJlOWlng. For any glven Cat9(J>rlcal sentence of the form {NP 'be NP], the ftrst NP 

functlon5 as the subject ~ the sentence and the second, as the predlcate complement. For sorne 

sentences that Sf1'/ "e Is b," the expressions that functlon respectlvely as the subJect and the predtalte 

complement are permutable (a.g., 3-5,6bovs). Whether thelr extErlstons œn ba cher~terl~ 8S 

'personal'/'non-personal', etc., for a sIngle sentence, the sem8l1tlc relatlonshlp between the subjld 

and predl~te œn be ôqu6tely analyzed ln en œses as thet of ettrlbut1on. TMt 15, 'be' and whetever 15 

!P'Ierned by It 15 pred1~ of the referent 0U,lle subject NP. This analysls extends neturaJ1y to ail 
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sentences of the form [NP be xPJ, unllke the M18lysls of C3terp-lcal sentences ln term5 of the ldentlty 

reletlon, 8S f sha11 ergue next. 

4.2.3 UngutsUc ene1ys1s of sentence meenlng 

The 11Ml arguments that 1 w111 present ln support 01 the anaJysls 01 'be' 8S an expltclt slgn 01 

t,tle reJa n of attrlbutlon con~rn the 8SSumpt1ons underlylng the theoretlcal framework. of generatlve 

gram t:lr, Wlthln thls framework. 1 B semantlc BnalyslS 15 expectad to be 5tr1.ctly composltlOnal ln that 
1 

It undamentelly tl~ to the synt~tlc œscrlptlon of sentence structure, Also the analysls Is expect~ 

to be'explanttory, ln the œse 8t hend, the anelysls should prOVlde sorne sort ~jUstlfjcation, at least ln 

part. for the use 01 the seme phonologlcal verb 'be' ln 50 mBny dlfferent sentence types. Naturally, lt 

15 8SSumed ~t Bny explt:1natory theory 15 neœssarlly tœqU8te trom a descrIptIve poInt 01 vlew, 1 e ,1t 
, 

IS consIstent wlth and CIln ~unt for the n8tur81 language data 8Vallab le As descrlbed ln Chapter 3, 

the rel8tlon of type attribution 15 taken as 1undamental ln the composltlOnal semantlc an81YSls of 

cat~rlcal sentences contatntng 'he', The phrases that functlon es the predlcete complements of these 

sentElnœ types are 581d to denote ontologlcal types, ThIs holds for 811 sentences of the form [NP be 

XP] 1 where X may be N, A, V, or P. Conslder a sentence ln whlch XP 15 PP, such es the followmg. 

/" 

1 The cat ts on the mat. 

The NP tMt functlons as the subJect. e.g .• 'the cet', 15 tnterpretad as 8 sIngle enttty and the VP that 

functlons\s the predtœte, e.g., 'Is on the m8t' 1 15 Interpreted as 8 type tMt belongs to the catet.Jlry of 

location. If thls ta:OUnt of the sem8l'lt1c InterpretatIon of the constituent phrases of such sentences Is 

correct, than the lnterpret8tlon of the whole sentence C8I'l be d8scrtbed es the attrIbution of a certaHl 

type to the referent( 5) of the subJect NP. The ru le of S8mentlc Interpretation that tœOUnts for: the 

subJect-predlcate reJetions of sentences contalnlng '00' Is ~altzed as follows. The referent of 
,. 

[NP ,''') b610n0s to the type denoted by' [XP ,[vbe)J. Thts 1s the partr:l1gmat1c Interpretation of the 

subJect-predlcate relations of elementary sentences contaln1ng 'be'. 
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'~ 
NP l' 

~ ~ 
Det N' INFL VP 

~v~p 
~ 

P NP 
the mat The cat 15;,) 

~ o \ (Interpretation of phrases) 

€~ 
(InterpretatIon of sentence) 

C 0 
Q) 

The construal rules for the constituants of the m8Jor phrGSeS NP, VP, AP, 8nd pp ue descrlbed ln 

Chapter 3 This notton of be/ong/ng to..~ type 8CtU811y underl1es the Interpret8t1on of 8\1 cet8lp'lœ\ 

<' Sentences r~dless of the synt8Ctlc catEllP)' or the sem8ntlc Interpretotlon of the lIngulstic 

expressions th8t~nct1on 8S the predlcete complements of 'be', whether proper n8mes, œflnlt8 or 

Indeftntte descriptions, gener81 Ô8SCrlptlon5 (~ecUves), or JOO8tlve phr8S8S, etc, The seme notton of 

be/onging t08 type 158150 presupposed (8SSumed) ln the use of 811 referentlel phr8S8S, ln sentences 

/ of any type, 

Next 1 sh811 l11ustr8te sorne of the dlfflcultles ln epplylng 811 anelysls of 'be' 8S the ldeoUtv 

reJ8t1on ta sentences of 811 types. As e representetlve of thts 8Ppr08Ch to the enelysls of 'be' , Cresswell 

.< 1973) malnt81ns "that the is of lœnt1ty and the is of predtcetlon are the same, H but he enelyzes bath 

ln terms of ldentlty. For the sentenœ ln 3, 
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38111158 men. 

Cresswell expJalns hls 8IlaJysis as fo Il ows' "the property of belng lœntlcal wlth a man appltes to BIll,· 

1 e. , thm B IlIls a m8ll." He further elaborates: "bel/ig lœntlcal wllh a man m88l'ls belng lœnttcal wtth 

somethlng whlch Is a man .. " (Cresswell 1973. 185) Overall Cresswell's analysis ts not 

Impleusfble. 100 not wlsh to brlno hls grammar Into Question, but 1 00 Qulbble over hls cholee of the f 
concept of itiJnlfty for thè 8I'\81ysls of the verb 'be' ln catec;J>rlca\ sentences of English, If 1 interpret 

hlm correctly 

The flrst probJem to notl~ 1$ thts. The ldentlty 8Il81ysls Is ryatural only for sentences of the 
~ 

form (NP be NP J.7 Any attempt ta extend Il ta sentences contalnlng predlcate comp lements that beJong 

to the mejor lexlcel C8t~es other than NP 8Utomatjeally Involves a certain artlflciallty Ta see the 

dl fflcu Itles , conslœr a sentence contalnlng a predlcate complement of the catet;J)ry AP r 
) 

4 The volcano 15 ~t1ve. 

The ldenUty 8Mlysls Involves at l86St three main steps, each requlrlng e dlfferent prlnclple or rule. 

Flrst, we need ta œtermlne the extensIons of the œtetp'ematlc lexlœlltems and phrases. The referent 

of the phrese 'the volœno' ~Iongs ta the type denoted by the general noun 'volcano'. Certalnly the 

ldentlty relation wtJI not do as 8 functlon from Intenslons to extensions, unless thase two constructs 

ers taken to correspond to the S8IYle thlngs. As 8 second step, another rule must Introduee a vo)cano 

Into the extension of the predlœte phrese. Cresswell (1973: 182) suggests such a move, provldlng fi 

"context-determlned" rule. on thls 8Il81ysls, for 8 sentence 8bout 8 volœno, the extension of the 

predlcate phrese would have to conteln 8 volœno, but not neœssar~ any geyserS) for example. As a 

7Even for sentences of the form (NP be NP l, the tnterpretatton r~ired seems excessive. 
ConSlder the followlOO sentences anelyzed by tlnelogy with 3 ebove. 

(1) 8111 IS e men. 
(U) This (man) 1$ 8111. 
(Ut) 8t111s 8m. 

"The property of betng ldentlœl wlth 8m appUes to BtJI ... belng IdenUcal wtth 8111 m9MlS OOtng 
1denUcai wlth somethtng whtch Is 8111." On my view. ft Is stmply the property of '00100 8111' that {} 
appUes to 8111. whlch 1 clelm Is whet sentences (11 )-( 111) SII(. Aœordlng to Sommers (1982: 131), 
the enelysls of 'be' es tdenUty would h8ve en of tl'lese sentences ebove "say1ng the seme th 1 ng. Il 
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fmel stap, then e ru la of lnterpretetlon affects the sement1c relet10n between the SUbject end predlcete 

phr~ of the sentence. For the tdentlty rfltllysts, thls rule must stete thet the volceno belno telked 

about 15 tdentiesl wlth e volœno ,whlch 15 ecttve. Cert81nly thls lnterpret1ve prooedure Is more 

compllested tMn a 5tr/31ghtforwerd composlt1onel sement1c tlI'Ielysls whlch 00es not need to lntrOOUœ en . 

entlty 8S a "stenœrd of comperlson" or 85" the entlty thet Is setd t~ ldentlcel to the referent of the 

subject NP. Furthermore. thls klnd of 8nelysls would be dtfflcult to defend from the vlewpolnt of 
. 

exp lalnlng how natur/31 languages are leerned. When feetures ere tntroouced lnto 8 level of deep 

structure. 85 Cresswell's are, and they never appeer ln surflœ structure, there 15 no epparent besls 

f,er"{eernlng the feetures. Perhaps one couldergue thet by tlnelogy wlth the 1 nter pretet Ion of predlcete 

NPs.the speaker could poslt the extr8 ent1t1es end structure for ell other predlcete phreses. But then. 

If APs h8Ve underlylng entittes 5peclfled. 1t 15 8 wonder thet speekers do not use APs tllone ln the 

subject position 8S weIl. This Is possible ln sentences of Engl1sh only when the ~ect1ve C8n be 

nomin811zed, e.g., determlned by 8 deftnlte ert1cle.8 ln env C8S8, the ldentlty hypothesls requires t~o 
1~lcel subjects. lnstEm of just the one thet Is exhlblted grllTlmetlcel1y in surfa structure. A second 

1~1C81 subject ls requlred by the rule of ldentity, whlch could than 8pply to the subJect elll the 

predlcete 01 the sentence. Thts contr8Sts wlth the conœptUtl1 tlnelysls of 'be' es the reltltlon of belongtng 

to a type. In my proPose1, the ru1e of tnterpretetton for the sentenœ conte1n1no 'be' requlres only one 
• ; 

l~iesl 5ubject. 

ln contradlsttnctlon. the notton of typs 6ttr/butlm extends ntltural1y ta eccount (or the 

tnterprettltlon of sentences conttllnlng 'be' end predleete complements of 811 mejor eetetp-les. In the 

semtlnttc nJysls thet 1 propose, 1t ts n9C8SS8ry to constœr only the bestc conœpts thtlt M'e destpted 

by the lexlcel Items ectu81ly cont8lned ln the sentences. Also the 98menttc nlys1s obvlously depends 

funœment811y on the synt~t1c structure, end sentences cao be Int8rpreted composlUonelly. Ali 

C8tetp'em8t1c expressions ere IntBrpreted end no "extrtl" ent1ty~ whlch œes not correspond to tI formel 

8For 8X8f1lple, conslder the folJowfng sentences, ln whfch en AP cleerly determtnes 8 who le 
closs or type, but not en tndlvfdual. 

( 1) Glever never tlttend tIft/ lectures (*) 
( Il) The ( *e) clever nev8r 8ttend tJtrI lectures. 
( Il O( Sone/en) claver orleS never attend tIft/ lectures. 
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or structural un1t ln tl'le syntex 1S lntrOOUC8d by the 8M1ys1S. In short,' the nlys1S of 'be' es the 

relat10n 01 type attrtbut10n enrounters none of the dtff1cult1es thet preval1 tn the nlysts of 'be' 8S the 

ldentlty relatIon. 

The M"gumenttrtton thet 1 hevé offerad ln thls ~tton 15 orlentad prlmerlly towerds the _____ ' 

refutet10n of the conceptuel anelysls of 'be' es the ldenUty relatfon ln other words, 1 have attempted to 

demonstrate thet the relatIon of ldentlty 15 0Q1 the correct analysf5 or œflnltlon of the verb 'be' ln 

Engltsh. 1 heve perhep5 sucœeded ln oolng thts, rather tMn hevtng demonstrated posltlvely that 'be' 15 
" 

correctly anelyzed es a sign of type attrIbution. For the purposes of sementlc enalyst5, ln ail 

respects, the ldentlty relatton Is slmply less general then the relation of belonglng to a type. The 

ldenttty relatIon Is a speclel C8S8 of type ettrlbutlon. The ldenttty reletton œn epply naturally only to 

sorne sentences of the form [NP be NP), where the two NPs denote the S8flle types. (They would be 
, 

synonymous.)A$ tIlustreted InChepter 3, the attrIbution prlnclple seems to epply systemat1œlly to 

ail sentences of the form [NP be XP]. Therefore, the relatIon of belonglng to a type, rat,her then 

ldentlty, seems more epproprlete for the conceptuel 8Ile1ysls of the verb 'be' ln Engltsh. 

The sementlc analysls of 'be' thet 1 proposed ln Chapter 3 Is consistent wlth the slmplest 

hypothesls concernlng the structure of naturel languages. Naturel language t5 charecterlze(j 8S an 

ebstrect system contalnlnQ a flnlte, ~1. o( beslc ldentlf18ble elemants and e smell set of rules for , .' ;. 
comblnl~ weil es Interpretlng 1hêrSI. " From tht5 b8se, Il Is possIble to generete a boundless set of 

grammett, (weil formed) sentences. The slmplest nypothesls ~nœrnlng the InterpretatIon of 

betetp'lceJ sentenœs'contalnlng 'be' ln Engltsh 15 thet 'be' Is e single lexeme. In the context 

[NP --xp 1, 'be' Is elways 8rle!yzed here es the StIfTle underly1ng concept. The one-lexeme nlysls of 

'be' aounts at leest ln pert fOr the use of e s1ngle verb ln sentences thet express so-cell00 -tœnt1ty 

stetements" end those thet expltcltly 8Scpress 12 mere reJetton of subJect end predlœte (I.e., 

predtceUon Ir attrtbutlon) .. 

The strongest.poslUve ergument for the conceptuel nlysls of 'be' es the ettrlbyt10n of e type 

would seam to be the followlno. Predlcetes cootelntng 'be'. t.e., 'bs + XP' 1 are eH Interpretable es 

'ottrlbuUve' belng'. reglrdless of the 5yQtecttc cat.,-y of the constituent that functlons es the 
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predlcate complement and regerdless of the ontolOQlcel œt8!J)rles thet correspond to the re(pectlve 

sub)ect end predlcate terms Regerdless of how It me'{ be·used ln eny context of utterence, a sentence 

of the form (NP be XP] , ena1yzed es subj~t and predicc!e, seems to express a relation of ettr IbuHon, 

whlch can be descrlbed extenslonelly 8S e referent's or referents' belonglno to a type. However, slnce 

XP may 81so contaln 8 referrlng expression, C8~8!J)rlCOI sentences will be analyzed as mon~lc 

propositions only when the correspondlng sentences lnvolve'only one referent or one set of referents. 

4.3 Is there a S8IIIanttc dlsUncUon bet.ean 'be' Aux and 'be' V? 

ln the context of œscrlblng "there-lnsertlon" sentences, Williams ( 1984) analyzes 'be' ln 

Engllsh es two seperete lexlC81 Items. In thls section, 1 will examine the sementlc distinction thet he 

m6kes betw98n the 'be' thet functlons ~ an euxll1ary verb and the 'be' that functlons es a full verb. 

Tho two C8t~rles are formally dlstlngulshed es llIustrated here. 

1 John [!s]Aux obnoxlous. 

2 John [lsJ Aux [belng obnoxlous]vp 

, 
Accordlng to hls enalysls, 'IS' ln 1 end 2 belongs to the syntrx:t1c cotetpy Aux, whlle 'belng' ln 2 

belongs to the synt~ttc cetet;P'Y V. W1IIIams essarts that the two 'be's cen 8150 be dlstlngulshed on 

sem8nttc grounds. (For my discussion of hlS syntectlc enalysls, see 2.2.1.) ln thls section 1 will focus 

on hls semanUc description. Accordlng to hlm, they cen be dlstinoulShed ln terms of the notion of 

intent/OfI6//ty. Wtlliams (1984: 138) clalms, only 8S a full verb ooes 'be' entetl "Intentlonellty on 

the part of the subJoot." For the two sentences 8bove, the sementtc dlfferenœ between them Is 

attrlbuteble to there belng two dlsttnct 'be's thot are emplayed here. But slnœ hl' 'be' Aux Is en 

8Uxlllery only'by stlpulatton ln the lexlcon, ln thts sectlon, 1 wtJI try to œtermtne the reel source of 
, 

the 811~ sermmttc otstlnctlon between the two :1)8's 8S descrlbed by Wtlltems. 1 teke exception to the 

lœe thet the verb 'he' h8S tir( connectton wtth the concept af /nt8l1tlM6//ty. Rather 1 would attrlbute 

the semenUc dIstinctIon between the two sentences 8bove to the dtff~ent forms of the verb 'be' ln 2, 
r _ 

the use of the so-ceIJed "pr0fT8SSlve" 'betl'!Q' , whfch 19 evfdently eb8ent ln t. Consistent wtth my 008-
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lexeme hypothesls Côrlœrnlng 'M'. 1 would deny the naoo to postulate two dlfferent lexIcal Items to 

tl:COunt for thlsolst1nctlon One of the beslc problems wlth 8 two-lexeme hypothesls Is ltS fallure to 

state Important ganeral1zetlons conœrnlng 'be' For example, 'be' Is always copular, aven the 
.1 

"prl)Jresslvs" form 'be1no' always tak.es a complement XP, where X may be Il member of any major -
Incldentelly, WIllIams' attrIbution of any m88nlng at ail ta the vefb 'be' 15 a welcome 

InnovatIon ln 11ngulstlc ÏllScrtptton (Ses 4.12) Navertheless, the partlcular meanlng that WIlltams 

would ~tgn to the verb 'be' naoos clarifIcation HIs clelm Is stated rather loosely and he !b3s not 

explaln hls sementlc analy~ls ln œtall or propose eny sementlc rules 1 shall attempt to glve one , 
InterpretatIon of hls clalm that seems plausIble from a Itngut~lc semanttc poInt of vlew 

/ntentlcm/lty 15 Il rather complex notion 1 If by uslng thls term 1 WillIams hos ln mIna the subject thet 

ts treeted sertously ln phllosophlcalltterature (by Husserl 1 e.g., ~ descrtbed by Smith and Mclntyre 

J il'!(lJI?t/OIJ8//ty~ctVJ/tlvesc,ence. 1982). If 1t 15 thls nottdo that 15 1 ntenœd , 

8l!rty the only Intentlonallty thet could be ascrlbed ln the use of the verb 'be' ln rNery context 

would be to the speaker of the sentence, rether thon to the referent of the subJ~t. Appeallng to 

tntentlonaltty t11 thts sense would brlng the onalysts of thls lexlœl Item tnto the oomaln of pregmatlcs 

1 n that œse, thls questIon would be bsyond the scape of my InvestllJl'tlon. My IntentIon 15 to provlde a 

conceptuel enelysis of tne lexlcel Item 'be' wlthln e fremework of generetlve grammer. 1 shall 

exmntne Williams' clelm only ln thls context 

Flrst 1 will explore WIl1181lls' clelm thet the verb 'ba' escrlbeS "Intentlonallty to Its subJ~t." 

ObVIOUSJy, by "subJect" hare. he C8n only m8l!n the retereot of the gremmattœl sUbject (W1I1lems 

1984: 135), It seems thet WlIIlams woufa clalm that P3ct of the Intenslon or sense of the verb 'be' 

thet It oontrlbutes to a sentence ~1t10n thet the referent of tne subl~t NP lntend to exhlblt e 

certeln property For the sent~ ln 2 l'the person named 'John' ttl8t Is 5poken about Intends to be 

obnoxlous. Or et leost, perh8PS one could SttI that the specker must bel1eve thet one John Intends to 

bèhave ln an obnoxlOUS Wtfl. But lt Is certelnJy not obvlOUS ln ail cases that the speeker must tlold MY 

SUCh ballet about the person being ettrtbuted properties by the use of the verb '00' (or the form 
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'bemg'). In TOCt. the speeker could hold the controrv ballat. For 8XMlple, a mother oould SIN the 

followmo sentences to or ebOut her bebv, but she would not normellv beheve th"t lt lntenœi to behM 

ln such 8 WfN ThIS 15 stated expl1C1tlv ln 3 (0). 

31 al 1 know vou OOr'I't meen to be. but vou're bamg Il pllm tOOe'v 

\ b) lou'ra bemQ very dlff1cult tOO6v 

i c) GabY 15 bemg 8 œl1gtlt tooav 

1 d) IJcbv lS bemg 51Ck 8g8ln. 

1 n fact, the mother wou Id know that the baby prob8b Iy cou Id not aven CC:lmprehend the not Ions 

expressed by 'belng el pa1n' , 'belng a dellght' , 'belng very d1ff1cult'. Even If the sentence were uttered 

wlth Irony or sarœsm, 1 thlnk th8t the utterance of the sentences 3 (a)-(c) at letlSt ravEIGI just ss 

much, If not more, about the spe8ker's attltude toward the referant of the subject NP ( I.e., the person's 

behavlour) th8n Il reveals about the Int~tlons of the referant ltoolf. We mlOht thus teke these 
> 

sentences to constltute counterexamples ta the clalm of Williams thet the verb 'be' "ent8118 

lntent1onal1ty on the part of the subject." 

