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LF ARGUVING AKOUT SEMANTTCD
Jerry L. Morgan
Univereity of Cnitago

Re¢ently severel progesels have been made concarning
tae form and neture of deep strucsturs, and the relation
betwean it and Eemontic representation. 1 would like to
examing some aspecta of one of the moet radicml of these:
namely, Metawley'e propesal that the relevaont underlying
siuructure for grommaticel desceription is in fact semaniic
repreasgntation. Jt aeema to me tihat MoCuawley ie correct
in ecleiming, with lokoff, acsa, and othere that there is
na autonompus level of deep sirudfure intarvening hLetwesn
gamantlc representetion end surface structure. Howeaver,
it seers likely tlat for thoee who reject {he view and
gcoept the positlen outlined by ﬂhmak:.JF iz resént papers,
meny ruley leng coneidered to be syntactie transforwaticns
will come 3o have the efstus of "semantic interpretation
ruleg™, and deep etructure will turn cut to oe comBidersbly
less deep than hes been suppesed in much of the literature.
If so, then the two oppoaing theories mey eventually
évolva inte notational variante of esach othar., In eny
gRze, MoCEwley's model is 8 usgefuwl and important oome, with
congiderable theoretical import, regardleds of whather one
conmiders it a model of ayntax or of semantica. It im ga
a fremework and a model for resemrch in eemantice thet T
wiph to digcuss it in ithie paper, with particular atiention

to the way it treats the semantic repreesentation of lexioel
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Helewley argues (MeCawley 1967, 1963 that ssmantic
représentaticn muet be in the form of tree-like =structures
which Bete highly abstract and ocomplex sonfigurations of
semaniiac terma and refsrential jndices, These semantia
treea are Ypparated upme™ by mles in the same appnar
that transformations can be eeid to operste on syntactie
Btructurea—parmmting, copying, and deleting elements of
the ftree. The repulilng con®tituents atre then repleced by
lexiocal items. The comstituentin for which lexical itema
are inmsrted peed not have been conetituenta at the deepest
leval of pemantic repressntation, For example, Holzwley
has analyzed kill as the farived cometltuent CAUSE (RECOME
(HOP{ALIVE))}, created by a rule of "pradicaie-raiging™ am
in the followinhg darivatiom.

{1}
CATRE
RECONE
Xo?
ALIYE ¥
{2} 8
cmﬂ/b
EECOME
¥GT Al.h
(3}
CAT

BECOME HOT ALIVE <
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{4)

¥

CAUSE BEZJRMVE

A /’7%’
X 0aUSE BECOME NOT ALIVE

Eill

But the rule of predicete-raising ie ¢$ptichal. Whether or
net it l= chomen st eaeh of the points where it ia appli-
cable determines the uliimate derived atruecturs into whian
lexical iteme Are insertad. This accounts for parsphrama
relationehips apong such Aentences am (6) through (9],

{6) Joho killed Harry.

(T) Jobhn caumed Harry to die.

(8) Jehn caueed Harry to cease to be plive,

{9) Jonn caused Harry to come to Ds mot mlive.
Fules like predicate-raising which are pre-lezical (i,s.
which apply before lericel iteme are inserted) cen in
prineiple heve no sxcepticns, aince frue exceptiong are
lexioe! in mature. Therefore rulss like thias may produce
derived cometituspts for which theare ie oo lexical antry.
For igstanve, predicate-raising would produce from what

underlies "omups t¢ cipge to be gbhoTicus™ the derivaed

songtituent (30), for which there is no entry in the English

lexicon (e@.g. *deobnoxify or some such antity).
{10} ¥
ﬂ.u!{;;cm;tmus
Similarly, noh-existent iteme like *agarseae would pre-

gumably be treated sa omseg of aceidental holes in the
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lexicon, rather thay as sbeolute excaptiona to certain
rules, ao in Lekoff {1965),