To verity the un'lylng S8mantlc components of 8 lexlœl Item, Ilngulsts ordlnorlly use the 

phenomene of controolctlon and redUnœncy. For Instence, If someone Is SI!Ild to be a b~helor, then the 

expression 'marrlE(j' œnnot Ile predlcatoo of hlm (or her) wlthout oontrClUctlon. ThereforB, the 
, 

concept m4f'ried cannot be ~tl'ted wlth the lexlœl Item 'b~helor'. A sentence such ~ 'Pot 15 Il 

b~helor , but he ts married' would requtre an expleneUon. Slnœ the expression 'm8l"r1ed' rendars the 

sentence contradtctory, It would not be postulated cs 8 component of the Intenslon of 'b~lor'. On the 

other Mnd, 1t 15 rawnœnt to menUon properUes that correspond to cornponent parts of the lntenston. 

ln the sentence, 'Pet Is " ba:helor end he Is unmarrled', there ts clearly 8 redunœncy slnœ the 

expression 'unmarrled' dest!Jl8tes 8 component of 'b8chelor'. NaIN, te show that IntentlOl'l8l1ty (ss 

expressed by the verbs 'Intend' or 'metWl') Is not 8 part of the meentng of the verb 'be' , 1 will conslder , 
the sentences ln 1 end 2 ln connectton wlth the prlnctples of contredlctlon end reoond!Wlcy. 
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4 \ ai John " obnmuau •. althOugh ( 1 know i t meon 10 Ile 

\ bl John 15 obnOXlOU5. end (1 k.nowi he mm 0 be. 

5 \ ei John 15 belng obnoxlOus. but he 00es no ntend to be. 

1 bl John 15 belno obnoxlOus. end he mtends to be 
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l1nd 811 01 these sentences pertoctlv accepteble Nothlng needs to be eXpl81ned The 

ottrlbutlOn ollntentlOSlolltv to the referent of the subtect !Des not render the compound sentences 
111 

contrtJdlctorvor redundtlnt. Therefore. 1 would concluœ thet the notIon of !nrSf7l101Mllrv 15 not part of 

the conceptuel content of the verb 'be'. 

Alternetlvelv, ta refute Wlll1oms' clelm, one cou Id look. for exemples of sentences ln whlch 

'be' functlons es cn auxlllerv where the attrlbutlOO- of lntentlOnalltv to the referent of the SUbHlct NP .. ' 

would seem entlrelv oppropru,te. In thls œse the referent of the 5ublect NP woulô "tntend" ta exhlblt 

r: 

, '!. 
the propertv œslgneted bv the predlC8te complement. 15 It ever possIble to understancJ IntentlOnalltv 

Trom sentences contotntng 'be' Aux es onelvzed bv W1J11a~lthouah 1 Mve concluded that 

Intentlontllltv 15 not tin element ln the conceptuel ~n"IVS15 of the verb 'he'. such 6 notIon mlght be 

Inrerred Trom other leXIcal Items ln sentences con~am1ng It. For example. woulô the sItuatIons 

desCrlbed bv the rolJowmg sentences beplauslble unless the re;erents of the 5ublect NP5 could al50 be 

8SCrlbed a conSClOus purpose'( 

6 (a) Max a the wmner OT an Olympie gold made\. 
Is Mm< the wlnner of an Olympie gold meœl? 

(b) Jlm ma vlrtuoso vlol1nlst 
15 Jlm 8 Ylrtuoso Ylolln1st? 

6 (c) H8rrv .Il e 11M' •. 
15 Herry 8 11er? 

Thes8 tokens of 'Is' must be enalyzed es forms of 'be' Aux, slnce they 811 have correspondtng question 

forms ln wtùctllnver510n of the SUbJect end Aux 15 essumed. Presumebly If IntenUonal1ty were 

ascrlbed to the referent of the (J'ammettœl sUbjects ln 6, then It could not be sttrlbuted to the capu 18 

'be'. On the other hand, the predlcate compleménts ml~t be conœlved as e possible source of 8 sense of 

"tntenUonelttt tf thts were 'ndeedsl~tf1ed by these sentences. (In fect. thls Is ecornmon problem ln 

/ 
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the S8mantle analvsls of naturel 16nguege sentences. It o1\en seems dlf11cult 10r hnQUlsts and 

phllosophers 01 language to œtermtne pr~lS8lv WhlCh formel element ln the sentence a pertlcular 

element 01 sense should be ettrlbuted to) fI.s W,lhams hlmsel1 observes. certtlln predlœte 

complements DT 'be' seem to den ote qualltles or propertl85 thet ere "control1eble" whlle others denote 

Qualltl85 Dr propertl85 that are not He fmds ~he followmQ sentence ungremmatlC81 

7 John IS bemo de6d ('ft ) 

Concerntng thlS. WIll,ams ( 1984. 141) Wfltes 

. Smce ttlere are two lM S. the seeoM one must De MV /JI. TrllS verD aserlDes 
Intentlonaltty lo ...M?, but riuflis /J durative ,tale presumably nol under John's control at 
thlS POIOt. Contrast thls Wlth ... r sentence 2 here--ems J where the predlcete oIJIIoK/ous IS 

conlrollable. 

WIlliams makes Interestlng claims concernlng the distribution of the two 'be's of hls analysls. He 

glves examples to IIlustrate that 'be' Aux can œcur ln cleuS81 constructions (,UCh es tensad sentences, 

Infinitives, gerunds, non-restrictive parttclples, t'}lmlnatlve absofute constructions as ln 8 below) 

8 (a) John Is deOO. 

(b) tobeœad 

(c) hls ~lng cm1 

( d) John, belng ~ 

(e) John being deOO 

but not ln non-clausal ronstructlons (such as perceptton-verb! complements, 

comPlem~, perception verb stem complements, restrictive pertlc~les as ln 9) 

9 Ya) 1 saw John belng ~ (*) 

(1) 1 SfNt John belng obnoxlous. 

( t t) 1 StNI John de8d. 

( b) J mû John de8,j( * ) 

(c) 1 S8W John be !MH * ) 

(d) The man belng deed ts here ( *) 

CtlUS8tt va v,er b 

1 

'. 
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It 18 not completely cl88r whether WllIlMT1S ronslders the esterlsK~ sentences to be unecœptable 

beœUse of the AP 'cMj' or be::euse the Incorrect 'be' (Aux es opposed to V) hes been inserted into the 

sentences, He cl81ms th8t "pr~lœtes such es tiJt:Kiare permltted ln the CI8US81 constructlOns," e 9 , ln . 
8, but "should be excluded from non-cleusel constructions," e,g ,9 (Wil1tems 1984, 141) He 003s 

not, however, formulete prlnclples ta ~unt for the use of predlcate complements such ès '~r, 

My J uâJment concernlng the grmnmattcal1ty of the esterlsked sentences ln 7 and 9 dlffers 

from W1IIIems', It seems thet If the verb 'be' could be sald to "escrlbe 1~lty" ln 6ny conte~t, 

then H should 00 50 ln (Nery cont~t. To provlde e sultable conte~r the sentences ln 9, suppose that 

John were 8t"I actor end the sp86Ker were the dlr8Ctor or script wrlter of 8 play ln whlch John 

performs the role of a ch8r~r that Is,suPPosed to die, ln thls context, 1 would flnd the sentences ln 9 

to be perfectly grmnmatlœl end ~pt8ble, Now ln vlew of thls, it 15 uncertain what to mel<e of 

W1111ems' ergument hare, Ta be sure, the source of the sense of "lntentlon8I1ty" th8t the sentence 

ellegajly expresses ts not et 811 cl98r. 

To meke m6tters worse, there saems to be a connlct betw98n WIllIams' structural and 

sementlc crlterle for the verb 'be', To dlst1ngulsh 'be' V (rom 'be' Aux, epart (rom the semantlc 

crtterlon of escrlblno Intentlonal1ty to the referent of the subj~t NP, W1l11ems 61so provlœs el formel 

clue., When there are tw6 'be's ln the sentence, he S8'fS, the mnQ one must be e ver~~s 

1984: 141), If so, then 'belno' ln the followlng so-œl1ed "p8SS1ve" sentences should be li form of the 

verb '00', 1 have dellberately select~ NP subJects thet œnote In8nlmate entltles to contr8dlct the 

Intentlonallty rEKJJlrement. 

10 (e) The flre station Is belng constructed 8t last. 

( b) The car Is belna weshed, 

(c) The r~lo Is belno repatred. 

(d) Thet very Issue was belno debeted ln the House. 

Whether or not thls 'be' ('belng' here) should be ana)yzed as an Aux or as e Y. It could not reesoneG1y 

be ~ to ascrlbe Intentfoneltty to the referent of the NP that funcUons the IrMlmettcal subject of trrI 
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of these sentences. Rather, the superficiel 5ubject NP of e "p8SSlve" sentence, aven ln the 

"prqesslve" aspect, Is trt}j1tlonally sald to œnote an Indlvldual that 15 Interpreted es the "patIent" of 

the act1on. And "lntentlonallty" would be 6SCr 1 bed to the "8Q8nt," whether 1t 15 expressed or not. Even 
t;> 

"patients," however, ln the œse of humafl ones, mtrt be lntendlno aoents Conslder the followlnQ 

passIve sentences contalnlng 'belng' 

11 (8) The pattent ts betng exemtnoo by e new Specl611st 

(b) The pattent ts belng operat~ on voJuntarlly 

If Indeed, 'belng' here. es the second 'be' ln ~h of these sentences, 15 6 form of 'be' V, then the 

8SCrlptlon of Intentlon811ty 15 completely lûelsvent for !ts use. Thus, nelther the structural crIterIa 

nor the semant1c crHerle proposed by W1111ems ere Qulte ta:urate, as the sentences ln la and Il 

clearly provlde counteravldence ta hls semantlc anaJysl5. 
, 

But W1l116ms Is QU1te correct to pOint out that sentences such as 1 end 2 ebove dltter ln 

m88nlng. These sentences ere repeeted here. 

1 John ts obnox tous 

2 John ts belng obnoxlous 

" 
The Important Question for S8mentlc analysls ls. Ta whet should one Qttrlbute the dlfference ln 

m88nlng? There Is an obvlaus formol d1tference between 1 end 2. They dltter ln what has 

trOO1tlonelly been calloo espect, whlch 15 marked by the dlfferent forms of the verb, or dlfferant forms 

of 'be' ln thls case. Sente~telns the lexeme 'be' ln the SImple present' tense Indlcet1ve (for 3d 

persan slnouler), WhjJ/~ 2 contalns 'be' (seme persan end number) ln the non-pest 

prcq'esslve, whlch would be enalyzed by W1l11ams 8S [AUX bel + [vœtnol. Both 'be's ere followed by 8 

token of the S8fTle predicats romp lement of the cetetpy AP. 
! 

There se severel 1nteresUno proposaIs ln I1ngulst1c I1tereture conœrn1no the semenUc 

1nterpretet1on of the pra;resslve in Enol1sh. (5ee. e.g.. Comrte 1976; ~Idsmtth and Wotsetschleeger 

1982; l~ 197 t; Scheffer 1975; Vendler 1969.) The prtnctpal d1fferenœs thet are most 
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commonlY noted ~bout the ln ter pretot IOn OT progresslVe and non-prcx;Jresslva sentences are as follows 

(,onslder the exemples ln 1 and 2, A non-progressIVe sentence such as l, wlth only a sImple Tlmte 'be.;. 

denotes a statlc state. belnq the attrIbutIOn of 1) property (contlnœnt or n~rv) ta an mdMdual 

nemoo 'John', whlle 2. wlth the aâ:11tlon of the present partlclple of 'be' , denotes a ctvnemlc state. belnQ 

the ottrlbutlon of a momentarv W~ of beh~lng Although the stetlc-ctynamlc dlchotamy IS not 

completely unproolematlc, thls seems ta oe the mast common way ta anelvze sentences ln the a;tlve 

VOlce cont~1nlng the progressIve farm of 'be', 
, 

Thus the notions of /ntentlDM/ltv and control as employed by W1I11ams mlght oe related to 

the speek.er's conceptlon ot the referent's relation to the property deslgnated by the predlcate 

complement. But notIce. It IS not the propertv deslgnetQj oy 'obnoxlous' (as ln 2) or 'œoo' (as ln 7- 'J) 

thot IS the OblECt of control. for exemple, ln 2. the propertv oonoxlous IS not under the control of 

John. It IS beJOg obnoxlous thet IS the oOleet of control. ln 9, the property œoo 15 not unœr the control 

of the actor, It IS bamo de6d thet IS the oblect of control. In mv hvpotheslS, the pr~resslve 'balng' 

wouldelwevs functlon es the heOO of the pred~C6te complement phrase of 'be', (For det81ls concernlOQ 

the svnt~tlc enalYSls. see Chaptar 2,) Accord1ng ta my semantlc analYSls of C8t~rlcal sentences 

conttllnmg 'be', 'oe' and whatever 15 9JVernQj by 1\ are pred1cated of the reterant ot the sublect NP 

Thus. 'be' plus the semantlc content of 'oemg + obnoxlOus' or 'belng + d9tll' ts ottrlbuted to the 

referant 01 'John', For thts dlssertetlon, 1 have not studled the sement1c aftects of env pertlcular tense 

or esp~t of 'be', 1 leeve the suoloots of tense end aspect, ln pertlculer, the lnterpretatlon of the 

pr(XJf"8SStve form of '00' for future r9S88rch. 

The lnterpretetlon of prcgresslve sentences ln Engllsh seems to vary systemettcallv from the 

Interpretation of non-prcgresslve sentences, Although, es Vend 1er ( 1969) observes, the progressIve 

forms,f verbs of dtfferent classes (verbs thet denota proœsses, ~hlevements. etc,) have sllghtlv 

dlfferent mterpretat1ons, there ooes not seem to oe env lfOO r88SOll to essume th8t the -mg form of the 

verb 'be' œes not heve e I)8rt1culer progressIVe espectuellnterpretatJon. But thlS ooes not I~ me to 
il 

œnclude thet there are two dtfferent lexlcelttems '00', The feet thet lt IS possIble, or that 1t 15 aven 

neœssarv, to IOterpret sentences oont01n1ng t~ - fog form of '08' ln 0 wt:t( ttlGt d1ffers from the 
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mterpretahon of sentences contaJnlng only a slmp le form of 'be' (Le., 'am', 'lire', 'ls', 'wos', 'were') 

and other forms 00es not seem to constltute a very strong l1ngUlstlC IIrgument to support Il two-Iexeme 

analYSls of 'Oe' ln partlcular, lt ocm not provlde defmltlve support for Wl1l1ams' two-Iexeme 

onalYSlsof 'be' 1 thmK lt 15 hlghly Improbable thet the sentences ln 1 end 2 contein two d11ferent 

lexemes 'be' , one the copula Aux, the other, the copula V A one-Iexeme anelysts of 'be' ls, however, 

strongly supported by the morphosyntectic evlœnce given ln Chapter 2 Thus lt seems claer thet we 

may correctly attrlbute the particular meen1ng of sentences such es 1 ~ 2 to the partlculor form 01 

the verb-especlally Slnce 1t appeers that a speaker mey use th~~form only when thls portlculor 
1 

lnterpretatlon IS poss10le, es ln tne case of sentences wlttt progr"lVe 'oe' 

For a sentence of the form [NP be XP l, chanQlng the form of the verb 15 on Iy one of the w~s to 

vary the semantlc content of the sentence. But thera are other Wf!YS to 00 thls. One m~ elso varv the 

semantlc content 01 such sentence types by chllnglng the determlners and terms of the obl1~tory NP 

sublect or bV changmg the proo1œte terms or the type or cet8(J)ry œnotoo by the XP. Thus, 1 would 

conclude that the posslb1l1ty of express1ng v8rlo~' -Jense end ospectual rejetions betw88n proolœte 

terms anO tfle referents of the sublect terms ln such sentences should not have eny lexlœl slQn1f1œnee 

for 'be' ln Engllsh. 

4.4 Idiomatic;rntences contatnlng 'be' wtth ftxed subJects 

ln thlS cMpter, 1 h8Ve exemlned severol classlflœtlons of the "senses" or "uses" of 'be'. 1 h8Ve 

6150 consldered evlŒmee for how many verbs 'be' there are ln mooarn Engl1sh. 1 clalm thet there 15 

onlyone lexeme 'be' ln mOOern Engllsh. In ~nerel 1 have arguoo thet multlvcnl analyses of 'be' 

reflect the m86nlng of the whole sentence, rether then the m~nlng of the lexlœlltem 'be' elone. Ali of 

the analyses that 1 revl8W here seem to attrlbute to the verb concepts tMt are properlv contrlbuted 

by the subJec~ ani!/or predjœte terms that oocur with '00' ln œtefp'lcal sentences or to 'the 

combmatlon of these phrases, 

1 clefm th8t there ts one verb 'be' ln Enollsh end lt Is anelyzed conœptuellY as type 

ettrlbutlon. 1 should emphes1ze that the ~eme 'be' that 1 heve enaJyzed cœurs ln weil formed 



( 

c 

275 

sentences of Engl1sh ln the followtng svnt~tlc context [NP --XP 1 1 have only consIderee! exemples 

ln whlch both N end X ere œt8(J)remata. Thev both œnote ontologtC81 types or catet;J)rles Independentlv 

But If there 15 only one leXIcal Item 'be' ln Engllsh. 8S 1 propose. then a single leXIcal entrv must 

tn:Ount for ~1l "uses" of the verb The leXIcal entrv for 'be' must presumablv al50 contaln lnstructlons 

for the "uses" of the verb to whlch the oenerel rules of semantlc mterpretetl0n 00 not applv( 1 reter 

to these cs "Idloms" In Engl1sh. e.g .. sentences ot the form [there + be + NP mde11 and [It + be + 

weather AfJ/vP]. etc. The grammatIcal formatlVes 'there' and 'lt' mev occur onlv ln sublect posltlOn 

and th6\! are not C8te{Xlrematlc. That IS. thev 00 not denote types of entltles. Th6\! 00 not belong to 8 

melOr ontol0Q1C81 cat8(J)rv or h8\le any obvlous extensIOns. Clearlv the tnterpretlve prmclple that 1 

proposed for cote(J)rlcol sentences ln Chapter 3 would not apply ta sentences of these types. Although 

whtJt 1 cel! "ldlometlc uses" mlght. however, count as polysemlc or derlved senses ln some tœOunts of 
\ . 

..J lexlC81 semanttcs. 1 mamtaln that the sense of the verb 'be' <tes not Ym:Y 10 these contexts. Rather 1 

would tJrgue thet the dlfferent mterpretatlons for these sentences 8961n depend upon the conceptual 

content of the phreses thet functlon as SUbJ8CtS and pred1cate complements. (For an analVS1S Of Engl1sh 

sentences u~ ta tall< ebout the weether, see SMn 1980.) 1 w1l1 conclude thls sectIon bv explormg 

tentettvely en epprœ:h to the mterpretatton of the so-Ctllled "exlstentlal" sentences contalnmg 'there' 

end 'be'. 

Alterm,tlve svnt~t1c enaJvSflS of sentences cont8lnlng 'there' that have been proposed wlthln 
(' 

generatIV8 gremmar era revIt 10 WIlltams ( 1984). Manv 11ngulsts seem to ~ree thet such 

sentences cen be analvzed super lally 8S [NP be NP], the f1rst NP belng 'there' and the second bemg 

restrlcted to mdet1nlte descrIptIons. Apert from the 8Xlst8ntl81 use, the main funchon 01 suet, 

sentences seems to be to .dentlty and lntr(X1uce e loglcal sublect for dlscourse. Falry storles ln 

Enollsh., e.o., usuallY begln 'Once upon e Ume there W8S en X' and subsequent sentences use the 

complement 'X' as the lTammat1cel subJ~t, e.g. l 'The X W8S .. .' But onty one 'there + be' sentence can 

mtroouce one end the seme sub.j~t ln a s1ngle text. COOsfder the followl~g text. 

1 (8) There fs Indeed 8 Santa Cleus, 

/ 
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(b) Is there mcMj 6 Santa Claus"( 

i c) ~tl:l Claus lIves at the North Pole. 

(d) He lS marned. 

1 malntaln that the subject and predlcate phrases of existent lai sentences are ln some sense 

completely Idlomattc. Or at lsast, 'there-be' sentences are synt~t1cally Idlometlc ln thet the or der of 

the subject end proolcate terms 15 reversed obllgotorl1y As 1 would enolyze It, 'there' functlons 

Idiomatlcally as the grammatlbal subject of the sentence, as 111ustretoo, e.g., by "SubJecl-Aux 

Inversion" ln 1 (b). However, number tlgreement holds batween the verb and the second NP 1 whlch Is 

catE9)remattc. Semantlcally, the subject and predicats phrases are cleorly reversed. A referent Is 

introouced Into the main of dlscourse by the I,{ldeflnne NP 1 whl1e the 'there + be' sequence funcHons 

as an Idlomatlc predicatIve expression. Here 'there' st80ds (or the pr8glTl8t1c oomaln of dlscourse. The 

most posttlve feature of the analysls Is that 'there-be' sentences, I1ke meny other elementery 

sentences contai ni ng 'be', are analyzed as monedlc propositIons. In terms of the relation of attribution, 

afftrmatlve œclaratlve sentences of the fo,m [there + be + Indeftnlte NP] would be Interpreted or 

analyzed e~enSIOnallY as fo 11 OW5. The referent of (NP ,VP]) belongs to the oomaln of dlscourse D 

(denoted Idlo(Tlatically by [NP ,1"]). For my purposes, the Important point to notice Is that 'be' can st1l1 

be analyzed conceptually as the attribUtion relation. The re(erentlal Indaflnlte NP phrese of many 

[) sentences beglnnlng 'there + be' are complex and ln f~t contaln the type thet would be attrlbuted by 

the predlcatecomplement of ordlnary non-ldlomatlc cat9;Jlrlcai sentences However, the analysis of 

'there-be' sentences Is c198l'Iy not the main subject of thls w(J'~ It obvlously needs much more 

attentlon. 

L 
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Chapter 5 

Ass1gnment of themaUc relations to arguments 
versus a categor1cal analysls 
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ln Chapter 3, 1 presented 8 semantlc analysls of the general subject-prediœle relattons 

expressed by C8t9t})r1(~l sentences ln Engltsh. ~ese are sentences of the form [,"NP be XP] sucn es 

the followlng. 

1 (e) Pet ts ab~helor. 

(b) This carrot ts r~. 

(c\ The cards are on the tob le. 

(d) ~IS boat 15 being repafred. 

'Be' ln Engltsh ts tal<en 8S an expltctt slgn of attrIbution. Attrlbut10n Is effected grammatlcally by the 

Ilnklng of e predlC8te phr8S8 to el subJect phrase. This relation, whlch Is alsa called "predIcatIOn," IS 
~ 

obtemoo when the 11ngulstlc express1ons. (I.e., [NP ,1"] and [VP, 1') are brought together mto 6 

pertlculer svnt~tlc reletton by the m8)(Imal pr01ectlon of the INFL catEl(Jlrv. Accordlng to my 

hypothesls 1 an affirmative declerative sentence of the form [," NP be XP} ts 1nterpreted as follows. the 
" 

reierent( s) of [NP ,'"] (whlch belongs ta en ontol~IC81 type th8t may be denoted bv [NP ,1"]) belongs 
if, 

to the ontolOOlcal type denoted by [XP 1 [v·be11. (See 3. 1.3 for datalls.) , 

Sementlc lnterpretetlon 15 cher~terlZtld here es the prooess of determmmQ the extenslOns of 

Imgulstlc expressions on the bests of thelr Intenslons. 1 heve cher~terlzed the Intenslons of 

cetefP'emate es type concepts. The compOS1t1onal prœess of determln1ng the extens10ns of 
... 

cetei)lrlœl sentences is dascrjbed as e conceptuel proœss of relettng types danoted by the pr&'Jleate 

complement of 'be' mld the re(erentCs) of the subJect NP. In thls eneJysls, the extens10ns of the 
10-' 

sublect 8fld predlcete terms of cetEg)rtè81 sentences are descrlbed es referents end types, 

respectlVelV, end the extenston of the who le sentence Is sean es e stete of effatrs ln whlch the 

referent( s) of the SUbject 'sI are seld to belong to e certain type or types. Here the term 'type' meens 

'- . 

,I.t, , 
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an "ontolC)Jlcal type." whlch can be cl8SSlfled InOrdlng ta e theorv of œt9lJ)r\8S es œscnbed bv 

Anstotle or al50 10 fact by Jackenooff \ 

Ail of the sentences ln 1 abwe conteln 6 form of the verb 'be' And furUlermore, thls IS the 

only lexIcal Item that these sentences ail h8Ve ln common, ThIs fact provldes one motIvatIon to look 

for a Single rule of semantlc Interpretatlon for ail types of sentences contalnlng the verb 'be', 5mce 

these sentences have no cat~rematlc expressIons ln common, 1 would ergue thet the reletlon of 

attributIOn (mterpreted as "belongmg to a type") Is the extent of the semantlc simllerltles thet ail 

these sentence types share, ln other words, the generel relatIon of predlœtlon, concelved es type 

attrlbutlOn, IS only part (adm Ittedly a very Important pert 1ndged) of the sementlc analysls of 

elementarv sentences contalnlng 'be', 

1 n predIcatIOn, the type( s) œnoted by the predlcete phrcse Is/ere ettnbuted to the 

referent( si of the sublect. But besldes the SUb)ect-predlC8te relation that Is Invarlablyexpressa1 

bv 'be' , there are other semantlc relatIons thet ere slmulteneously expressed by catE9)rlœl sentences 

Veflous other semantlc relatIOns m6'y' pOSSlbly hold betw99n the types œnoted bY the sublect end 

predlcate, These relatIOns œpend on the lntenslon5 of the expressIons tMt functlon es the sublect and 

predlcate ter ms. That 15, semantlc relatlons varv as the constltuents of the subtect and predlcete 

vary, ln thl5 respect, the sentences ln 1 mtt{ be sald to express dlfferent relatIons between the 

œnotata of the sublect and predlcete phreses. For exemple. the sentences ln 1 express relations 

between an entlty and a social status bachelorhood (a), between a certeln veoet8ble and a condition 

(b), between a group of ent1tles and a locatIon ln (c), If lt Is teken ItteralIy, and flnallY, between a 

certain vessel and what 15 happenIng to 1t (d), ThiS anelvsls of semantlc relatIons 15 besed on the 

dIrect InterpretatIon of the constltuents'bt'the' phrases tMt functlon as the oremmetlcal sublect and 

predlcate, 

MY objective ln thls cMpter IS to œmonstrete the correctness 01 thls epproach, 1 will 00 50 , , 

partly by offermg negetlve crlticIsm or" an elternetlve apprœch to semanr,cs that 1$ often assumed 

wlthm generat1ve ~ammar. Here 1 will contrast my proposel wlth en 8Il8JvslS of the propos1tlonal 

content of cet,-,cet--SsOtetbs ln terms 01 semantlc roles. or more speclflœt Iv , accordlnO to the 
\ 

t 
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(1972. 1976, 1978, 1983). 1 will essume th~t the rtmer Is famIlIer wlth the works of these 

outhors, end the ~ner~l epprœcf'l the{ 15 rf;lYlewed \ 1 3.2. Furthermore, 1 6SSume that these 

sementlc constructs tre properly chertK:terlzed as relatlOnal concepts. whlch hold between the 

extensIons of terms and verbs, es described ln Styan ( 1983. 1984) 1 n thls chapter, 1 will apply the 

theory of themetJc relations only to elementary sentences contalnlng 'be' 

Aécordlng to the hypotheslS of thematlc relations, the lexical entry of the verb determm8S the 

themetlc relations that are esslgned to the NPs and other lingUlstlc expressions that appear 10 the 

argument pOSItions 01 sentences contalnlng the verb. The abstract thematlc releUons thet are 8SSlgned 

to ISrguments ( I.e., expressions ln partlculer syntactlc positions) must be stetad in the lex1cal entrles 

of pertlcular verbs. These lexical statements presuppose thet for any pradlcat10n contalning e g1ven 
o 

verb the thematlc relations of lts orguments cen be speClfled ln oovance. As a case ln poInt, the verb 
\ 

. " 'be' 15 sald to teKe two 8rguments and thase ere alw&ys esslgned the themetic relations Theme (T) and 

Loœtlon (U. Thus, the varlous subject and prediœte terms of elementary sentences contalnlng the 

verb 'be' would be unlformly assigned the reletlonel constructs of Theme 8I'ld Location as 111ustrated 

ln 2. 

2 Syntax: 'be': NP----XP 

Sementics: BE (x, y) 
T L 

Accordlno to this hypothesls, It i5 possible to predlct euton1atfœJ\y at the level of the lexlcon preclsely 

whlch themattc reletlon 15 asslgnab le to eny CO'!lplex express10n (I.e., NP or XP) lnserted Into the 

positions marked by the varl8bles. ThlJs, ~11 the sentences ln 1 are ronslœred to h~e more sem8ntlc 
j-

s1mllarlt1es then Just the relation of attrlbuHon th12t Is essocleted wlth the verb 'be', T~ NPs and XPs 

that funcUon es SUbJect5 and pr~l~te terms would "tways reœlve the 58m8 ess1~ment of themat1c 
1 

ra laUons. 

~ (eH~a1ls" bÇleJor· 
T l 

(b) Tbo corrot Is œ. 
T l 

\. 
li 

Il 
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( c) The cards ore on the table. 
I L 

(d) The boat Is belng rapalrEVl. 
T L 

The account of the semanttc Interpretation of elementary sentences contalnlnQ 'be' based on the 

ab$tr~t notions of TlI6me and Lœation Is Qulte dlfferent trom the catll9lrlC81 analysls that 1 proposed 

ln Chapter 3. For these sentences abave, however, the only predlcate complement thet could be 

concelved as e IOO8tloo ln any Intuitive sense Is 'on the table' ln (c), The analysls of the subJect NPs 

and the predlcate complements as Theme Qnd Locotlon, respectlvely, ooes not offer ft ve~y Informative 

~unt of the semantlcs of ail elementary sentences contalnlng 'be'. Furthermore, as 1 shall observe 
« 

ln thls chapter, themat1c relations presuppose eotltles that are classlf10ble tJCCOrdlno to ontoloolcal 

types and catt9Jrles. 1 shall argue that these entHles and types cre basic ond provlœ the conceptual 

structures thet are operatlve ln seman.tlc wel1-formedness r!,lles. Thematlc relations are th us 

derlvable, Just 1n case they should prave necess8ry for the e)(planatton of grammattcal or semantlc 

phenomene. 1 see no need of them ln lIngulstlC anolysls. In the presen.t chopter, 1 will Question the 

008Qu~ of the lheory of themattc relations BS Il basls for e semootlc description of elementary 
,,-

sentences contalnlng 'be' and thus Us explanetory velue es a $8m8011e theory for neturellangueges. 1 00 

not Intend ta Sf1./ herÉl thst thematlc relations could play no raIe ln syntex but thet the use of sementlc . 
labels Insyntactlcdescrlptlon 15 mlsl8tl1lng. 

This chapter Is ln two perts. Flrst, ln 5.1, 1 wlll brleOy exomlne the generel notions of 

TlJeme and LoœtiOll. 1 wHl argue b8Stcally that the deftnttlQns of these themattc relettons are 50 v~ue 
\ 

and general thet they glve no more clue to the sense of 8 sentence then the relatlonal'terms 'subJect' end '. 
'pred1C8te complement'. Proponents of the th~ of thamattc relattons ettempt to Justtty these 

semantlc constructs on the basls of thelr relevonœ 10 the explanetlon of Intersententlel relatlonshlps. 
. q. 

ln 5.2. l 't'nt note the relative merlts of the theory of them8~IC relMlons end a theory 01 .ontologlcal 

types and cat8lJ)rles ln eccountfng for senl80tlC phenomene such as ~pl8ble ~tlve-passlve 
1 

sentence pairs (5,2. J ) 1 ~t8ble questlon-Slswer p81rs (5.2,2) «ld flnel1y IIngutstic Inferentlel 
" 

... 
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relatlonshlps among sentences (523) As 1 sh~l1 expleln, the problem for themetlc relatlOns IS tMt 

these constructs are eppl1œble only to smgle sentences ln 1so18t1On A clesstflcetlon of ontolOOlcel 

types holds ocross sentence bounderies and i5 conceptuelly more fundementel end generol, wherecs 
1 

thematlC relations œpend on the verb of the sentence 

5. 1 Thome and location 

According to the theory of themat1c relations, every weil formed sentence contelnln(J the verb 

'be' ln Engllsh must contain 6 NP thet ls osslgn~ the themetlo relation Theme end enother phrese that 

IS 6SSlgned the thematlc relation Location, es \1lustret~ belew 

l 'be' [NP-XP) 
1 1 
T L 

1 wll1ar~e ln thlssectlon and thenext thot the ob 1 19atoryNP endXP ln811 elementerysentences 

contalnlng 'be' cannot be enalyzOOln an intuitive wery os Theme end Locetlon, respectlvely, os clelmea 

by Gruber and Jockenooff Beslcelly, whot 1 wlsh to questIon here is the generel idee thet there Is on Iy 

a 11mlted number of substantive "conceptuel" relat10ns (themetlc relot1ons) thet cen be expressed ln 

sentences of natural languege T 0 begin w 1 th, 1 will usa the very dete thet Gruber end Jeckenooff 

themselves present Whereas ~h.ey attempt to show how'the basiC themettc reletlons r~ur repeetedly 

ln sentences that speekers use to talk Ilbout d1fferent sltulltlons, 1 will attempt to show thet sementlc 

reletlOns very-tnordlng to the ontol()JIC81 types of the entHles th8t ere releted by verlous verbs. 1 . . 

wll J attempt to demonstrete that whet Is teken ta be,a Ilmlted number of "conceptuel building b locks" 

(J~kendof( t 978: 228) may be the affect of synt~t1c (gremmatlcaJ) constrelnts on the expression of 
, 

semantlc reletlons. In thls section, 1 wl" examine the generel thematlc reJetlon Theme, and leter, ln 

5 2 2, , w111 exemlne the oenerel relation location. 

Flrst, 1 will conslder the QUeStion' Whet Is the Theme? This Question Is emblguouS. It oould 

be used to lnqulre about the essent1al nature of the construct ceJ1ed 'Theme' or how to determ lne whlch 

expression ln 8 partlculer sentence Is essioned the them8tlc relation Theme. In thls section, 1 shall 

try to answer bath of these Questions 

\ 
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Accord1ng to Gruber ( 1976: 38), Theme Is the only relatIon thet 15 "an obhgetory element 01 

fNery sentence" ln Engl1sh 1 One NP ln fNery sentence of Enol1sh denotes an entlty thet 15 conce1Ved as 

Theme Slnce a Theme must be present ln fNery avent or 5tate 01 affalrs thet Is œscrlbed by sentences 
") 

of neturel16nquage, lt corresponds to 8 ~ œnaœ relatl0nal nohon. Relatlons lmply ent1tles, and 

Gruber and J~kenooff char~terlze thèmatlc relations ln terms of .he entltles lnvolved (1 e , ln terms 

of the WInA1D of the relation) Theme Is therefore œf1ned !ro)rdlnç to the different contexts ln whlch 

lt occurs. W1th verbs of movement, the Thème Is sald to move; wlth verl)s of change, the Theme 1S sald 
1 

ta chenge; wlth verbs 011ocatlon, the Theme Is sald to be located somewhere, w1th agentlve verbs, th~ 

Theme 15 sald ta be affected bV the Agent's action, and 50 on. In order to ldentlfy the Theme, accordlng 

to the theory of thematlc re1atlOn5, lt Is flrst n~rv ta analyze the verb of the sentence as a 

CHANGE, STAY. BE verb or es an agentlve verb Slnce there &re seven classes of verbs occordlng ta 

J~kenooff ( t 976' 110), there must be seven classes of Them es, But the subclasslflœtlon 00es not 

stop here. 80th Oruber tmd J~kenooff spec1fy four further subclasses of verbs ~rd1ng to semantlc 

fIelds, such 6S pos1tlonaJ t possesslonal. ldenttflœtlonaJ, end clrcumstantlal. These parameters may 

apply to ~h of the verb classes. sa that wlthln the themat1e relatIons framework, at least 28 

sube 16SS8S 01 Themes ore theoretlC811v r~n1zed. Apparentlva NP denotlQg anv entlty or type in the 

whoJe unlverse could beer the reletlon of Theme 

Whlle Gruber end JŒkenooff lns1st on the same08SS of the concept of Theme that "netural1y" 

extends ta el1 of the dlfferent contexts (Jackenooff 1976: 100), 1 would point out the differences 
" 

between the'ver10us k1nds of relet10ns that they 1dent1fy as Theme. In the examples thet follow, taKen 

for the mast pert from GruMr ( 1976) and JŒkenooff (1976, 197,8), much 01 the S8meness may 

stem trom the u~ of the seme verb ln dlfferent contexts. The expressions that are underllned ln the 

sentences below denote entlt1es thet may be conœtv~ es Theme, Beœuse 1~ hes fewer letters, 1 w1l1 

use'the prlmlt1ve pr~jœte 00, lnsteed of CHANGE here. 

lin ,many elternat1ve hYPotheses of sementtc roles. e similer ch,'m ts m~: 8.g., the 
"nom tMttve" case (Anderson 1971: 50), "patient" (Staroste 1978: 472). "effected" 'P8l"t1c1pent 
(Hal11œv 1969: 169), are 811 obl108tory. 

'1... 
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1 OOposltionar An oople fell trom the tree to the Qround . 

. 2 GOpossesslonar WlII mherHed e m1ll10n ctlllars trom hls tether: 

3 OO'denllncallonal: The metol turned rad. 
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4 OOCircumstantlal: The clrcle sucXlenly swltched from turnlng clockwlse to turnlno 
countarc lœkw Ise. 

5 STAYPosltionar The COI:dl remelned ln the drlv8WOV. 

6 STAYPossesslonal: The Iguane stayed ln M8X'S possession 

7 STAYldenUficatlonaF the book dld not rematn th~t exoanslve., 

a STAY Clrcumslanllal' The whael kept splnntng. 

9 BEposltlonaJ: The clrcle contalns 1Ila.Œl1. 

lOB EPossesslonaF The lIbr~ry has the book ' 

l , BE Idenuncatlonal: The oumoktn seemed testv 

, 2 BE ClrcumslanUaF The car Is sputterlng . ., 
, 3 CAUSE...OOposltionar L Ind8 lowerad the rock to the ground 

, 4 CAUSE ... OOpossesslonal: Herry Q8VEt the book to the 1 tbrery 

l '5 CAUSE...OOldentlncationaF 0011 te m~ M~rtln heppy. 

, 6 CAUSLOOClrcumstantiaF Dick forced i:lœ to telk. 

'7 CAUSE ... STAVPosIUonaf John kept ~ ln the house. 

'8 CAUSE...STAVPossesslonaF M8X kept the mOO8J trolo for Y881's. 
--

19 CAUSLSTAVldentificationaF Mexlne keeps ber hoir short. 

20 CAUSE ... ST AV ClrcumslanUaF Laure kept Oœdd work t ng. 

21 LET...OOposIUonaF Laure released!ll§..a1r from the bell00n. 

22 LET ... OOpO!5esslonal: Dtck Iœ8Pted the oony !rom h1s fether. 

23 LET...OOldenUficaUonaJ= Henry Jet Nœ2 get slck. 
-

24 LET ... OOclrcumstanUal: L8Ur8 enowed ~ to St8r,t work 1r1O-
~. 

25LET ... STAYposIUonal: Ltnœ lett the rœk on theoround. 

26LET ... STAYPossesslonal: Will retelned bis fortune. 

1 \ 
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J 27 LET ... STAYldenllflcllional' Manny left tna.œc. !llrtv. 

28 LET...STAYClrcumslanllal. DavId let Unda KeèP on laughlng. 

Beslœs these 26 clesses of Themes that are created by extendlng the noHon of Tllerne to ail seven verb 

clesses, whlch ere moo1fted, ln turn, by the four !llfferent parameters, Gruber and JŒkenooff descrlbe 

yat other le locls of Thames. These Include extenslonal Themes (l1lustrated ln 29- 31) and 

"coreferentla'" Themes (32- 34) ln whlch the same referent enters Into more than one thematlc 
, -

relation slmulttlneously (Jockenooff 1972. 34-36). 

29 Exten510nal, Posltlonsl: The rœ;;! extenOOd from Altoona to Johnstown. 

30 ExtenslonaJ, ldentlflœtlonal: Tbls theory ranges (rom the sublime to the ridlculous 

31 Extenslonel, Temporal: The conference l8Sted from Tuesd&y to Frld8y. 

32 AQent- Theme: JgJm ran Into the flre (Intentlonally) 

33 Source-Theme: The raln cloud developed Into 8 torn~. 

34 Goel- Theme: Sam cerved 4..œlfout of marble. 

There are severa1 wtJys ta cross-classlfy the criteria by whlch the 34 CI8SS8S of Theme are 

char~terlzad. From one persp~t1ve, the Theme œn be ldentlfled by the other thematic relatIons wlth 

whlch It assœlates. In the poslttonal parameter, the Theme Is speclfled wlth respect to the physjeal 

envtronment ln whlèh il Is seld ta move from one pla::e ta another, where 11 Is sald to stay or to be 

lacated. In the possesslon~1 parameter, the Theme Is speclfled wlth respect to Its possessor. The 
" Theme Is S81d ta be trensferred from one possessor to another or !ts possessor Is sald ta be unchanglng. 

ln the lœnttflcetioneJ per~eter, the Theme Is speclfted wlth respect ta 6 property, ch80g1ng or 

unchanolng. In the extenslonal J)8remeter, the Theme 15 specifled wlth respect to the extent of !ts 

extremtttes. In the clrcums.tanttel perameter, the Theme Is S61d ta be lnvolved ln 8 clrcumstance, 

chanolno and unchenOlng. In other words, the nature of the thematlc reletlons $pends not on ly on what 

the enUty enelyzed es Theine Is 00100 or Is, etc., but al50 on the ather tbematlc reletlons in terms of 

whtch the Theme ts speclfied. COns!der the possible Theines that mlght be expressed by the subject of 
D 

the verb 'be'. The themaUe relation Theme ts assl~ ta the under lIned NP. 
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38 ( a) ~ IS ln Afrlca 

( b) l he tC)80glB 158 geometr.1C fJgure 

(c) IhlS man IS mv son 

(d) Ihe puroeklO lS16Sty 

(e) ~ lS sputtWlng 

( f) ÜIl.lIll2 15 Ming msulted 

(QI IhlS tao lS 200 years old 

1 h) Ihe QOocert 15 at 8 p m 

-( ) ta 1$ ln love 

() ) tour hat 15 hanglOg ln the c1oset. 