McCawley's semamtic rapresentation L& in some WEYE
only B ouchk deeper "deep structure”-—a representation of
the logicel structure underlying uiterances. It hes inter—
esiing coueegquences, hoth in itie implications sbout the
rature of language, and in indirectly raising some guestipne
about the difficulties inheremt in the atudy of sementics.
Tta jmplications about the neture of language area of tmo
Rorte—the ulitimete nature of semantic representation,
and more epecific consequences nf the details of e model,
What, after pll, iz the nature of ssmputic repressntation?
If the reprnnant;tiun of meaning in terms of etructures of
dip¢rete elsmenta is correct, does this reflect conceptusl
er oognitiva ztructure, or le semantic repreasentaticn a
purely linguistic object? What iz the relatiochehip between
aematticelly prigitive terme and the mechenisme of cogni-
tion end parception? If a terw is sementicaily Primitiva,
doae thed goan it is cogmitively primitive? The answars.
ta queations likwe theae are s long way off.

The implicetions of specific details of Mcefawley's
model are alightly more conerete. For example, take the
elpim thet lexicgl items can only be inserted 1o replace
congtituenta. What can be a conetituent =t the point af
lexical insertion iz limited by the comstituent etructurs
of the origingl zemantic representation, by the rules

which oapergte 4o ¢reate derived conatituents, and by
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constrainis on the operatiom of roles, both of the tyme
dessribed by Poss (1567), end of 5 type I heve suggested
may be neceszary (Mergap 1968Y, Thus the constraint (due
to Roas, laoc. oit.) which permits {11) while preventimg (12):

{11} Journ suw Mery leying = wremth mt the
Frave of the unknown what?

{12) ~Wha% d4id John aee Mary laying a wreatn at
the grave i the unknown?

mey be wiet makes impossible a verb sneep with a meaning
sucn that (14) ie & paraphrass of (i3).

(13) John saw Mary lsying & wreotn at the
gtayve of the unkmown hippis.

{14) mJoln sneepsd Mary laylng s wremth at the
grave of the unknowna,

Therefore, givan the =et of uplversal pre-lexicm]l rales,

the Bat of univarssl semantic primitives, End the pet of
universal eonstreintz eb the operation of rulem, thess fo-
gether Adafinpe the wiverssl eset of poesible lexical items

in their semsntic appect; thet iz, they rule out as iopos-
gible in guy lawgvagze en iofinite closs of & pricri possible
"naanlngs"E s lexierl item could kava, Mirithertsre, this
mpde] predicts that there may be ayatematic differences in
lexical inveniory amwong languiges. Insofuar ae two lengunges
differ in pre-lexical rules, semantiic primitives, or con-
st#ihie oo Iwle operaticn, these differences shoudd be re-
flected syotematicslly itn the leXicon, Bince=uth differences
would caure tne two lenguages to differ in their range of

posalble derivad cohztituents.




The point which raiges difficult questionzs sbaut
methods of Teszearch in aemantic® ie the ¢laim that ather-
wisd unanalyzable items 1ike kill have gnelyzable internal
aepgntle structurs, FPresumably the claim ia that they have
internal structure which is apmebew poychologlically resl.
Any theory of semantice which doos noet clalm some sort of
peycholaogicel reality for its ¢cmetructs iz eterile, little
giore than a game of how—lanfudde-would=-wolrk=if=T=hgd—0g=-
gigned-it. Given, them, that the constructa of a theory
=t heve some Hind of paychologicsl reality, whet kimd
of peychologléal reallity tah $he selianti¢ reprosentation
of a lexical item have? (Davemti: I am about to aet up
what I claim are straw men).

Pirpt there is the pessibility that ualing o ward ie a
conAcious intellcotusn] process of merely putiing 2 name on
8 candept that may o wey et have ite own atructure,

Thir popaibiiity is easily dismissed, Studies like thoee
of Plllmore (1968 53] offer sbundant evidsnce that koow-
ledge of the megning of e word is knowledge {hat we have
vary little conecious pwareness of; the differshce betwaen
atguze and eriticipes, for avample, This Imowladgs is more
akin to the gort of subtle, uncenseious knowledge ooe hRs
of Tolas of syotax. Ae an illustration of thie type of
gnowledgs, consider time m&chinas.3

Suppose I cllmb in my tiwe machine and travel beek in
time to five yeers mgo. When the machine stepe, I, a2tiil

eltting in oy time bachine zas me [an earlier veraiom)
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resding a Wwoock., Cerl the earlier version of me "oid me®
and toe token of me eitting in the iime machine "new me™.
In this eituntion, what are the rules Xor reflexivization?
For ezample, itake the petitence .
{1%] I slapped myeeil.