, 
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Although the relations lnvo1vlng the retereats of the underl1ned N'ps ore presented as exemples of the 

single concept TlNJme. there ar.e actually ten fundamentally dlfferent relatlons. 2 ln thls COS8, the 

âifference ln the relations depends not only on the value of x (whlch Is tmelyzed as Theme) ln the 

propositlons1 functlon 'be' F (x) but aIse on the value of F (whlch 1$ analyzed as L0C8tlon) Sentence 

(a) expresses the relation bet\Oeen an indlvldua1 and a pl~. (b) classifies 'i3 triangle tX:COrdlng to Its 

genus. nemlng a superordinate class to whlch a11 triangles belong; (c) specifies 8 kinship reletlon 

between two lndivldua1s. (d) reveals an accidentaI Qua11ty of an entfty. In (e), an ent1ty Is saidto be ln 
'. 

the prœass (actlvlty) of sputterlng; (0 œscrlbes what 15 happening to someone, (g) expresses fi 

Quant1ty (age) of a substance, (h) expresses the relation between an avent and 8 tlme; (t) specifies the 

emotlonal state or condition of an indlvldual. (j) expresses the relation between a h~ cover end fi 

position There ml.t{ 8150 be other relations that ~n be expressed by the use(ul verb 'be' wlth other 

- enttties and/or properties whlch would alsa be analyzed as Thames and Looat1ons, The ptJrameters and 

type o( "Location" ~tually lndlcate propert1~ by whlch the types Of "Thame" cao be sean todlffer (rom 
, 

each other 

e 2The predlcate terms ln the sentences ln 38 abova lIlustrate, Arlstotle's ten ontol001cal 
C8t~rles. (Formorede~8ns,see 122(I1)Md4.1.3.) 

, 
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For Gruber 8nd JackenOOff, the exemples 1n sentences 1-34 "bave provuJe ev1dence to show 
'- I~ 

the! there ex1sts e single sementtc concept that 15 deslgneted by the term 'Theme'. wh1ch generallZ8S 

tJCross verl0us perameters wlthln each verb class. From thls, Jackenooff concluœs that thls thematlc 

relet10n Is en elementary "conceptual structLf'e" ("the result of the ww the mmd structures its . 

perception of the world") thet determlnes part of the meanlng of each and' fNery sentence of Engllsh 

(Jackenooff 1978: 228). 

It seems essentiel to try end œtermlne the source of the "S8meness" that supposedly underhes 

the notion of Themewhlch 15 S8td to recur repeatedly ln every--sentence of Engllsh. In whàt wt/'{ csn 
.i 

every sentence be seld to conteln the seme element of meantng? Whaf 00es I! mesn for relations to be 

the seme? Now slnce Jecl<enooff end Gruber descr1be the themat1c reletton Theme ln terms of ent1tles, 

e.g., the "movlng enttty," let us conslder slml1arlty between entltles. Any two entlt1es are slmllar 

b~use they share the seme prop~rty or essentiel propertles. To t8ke examples from naturall<lnds as 
, ' 

dtscu~ by Putnem ( 1975r: twoJlgers are slmtlm- beœuse they share the progerty of bejng 8 t1œr 

(.8nd an animaI); any two lemons are slml1ar because they shere the prQ~,erty of bel!l§ a lemoD (a~d a 

citrus fruit) (P utnem 1975: 240, 247-249). Since propert1es determ lne classes, and not vIce 

ver~. If there ls an unl1mlted cless of relatIons such as Theme, then ail Themes must share some 

property, But be1ng 8 Theme Is not a property that 15 easy to char~tertze essentlally. In fact, no 

Ungulst has, ta my I<nowledge, been 8ble to name a .slngle property thet Is shered by the Infinite class 

of Themes,3 nor ls there e ,famlly resembl~nce (Wittgenstein 1958: 66- 71 ). 

On the basts of the very œta presented by Gruber apa J~l<enooff lt seems clear that TlJeme 
~ 1 

cennot be an "el9fnentary" concept. This 15 obvlous slnce It appears that the Th~me can be 

cherecterlzed ln term~ of enttttes whlch enter tnto many dtfferento relet1QflS. For exemple, 6 Trnime 
. ' , 

cen be env entlty that maves, one thet 15 or stays somewhere, one that chen~ essent181ly, one that 15 

possessed, one thet Is seld to be lnvolved ln 8 clrcumstence, but these ere enUrely dlfferent reJetions 

thet en entHy ml~t be Involved ln. St~ ft Theme must be present tn .-y situatIon thet ls descrtb~ 

3Deftnlng Theme by predicats not~tton, one could wrfte 'Theme- (x l'x Is 8 ... }' to state 8 

pr.operty ~hat Is true of members of the class œlled 'Theme' Md only Us members. 

, . 
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.. 
by sentences of Engllsh. lt cen herdly have only 1} single S8tnenUc crltw1on. It seems lmposslble to 

f1nd one SIngle semantlc property or relatlotl thl}t would subsume the 34 oenerel clesses of themetlc 

relations that Grubêf"'and J~kenooff d1sUngulsh for Theme. In f~t. the totel cll}Ss Theme wouJd aven 
~ 1"· \ • 

contain relaUons that}lrecomplementery. F~r example. 1fOO (x) ~ NOT STAY (x) (Gruber 1976· 

62-66). "~hen a movlng entlty cannat belong to the seme cll}SS I}S 8 st~\no entlty. e changlng entlty 

cannot belong to the seme CI8SS 8S an unchanglng entHy. end 50 on. These ere camp lementary reletlons. 

B6S1cal1y, lt saems felrly cleer to me that no s1ngle substentlve relation such es Theme 

lmposes ltself 8prltrl on the structure of evèry sentence ln Engl1sh. Perheps. es mentloned above, 

one could S11i that fN8ry sentence of Engl1sh (or every predlC8tlon ln env neturelll}ngu8Q8) must be 

about somethlQQ but thls 50methlng 1s surely not restrlcted to contr~tlng just one possible sementtc 

relatton wlth any verb whatsoever. Although unooubtedly there ere constralnts (perheps OOJn1t1ve, 

perceptual or real world. as-sugJ8Sted by Gopnlk 1981) on the klnds of sementlc reletlons that mey be 
? 

expressed ln sentences of natural lenguege. lt st1l1 ~ms possible to express a lerge number of 

dlfferent relot1ons. For ~h sentence. 1 would cJelm, the virtuel sementlc reJetions ere determlned by 

the lntenslon$ and extensions of the subject NPs (thelr referents) end by the pertlculer propert1es 

(expressed by predlœtes) attr1buted to the referents of the subjects. L lngulstlC811y. t~ sement1c 

relations that can be expressed ln a languege are l1m1ted, on the one hend, by the flntte number of 

verbs thet ere 8Val1eble to des1gnete propertles or reletlons, but on the other hand, sementlc reletlons 

are not restrlcted to eny flntte number of ent1ttes of dtfferent types that cen posslbly be releted ln 

sentences of naturallanguege. 

By the seme token, the gremmer of the lenguege. especlel1y synte><, ooes 1mpose constre1nts on 

the number of grammatical functlons thet ere ave1Jable for the expression pf thase sementlc reletlons. 

For example. for an Intrenslttve verb ln EngHsh, a single obl1getory NP must functlon es the subJect 

1 of a ~18ratlve sentence. 6ut It Is c1eer thet the constrelnts on the sementlcs end the synt8x of naturel) 
. Qt 

18Ilguage are not pare Ile\. However, slnœ Gruber end J~enœff are bath proponents of e tll80ry ln 

whlch there ts a htlj) correlettOj'l between syntecttc unlts end thematlc relotlons (J~enœff t 972: 5, 

J 4; J 978: 227), il 15 possIble that the!r themetlc onaJysls of the œta 15 lndUoed by the syntectlc 

.. ' 
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reoularlt\es th8! cen he observed. The descr1pt1ons of the svnt~tlc 1~ts thet correspond to the 

enolvses 01 Therne ere relettvely stmple. In the examples CJted abova ln 1-34. the NP' thet 15 8SS1Qned 
~ \ \ ... 

, 1\ 
the themetlc reJet10n Theme 15 mvarlablv one thet funct10ns 8S the 5ub1ect of an mtransltlve verb or 

\, 

es tM dJreet obJect of e tranSJtIve verb. Thus, the ent1tv that J5 analyzed as Them~ must be ~lgneted 
, v 

bv on NP thet CX:CUpl85 a certaIn synt~tlc positl0n~ œpend1ng on the transltlvltv of the verb If the 

arguments 8Qt1lnst the notIon of a 'structural mearJ.lng'l for sublect-verb. for examp le. are val Id-, then 

lt IS clear whv It 15 not pOSSIble to glve a semant1c de11nltlon that would ŒCOunt preclselv for all the 

sub1ects of intransitIve verbs and ail the ob1ects Of trans1tlve verbs at the 58me tlme. In Vlew of these 

s1mple svnt~t1c f~ts.4 one cou Id remterpret the clalm that "1n every sentence there 15 a noun phrase 

funcUon1ng as Theme." (J~kenooff 1972: 29). This cla1m, expressed ln 1~1œl terms. reduces to the 

foJ1owlng: .Eïnpred1C8te_~a1.la1Dargumeot. 5 Thereseems to be no Wfl{ semantlœlly to 

tnterpret the requ1rement of Theme es suggested by Gruber and Jœkenooff. Instead, the only ganeral 

not100 would be thet of "the obl1getory argument." But thls 15 8 SYflt~t1C requ1rement for the 

wellformedness of sentences and 1t could be œscrlbed ln purely syntact1c ter ms. 

ln conclusIon, 1 wouldsey that Theine 15 not Ilpparently an essentiel semant1c concept. That 

IS. thl6 concept 00es not determme Il naturel cl/lSS of eoUtles that 5hM'9 -a slOgle property.6 oor 00es lt 

determme classes of ordered pa1rs thllt enter only lnto Il smgle semantlc relatlonshlp. The thematlc 

reletlon deslgneted bY 'Theme' 15 lnœed 50 generel the! the 8SS1gnment of th15 label to aoy NP that 

occurs ln Il pM'ticular stntactlc position, espec1811y the subject position of a11 sentences contalning 

4Even thls simple synt8Ctlc deftnftlon fans. EV9rY sentence, lncludlng complex ones, must 
hev8 en expression tMt Is esslgned Il Theme. Con5lder sentences such es the fol1owlng, wah Theme 
underltned. 

(1) Mery heerd trom 6111 thet iii wtshlf te see hE. ('B 111' , Source; 'Mary' , Goa)) 
( Il) The ftre mershals Instructed the students te remotn calm. 
SIn predlœte lagle, the fol1owlng propostuons are 8SSumed: Every sentence must have a 

precUœte. and fN&ry pred1cete must have ot 1esst one subject «(Àllne 1960a: 344). 10 the termlnology 
of the theory of relattons. thls subject 15 the 00m8tn of 8 one-pla prediœte or the f1rst CO-00m81n of 
Il two- or three-plrd predtcete. The obl1getory argument Seems to carrelete w1th the grammatical 
funcUons thtJt OI"e obl1gotory for intrenslt1ve CWld trenslttve verbs, thet ts, with subject end obJect, 
respecttve1y. ~ . _ . 

6Except for the teutologtcel proposition thot 011 Themes sh8re the property of /Je111fJ 4M/yM/ 
6$ TIIImI. whfch Is an erttf~t of the theory. , 

l ' 
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'bs' 1 conlr1bules !ittle. if anythlng,to the sementlc enalysts of these senten08S. To have suooeeded ln 

analyzlng 8 NP that functlons 8S the.subject of a C8t~rjC81 sentence as the Themè ts to lœnttty 1t es 

the obl1gatory 8rgument. Thts sImple foot Is ecéou~t~ for by an~ su~oot-predlcate en~lysts of 

sentences. 

For element8ry ser:ltences of the form [NP be XP] 1 the thematlc relatklns Theme and location 

would be asstgned to the NP that--functlons 8S sUbJEm end ta the XP thet functlons ss the predleete 

comp lement 1 resj:)ootlvely. This means thet the NP 5ubjlft of 'be' corresponds to the obllgetory 

argument or gramma((cal subject. But what ebout the XP constituent? Synt~t1C8l1y 1 both NP and XP 

are obllgatory. That the XP Is an obllgatory constituent 15 expressoo by the strict subcatÇlrlzatlon 

[rame of the verb 'be' 1 and the NP subject constituent 15 requlred by the agreement feature of the he8d 
, 

of a sentence. It Is my contention tMt the asslgnment of the generel relafton Theme to the subject NP 
, , 

aŒis no Information thet Is slgnlfleent for the semantlc anaJys:\J of sentences contalnlng 'be' and thet 

the asslgnment of a relation of locatton to XP Is ln most cases Incorrect, es 1 shaH show ln 5.2.2. , 

5.2 The"eUe relaUons of sentences that Ire ralated semanUcaJ1y 

ln current IIngulstic Ilterature fhere 15 HttJe consensus on the roJe that thematlc relatlpns ere 

expected to play ln the grammar. Contrary to the thesls of eutonomy for syntax, some ltngulsts clalm 
ç" 

, 

that certaIn formai grammatical questIons œpend crucla1Jy on esslgnments of specIfIe thematlc 

relations. One should Indeed expect that the sementlc constructs whlch prove to, be essenttel and 

OOeqU8te for the analysts of single sen\enœs wou Id carry (!oIar autometlœl1y to the anelys!s of 

intersententlaJ reJattons. In foot, the semMUC nlysls of single sentences should furnlsh 12 baslstor 
, . 

the expleneUon of Inference endother semanUc relations th8t hold between sentences. In thls section, J 

wllJ examIne sorne ettempts to ~nt for weB formed ectlve-pesslve sentence pairs (5.2. 1 ), for weil 

formed QU8St1on-answ8r pairs (5.2.2) end for llnoumi Inference (5.2.3) ln terms of thematlc 
t 

relattons. In ~ section, 1 wjJJ present counterex8mples to show thet the constructs of themattc 

r<eJattons ere Irrelevent for explelnlng thase tntersententtal reletfons. If the theory of thematlc 

. " 
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telatlOns lS ltse1t problemetlC. lt seems mevlt~ble thet anv "exPleratorv" l'rVpoth8s1S based on lt can 

only be problem8tlc 8S weIl. However. lt lS.lmportant to trv to dlscover whY an eXplan8tlon based on ,. -, .. 
themetlc relatIons tarns out to be m~uate. 

r 5.2.1 Theme and w811 formed pass1vlS 

, 

\JtK:kenooff ( 1972) attempts to formulats semantlc restrictions on rules of passlvlzatlon (Le:, 

trensformational rules relat1ng active end passive sentences) ln terms of a Thematic Hlerarchy , 

Condition. This COnd,ltlon has .been Questlonoo and shown to fall as a basls for explalnlng weil formoo 

p8S$lvès III Engl1sh. (SeeOee 1974, Freldln 1975, Hust and Brame 1976). Neverthelass some of 
, . 

Gruber 8nd Jack,enooffs observations c:oncernlng the passive th8t are mOOe withln the context of the 

theory of themattc relanons st111 perslst ln sub_t analyses of the passive. 

The analysls of the passive that 1s 8SSum~ by Jackembf( ( t 972) 1s a transformat1onal one. 
, ~ 

The pesslve sentent laI phrase marker Is ôerlved from an ~t1và one by transformational rules. Thè 
, . 

generel transformation Known as posslvlzet1on conslsts of the fol1owing themat1c sub-rules. F1tst, 

elther "Agent Postpostng" or "Agent Deletlon" and then "Theme Preposing" are obll08tory for 

pesslvlzetjon. These trensformat1onal rules descrlbe the strict synt~tlc relations that hold between 
1 

certaln consUtuents of related ~tfve- passive sentence pelrs ln Engl1sh. ,Or, st6t~' 1n terms of 

grcmmettœl funct1on~, the object of on. ~ttye sentence becomes the subject of the correspond1ng 
,. . 

passive sentence. The effects of these rutes are 1l1ustreted by the fQllowlng sen~nœs (from Jackenœff 

1972: 34-35), The themet1c' reletions, as postulated orlg1nally by' Gruber and malntelned by 
t. 

Ja1kenœff ere ~nt (A)., Theme (n, Source (5), ~1 (6) and L~1on (L). 

1 (a1 fcltsold sorne boshlsb 10 R8Ùbeo, 
AIS ~T e 

(b) El:It sold Reybell some hosblsb, 
, AIS a T 

(c) Raubeo was sold sorne hosb1sb (by Fred). 
6 T . AIS .,' 

, " 
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, 
(d) Sorne hashlsh was sold ta Beyben. 

T " G 

Accordlng to the theory 1 transfôrmattons 00 not affèct the themettc relations of sentences 
, , 

(Jackendoff 1972: 198). Thu~, sentences that are supposed to be related "transformatlonally" are ' 1 

.sald to have the same set of thematic relations. Sentences end thetr transforms ere teken as 

. paraphrases. Accordlng to 6ruber, havlng the same set of them6tlo relations Is a œtarmlnlng 

characteristlc of "complete paraphrases." Complete paraphrases hove the same "prelexlœl" 

structures (Gruber 1976: 40-41). In other words, by œflnltton, wlthln the hypothesls of thematlo 

relations, sentences that are Interpreted as paraphrases must danote only the same sets of entlt1es, the 

same reletlons holding among thase enUttes. On eccount of this, Gruber and JeckeDOOff ortan depend on 

paraphrases for ldantlfylng and justlfylng the pertlcuJar themat10 relations essigned tl!! e)(presslons ln . 

sentences. As mutusl entaHments, p8rephreses express Jhe. very seme truth conditions end have the 

very ~me Inferences, as descrlbed ln 1.2.3. Sentences (0) and (d) 1I1ustrate the pOSSlb1l1ty of 

generaUng "Agen~less" passives, whlch are ObvlotklY not" equlvalent to the correspondlng ~tlve 
- , 

sentenceS wlth Agent subjects. 1 These sentences then (olthough .well formad ~nd derlvad by the rules 
, . 

of passlvlzatlon) would not count as "complete;' perDphrases. For Instance, sentence 1 (d) Is a 

consequence of the proposition e)(pressed by the follC}Wtng: 

1 (e) The offloer sold Reuben sorne hashlsh. 
, 

Sentence l (e) enteHs (d), bût not viœ versa. Nor ~ sentence (d) lmply 1 (8)-(C). It., 

however J Imply the followlng. 

1 Thernon-synonym" of actlve sentQlces and passive sentences (aven when the passives 
contalnen agent 'by'-phrase) Isnotlced by Chomsky (1957; 1965); llff (1966), "senan (1981), 
among ott18rs. Here ers some exemples of' actfve-passlve pafrs whtch are sa1d to dlffer ln amblgutty, 
entellments Md/or 1mpllC8tures. 

( H Everyone ln thls room speaks two lanQUaOBS. 
Two langueges are spoken by averyone ln thls rcilm. 

(il) E~ stuœnt 8dmlres no teacher. 
No t~her Is m1rad by eech student. 

( 111) 6eevers bulld œm~ 
Dams ~e but It by tfeavers. D 

These sentences rontatn quenttflad, negattve, or generlC terms. Thts 18 IlOt an exhoustlve litt of 
re8tures that may œtermlne dffferenœs in Interpretetlon for ~tfv8-passfv8 petr,. 

~------------~--------~--~._-
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i (t) Samsons sold Reuben sorne hesh1sh. 

These ~tenœs n supposed ta lnd1œ1e an jmpor~t obS8rvatl~n conœrnlng themat1c r~latlons. For 

both tlCUve 8nd pesslve sentences ( in- facto for fNery sentença of Engl1sh). the NP that is interpreted as 
/, . 

Theme 1s an oblfgetory argument.' Thus, «:cording to th~thElOry. the NP that 1s 1nterpreted as A9Snt. or 

eny other 'themat1c relatton exœpt Theme, may be omitted from surftœ structure (Gruber 1976, 
- - ~ , , " r 

208). This observation serves as th~ basls for another grammet1œl proposition: the active object NP 
." 1 f '1 

~pessfve subJ sct NP must_ be Interpreta! as Theme. 
, 

An 8lternative to the transformat1onal analysls of the p8SSlve is the "lexical theory" prop~ 
J ' 

by Bresnan·( 1982).2 Bresnan's theory also Incorporates theconsfructsof thematfc relations. Her 

clelms conœrnlng thematlc relations are sim 11er to thosa made by Gruber (1976), JacKenooff 

(1972), Freldln (1975. 1975e. 1978). Br~ (1982: 24) wrltes: "PasslvlzaUon preserves ~ 
. 

predlœts argument structure and hsnœ the' original themat1c relations of 'the verb to whlch 1t 
,1 

applfes." Her lex1œl rule of p8SS1vlZ8t1on would seem to h8Ve the very same effects 8S (the 
1 

t 

trensformaUonal rUl9Sjalthough hers ls stated ln terms()f grammatical relations or "functions." s.g., 

subject (SUBJ). direct abject (OBJ) and obl1que object (OBÜ This rule œr1ves one "lexical form" 

from enother. 