If new me, Bitiicg in my time machine, slapa new me, ]
{rew ma! can repert is by "I expped myself.® Similarly,
if new me cbhaerves old me slepping old me, I (new me] can
report 1t by *I elapped sywelf." If new me reaches ocut from
she time mechine and slape nis younger counterpart, I can
report it by "I elapped mympelf.™ But if old me reaches
inzo the time mac¢hine end elaps new me, I cennot report ig
by "I slepped myself." On tne oiher hand, conaider

{16} I was @lapped by my=elf,
The appligations of thia sentence are preciaely the cem-
rlemant of thoes of the active versism, Jt can ba ussed {4
dageribe the one cace the mactive wersign con't ha wsed
Tar, but not to describe the other three; io feect it iz
somewhat ungremmetical with those readings. The small
group of peeple I have asked sgroee with thess judgemsnts.
Whathey or nod all apeskars pgree ie no douwbt relevant, but
it does not slier the concluepion I went tn draw, The impor-
tant thing 13 thet each of the apamkers invalved was gble
to make olear judgements on thase mentences, in splee of
tae faot tnat the gifuations the sentences are uzad to de-

seribe are such that no speaksr would ahcounieT them or

anything like them irz the procese of language acquiBition.
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In foget, iti's probably sufe to amy thnet none of my infor-
manty wge ever regquired Lo makes this sype of [udzement
bBgfore. The guestion iz, then, how were they able to meke
relatively quick ghd elear—cut ;udgemente? For that mat—
ter, how were they able to make any judgement at ali¥ I
have No answer to theae guesticn=, But ons ccmelueion ie
una¥oideble. Soma appecte of linguiatic knowlades sre
tatally unconacious abilities ¢f tredendous subtleness and
eomplexity. And kpowledge of the mesning of lexicel items
ip in many caseec this kind of knowledge.

dtill, perhaps this kmowladge of +the peaning of =
word is bholistic, with no payenoiogically reel structare
at &11. Teake the word benehna, for instance. Whet is the
aemantio repressntation of thic word? Whet am I asaerting
whan T gay, "Harry ie holding e benana™ o "L like banaunea®?
Am T amparting the mwame thing I aseert when I say “Harry
iB holding a phyeicel object whioh i inanimete, non-kuman,
fruit, long arnd thin in shape, shouldn't be kept in the
refrigerator,..™ aund & on7 There doesn't eEeem to be a
parephrese which is both unigualy g paruphrTass of banswne,
apd finite in length, Esnars seems to he the name of a
apncapt wlth very fuzszy adgesz. Ae apn illustration of +tais,
¢conaider the followihg sequence of events, And imagine
that at sach step I utter the sentence "This i3 a benans."
Pirat I tpke & bamena, peel it, cut it in piecea, throw it

el the floor, stomp on i%, atir it with a etick, add purple
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dye, spray it with apamel, and geft it on fire. At what
point does the eentence "Thip is & banena" bec¢ome inappro=
priate® Anawers %o this quesiiom vary tonsiderably froo
person to peraop, and mahy people ars wiahle to make any
¢lear-9out judgement at gll. I¥ All wordas have this xind
of "meaning", then the invesiigation of them iz o tasx for
peychologiate, not linguists.

But thare ars caszas of lexical itows whose Meanings
have wore clesr—cut sgdges, Kill, for instance ceEnnot be
uned unless several conditions are satisfied. The sentenca
HX killed ¥" is not appropriate to dezoribe an event un-
legm Y wae alive previoue to the cevent, Y ceased to be
alive in the event, and I bears oome oceudal relaticnehip
to the avent-—ihe same comdiftionm wnich determine the ap-
plicability of "X caused Y to die"™ and other paraphranas,
Then it ig a priori pozailmle that words like kill are
merely abbreviations for eirings of words, a Agrt of short-
hend way of commumicating. But this is not the case. Bw
can show thies with the sld of poke obseéervations made by
Hudolph de Rijk. He propeaes thet "oeaee to kmow" 1s an
accurnte paraphrase of forget om the following grounds.
Firet af all, "cease to ¥know™ 18 an intulitively quite
ylauaible description of the mepaning of ferget—i1t is in-
tmitively obvious thet ome can forget ooly thkose things
thet oo can knew, and +9 fergotamething, one sust firat
koow 1t. Furihar, "ceape to lkrow" and forget have the

same presuppositicns, namely that the speaksr presupposes
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that their complement ia trus, az iz shown in the following
guntencesa:

(17} Harry bar ceased to know that Shakespeare
wrote Hamiet,
(18) Harry has turgeiten thet Shakespeare wrole
famlet.
(19} “Harry has ceased to know thei Marlowe wrote
Eamlet, but Skaksespeare Taplly wiote 1t.
{20} *Harry has forgotten that Marlows wrote Ham-
let, but Shuceupears repily wrote it.
{21) #I have ceaged %o khow that tomorrow ie my
birtkdny.
[(22) *T kova forgottern that tomerrow is my
birtnday,.
Boreover, any complement that Yeease to know™ can heve cen
alpo be used with forget:
{23} Harry ceased to know (his teashner's nahe.
how to awim,
why birds sing.
what time it wasa,
thrt yesterday wee his
wife's birthaday.
gmahili.
{241 Harry forget (tis teacher's name.
kow t& ewim,
why birde zing.
what time it wea.
thet yeeterday wee his wife's
birthday.
Swehili.
And if a given complerment is pragmatically strangc for
"oceape 1o know", it iz equally stranege for forget:
(25} My brother has ¢enesd to kmow how to lay eges-
(26} My brother khas forgotiten how te lay eges,
So fmar thie strongly esugegests that forget and "cepse to
knowt have the seme semantic representntion--forget might
jugt as well Te an mbbreviatien for the three words “cembe

4o kpow? {de Bijk did not, I should #entien, prapose thing
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it i my own Straw man), However, 11 woh't work. For, as
de Rijk peinte tut, there are cagss whers Iorget is net
pquivalent to "oease to know®, Tar inetancs, suphoge I
have ome friends in Chicago. Then, if chey =11 suddenly
weve to Awetrelis, I ¢an gsy, "I have cesscd to know whoro
t¢ turn for help in Chicege.”" But I cannct zay, with the
pame meaning, "I have forgotiten where tao turn for help ino
ohicaca,® The proolem here ig that Ycease to know™ ip am=-
biguous,. It can magn alther that I have undergona some
wental ¢hange in relation 40 whet 1+ is that I koew, or
that the thing [ knew has ¢hanged. DPut forget has only
the former meRNing.

Thus, if At some point I know who my brother's favorits
movie atar is, but later thie information dipappears from
wy mind, I can say with equal appropriateacss (27) or (28).

[27]) I have ceased to lmow whe my brother's
favorite mavie ster ie.

(28] I have forgatten who my brother's favorite
Lovie atar is.

0n the other bhend, if my fickle brother changes his mind,
but I don't know who him new favorite ié, I con properly
say {27}, but not (28).

Alags, mords like petricide provide evidence againat
the "ehbreviation™ hypothesio, FPatricide is g4 peraphraee
of the phraze beginning kill ant ending father in sach of
the following paira of gentences.

{29&3 Harry decided mgminet petricide-
{29b) Harry decided sgrinut killing kia father.
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(30a] Mary deqided ageinat patriecide.
(300) Mary decided against killinz her father,

E}la I decided againat patricida.
31b) I decided sgainet killing my fathar,

E}Ea 4311 the boys decided agoinst patricida,

32b) A1l the boys decided against killing their
fathara.

Obviously, the meaning of patricide cammet be stated in

terma of a string of words. Kor ie "killing ohe's father™

8N securates represontatisn, me cah be seen by eubstituting

it for patricide in ea<h sentence, 11 sheuld be clear,

then, that paraphrase reletionsekips muet he accowaoted for

in fermes much mers ehstrect then equivalence relationsa

between Biringe of words.