2 (a) L ((SUBJ). (OBJ) .. 

(b) L « 06L))/0. (SUBJ» 
• 

Accordlng to Bresooo (1982: 9), ", .. P8SSlvlzation chenges a translUve lexical form whose subJect ts 

8Q8nf end whose object Is theme to a grammeUœlly Intransitive lext~l fOrm (. ... 1~klnlJ &n OBJ 

funcUon), Il 11 

~ 

ln the remetnder of'"thts secUon, 1 w1l1 exem lne sep8l"etely two espects of thls c181m: flrst. the 
Q 

Idee thet the semanllc constructs ~tand Theme œ indeed restrlct weB formed passives ln EngHsh, 
1 ~ ". " ' . 

2A lexical treetmè& of the passive wlthln generattve gremmer W8S flrst proposed by Freldfn. • 
Freld1n (1 ~75a: 386) elafms thet ecttV& end passive sentences are Nrelated by 8 ru te of sementfc -' " 
1nterpretat1on," not by a syntectlc trensformat1on. (This Is epP8f'ently a return to "pre
trensfcrmët1onel" thlnklng ln Hnoulsttcs. tteordlng to Palmer (1974: 82). "It W8S thouQht. before 
the la of transformation wès proposed, that ooUve and ~tVe sentences are releted S8m8l'lttcelly 
only.} 

. , o 
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and second. tMt the trensiUve-lntransltlve dlchoto(Jly eppl1es to pass1V1zatlon. In terms of eroument 
_ r' ~ 

structure, 1 regerd the f1rst negetlvely end the second postt1vely. 

Flr5t, 1 wlsh to show that the themaUc reletlons Agent 8nd Themê do not restrlct passives . , 

. semantlC8 lly. 1 n the lexical theory, grammetlœl functlons suc~ es subject end object era teken es 
, 

. "unlversal primitives" but it c.qs not seem thet one œn, m~lnte1n the seme cletm for themet1c 
~ ~ '1 ~ 

relatlo,ns? The construct Agent t5 apperently not deftned sementlcally, but Theme t$ deflned as "thet . . ~ 
argument whlch underps thVnotlon or change ln stote denoted by the pred1cete." Here Brésnen 

7 

( 1982: 24) cites Oruber ( 1976), J6Cke~doff ( 1976), ~. Anœrson ( 1977). WewN (198°1 'For 
, .ç. , . 

Theme, she states thet ln the unmarked C8S8, lt corresponds to the ob1ect of trens1t1ve verbs and the 
1 _ ,)0 ~ 

sUbject, of intransitive verbs, oocording to ,...-Anderson's Theme R.ule (Bresnen 1982: 30). 
, 

( "Anderson's" theme rule W8$ essenttelly steted by Oruber 1976: 45) Bresnen ( 1982: 24) notes 
o -. . . 

that whl1e 1t J'i5 dlfflcult to provide 8 conststent themettc enelysls of e11 verbs 1t seems necessery to 

gW9 " sune approprlMe semantlc restrtcUon," . 
~ , r ' 
If there ls e ~nt~t1c reletton between ecUve and pes"\1ve sentence pairs. then 1t seems to me . . 

, . 
that the optimal formaI st8tement of tbe J1ngulstlc rules of passivlzatlon can only be ln syntœtlc 

" . . , 

terms, Furthermore, t'meinteln that semantlc roles or themetlc reletlons such es Agent end Theme ere 

Il property of sentences (or propositions) eod not of lex1œl entr1es elone. But. es 1 shell show. the . , \ 
notlons of ~t8nd ThfJme ere reelly 1rrelevant to the pess1v1zeUon prœess. especlally tf they ere 

c. \ .Of, ~ ... " 

teksn as non-v~uous sement1c constructs and the rule of pesslvlzet10n appl1es to lexical forms. It ts 

etJS'/ to fl~d counterexemples to the clalm thet the NP thet functlons es subJect of the POsslVS cen bs· '. ' \ 
" enalvzect~ a Theme ,In· en ~ and that the NP th~t funcUons es the obJf 01 'by' ls elw&YS enelyzad es P , 

an Agent Conslœr the followlng sentences ln whlch the NP thM functlons es the subjact of ~ weil 
~ / 

formed pessfVe senteAce mfff œs10nete 8 Source. e bl, a Locet1on. a Theine. or JW8n en Aoent. . , 

3 (e) f.cI1 W8S robbed of h1s wetch. . S ' 
. 

(b) Beuben was sold sorne heshtsh. 
G 

, -' 

. " 
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(c) Ihls ChOlr wes S8t ln by Empress Josephine 
L 

(d) His wotcb wes stolen 
T 

(e) Mam. was sean sel11ng hashlsh,3 ô 

A 
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As the followlng countereX6mp les Il lustrale, the NP thet functlons as OBL (the abject of the passive 

'by'-phrese) msy œslQfl8te an Agent, a Source; a 0081 or a Location 4 

4 (8) Our team wes be8ten by lhelr teom 
A 

(b) The ring W8S lost by~, 
S 

(c) Her fortune wes inherlled by the Church 
G 

(d) The c001l1tl: 15 owned by the ffi8VOr, 
L 

Now If themattc relations are taken as non-Y~UOU5 semantlc constructs, then It Is not the case that the 

NP th8t functlons es the subject of e passive can alweys be anaJyzed as Theme, or the active subject or 

objects of the 'by'-phrese, as Agent. That Is, jf we t8l<8 serlausly any clalm about a set of dlscrete 

thematlc rc1etlans, then 11ls cl88r thata lexical rule of passtvlzetton thet tnvolves the asslgnment of 

only ~nt and Theme relations connot be correct. Thus, apparently the ganeral semantlc restrictions 

'i 

350me of these "counterexemplss" ln 3 al50 pose dlfflcu1tlss for other analyses of 
pesslvlzetton, "Dative" or "Indtrect abject" passives (b), "pseuoo"-passlves (c), and "ra~lng" 
pesslves are dlscussed by BresMn (1982, ch 1), D~1son (1980), and Chomsky (1982), 

.4( respectlveJy, 
4, œn ftnd no"'8Xetnples of 'by'-phreses that would be tnterpreted es Thenfè,'ŒCOrdlng to 

~uber. and J~kenOOffs theory. . In some 8Mlysas of verbs thet denote per.œptton or psychologlcal 
l1rt0SS8S, the arguments are Interpreted as SUmulus (Theine) Md Exper1enœr (E). (See, 8.g., 
Slnnt 1978: 320; Coole 1979: 56-58). Such ecUve-pass1ve p81rs wouJd provlde numerous 
counterexemplas. Eor T œn funcUon as SUBJ or 08J of d1fferent verbs th8t passfv128. 

, (j) The OIm emused~. ~ was emusai by the ftJm. ~ 
TEE T 0 

(U) BI1b. exper1enœf the SIIOe tblng. The me tblng W8S exper1enœd by Bml1. 
E T T'· E 

u 

/ 



i.J 

295 

on passtvtzat10n are not raootly statable in simple terms of them~t1c relation asslonments.5 The 

reason for thls seems faIr Iy obvlous. 
\ 

The lInguistlc reletlonshlp betw98n active 8nd pesslve sentences Is ftrst and foremast a formaI 

one, which 15 probab Iy best stated ln syntactlc terms The bfSSlc prerequls1te for the ~t1ve- pesslve 

contrast 15 syntactlc. In orœr 10 pesslvlze, a verb must be followed by a NP thal funct10ns as Ils ~lr~t 

abject This IS a synt~t1c restriction 00 p8SSlvlzatlon ln Eogl1sh. For ~t1ve-passtve sentence patrs, 

notice that there Is also e strlçt syntactlc l1nk between the NP thet fuoctlons as the direct abject of the r, 
active verb Îmd the NP lh6t functtons as the subject of the passIve sentence. ThIs reletlon halas 

regardless of whether the NP 15 asslgned the thematlc relation Theme, Source, 0081, location, etc. 

5 (a) ..lQtm ma1e QJ!QC. out of woOO, 
A T IG S 

(b) A car was maœ out of woo:J by John. 

(c) WocxJ was maœ a car out of by John (*) 

6 (a) J.Qb.n meœ a blœk of wooj 1010 0 cor. 
A T/S G 

(b) A b lock of woOO was mooa Into 0 car by John 

(c)Acar wasmdablock ofwlXX1 IntobyJohn (*) 

Whether the NP functlons as an ~t1ve object or as a P8SStve subJect, If 1t Is analyzed as Il Theme Il 

remams a Theme, l'ln Agent ramelns an ~nt, 0 Source remelns a Source, a Gœl remalns a Ooel, end sa 

on But the syntactlc condition appl1es strlctly, Irrespectlve of the asslgnments of pertlcular themetlc 

relations. 51nce pesslvlZ8tlon lnvolves only two specifie funct10nel pos1t1ons, 1t 00es not seem 

re3S00~le to expect thet the subJect of a weil formoo passive could correspond to the S8Tl8 themetlc 

Sother Hnoulsts have noticed thet V6rtous semenUc roJes ( thematlc reJations) may be asslgnee! 
to the NP th8t funcUons eS the subject of e pessfve sentence. E.g., Oryer ( 1985) questions the "rare of 
themaUc relattons ln adjectivaI passives." Accordtng ta Rhtne and SheJntuch (1983: 546), "the 
stngle crucial condition on the oocurrenœ of &frtI NP as a passive subject 15 role prominence .... AIl end 
only NPs whose referent the speaker vtews as betno rote prom tnent (\!l the situation dBsCrib«1 by the 
passive cJ8Use) occur as subjects of passive verbs." Ottler sty1tsttc. themattc (tn the sense of Iht1t!I8-
rhstna) or pr8lJ1'1ettc restrtctlons on passtvtzatton ere supsted by Hallt,*", 1969; Krauthamer 
1981 ; Slewlerske '984; Svertv1k 1966. 
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relatIon ln e11 ceses. And for th\s,verv r88S0n, themet1c relat10ns (1f they are semant1c constructs) 

C8nnot be def1ned by sYn~Uc cr Itert6 olone, 81though tilts has been proposed by some l1ngulsts (e.g .. 

staroste 1978). 'Such enolyses seem to suggest th8t whatever 15 denoted by a constituent ln a g1Ven 

syntectlc posltion wauld alweys MId the seme sem8ntlc relatton wah respect to the verb. A purely 

synttJCttc hypotheslS concerntng the ass1gnment of themaHc relations would seem to revive the notton 

of ,.,6lflmlJtlC4/or strl.Ctur4/ mfJtJl7/ng. ToJllustrate thls, by t~e hypothests of structural meanlng, 

ectlve sentences wlth transitive verbs, e.g .• shouJd alw6YS have ector-octlon-~I patterns ThIS VI8W 

h6S often been crlttc1zed (e.g .• Lyons 1968 340-341). ChomSKy (1957) expl1c1tly rejects lt. 
1 

counterlng wltll the 1ollow1ng sentences. 
\ 

7 ( e) John recelvecl 8 latter 

(b) The 11ght,"g stopped. 

These counterexamples constltute Chomsky's only argument agelnst "the assertlon that the . 
grammatical reJetton subject-verb has the 'structural'meanlng' octor-octlon ... ( 1957' 100) If the 

argument 1s val1d. then it appears thet no functlonal relatlonship between semant1~ roJes and 

grammatical reJatlons can be one to one This foct was the major motlvat1on for the hypotheses of 

~mantic raJes or œse grammars ln the flrst pl~. As FlIlmore ( 1968: 25) l11ustrates. uslng Agent. 

Instrument (1), end location COS8S • 

... It 15 tmport80t10 notice that none of thase cases can be fnterpreted as matchecl 
by the surfa-structure relet1ons, 'subject and object, 1n eny pm-Ucular language. 
Thus ~n ts A tn 29 as much es ln 30; tl18 Key ts 1 (n 3' 8S weil es 1n 32 or 33; 
... end ChiCtIfIJ Is L ln both 37 end 38. 

29. John opeMJ the (b)r. 0 

30. The (b)r wes opened by John. 
31. The key opened the 000r. ' 
32. John opened the 000r wtth a kev. 
33. John US8d theJcey to open the~. 
... 
37. Cht~ tsw'n~. 
36. Il Is w1M,t ln Ch1CSJl. 

... 

ln MY case, bY referr1no tothemat1c reletlons. the lexIcal theory in no wtJo/ explains the gr8lTlmat1œl 
->...- ' 

process of passlvlzaUon. rather the Issue beconles confused. What the hypothesls savs is thet certem 

\' 
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~tlve leXICal forms (with Agent and Theme stlpulatEKi for certaln gremmet1œl funct Ions) undergo Il 

rule of pass,lvlZ6tlan Other lexIcal forms 00 oot have thelr objects lebelled 'TOOme' • therefors. thw 00 

not farrn pesslves. For exemple. the fol1owlng clesses af verbs, es 8 rule, would l~k 8 pesslve lexlcel 

form 6 

8 SVmmetrlcol yerbs; 'resemble', 'marry', 'fit', 'metch', 'equel'. 'klss', 'meet', 
'colllœ wlth', etc. 7 

(e)John resemblesBl1I 

(b) B 11I Is resembled by John (*) 

9 QuantlN yerbs; 'welgh', 'fine' , 'cost' , 'pey', 'charge' , etc 

( a) The piano welghs a ton 

(b) A ton Is welghed by the pIano (*) 

10 CertaIn "Dossess!Qne'" yerbs; 'heve', 'l~k', 'went' , 'conteln', etc 8 

(a) Laurel hes et new Corvette 

(b) A new Corvette Is hoo by Laurel (*) 

11 CertaIn "relotlonoj" yerbs: 'become, 'remeln', 'be', 'seem' ,etc . 
. / 

( a) M r. NQb le beœme an expert. 

6These verb cl~ ere tekén from Allerton ( 1982), He ettrlbutes the I~k of passive forms 
tQ the types of gr8mmotlœl objects th8t the verbs toke. He conslders NPs thet ~note Quenttties (9) 
and NPs thet funcUon es predlcate complements ·of the yerbs ln (Il), etc" to be "non-pasSlvlzeble 
obj~ts. " Allertan ( 1982: 82) usas the term 'abjolds' 10 refer to the NP objects thet ere unsulteb le es 
subjects of pesslve sentences, Besldes hevlng no ~tlve-pesslve contrest. A 11er ton observes that the 
verbs ln thase classes 0150 sh3re other propertfes r81atoo te transformations such as Jeck of "touoh 
movement" and "ectlon nomln811zatton," But Anerton ooes not speclfy the propertles of the syntacUc 
construct tiJjold, He suppl1es 8 n&me, but not en pnalysls thet solves the problem, 

7Symmetr1cal verbs 00 not occur ln p8SSlve sentences beœuse the subJect end obJect mey be 
converted wlth the ectlve verb wlthout chonolng the relation expressed by the verb, ThIs 19 Just a 
functton of the 1~lœl properttes of symmetrlœl verbs, 

850me verbs of the seme forms as those )jsted ln 6-10 ere al50 useeS tronsltlvely end heve 
correspondlng passives, as ln the fol1owlno sentences, 

( 8) The grocer watM the turnlps, ./ 
(b) The taller morrjed Bonnie end Clyde. 
( c) The decorator mgtched the ~1nt to the corpet. 
(d) Hedld t1aJenet's foot, 
(e) The taBor !WI1 the Emperor's new clothes, 
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(b) An expert was become by Mr. Noble (*) 

Now unfortunetely a hypothesls besed on arguments' being label1ed 'Agent' or 'Theme' 00es not explaln 

why the phrase that functlons as the obJect or predlcate complement of thase verbs ln 8- 11 00 not 

count es Themes. In f~t, nellher 00es 1t explaln what a Theme Is, nor tell us how to predlct whether or 
~ 

not a new verb ~ to the lexlconof Ëngl1sh will unœrgJ the rule of passlvizatlon Presumably, If 1t 

dld pœslvtze, then the new verb's object would be said to have the property TflemelltxQ; If not, then 
. , 

the property Is l~klng. The essentlal property of Theme remalns a mystery, unless 1t Is slmply b§.1nQ 

the only essentlal (obl1gatory) svntootie argument of the sentence, as 1 concluded ln 5.1 

What 1 lntended to show here was that the rule of passlvlzatlon that refers to the thematic 

relations of arguments as postulated wlthln the "lexical" theory Is Inadequate as a basls for explalnlng .

pesslvlzatlon. It seems clear that to explaln the grammatical prœess of p8SS1vlzatlon, lt Is not 

sufflclent to SIJoI thet the NP that functlons as the subject of III ~t1ve sentence Is asslgned the themattc 

reletion Agent end 'the NP that funetlons as the object Is 8SS1gned the themetlc relation Theme. This 

pert of the lexlœl hypothesls Is Incorrect, as 1 have demonstrated above. 64t certainly the lexical 

Investlgetlon of the problem of pass1v1zaUon brlngs to lIght certain fundamentel f~ts concernlng the 

syntoçUc relation between active and p8SSlve sentences ln Engl1sh. 

The essentiel f~ts may be summarl28d as follows. An active sentence that corresponds to a 

pesslve one must conteln a "trensltlve" verb and et 1885t one NP that functions as the dlrf(;t object of 

thls verb. This NP ls equlvalent. belng either a token of the same expression or coreferentlal to the 

one thet functlons es the subj~t ~ the correspondlng passive sentence contalnlng the passive verb 

forms. In Enol1sh, the passive varb form Is compl8X, conslsUng of 'be' plus the past parUclple of 

8I'1Other verb. 

ln the semenUe fremework of my thesls, pesslve sentences ln Engllsh are œncelveèl as 8 

special cose of elementery sentences of the for~ [NP be xPJ , where X Is a past partfc1pJe. (See 3.3 for 

dataUs.) Just ln case XP œntalns e PP 1ntrOOUœd by 'by', the so-œlled "AQsnt ohrase" would be 

treated as part of (a modification of) the predlœte term 1 whtch 15 epp lied to (proc1lœtsd of) the 

1 • '. 
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referent of the NP that functlons es the subject of the p8SStve sentence. CJ But thls 00es not meen thet 

passive sentences would always be an81yzed es mon8dlc propositions. 

ln 3.3, the extensions of ~tlve sentences contalnlng the verb 'hlt' are representlri ln part es 

a subset of (the Cartesien prexiuct of) two sets, or as the ordered referents of the subject and obJect 

phrases lInked by the relation denotlri by 'hlt'. The verb 'hlt' ln Us ~tlve forms denotes 6 relation 

which holds between entlties that belong to two types. which mey he char~terlzed es 'hltters' end 'the 

h1t'. These types thet constltute the reletlon mllY be dlagrammed es follows. 

12 Hitters The Ha 

0 ",,--
hit 

For the Interpretation of pesslve sentences contalnlng thls verb. one mlght refer to the seme model. 

aven though the Interpretation of the correspondlng pesslve sentence would be dlfferent If there were 

no agent phrase Conslder the followlng sentences 

13 (e) Mex hlt Sally. 

(b) Solly W8S hlt by Max. 

(c) Sally was hit. 

Since the oct1ve verb 'hU' signifies a ~8dlc relation, the proposition expressoo by e pesslve sentence 

containlng '00 + hlt' (the pest pertlclple belng the heed of the prlrilcete term) 18 sometlmes el50 

~8dlc. In fact, 13 (e)-(b) express ~8dlc propositions, (C) 6 mon8dlc one. The extensions of the 

sentences ln 1 3 would be represented as follows. 

9Thts pert of my nlysls Is consistent wlth the lexical clalm that "pesslvlzetlon chenOBS a 
traristttve lexical form ... ta a "amm~ttcal1y Intrenstttve" one (6resnan 1982: 9). Keenen ( 1981: 
181 ) proposes an alternative ta the trai'lsformatlOMJ and lexical eneJyses. He argues "tMt Passive tn 
Erlgltsh ... \ ts 8 verb phrase derlvatlonal rule, not a sentenœ lavel one (trensformatton) end not e 
str1ctly lexlœllevel one etther. More spectf1œlly, he erfJJ8S "that pesstve ls best treated as a femlly 
of ruJes that derlve n-place predicates from n+ I-pla predlcates, subJect ta certaln CXlndfUons on 
semanttc Interpretation. H Hoekstra ( 1984: ch. 3) presents e ~tstortcal survey of trensformattOMI. 
lexical and phrasaI epprœches ta the passlve. He also r~lnes translttvlty (or e verb ln terms of the 
verb's hevlno en externallzable ergument. 
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1 ~ (a)-Cb) [NP hlt NP1 Cc) (5) Hlt 

Hlt 

~ 
V 

Hltter H1t \ 

(M~ ~S) . 