One more straw man. It ig ptill passible that there
ie no peychalogically resl internal structure to the meaning
of lexical itemz--rather, toat knowledge of meaming i=
actunlly in the fors of & charecterization of the infinite
get of situetichz wider which it iz apprepriate to ume the
item in gueetich, and paraphrage relatisnehipa arae apcounted
for bywineiding or overlapping cherecterizaticona of thia
sort, TFhere would be no internal structure to lexical
iteme in a madel like thia; in {fect, it'e oot clear that
thea potion would meké eny sense in such a model, But T
think there ig mome evideace thet a2t least =ome lexical
itemsa do in fact have psychologically real internal eiTuc=
ture, This evidence resides in cerigin typss of ambi gudty.
Qne of thage t;pas, to wy knowledge first pointed owt by

Robert Binmick, is in sentencers iovelving transitive verbs

like to jail, ma in {33) and {34).
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(33) Phe Sherifif of Kottinghaao jailsd Hoban Heood
in Heediog.

{34) The Sheriff of Nottinghaw jailed Robin Haod
for far years.

Eaco of these sentences has two readings. In (31), the
firsy regding ie the gyotectlically predicted one whara the
goaps Of "in Readiong™ is the remainder of the sentencs—1in
gther werda, an event cccurred in Eeading in which the
Shariff jailed Eobin Hood, But the septence has gngther
roaading, which &5 far az I can see cen be deseribed only
in terme of the &dverbiml phrage having &8s its semEntic
goope B porticm of semantic atructure intermal to the verb
jail; that ia, the reading wioich iz peraphrased by {33°)

{337) The Shariff of Nettinghgr causad Rabin
Hood to ba in jeil in Reading.

in whic¢h the sccpe of “in Reading™ 1s "be in jail¥, Simi-
larly, [34) beg the (somemhet atrange) Teading that the
gheriff Jeiled Hobin Heod, and it took him four years in
¢omplate tha pet, But it aleo ham & mare natural] reading,
paraphrassd by (47}

{34") The Sheriff of Mottinghmm paused Habin Hood
¢ ba in jail for four yeers.

whers the scope af %for four years" ia "be in jail®.
A similar phenomenou ocours wlih amblguity ih scope
of worda like mgein. For' ingtante,
(1%) John Inmocked Harry down again,
is epmbiguous, in theti it can be waed to mean either ihat
Juhn, having knpcked Harry down before, did it again; or

that Herry was down For some other rasesn (he fall, or he
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was sleeping, for expmple) gnd when ha got up, Jonn knocxed
him 4own, =c that he came to be down again, The ambigalty
Lere ig guite naturaliy accounted for by soayineg tnet the
gvepe of pgiin ¢an be either the conosruction "knmock down®
ar mersly "down®, Yere again, the seme sort of ambigulty
can be found below the lave]l of lexical item, as In (36).

(36) Bi1l mrrived at 3:00 ans left again at 4:00.
Thiz sentencs ¢an Meah elthey that Hill had left cmce before
gnd did so sgmin at 4;00, ¢r only that Bill, havirg Ceen
elsewhere hefore 31:00, came to We elsewhere again mt 4:00,
with the stope of zgeik insernal to the verb left,

Anpther phenomenon of PUub—lexigal Ocope QccuTs 1n coa-
nection with quantifiers 1ilke almost end pearly. 4 sentence
like (37} i= mnbiguoes ik the stcpe of almost.

(37} I almoet drank all my milk.
I1t can be either the entira werb phrass Fdrank all oy
filk™ or the noun phTaszs Fall By oilk"™ =g paraporased dio {38):
(38) I drank almost =1] my milk.
The goletion which suggests itisell is that the guantifier
gEn Appest in either position 1n semantic representation,
with sorreaponding difference in meaping, snd en opiional
rule moveas it to a4 BigheT place jn the tree, treating the
aobigul ty.
This ale¢ applies at the sub=-lexicsl level. The ssntence
f39) I slmoet killed John,
hes several readings due to ambiguity in the scope of
almogt, 8t least one ol which invelvas the acepe of aimget

being internsl fo kill; i.e,, the reading paraphrnzed by
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(40) I caused Joho to bDacome almest dead.
Phe full range of readinge becomea more apparent in the

paeudo-cleft conatruction:

411 What I almoat did wes ki1l Jomm.
472] Wnrt I 414 wen almoat kill Jobhn.
[4%] What I did to John wes almpst ¥ill bim,

The golution that was suggented earlier cakll be guita
pnaturslly extendsmd %o account for the sub-lexioal reading
if coe mecepts the hypothesie that kill kas intermal
pemantic predicates.

Purthermore, there is evidence that, in relation to
cartain coenstreints, thess predicetes behawe like structures,
rather than like an unerdered bundle of festurss., Thara
pra- conmtraints on rules which wove guentifiers——one is
thet thay can't bDe moved over not. For exewple, the glmoat
in {44) pannoot he moved up as it cam im the nen-negative

{44) T didn't drink alecst all my millk.
version: this sentence cmonot be traneformed inta (45).

(45) I elmoat 4idn'{ drink all my milk,
2imilarly, while {4€} haz & resding squivelent to (47)

45} John alksst spant sll his money. ]
4T} Johno spent almeet all his monay, :

the mentense [48) daes ner kzve the reading of {49)

45; Johti almost di4n*t spezd all his maney.
49) Jobnn didn't epend slecet mll his money.

pince thiep would involve redsping slmogt wp over pot.
In the same way, (37} haa the reading of (50}
{50) I caumed John te come 0 be almost not alivse,

tut it does not have the reading of (513
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{91) I ecaused John to come to be not alwmost alive.

‘The hypothenies thgt lexice]l itemn have internal semsn—
tic struoture would mgcount im & ngtural way for these phe-
hokens, And as McCewley has obgerved, ouch =truocfture ia
remarkably similer to twe gort of siructure that hae tra-
ditionslly been used to describe ayntaz., Put 1 lexicel
itemws do bave guch phructure, how do we gn chout finding
eut for a ziven ltewm wonether it has structure, snd 1if wsg,
whet gtructure? Mush of the wark being dohe on the repre-
sentation of lexical items is being done by brute farce of
intuitdon. Cther fruitful work can be and is being dons
in refining parsphracas of lexical items, and iz exploring
the limita of epplicebility of the item, thersby more
Learly approaciing an undesrastanding of what structures end
alements must he iovolved in the cemantic representation
of the item, and whether the limite of its use are sharp
or fuzey,

Thuz, 1t iz mot aufficient to sey toat decepitate
means "out off the negd of" and conoidar the guestion
cloped. Slnce knowledge of meaning is in feet unconeoious
and very gubile, it will take Scome rather outlandish rezearch
wetheds Apnd g lot of imaginetion to Approsch it. For in-
Btance, if John hag twe hepda, and Harry cuté off e of
them, ¢an ome properly say ®Harry decapitated John"? Far
me, ne. This suggeste thet g better parapnrace ior decspi-
date io “cAause 4o come to nave no heed". EBut then if

dehn'e bebavler wltimetely causes him to he hohesded, can
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ope 88y "John's behovier decapiteted hie™? If one dissolvses
Jom's keed in &¢id, haa cne decepltated him? Thie type
pf prebing, cutlandish es i+t may seem, 13 an indiepensible
togl for exploring both the parfienlers of magning, and
where the speaker's ability to make nlear judgementa enda,
And 1t will maet likely produce Some surprising resulta,
just s the considerstion of time mechines in comnscticnh
with reflexivization doea,

But there mre problems with s semaniic theory like
M:Cewlaps that may mnke progreps diffievlt. Piret of 211,
aince memAntis structurs ie iy termy of cbatract prempntic
predicetea, we may figd abestract elomant2 whick do not have ;
Xy clear cne-to-ome Gorrespondents in Hatural lsnguage.

Evow, for example, heae mea¢ckbed with 1t the zpeulier's pre-
suppopltion that lts complement iz trwe. When thiz is fac-
tored owt, what is left? Ie kpow think plus presuppesition?
It'e hard to %ell, since it's difficult to talk abouwt it.
When wa sppear to have reached the 1imit of AaoRlymability
of the msaning of an item, how will we lziow that we have
regched sempntic primitives, rather than merely having
reached & point beyond whick we have ne way to talk about
what iz there?