For pesslve sentences, Interpret8(] es special cases of element8ry sentences contaJnlng 'be', the 

referent( s) of the subJect belong( s) to the type denot~ by the pred1cate term ln myenalysls, [be + 

hlt (pest pertlClple)1 Is analyzed es a predlcate whose Intenston determlnes the type (ail entltles tMt 

are hlt). see the dt~ram for 13 (a)-( b) above. The sentence ln 13 (c) 51mply asserts that Se11y 

belongs to only one of the subtypes thet ere denoted by the verb 'hU', 

It seems then that the pesslve predlcate 'was hlt' only requlres the entltles that are ln the co-
. 

oomaln of the httt1ng relatlonshlp represent~ ln 12, If so, the obl1gatory argument of a I:ltttmg 
, 

~ Y+,~ l 

relation Is the one who Is hlt. In thls case, the pest part1clple appl1es to only one set of tT'le ordered 

pairs ln the extension of the active verb 'hU', 1 thlnk that Gruber's (1976: 50-52) ch8r~terlZ8tlon 

Of the verb 'be' es "momentery" also appl1es to the passive 'be', (By thls, 1 00 not îne6n to Imply that 

the active and passive 'be's belong to two distinct lexical Items.) ln the termlnology of Gruber and 

Jackenooffs analysls of Enol ish verbs, one cou Id StJy that en ~Ive sentence descrlbes an "avent" whlle 

a passIve one œscrlbes a correspondlng "state of affalrs" (Jackendoff 1976: 100). The "avent" IS 

CleSlgnated by a sentence contalnlng 8n active translUve verb ln tM pest tense and lts functtonal ,.. 

arguments. The "state of affelrs" thet ts ~noted by e passive senteF)C8 ln the past tense 15 a result of 

the "avent" denoted by a correspondlng ~t1ve sentence. 

ObvlousJy, an expl8n8tory 8IlelyslS of passlvlzatlon must fœus on the essentiel I1ngulsttc 

facts, Ignorlng 8001dental end Irrel8Yent ones, The strIct subc8tetp'lzat1on requlres an actlVe 
• 1) 

"transItive" verb and (passIve) psrtfclple thet Is pOSSlbly "lntranstUve. Il For ecttve-pessiv8 

sentence paIrs, the obl1Q8trt ~ment thet funct10ns as the subJect of the passive 1s the seme es (or 
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co-referent1el wlth) the, abject of the ~t1ve trenslt1ve verb. Thus elrf S8m~tto restrtotions on 

passlvizatlon that could be statEK:! wlthln sentence gramm8l" must pertain to the obltgf.ltory argument. 

Then what 18 th~ essenttel semanttc feeture that determtnes wellformedness for passtves? For 

the lextcsl theory It Is essentiel for the obl1getory argument to be asslgned the thematlc relatton 

Theme. But 1 have trilll to show thet conœptually ThfJmehœ no'more content then ooes the notton of 

the oIJllfptOl)'tJr9Iment. It may be useful, however, to tnqulra Into the notton of tr8ll$mvit)/ for 

verbs. DeftnEK:! syntact1cal1y, an Engl1sh trans1t1ve verb hes the followlng strict subcetfqJrtzetion 

frame [+ --NP] (Chomsky 1965: 90). In 8 Il)Jlcal classification of verbs, ~ttve trans1t1ve verbs· 

are enelyzed as two-place predlœtes. The cOrrespondlng passives requlre only one obl1oatory 

argument. That Is, the pœt pertlclple 'hlt' may be used lntrenstttvely. But thls 00es not meen thet the 

passive predlcate deslgnates a mOO8dlc property that appl1es only to the ro-oometn of e httt1ng 

reletton. In the unmafKOO case ln Engllsh, when there 15 only one aroument lt eppeers ln the sUbject 

position. Moreover, the obl1gatory argument rorresponds to 8 log1œl subJect. For conceptuel 

wellformedness, lt ls li question of the predlœb111ty of the predlœte thet Is formed by 'be + pest 

pertfclp le' to the referent of the passive subject. That 15, the property deslQna~ by the "passive" 

predlcate must be applicable to the referent of the sUbJect. This 15 a matter of the speaker's choosfng 

the prooicate that appl1es to the referent of t~e obllgatory argument. But cleerly the question of the 

semantic restrl~t1ons on pess1v1zatfon end the notion of trtJl1sitlvlty requlre further st~, 

5.2.2 Acceptable quesUon-answer pairs 

ln thls section, 1 wfl1 8X8mlne the phenomBnOr.l of ~ptable quest10n end 8I'Iswer .,tenœ 

pairs, focusing mainly on the generel themat1c relation Loœtlon that fs assiQn8d to the predfœte 

complement of 'be'. 

Acceptable wh-questton end answer sentence pairs ere sa1d to tnvol the seme sets of tllematfc 
, 

relations (Gruber 1976: 47-49), ln Engllsh, the wh-questton words, t.e .• 'who'. 'whet'. 'wh1ch', 

'when' , 'where', etc., se used to request tnformatlon that t$ mlss1ng and œn be suppl1ed only by an 



c 

.. 

302 

expressIon that would be esS10ned the seme Ithem8tlc reb~lon thet corresponds to the lnterr~tlVe ' 

word.' Gruber uses the Questlon-enswer ltest to verity the themat1c relatIons 8Ss1gned to sentences of 

the follow1nQ type. 

1 The clccle conta1nS the âlt 
L T 

whtch msy be paraphrased 8S follows. 

2 IllBJ:kn Is lnC sjœ 00 the clccle 
T l 

Stnce sentences 1 and 2 hove the 58me truth condltlons-one cou Id not be true and the other false-they 

are lndeed paraphr8S8S of each other. The then'latlc relations asslgned to the phrases ln 2 seem more 

obvtously correct then those esslgned ln 1. In 2, as Gruber suwests. the preposItIon 'In' clearly 
...... 

Introduces a phrese thet sMuId be asslgned the themetlc relation L0C3tton. Thereftlre, ln 1. Gruber 

would ergue. 'the c1rele' alsa denotes en enUty ln terms of whlch the Itlt Is lœated. For both 
',.' / 

sentences. 'the oot' would be concelved es the Theme. Le., !ts referent would be the entlty whose 

locetton ls speclfled. Elther sentence mlght be constdered 8S en epproprlate enswer to the QuestIon. 
, 

:3 (e) Where 15 the dot? 

Gruber would sttV thet tht$- Interrogattve sentenc,e requests Information ebout the locatIon of the dot. . 

The Interrogetlve 'where' ts used expl1cltly to esk for Its lœat10n (Gruber 1976: 47). But sentence 1 
9> . , 

cou Id el50 be the enswer to Questtons'such as the followlng. 

3 (b) Whet t1les the o1role conteln? 

(c) Whet 15 in the clrele. 

Gruber's enelysts seems lntulUvely correct for sentence pairs concernino the physlœl lœat10n of 

somethlng. But the enalysls does not stop here. ~ 111u5trated 1n 5.1 aboYa, the analysls of physlcal or 

'In the enalysts ofwh-questtons eccordfno to the theory of blndlng, the mtsstnQ tnformatton 
correspohds to a gap ln the ~tence. For exemple, 

Q. Your cmJptaUon Is what? 
Whet 1$ your oocup-etion t? 

A. My oooupatton ts_ 
The expression thet supp l1es the Information requested by the wh-question word must be 8SSigned the 
seme thematlc relation as would be 8SS1~ to the rt~tmost position (f1l1ed by a tra 18ft by the 
mOYed wh-word). 
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posltlonallocatlOns. usually denoted by PPs contemtng 8 statlc prepositlon. 1$ extended to "ebstrect" 

locatIons es well. For example. so-œlled "p0SS8SS1oncl," "ldent1flcet1oncl," end "clrcumstentlel" 

LœatlOns are 11lustrated respecUvely by the followlng sentences, where ttte phrese essl0nad the 

thematlc relatIon Location 15 c NP, an AP, and a'VP. 

4 The I1brary hes the book. 
L T 

5 The gUoy8 15 !as.ti 
T l 

6 The ]awn mower IS sputterJOg. 
T L 

r 

Stretchlng the ~pt6blHty crlterlon 8 bIt, one mlght aven conslder 4 to be en ~pt8ble 8nswer to 

the followlng Question 

7 Where Is the book? 

But 4 would seem to be 8 beUer answer for the more eXllltcltly related questions of the followlng types. 

8 (a) Who hes the book? 

( b) What cnes the 1 tbr6ry heve? 

(c) Where can 1 (fnd the book? 

On the other hend, the QUestion-snswer test provldes neUher 8581stenC8 nor support for the anelysJs of 

the them6ttc relation Loœtion es asslgned ln 5 and 6. In fact, as we shall see, thls enalY51s tuens out to 

be h1ghly problematlcel. The 8I'lalysls of predlœte complements such es 'tasty' and 'sputterlng' es a 

tocation Is obscure and perplexlng. It 15 not clesr ln what sense these C8n be conœlved of as locotlons. 

For eX8I1lple, 5 15 not 80 acceptable answer to the followlng Question, 
, 

9 Where 15 the pie? 

but It Is a suft8bJe answ8C ta questions such as the followlng types. 

10 (a) How ooyou 11nd the guava? 

( b) How Is the QU8V8? 

(c) What ts the quallty of the guava? .. 

And sentence 6 provldes an Slsw8r to Indirect as wall as dtrect questions of the followlng types, 
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11 (0) 1 wonder what that noise 1s. 

( b) Whet 1s the 18Wn mower œmg? 

but not to a quest ton such as 

~ 2 Where Is the lewn mower? 

ln Engl15h, 1t seems thet the Interr0g8t1ve 'where' aslcs 5pec1ftœl1y for 8 physlcal 10C8t1on only The 

most usuel response to questions esklng "where?" contalns the name or descriptIOn of e plece or en 

entlly ln terms of whlch somethlng Is located. If there Is an elementary concept of /(K)/}tion underlymg 

the sentences ln 5 end 6, then ft 15 surely not the same as the one that Is expressed ln 1 and 2. 

One mlght respond to my crltlclsm by polntlng out thet Gruber and Jackenooff would correlate 

the tnterr()J!tlve 'where' wlth on Iy one perameter , "pos1tlonel." This paremeter 15 I1m Itoo to the field 

of purely physl~1 locations. Furthermor;e my crftlclsm falls to recognlze the abstr~t nature of the 

themetlc reletlons thet Gruber postuletoo ln the flrst plooe. The Indivldual themetlc reletlons should 

, not be Interpreted too "II teraJJy. " ln the works of Gruber and J~kenooff, Theme and Location are 

daHneQ es generel"conceptual structures" h8vlng "no direct correspondance wlth the physical world" 

but resulttng from "the wtlf the mfnd structures Its perception of the world." (J~kenooff 1978: 

228). From thls perspectIve, It would be"arguOO that varlous themattc relattons are lnnately glVen, 

and thet It Is therefore unnecessary to ooftne the eonstructs of the theory 'Theme' end 'lOO8tl0n'. 

sentences of naturel language could not be lnterpreted otherwlse. and eny theory whlch dld not teke 

thematlc reloUons Into eccount would be not only Intl1eQuete but el50 unnaturel. 

Nevertheless, It seems Importent to flnd I1ngulstlc evldence to support the abstract construct 
'" ... "" 

Locet1on, wh1ch 1~ seld to recur repeetedly ln dlfferent sentence types. How can we be sure thot lt 00es 

recur? As 1 have er,gued concernlng the thematlc relation Theme. It seems thet there sMuId be et least 

one property that holds for .h end every oocurrence of the relatIon enal~ es Looation. fAnd It ooes 

not seem unreesonable, as Gruber su~ts, to look for evtoonce for these underlytng concepts ln 

quesUon-enswer paIrs thet speekers sa( end ~t es weIJ formed end sensIble. As shown ebove, 

Gruber's test 00es not prov~de support for every esslgnment of the reletion of LoooUon, e.g., not for 5 

and 6. It seems thet ln every COS8 whet Is 8551'1lE!d the themot1c relation LocatIon should correspond to 

the QUésUon word 'where' , as ln 1 end 2. Slnce th6v deslgnate phyS1œllocat1ons. il seems lntuttlvely 

.\. 
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correct to 8SS001ete the themeUc relet10n Loœt1on wlth them end expressIons such as 'In the street', 'In 
c 

Lonoon', 'at the races'. etc. 

Moreover It seems thet the relation of loceUon (themetlc or ontolOOlœJ) IS correctly 

assoctated wlth the ent1re p~ rether than wlth the NP thet functtons és the object Of' the preposl11on. If 
\ -

the thematlc relations were 8SSlgned only to the NPs (oonotlng ent1tles or pleœs), then cleerly (or 

some sentence pairs 1t would not matter which one of the two NPs (In subjèct 'posHlon or object of the 

prepositIOn) would be esslgned Theme end wh1ch would be asstgned LOO8tton, For. the sentences, 

13 (a) The truck ls behlnd the bus. 

C b) The bus Is ln front of the truck, 
'. 

the theory of themattc relations pradlcts thet the Theme Is denoted by the NP thet functtons es the , . 
subJect of the vdrb 'be'. Both sentences ln 13 descrtbe the seme phys lce 1 sltuet1on, &\though 'the 

truck' functlons as the gramrnatlœl subject of (e) whlle 'the bu~' functlons es the grammetlcel subJect 

f (b). The propositions expressed by (8) and (b) ere th us Abo.u1 d1fferent en!1tles, end the 

co espondlng Questions would be used to InQulre about the looetlons of dlfferent sntHles that pJey the 

of Theme. -

J 4 (a) Where Is the truck? 

( b) Where Is the bus? ~ 
-' 

The questions Inqulre speclf1cally tnto the lœeUon of the enttUes thet ere denoted by the expressIons 

analyzed as Themes (or the subJects of the most common 8nswers expootscn. Th~ Questtons mey be 
#' • 

answered el11pUC8l1y es follows. 

15 (a) Behlnd the bUS. 
f 

( b) J n front of the truck 

Thus, ft ts cleer that the reletlon of Locatton Is d9s1'1l8ted by the entlre complex phrese (PP) wh1ch • , 

specifies the location of one entlty wlth respect to enother ln these sentences, But the questions ln 14 
, 

m8V not be answered by APs or V perUclples, such es 'rusty' or ·sputterlno'. 
~ 

'6 (8) The truck ts rusty. 

(b) The bus ts sputterlng. 
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. 
'Even thOUQ!l the statements mav be or~mmetlC8l mld 8CC8pteble. the sentences 10 16 00 not answer 

~ 

questtons aDout the l0C8tton of the truck or the.. Rather thsy ln10rm us about en accldental qual1ty-
, 

of the truck end an "~tlvlty" of t~e bus. They ~ not St!'I whete the bus or the truck 15 lOO8ted. ) 

Now the 1mportent Question ls whettler expr8sslOns of ~ and Irtt1y1ty pred1cated of an 

entlty should be teken es or could posslbly have the 58ll'!,e uMer1ylng "conceptuel structure" 6S the 

physlcel Iglon 01 an ent1ty, The theory 01 thematlc relations clalms that aIl 01 these relatIons are . 

Daranel end œtermmed by the 58me unde~lylng conceptuel s~ructure Locat1On: But thlS 15 only a 

relaUons1 noUon, It 1s an analysts of the relatton holding between the predlcate comp lement (eoy 
1 

predlcate complement that belongs ta any ontologlcal categlry) and the verb 'be', That 1$, for e11 
. 

sentences contelnlng the verb 'be' the predlcate complement 15 8SS1gned the themetlc relatIon Location 

whl1e the sublect 15 8SSlgned the themat1c relation Theme, But what 15 the purpose of th15 asslgnment 
, , 

01 abstrect themetlc relet1ons? It Is clear tha! these, reJat10nal notions 00 not cOinclde wlth ,the 

fundementel scheme of ceterPrlzet1on. such 8S Arlstotle's ontologieal cet9O)ries, or J~kenoofrs. for 

that matter, 

W1th respect to the cl6SSlfleaUon of the elements thet are related 10 naturel language' 
\ 

sentences, the I1nguistic analysls of questlon-~mswer pairs ~rdlng to the theory of themetlc 

reJetIons, glves uneven results, F.or the ~nelysls of Lœetlon pertalnlng to entftles ln the physlœl 
1 

-
perameter. the esstgnment of the themetlc relation to the predlœte complement seems mtult1vely 

ecœptable. but not for the 8Mlysls of entltles ln the paremeters of possession. lœntlflcatlon, or 

c1rcumstencé. IfweunderstandthequesUonword'where' to request a location. then clearly speakers 

cou Id not concelve of 'rusty' or 'sputterlng' es loœtfons ln the same sense as 'behlnd the bus', The(Jl8t1c 
, ' 

relations are therefore too abstract ror the semanUé ~elysts of eat8f;J)rlœl sentences. 1 therefore 
, - . 

concluœ thet not aH the thlngs that speakers talk ebout when they utt~r eatelJ)rtcbl sentences are 

concelved as Theffies end" lattons . 
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5.2.3 ltngu1sUc Inference relattons 8InonQ sentences . 
ln thts section, 1, w111 Quest10n the value of asstgnlng themet1c re\eUons to txpresslons 1n . 

~ > 

sentences to a::count for possible Inference relations 8mono sentences. How would the theory of 
" .... 

thematlc relations ~unt for sentènces which state the' loglcel conclusions thet follow trom other 
. . 

sentences (premisses)? Inferences ere possible becauSf'the sentences thet funct10n es the premisses 

end conclusions bf loglcal arguments hcve the l1ngu1stlc form they 00. Thet ls. SO-C8lled "1og108l" or 
. 

~'l1nguistlc" Inférences thet ere pOSSible ere raleted lntrlnslcelly ta the structure of wall 10rmed 
, 

, - ! 

sentences of' ntlturellanguage. Inferences ere based on the lnterpretatlon of ln~vtduel lexlcel Items 
, r 

cont61ned ln the sentences and thetr structural relettons wtthtn the sentence grammer of E~Ol1Sh. Here 

1 efT,llnterested pr1merlly 1n ltngu1sttc Inferences Involv1ng cel~r1cel sentences contatntng the ver.b 

'be'. In tàt1t1on, 1 wlnconslœr ,sorne sentences contetnlng other verbs es wall, slnce these are e1\ 
...., 4 - j 

u1t1mately related to ceterpr1œl sentences. -

Wlthtn generetlve grammer, lmp l1caUons end other reletions thet hold systemettcelly between 

IIngulstlc un1ts (e.g,. lexical Items) ere genere1Jy represented by redunœncy ruJesr' ln t~ls cese, no 
/ 

further stet~ment of these relet10ns Is requtred ln tndlvlduel l~tC81 entrtes (Jacke~ooff, J:p75; Faoor 

1971: 150- 153). The sem8lltlc interpretetlon of verbs ~n the <Xlntext of the theory of themetlc 

rejetions depends on the concepts underly1ng ~he verbs (or rether. the generDI predlcetes such es 

CHANGE ,'BE. etc.), of the system end the1r mutuel reletlons. Jfk8nOOff ( 1976) formuletes some 

. rooundancy rules to 8CCOunt for Inference reletlons emong ;l8rb cJesses wlth shered meen1ng 

.components. For exemple, the 1nference rules from verbs of the CHANGE or 00 class to BE verbs ere 

based on the concepts underly1ng these verbs end ere steted ln terms of the predlcetes thet &PP" ln 

the sementtc representetlons of sentences. Among pther rules, the followlno Inference rule (taken 

from J~enœff 1976: 121-122. 139) rejetas CHANGE verbs .ta BE verbs. 

J CHANGE (x ,V,z) at ta ~ for sorne umes fl and t2 such thaf 

fl ~ los tz, 

S :II: ear lier than 

BE (x,y) at '1 and 
, BE (x,z) at '2 

Condtuons: y ;:) NOT z, z;:) NOT Y 

\' 
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Accord1no to Jtr;kenOOff (1976 1 14), "If somethmg ps trom one pl~ to another. lt must ~e baen 

ot the flrst ploce et sorne t1me and at the second pl~ sometlme and Il was at the tlrst place flrst" To 

thlS Inf~renœ rul~ the condHfon 15 ~ that "y and z are dIstInct p 11X:eS" (J8Cl<enOO~6 1 18) 

On the basls of thlS rule, WhlCh seems to be valld, presumably so~mpl1catlOns between 

sentences contelntng verbs of these classes can be worked out automatlcally Jackenooff ( 1976) 

expletns "thet the lmpllcatlve propertles of verbs are not ldlosyncratlc meantng postulates or 

ClasstflcatOry feetures but the only pOSS,lbleconsa:tuence of the verbs' havtng the functlOnal ,structure 

they 00" However, If the elementary predlC8tes are weil founœd and the Inferences suooested are 

valla, Il seems that they should provlœ 13 rel1eble tool for the verjf1catlOn of the representetlons 1 
, ~.' , 

WIll naw examine the behavlour of themetlc relatIons wlth respoct" to lmgulstlc mferences 

(Jrckenooff 1976 mal<es no speclf1c clelms about thematlc relations end these ru les ) 

Just es for paraphroses, one ml~ht expect that ail sentences related by rules of Inference 

would mtllntaln the 56me set Dt themetlc relatIons However, thls IS not the case Conslder the 

. followlng sentences wlth .respoct to Inference rule 1 stated abova 

2 ~ went from New York t6 Hartford, 
T/A S 0 

3 UI).t::ml:.Cl was 10 New York at sorne Ume, and 
T L 

( b) tlm:.r::i was 10 Hartford et sorne leter t 1 me 
T L 

4 (a) The car started sputtenog at tlme t, 
T G 

(b) The cor was, sputtarlOQ ot Ume t~ 
T L 

5 (e) 11'le mm! turned r:It at tlme tl 
, T G 

(b)The mata! was ~8t Ume tl . 

\ T L 

f 

Sentence ~ and sente~ 3 ~) 60a (b) that are enta11ed by 2 ôJ not share the seme set of themat le 
, t ' 

~ ~ 

relauons. elthough there 15 no œnylng thet the l/Jlpllcatlons hold .ooe cou~ sorgue perhaps thet the 
t "'IiY' ' 

, .. 

f 
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chtlnges ln the 6SSlgnment of themetlc relations ere reguler end predlcteble. For exemple, the AQent-

Theme of the CHANGE sentences converts systematlcelly ta Theme, end bath Sources end Ooels, to 

Locations The 58me holds for the pairs of sentences ln 4-5 But smce the some osslgnment of ,. 
thematlc relatIons 00es not hold between paIrs of entelling end entelled sentences, it 1S dlfficult to see 

Jow one could argue for thematic relations on the b8S1s of thelr contribution to the worklng out of 

ImplIcations betweerrssntenœs ln f~t, 1t ls cl88r thet the specifie notions of Theine, Apgnt, Source, 

rJJtJ/, and LtXlJtltYJ are not r9QU1red for these deductlons. Thus, overall1n l1ngulstlC eM1Y,Sis, the value 

of working out preclsely whlch thematic relation epplles Is uncert"ln. SuPPose the defln1tlons 01 eoch 

of the themetlc relations were such that absolute œductlons would be unQuestlonable For exemple, 11 

the followmg thematlc relatIOns were ~uccess1ully asslgned, 

6 (Il) The children ere running -+ 'The chlldren' 15 Agent- Theme 

(b) The children are hungry -+ 'The chl1dren' Is Theme 

(c) The-ch!1dren are ln school-+ 'The chl1dr~n' 15 Theme 
, , 

.. 

what conclusions could one draw (rom thls Information that would contrlbute further to the sementlc 

"1nterpretatlon of the sentences, much less as concrets OOductions? EspEK:Illlly in the cess of 

Intransitive verbs, the thematlc relation that 15 asslgned to the one and only NP subj~t seems 
c-

IjconS9QUentlal Or, ln the case of symmetrlcal prooleates, there must be two l~j~l subjects 
/ 

7 (8) Mary ts Cfilua1ntoo with ,B 111 

(b) B111 ts l(;Qua1nt9jwlth Mary 

(c) Mary and B III are OCQUatnt~ wlth each other 
Q 

(d) They arel(:QuaintEKi 

Nevertheless, the thoor",l'."of thematlc relations pr~jcts that the Theme Is denot9j by the NP thet 
~ 

functlons 6S' the sublect of sentences cont61nlng 'be', ln thls case, the thenHltlc relations CM be 

asslgned corroctly ~rdlng to the lexlcon, but the value of'the ass10nment Is unclw ln 7 (e)-( b), 

the subject Is asstgned the thematlc Theme, the PP complement, the themat1c rel~tlon Leatlon, Since 
r-

there are two ob 1 tg6tory arguments, 1 t seems that they cou Id bath be concelved as Themes. 1 n the C8Se of 

) o 
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7 (c) end (d), ft 1$ not aven claM' wtllch ttlemetlc relatIons should be asslgned. Although ther'e IS only 

one syntect1c &rgument ln (d) end two or three 'n (c), the sentances seem to S1!1'I the 58me thing. 

It epp~rs therefore thet lnferentlal relatlonshlps betw88n sentences cannot be based on the 

themet le reletlons 8SSlg.ned to argument pos1tlon5, but that they œpend on the tntenslOns' of the NPs and 

the verbs that apply to the referents of the NPs However the lmpl1œtlve relatIons between the 

sentences ln 2-5 above are determlned $Olely on the basts of the tntenslons of the verbs they contom. 

Next 1 sha1l conslder Inferentlal relatIons among a senes of sentences contalnmg the verb 'be' 

Conslœr the 1ollowlng catt9)rlcal sentences or elementary predIcations 

. 8 (6) Don 15 a C6na11an. 

(b) Don 15 my lewyer 

( c) My lewyer Is a Cen~18n 

(d) A C8nedlan Is my lewyer. 

Some of the sentences ln 8, ln varlous permutatIons, form a valld 1 o;JI caJ argument, I.e , a series of 

stetements of whlch one (the conclusion, e,g., (c) or (d» 15 sald to follow from the athers (the 
, 

premIsses, (e) and (b» Certain cond1tlons are n~ry for a series of sentences to form a valld 

1~lcal8(Qument. For Instance, the context and the referents ln ail lhe sentences must be the seme 

For a flxed context, the propos1tlon expressed by sentence (c) or (d) 15 lmplled by the conJunctlon of 

(a) and (b) Stnce the truth of (c) or (d) œpends on the truth of (a) and (b), 1t Is Impossible for (a) 

and (b) to be true and (c) or (d) to be folse,2 ln the premisses, the propertles denoted by 'a Can~lan' 

and' my lawyer' ore ottrlbuted to an indlvldual, the referent of the NP 'Don' thet functlons as the 

sUbJect of (0) and (b). Although these properUes are contIngent ,3 the premIsses provlde concluslVe 

2The seme condItIons opply ta the other loglcalergurr.=Jnts ln 8; e.g., from «c) or (d» and 
(b), one could concluœ (0). For œtel1s about the structure of loglcal arguments, conditions for the 
truth of conclUSions. etc., $88, e.g., Cop' ( 1973: ch. 1). 

3Contlngent properUes 00 not hold nEaSS6l'l1y (ln ail contexts) ln contrast to necesssry or 
~ ~tt81 properUes es ln 

(j) 1 S8W a Uoer. _ 
, . (H)(AII tlgers are Mltmols.) 

(Iii) Therefore, 1 StIN an ~lmal. 
Sentence (11) need 'lOt b9 stated stnce betng Ml enlmel Is a necessery property for be1ng a tlger. 
Putnem ( 1975: ch. t 2) dlscusses these k.lnds of properUes tn detel1. 
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~ounds for œruc1ng (c) end (d). NoUee that these Inferences, IIke ell others, œpend solely on the 

form of the sentences, I.e., on the lex1œl Items oontalned ln the sentences end thelr structurel 

relatIons. \ 

ln netur61 language dlscourse, conclusIons such es 8 (c) end (d) "need not be expressed," 

8CCOrdlng to Frege (1892: 61), "as thay are cootalned ln the premlssès." AlthouQh 1\ .ms 

lntultlvely correct. Frege's Observation ooes not expleln how the constituants of neturel lanouaoe 

sentences ronv~ the loolœl re16t1ons holdIng between the sentences thet serve -es premIsses and those 

thaLserve as conclusIons of vaUd erguments. What 15 remarkable here Is thet the expressIons that 

funcUon 8S proolcate terms ln the premIsses (6) end (b) am also functlon GS the subJect of the veUd 
, 

conclusIons (c) end (d). Cleorly, ln order to expleln the neture of the reletlons .between the elamants 

of Inferent1ally rel8ted sentences, It 15 necessery 8S 6 tlrst step, to formulata precIse prlnclples for ... . 
tnterpreUng the subJect-predlcete structure of a sIngle elemenlery sentence contelnlng 'be'. 

Now when one ettempts to expleln the Inferentlel rel8t1ons emong the sentences ln 81Jslng the 

constructs of them8tlc relations proposOO by Gruber end J~kenOOff, It becomes clser that such an 

an61ysls 15 nelther descrlptlvely ~uate nor explenatory. Conslder the followlng (wo analyses of the 

sentences ln 8. 

9 (6) QQn. Is a C60œlcrl. 
T l 

(b) Dm 15 my lowyer. 
T l 

( c) My lowyer ls 0 eonœlon. 
T l 

1 
(d) A Cgdl«1ls my lOWV§C, 

T L 

10 (a) Dm 15 oCgHoo, 
T L 

(b) QQo..ts my lowyer, 
T l 

(c) My lowyer Is o Cgttll. 
looat ton b . loœt1on 0 
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(d) A Conodlon 15 my Jowyer. 
Location tJ Location b 

ln 9, eech sentence Is asslgned the pair of thematlc relations that Is lexlœl\y prescrlbed for 

ail sentences contalnlng the verb 'be'. One would expect that the semantlc constructs that are useful ln 

the description of single sentences would carry over automatical1y to the analysis of intersententlal 

relations. In f~t, the ~mantlc description of single sentences should furnlsh a basls for the 

explanatlon of the semantic relaUons that hold between sentences. But a unlform asslgnment of 

themetlc relations to ail the sentences ln 9 makes no dlfferentlatlon between sentences that serve as 

premisses and those that serve as conclusions. Thls/means that thematlc relations slmply cannot 

contrlbute to establlshlng Inference rules. 
' .. 

ln 10, however, the thematlc relations are asslgned 50 as to a;knowleôJe the status of the 

series of sentences as a laglesl argument, whlch ts mlssed by the analysls ln 9 But thls ~nd 

analysis Is not axplanatory elthar. From sentences (a) and, (b), one concludes elther that a new Theme 

or LOO8tton a 1$ at Location b or a new Theme or Location b Is at Location a. The crucial elements are 

the terms. The terms stand for the entltles that would be analyzed as Themes and locations. (It Is not 

at ail clsar why speakers should or how they could malee such Inferences Intultlvely Even Jess clear ls 

why these p8rtlcular thematlc relations are asslgned to the phrases that functton as suOject and 

pr~lcate terms Hl (a) and (b) ln t~e flrst p l~. 1 n o~her words, 1t Is the analysls accordlng to the 

th~rY of themattc relations that néeds to be explalned ln thls case ln what way Is belng a \awyer or 
la . 

belng a GantAjton concelvèd as belng at a location?) 

If speekers Inœed lnterpreted Indlvldusl sentences 6CCOrdlng to an ass1gnment of these 

abstr8Ct themotlc reJotlons. t.tlen the Inferenttal relations among the sentences 8S a 1 ()Jlcal argument 

would be obscured. But speakers 00 retl11ly understand and ~pt a series of such sentences as valld 
-~ 

Joglœl erguments. ~ Frege ( 1892) observes, the conclusions are so IntulUvely obviou$ that 

speakers 00 not ordlnarlly state them expl1cltly. Clear Iy the theOry of thematlc relations ooes not 

explaln the InferenUal aspect of semanUc oompetence. but the theory Is also descriptlvely Inadequate, 
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smce the them8t1c relât10ns 8SStgn~ to the funct·lonet arguments eppeGr to lmpeœ the worlono out 

of Inferent1al re18t1ons emong these sentences. 

An alternatlve analVSls of predlœtton 15 presented ln Ctlepter 3. one wh1Ch ooes shed l1Qtlt on 

the relatIOns between the premIsses and concluSIons of v811d lcqlœl arguments. The composlt10nel 

semantlc mterpretatlon of sentences 15 descrtbed there es e prœess of ootermtmng the extensIons of , 
hngUlstlc expressIOns from thelr lntenslOns. InterpretatIon takes plo at three levaIs 01 sentence 

structure ln thlS orœr: lex1cal. phrestll and sententlel. The rules 01 semantlc mterprat8tlon operate 

on phrase markers from the bottom to the top of the tree dlegram. Intenslons are esslgned to ~h 

termmalelement (lexlC811{ems) and then thase are comblnoo at the phresal nodes, e.g., [NP.VP). 

[VP .l'] . and 50 on. untl1 en InterpretatIon 15 8SS1gned to the whole sentence. Sentences of the form (NP 

be XP] are tnterpreted by thls procedure. Accordlng to thls hypotheslS, the terms of the subJects and 

predlœtes of sentences contalntng 'be' are Interpreted es referents end ontologtcel types, respectlvely; 

for the lnterpret8tl0n of the whole sentence, the referent of the sublect ls concetved es belonOlno to two 

ontol(X,11œl types. The extensIons of the subject and predlcate phr~ 8re lI1ustr~oo ln 1 1 

1" 
1 1 
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~, ~ 
Det ~. INFl VP 
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An affIrmatIVe decleretlve sentence of the form [rNP be XP11S lOterpretoo as follows: The referent( s) 

ot (NP .1"1 belong( s) to the ontol~lcel type(s) denotoo by [XP, [v·ben. ThIs rule 8CCOunts for the 

oeneral semont1c relotlon thet corresponds te the grammatical subject-predicate relation for 

sentences cont81nlng 'be'. The extension of the whole sentence may be d1tr;Jremmed 8S follows. 

12 (A) B 

V 
ThiS dtegrem tIIustretes whet the world would be l1ke If env sentence contaJnlng 'be' descrlbed by the 

ruJe were true. In terms of truth, e sentence of thls form would be true only If the referent( s) of the 

sublect beJonged to the type( s) denoted by the predicete lerm. Also ll1ustreted here 15 the prIncip le 

th8t. for 8 true cet891rleal sentence, enythtng that Is S81d to belong to type A also belongs to the type 

B, or (ail) a's ere b. If the referent of the subject beJongs tD two ontol~tcol types, then it may ~e 

referred to as either an 'e' or os a 'b' That 15, If the statement 'A Is B' 15 true, then the expression 'B' 15 
, 

semantlœJ1v substttutable for the expression 'A' ln &- glven 1~lœJ argument. ThIS fundamentaJ 

prlnclple eccounts ln part for the Inferentlal reletlons thet hold between the premisses and 1 

conclusIons ln 8. \It 15 dlscussed by SOm mers ( 1982) 8S a special case of the dlctlJm rJJornm. 

ln contrast ta the theory of thematlc reJetions, the œt8tJ)rlœl epprœch basOO on ontoJoglœl 

lY'pes and œtEg)rtes makes the Inferentlal relattons avident. The matn OOventege of thlS approach 1S 
'J 

that It makes modest clalms whlch are reel1stlc. The IIngutstlc Information requlred Is l1mltoo to the 

tntenslons and ext~1ons of lex1celltems and phr8S9S end thelr structural relaUons. The Intenslon 

contelns crlterlal Information conœrnlng the type of entlty thet the expresston denotes. Thus the 

prœesses of conœptual1zat1on end lnterpretetlOR are dlrected toward 811 extrmnental world of 

dlscourse. The. œta mvolv1no both questions and Inferences sowest that such an ontolOJ1C81 

classIfIcatIon Is more expedlent for explalnlng Interpretlv9 phenomena then the 8bstra::t constructs of 

themattc relations, whtch are language centeroo, Speclflcally dependtng on the structure of 8 smgle 

sentence oontammo a parttculer ver). That Is. themettc relatIons are designed for 8lld restrtcted to 

r 
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smgle sentences, and thelr lnterest seems to stop there. As Hlustreted aboya. no lnfarences or 

lmpllC8t1ons between sentences ere stGted or GnGlyZed ln terms of themetlc relGUons. 

The maln problem for the theory of themet1c reltltlons 15 seem1ngly thGt 1t clGlms too much. It 

ascrlbes to speakers certain 1nm,te conceptuGl structures thet ere not requlred for the lnter~retet1on 

of smgla sentenœs. L 1ka theorl8S of pregmtltlcs. the thoory of themeUc reletlons presupposes the 

mtenslons and axtenslons of verbs and thelr functlonGI Grguments. But ln edd1tlon to the ordlnery 

mtenslons of NPs, for example. the theory of themetlc reletlons Glso postuletes the property of belnQ 

the Theme or bemg a Locetlon, WhlCh 15 a5S1gnaj to the functlonel arguments of verbs ln a sentence. 

The klnd of conœptual lnformat1oo that ts approprlete for the entllysls of sentences should 

al50 ,vahd for eXpl81nmg reletlons emong sentences. Now conslder the 1JSS1gnment of thematlc 

relatIOns to the subJect phr6S8S of these sentences. 

13 (8) My cousm ls 6 bachelor. 
T 

(b) Som8()Qe 15 a b~helor 
T 

14 (a) Her dress,js torn. 
T 

(b) Something 15 totn. 
T 

1 ln thls case. the themet1c relat10ns ere stmply Irrelevent to the conceptuel analysfs thet Is fnvolv~ tn 
\ . 
! lmpHœtlVe reletlons between the (e) end (b) sentences. For exemple. trom 13 (e) one cen 'nfer 13 

1 (b) and from 14 (~), one C8fl fnfer 14 (b). But 'rny coustn' MId 'her dress' are esslgned tne seme 

them6tlc relatlOn Theme. Yet the lrnpllœtlons are dlfferent. From 'my coustn' one dertves 'som~)Oe', 

whlle trom 'her dress' one derlves 'somethtng'. Cleerly these l~pl1œtlons m-e not based on the 
~ 

sententl81 relation Theme. but rether th6y lnvolve e clesslffcatlon thet ts ontol~tœlly orlented. Thet 

15 an 6Oelysl5 of the nature of 8 th1no or whet ft 1$ essentlelly. This Is exfdJy the klnd of CI8SS1fl~~ 

exempllfted by ArtstotJe's ontolaJlœl œtefp'ies. whlch œn be t8ken as a classificatIon of the thtnos 

thet speakers teJk ebout. 



c 

316 

To ver1tv thet the copylng prooess of 8SS1gn1ng themat1c relat10ns labels to the functlonal 

arouments of 'be' 18 tnsufftClent for the semantlç mterpret8t1on of netural langu8Q8 sentences, 

consu1er the fonow1ng example conte1nfng nonce words. From the determlners. we can dEWœ that thlS 

18 a sentence of the form [NP> be NP]. 

15 (a) The noJo fs on un. 
T L 

Even though themat1c reletlons have been asslgned to the functlonal arguments (NPs). 1 cbubt that eny 

competent sp88Ker of Engltsh couJd~ very much about the meanfng of 15 on that account. From the 
, , . 

themetlc relat1ons,lthe only conclusions areJhat 'the nola' ls esslgned Theme and 'àn sagen' ls asslgned 
( 

ss Loœtton. But accordlng to tradfttonal assumptlons. 8 speeker who could lnterpret 15 would be able 

ta understand the proposit10~ It expresses 80d would know what the world would be 11lc:e lf lt were true ' 

And furthermore, generel fmpllcattons such es 

16 Someth1ng/someone Is/1sn't 8 phySlcel object. 

could ot lesst be drown. ff one only knew the lntensfons of 'noie' and 'sagen'. No Inferences or 
'J 

Impltcottons follow because the NPs cannot be tnterpreted. Lfl thls respect. the cat8\J)rlcal appre«h 

œn 00 no batter becouse ft depends explfcltly upon the fntenslon~ of the lexIcal Items thot are analyzed , i 

as terms, 60th erlalyses cleerly dapend only upon the conceptU811nformet1on conveyed by the lexical 

Items and their relat10ns wlthln sentence structure. Just tbs 88me, the cat8fJ)rfca\ method Is , . 
preferable. Ontologtœl types end cet8lJ)rles seem to be mere rel8Voot for worklng out Inferences 

between sentences than 8bstr~t constructs such es them~t1c relations beœUse types and œt.,-ies are 

closely connected to the Inherent propertles of the enUties thot speakers tell( about and whet they \ 

attrlj)ute ta then\. 
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$ummary 

My objectIve ln thls dlssert.etton Ms baen ta propose e sementlc enalVSls of sub)ect-predlcete 

relatIons that wIll serve as a baslS Tor explalnlng how competent speekers of Enollsh can tnterpret 

elementarv sentences contamlng the verb 'be' Although 1 00 not consu:1er the relatlonel notloos 

ot SfJbl8CI and pr«ilC6te ta be syntactlc prImItives (es explamed ln 1 2 1), thev can be userùl 

heurlstlcs for semantlc analYSIs. Sublect and predlcate are tactored here loto more elementerv 

syntactlc and semantlc const1tuents. The precedlng ch6pters have been concerned wlth the anelvsls of 

the ~ Wll1S cf syntactlc structure and the correscondlng .u.olli o! conceptuel structure of the 

sublect and predlcate phrases ln cet9{)Jrlcsl ~tences The main tesk wes ta propose prlnclples or 

corresponœnce rules by whlCh the structural unlts and the conceptuel unlts of catE9)rlcal sentences 

could be correlated For thls task, 1 have glven specl~1 attentIon to the structural and conceptual 

cheracteClzatlon of 'be' JI 
The svnttx;tlc notIons and DrlnclDles thet 1 tal<e to be essentlal for an ~uate deSCClptlon 01 

the sublect-predlcale relatIOns of C8t~rlC61 sentences are descrlbed ln Ch8pter 2. The grammatIcal 

prtnclples that are necessary to ~unt for the well-formedness of elementarv sentences lnclude those 

of ~ ~ and the prOJection prlnclple bosed on Inherent lexIcal propertles and ~ 

subcategJtll8tl0n 1 argue thet strIct subC8t~rlzatlon furmshes e batter bese for the PrOjectIon 

Prlnclple then the 9-Crlterlonslnœ the latter 00es not account for the complementatlon requlrements 

of verbs such as 'be' 1 clalm thet e verb's subcatE9)rlZtltlon Is 8n Importent pert of a speeker's 

syntactlc competence That 15,8 competent speaker who chooses e pertlcul8r verb knows the cet~ry 

of the phrase( s) thet It ~erns. This proposa) controsts wlth prevlous analyses of predIcatIon wlthln 

~nerat1Ye gremmar. For exemple, Rothsteln's rule of proolcete IlnKlng (1963) Is supposed to 

account generelly for the well-formedness of sentences, meklno a specifie phrese structure rule for 

the 6neJysls of sentences redundent. However, her deflnltlon of sub,ects and proolcetes IS besed on the 

as5lgnment of 9-;oles ta subjects. Thus her rule of predlcate Hnklng 15 tnéJUete stnce tt cormot 

account for the ungrammatlC8l1ty of the follow100 sequence: 'It Is _' (*). (Ses 2 1.2 for œtatls ) 
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For the descrtpUon of the syntcçtlc. part of the structure, the followlng lebelled br~ketlng 

represents the D-structural Mlelysls of elementary sentences contatnlng 'bs'. [rNP[rINFL[vpbe 

XP]]J. Â sentence i5 the mexlmel protectlon of the INFl cat8Olry, whlch in Engl1sh Is a [+flnlte] V 

position. Sentences conte1nlng e ftmte form of 'be' have the followlng S-structure: [,. NP .. 

(INF~be[vpt XP]]) .• The tarms 'subject' and 'predlcata' refer to phrases of partlcular cat8tJ)rles ln 

partlculer conf1guret1ons.' They are deftned ln tl'l15 work as follows. Sublect. [NP ,'''] and Predlcate' 

[VP ,l'). In 1.2.2, 1 argue for en enelysls of 'be' as one lexeme catE9)rlzed as a ftJll verb (V). The ". followlng represents the cat~r1Z6t10n and subœt~rlZ6t1on frame of 'be'. 

1 'be': [+V,-N,+---XPl,whereXmaybeN,A,P,orV 

Predicate complements of these ctltElg)rles are 11lustreted ln 2 

2 (a) Th1s la Pet; (b) he 1S not a b~helor [NP be NP] 

(c) He 1s marrled. [NP be AP) 

(d)A man wœ ln the kltchen. [NP be PP] 

( e) A II of the cool< tes l'leve bœn œten. [NP be VP] 

Thus 1 would enelyze 'be' as a slngle lex1cal Item ln the grammer of contemporary Engllsh. My matn 

ergument l'lere 15 a unlform synt~t1c and semantlc anelysls of 'be' as described ln Chapters 2 and 3 

Th1s analYSis unlf1es 811 synt~t1c functlons (a.g., auxll1ary, copula, maln verb. es outltned tn 2.2) 

"end a11 "senses" of 'ba' (a.g., deflnlt1onal, equatlve, exlstentlal, pred1cat1ve, etc., as dlscussed ln 

Chepter 4). 

}::or the description of the samoot1c part of the structure, two questIOns ere consldered beslc: 

Whet InformatIon 's conveyed by expressions of Jangu.? and Whot Is thl5 Information about? 

(Jeckenooff 1983: 23). 1 conclude thet Jongulg! CQnyeys conceptuol Information DIW.1 entlties of 

verlous types thot spe8kers telle about ln ml extromeotol YLOd.d of dtscOursa. My semonUc 8nolVS15 

raflects Idees (rom severe 1 dtfferent sources. In 1.2.2, 1 examine the Issue of the ontol~IC81 

relettOl'lshlp between lanou8g8, minet, end reellty, es vlewed by (t) cl8SStœl sernantlclsts and 
,) 

logICIens, 8.0.. Cernep, Frege. Putnem; (11) Arlstotle 800 tra1tt1onal ltwJ'ct8f1s, a.g., Sommers; end 
, 

(11,1) conceptuellsts. 8.0., Jeckenœff ( 1983). As e sterttng point. 1 eœpt 8 Chomskyan theory of 

/ 



• / 
\, 

3'9 

gremmer, WhlCh 1$ mental1st. and Jeckenooff's conceptuel structure hypothes1s. (See' .1.) My 

ontol~1C81 posItIon. whlch Is basleal1y Ar1stotel1an, 15 summerlzed ln 1.2.2 (lV). 1 conclude that for 

llOgulSt1C semantlc an81YS1s. whet needs to be accounted for 1S lntenslonel. I.e., whot 1$ SOld, rether 
o ç, 

then wJ:lal.Js ~tually ln the world of dlscourse. (In an Ar1stotelren appr~h. both aspects would be 

analyzed 8CCOrdtng to the sams concepts.) Next, 1 w1l1 summer128 my observetlons concernlno the 

conceptual mformatlOn that 15 essentlal for the lnterpretat10n of sentences contalnlng 'be'. 

A smgla corresponcEnce r.ula ~or the Interpretation of C8t~rlC81 . sentences 10 Engl1sh 15 

proposed 10 Chapter 3. This rule pur ports to ~unt for the subject-predtcete relations of ell 

elementary sentences contalnlng 'be'. Also 1 try to l ustlfy the use of the $lime verb ln ail the sentence 

types 11lustreted ln 2 above and to explaln why elementary sentences containing 'be' are b8Sic. 'Be' ln 
~ 

Engflsh 15 en expllc1t slgn of attr1butlon. The proposlt1onel content of elementary sentences contalnlng 
" 
'be' 15 the attributIon of an ontologlC81 type to the referent( s) of the sub)ect NP. An affirmative 

~laratlve sentence analyzed as [I"NP be XP] ls lnterpreted or analyzed extenslonally OS follows: the 

reYerent of [NP ,I"] belongs to the type denoted by [XP, [v·be]]. This rule Is ~t8ted ln terms of the 
~ , 

" 
conceptual anelysls of the verb. Thus lt enœpsulates the contrlbutton of 'be' to the truth conditions of 

1 • 

œtet,;X>r1cal sentences and suwests conceptuel well-formedness condItions for thase sentence types. 
, 

Comgosl\1ona) semantlc 1018rpr91o1100 15 descr1b~ here 8S Q prœess Cl œtermlD1ng 1ba 

extensloos Qf hngulstjç express1pns. The extenstons of œtE9)remattc J3xpresslons are determlned 

conceptually bV thelr lntens1ons. The lntenston of en expressIon ts besiœlly the information thet the 

expressl0n convays (or the concepts thet correspond to 10, whtle the extenston ts what the ' 

mformetton 15 about. For I1ngutsttc sefntlntlc tnterpretet1on,. what 15 S81d (expresslons ln a certem 
\ 

syntect1c conflguratton wtth correspondtng 1ntenslons) 15 teken as a polnt of departure, 1 eh~rtICterl28 

the extensIons of lextealltems, phr8S8S, and sentences in terms of the enUttes speekars lntend to talk 

mut (te., the referent( s) of expressions) 8fld the ontol~lC8) types the referents are seld 10 beJong 

ta. UslOg the baste notions of reftrfll1l. ent/IX and type, 1 show how the lnterpretetlons of lexlcel 

}tems, phreses, end sent8flC8S d1ffer from eech other, end how the extenston of a complex expressIon 15 . ,.. 

dBtermlned by the ooncepts correspondlng ta the smel1est constltuents of thesentenœ, the lextcal ttems 
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It cantalns. Interpretatton es descrlboo ln Chapter 3 ls 8 process thet 15 truly composltlonal. wh1ch 

15 not' demonstreted often ln the 11tereture of gener6tlve grammar ..... 

The subJect and predlœte phrases eooh conta1n 8 constituent thtrt funcUons 8S 8 1eI:m. For my 

sementlc enelvs15, the notion of term 15 central. It comes trom Arlstotel1en "two-term" l~l~(TFL), 
, 

es descrlbed ln 1.2.1 end 1.2.2 ( 11), ln well formed œtegorlœl sentences. there are alw8YS two terms 

that 8re rel8ted by the verb 'ba'. A term Is a catEJO)rematlc expressloQ that belongs to an ontpJ(lJlcaJ 

cotGry or 1'tIla. as dlscussed ln connectlon wlth Arlstotle's met8physlcs. As ln Aristotellan loglc. 1 

assume thet ontol~1C81 types heve an Intenslonal (menta)) aspect and ~n>extenstonal (extramentaD 

. one. Well formecl sentences cont81n1ng 'be' determlne a s1tuaUon fn a glven wdrld of dlscourse ln whlch 

the referent(s) of the subject belong(s) to the type(~) denoted by the predicate t~rm. But ~rolng 

to TFL, there 15 no need to dlstlngulsh between the subject and predlœte terms on the basls of semantlc " . 
, crlter1e, es observed by Sommers ( 1982). Both terms correspond to ontoJoglcal types. Th1s 15 one 

advent~ of a sementlc anelysls besed on the prlnclples of TFt. The 58me prlnclples of Interpretation 

epply to eny C8t~remat1c expression that functlon~ as a term whether lt appears ln the subject or\the 

predlœte. For Instance. for sentences of the form [NP be NP], the two NPs would"be lnterpreted 
, 

/X:COrdlng to the 58me compos1t1onal pr1nclples. The d1stln~tlOn .between the functlons of the subject 
. 

end predlcate NPs depends upon thelr esymmetrlœl oomtnance re18tlons w1thln sentence st~ucture. 

TMt 15. the NP thet Is a s1ster to (~erned by) the verb 'be' 1s proolcated of the referent( s) of the 

subject NP. 

Although 'be' l' 8flelyzed es an expl1C1t s1gn of ettr1butlon. wh1ch 15 charoc:ter 1200 

(, 

conceptuellyes e n!otton between l.YlQ 1acms, sentences contalnlng 'be' are nct Interpreted ln the 58me ' 

w~ es sentences conta1njng verbs thet are 80elyzed as two-place reletlons. These two cltnms are 

apperently Incoherent or et least requlre en explaneUon. In ~t1ons 3.2 end 3.3. 1 compare and 

contrest the Interpretatton of sentences contetnlng the verbs 'hlt' end 'ba' ln the same lnflecttonal 

forms. Although sentences of the forms [NP hit NP) end [NP be XP) may contaln ex~tJy the seme 

number of express10ns thet correspond to the seme number of concepts, ell sentences contalnlng 'hlt' 

express or lmply ~jc propositions. whlle men't contelnjng 'be' express mQMjjc propositions. The 

) 
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r \ 
maln dlstlnctlon between mon~c propostttons expre;ssed bY sentences conteln1no 'be' end ~\C 

proposltlons 15 exten51ane1. The funct10n thet 15 deslgn8tad by 'hlt' eppl1es to the referents of both the 
, 

sub]ect end the dIrect abject phr~ fh sentences. In œt~r1œl sentences. the type thet 15 d8s1oneted 

bv [be + XP115 attrlbuted only to the referent( s) of the 5ublect phrese. t~~ 
. ' 

For every elementery sentence. the conceptuel relet10n of ettrlbutlon IS slgn1fled by the 

COmblnatlon of sublect and predlcate phrases. 1 n every weil formed sentence (contalnlng 'be' or env 
r • . 

~other verb), the prechcate 15 attrlbuted to the referent( 5) of the sub)ect phrese. Whatever IS 

œslgnat~ bv the whole predlcate phr6Sê 15 attrlbuted to the referent( 5) of the sub)oot phrose. The 

verbs 'be' and 'hlt' d1ffer, however, in thelr semantlc content. 1 heve cherecterlzed 'hU' ~ 

• catE9)rematic, and 'be' , as syncaterpremetlc. The contrIbutIon of 'be' on lts own to the m8l)nlnQ of the 

sentence IS the followmg. It asserts orff y that the referent( s) of the sublect bBlong to a certeln type or 

types, WhlCh lt dOes not âeslgnete aselt, wherees 'hl\' essarts that the referents of bath the sUb,ect end 

dIrect obJect phrases, belong to e relatlonel type. WhlCh 1t deslgnates Itself. 'Hlt' ooslgnetes en ectlon 
! 0 • 

(actlVlty or process) lnvolvlng two referents or two sets of referents. This happenino mey b9 

charecterlZflj as 8 reletton of contect. . On Its own. 'be' 00es not deslQflata the typa te wtl1ch tne 

referent( s) are sald to belong. The ontp'~lcttl type to whlch the referant( s) Is/ere seld to beJong ln. 

catlg)ncal sentenœs Is deslgn8ted by (be + XP J. (For datel Is. see Chaptar'3. ) 

As e çonsequence of the ~rlC81 analysls of 'be', ln weil formed sentences. It 15 cleer thet 

the type denoted by the predlcate XP must he extenslonally &Quel to or more comprehensIve then thet 

cimoted bV the 5ubject NP, Only ln C8S8 X 15 N could the extenslohs of the subject NP end predtccte 

term be equa1. Thus [NP be NP) 15 the for:m requlred for sentences enaJvzed ~ lœntlty stctements. 

Although sub)ects and predlcate complements m,JY be extenslonclly equlvclent. when dlfferent 

expressl0ns ere usad. they are rorely, If ever • tntenslonaJ1yequlvelent. (For thls reeson. 1 reJ89t the 
1 

colndexmg prooedures for 'he syntect1c enelysls of- pred1cellan. whlch Imply thet subJects end 
/ , 

predlcates are coreferent1a1. Ses 2. 1. 1 end 4.2 for datans.) 

ln the course of thls stu~, 1 hav~ ex8lTltn~ severe1 d1fferent apprœches to the menUes of 

cat9lJ)rlcal sentences. In Chapter 4, 1 contrested my conceptuel 8neJysts of 'be' es the relatton of 

\' 
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• ~ttrtbutlOn wlt~ther Spoc1flC semantlc analvses O! 'be' ln pertlcular. 1 COnSlder~ Anstotle's .te~ 

wW clessl1ICatton based on h15 theory of ~tetpr.es a~ the four-way anelYSIS of 'be' as "exIstentIel," 

"equatlve." "predIcatIve," and "vertdlcal" (4 1 and 42) and W11l1ams' (1984) dIstinctIon between 
c.. 

" 

'be' Aux and 'be' V ln terms of the notIOn 01 mtentlOl7tJ/lty (43) The dlfferent senses thet are 
. \ 

ettributed to 'b~'~en the contributIons to sentence meaQlng of the ~arlous sub)ect and p~edlcate 

terms There10re these-are nbt ver 1tab le CQ)lceptual onal~ses of th~ verb 'be' 1tself 

As fi conseQuence of my compœltlonal antllys~ of cat891rlcal sentences, 1t IS pOssIble to 

lf1'dlcate the functlons of constltuents of venous synt~tlc cat8(})rles ln the exp~lOn of catewrJZ8tlon 

end todlYldueUon )uô'J/nents. ~t891rlzatlon, whlch 15 prlor, IS the pçg;;ess _of clessHylng or 

determlnlRg that an entHy belongs to one type or enother IndwlduatlOn 15 a prœess for distlngUlshmg 
" 

entltles of. a certfltn type- For the expressIOn of If'Cat8(J)rlzatlon Judgment, a phrase of aITi ID.a.lOC 

ctltewcy C8n be used to Œl10nate 0 W Al! cat9Q:)rematlc lexlcaf Items of natural language correspond 

? 
to type concepts For the expressIOn of indIvIduatIon, a determlner or quantIfIer: (expl1clt or 

, ,.,-r 1 ~ 

lmpllctt) IS rBQulr~ ThUS< only Me.s ore IOdlvlduatlOg expressIons as they are the only cat~rles 

thet conteln œterm'mers ln. Sem8llllCSlifldcn;rutlon ( 1983), Jocl\enooff POSltS two Ôlfferent klnds of 

conceptuel constltuents, WhlCh he 1il1st1QgU1Shes as. "TYPES" and "TC*.ENS, H to account for the cognitIVe 
1 

processes 01 catetprlzatlOn end 1nd1vlduatlOn Unllk.e Jockenooff, 1 00 not poslt "tok8n" concepts, only 

"types," 
) .. 

. ... 
The conseQuences of my cat~rlcal anelysls contrast wlth th,ose of Jackenooffs (1983) 

• 1 

prop0S6l. 1 egree wlth hls cle1ms only ln pert. (For œtalls, see 1.2.2 and 131,) Jockenooff' 

'descrlbes two supposealy Innete conceptuel schemas tJy whlCh humen belngs orgenlze and lnterpret 

thelr experlence ln the world: e scheme of ontolcmlcaJ cotu>r1es 60d a scheme of thematlc reloUons 

Although 1 completely egree 'Nlth hls scheme of ontologlcaJ œtep-Ies, wh1ch Is Qulte slmll8/' to 

Adstotle's (ses 1,2,2 (lm, 100 not subscrlbe to the them8t1c reJetions hypot~esIS. ln Chapter $, 1 
r -

conslœr dete lOvolvlng verlous l11tersententlel reletlons. romperlng and contrastlng the results b8S8j 

on thematlc relations 8SS1glments Md my extenslOO8I catl9lf"lcal 8n8lys Is, These d8te Include actlve

passIVe senteke pe1rs. question end enswer pairs. and Inferentlally releted sentences. Whlle the 

,~ 

'\ 
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6SS1gnment of themetlc reletlOns often fal1s ta !œOunt for these relet 1 ons , the cet~rtcel epproech 

based on Arlstotellan l(XJle cœs better The conceptuel analysls of expressIons b~ on ontol~I081 

~ types lnvolves Information by whlch the speaKer concelves of the thlngs referred to ln ttle-worlO of 

dlscourse accordlng ta thelr propertles, On the other hend, the thematlc relations Theme and L0C8tlon 

(WhlCh are lnvar1ably 6SS1gned to sublects aAd predlC8te complements 01 sentences conteln1ng 'De') 

" Involve (lexlC8l) relations that are restrlcted to l5Olatoo sentences, The à6te lnvolvlng QuestIons and 
~ -

mferences su~t that an ontol(XJlcal el8SS1f1cetlOn ts more expedlent for explolnlng lnterpretlve 
( , 1 

phenomena than the abstr~t constructs of t~emetlc relations WhlC~ are wholly conceptuel .end closely 

,) a111éd to svntactlc structure (See 5 1) Cruclally, 1 flnd no Inferences or lmpllcetlons between 
\' 

senteQ~ thet œpend~on the 8SS nment of sp~lf1c them8tlc reletlons (For detol1s, see 52,3) ln 

contras!. the extanslonallnterp tatlon b6Sed on referents and ontolog1col types mal<es the lnferent!al 

relatlQns lmmedlately 8Vlœnt The main oovant~ of my epprœ:h Is that 1t makes mOOl}$t cIel ms 

WhlCh are real1stlc The conceptual lnform6tlon r8QU1red Is !lmlted to the lntenslons of le)(I08I Items 

and thetr structural rel6tlons ln sentences The lntenslon conttJlns crlter161 lnform6tlon concernlng 

the type of entlty that an expression œnotes 1 concluœ,that both the prœesses of conceptual1zetlon 
./ ~ 

and interpretatIOn are dlrected toward an extramental world of dlscourse 

ln thls worK, 1 have àrgued thet the entlt1es that speakers can reter to and ta1k about 00 oot 

belong to" Single ontol(XJlœl type, It Is 6150 QuestlOnoble thet there Is 6 SIngle onto1og1col œt~ry 
1 

(suCh es e catE9lry of bemg, essence, or substance. as su~ted by Arlstotle) wh'ch would subsume 

1 all types 01 entHies that are the obl~ts of 11ngulsttc reference, 1 have oot attempted ta œllmtt the 

types ot ntm98ble entlt1es that ~peakers can reter to and tOl~ about If there were Indeed tl b8S1C 

ontol!J;1lcel catetp'y such as su'bstance(th6t subsumes all sUbject terms) we mlght SIJ'I that It cen he 
( 

subdlvlded mto severe1 dlUer80t types whlch mit{ be ldenUfled by more specifIe cDeracterlstlcs" ln 

thls wor'k., 1 heye mentlooed et least four dlsttoct types that have signif1œnce for I1nQijlsHc ene1ysls, 

Flrst. there are those eot1tles that are œnoted bY' cWn1 nouns, stœnd, noo-couot nouns (Inc1udlno r" . 
abstr~ t~ms 6f1d m8SS terms), Thlrd. on the bosis of prOOouns. WB C8n dlsUngulsh two types 10 , 

'" Engl1sh (and many ott:Jer Jengu8gBS es weil): tlwnml encJ oon-humoo 8011tl85. And fourth, on the basts 
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of QuestIon phr6SeS, other ~t8tJ)r1es of sub}ect t2nd precllC8te terms are...conflrmecl, such as Qualltles 

(whot kmd?), QUont1t1es (how much/many), loca~ons (where?), ~tlons, ~tlvltles, processes, 

heppentnQS, etc (whot . g:llng on?), and so on What other klnds of referents are there? By what 

semt2ntlè characterlstlcs are the types denotecl by count nouns dlstlngulshed from those denoted by 

mess nouns or abstr~t nouns? These and other QuestIons remaln ~Tanswered ln future research ln 

Imy ~rms cleor that the general ontologlœl categ:lrles ldentlfled by Anstotle are pertInent as 

/ 
fi stortlng pOInt for I1ngu1stlc flnolysls 
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