Furthermore, thers sre acme indicatione thet the pre-
sent aystem of representatiocn mey be inadeguate. The
quesiians ¢f pdequacy arise in connedtion with the repre-
aentation of presuppositien, It secsma fairly clear that

presuppositicns should bhe repressntsd fn terms of trees;
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their centent seews to be atructured the same way thae ocon-
tont of amasertions s, The question ie now the relation
betwsen g sentencs and its essocioted presuppoaiftions should
e represented. Many xinda of presguppositions "act like"
previcurly uttered sentenees. Meor exawple, thepesupposi-
tion im (52)

(52] The chair you're sitting on 17 gresll.
iam precisely what is conjeimed to the left in ([53).

(53} You're sithting on a ehniri,and the chai%
you're sitiing on iz greel.

The presupposition thet deterwines the definite article is
aot, on the other hond, made explicit in the order of

{54) The cheir, you're sitting om is green, and
you'rme sitting oo & ch&iri.

whioh is in fact anomalowns in Bome wary.
8imllerly, presuppoditions mffeet stress expotly me

do previous uttersanceg andSer previgus parts of the same
asntence, Thua,

{55) How doea it fhel to be B bemutiful girl?
i 8 felicitous question only when ite utiteresr believes his
gddresses ig & beautiful girTl, wheareas

{56) How does it feel to be a beautiful girl?
may be seied fellcitously under just about any rircumetAncss
The atreszes hele mrs nat conktrestive; the differenca
between the two santencesa doesn't reflect a contrast with
any opposced concept. 9@ the contrary, the stress on feel
in [59) appears +¢ he plecad there by the same rule which

geamd to move atress loftwards ome conetituesnt from
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gregged eiementie whiclk are Eecgnd cccurrencesi this ias
wnet iF reepomaible for the fact that prenouns, end snaphoric
axpressions in generml, lack stress.

Lgaln, consider the difference between (ST) and ([58):

(57] I'm goimg outeide 2o zee whet's kédppening
in the world.

(58] I'wm going cuiside to mee whet's happening
in the whrild.

Tpawg seniences LAve A Common presupposition, namely, "I mm
here,” The dfference between fthem secsms to lie in the re-
lrtich batwean Phkeref and “"in the world"--one haa the pre-
guppoaition that "hare" and "in ine world® refer to the
qame place, the ¢ther that they refer tg d4iffarent pleces.
Tnere 17 B gehermsiization e ha ceptured kers. The effects
of preguppoition can he descrived hy ruler which are inde-
perdently neoesaary o describe the effecte of aotual pre-
vigus utuerance, or even lefi-conjoinad clsuzes of the
ool pantence, BEut to decoriba both with the same eet of
rulee, it ig pecegsary to represcnt presuppoeitiocns &&
treee to the left of ike eentencea they are assoviated with,
Morsover, 1t may be necesaarTy to have some prasyppo-
altions tucked awpy inside treea, rather than having all
presuppesttione gesoclated with the pantence as g whole,
For inetance, ge I noted above, the verb know miat sopehow
nave specified in 1tz Lexigal entry ibat thers is mesociated
with it the goesker*s precuppesition that 1is complamant
iv trus., The same is true o several ¢thar verhs: ragret,

gruioy and so forth, se in {59) through (62).
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{59) I regret thas 1 live in Chivegs.

{60] I don't regret thet I live in Chilcago.

{El T4 anneye me thet Daley ia e¢ parancid. _

&2) It doesn't annoy me thet Daley iF ap peraneid.
And the comptructicn uRually called "scunterfactusl]l con-
ditionel™ me in {&3)

(B3} If Jokn were here, he'd help.
invelves the presuppeoaition that tne conditiom i8 not
truge~=in this ¢pss, that Juhn is not hare., Now whai happens
wlik ¢omnterfadstuel conditivneis comtaining Yerbs like
know and regret, as in

642 Ir John were hevs, I'd know it. )

6%, II he had done that, he'd regret Laving

dome it.
If presuppas.tion=s are Ftated merely as a 1liet assccilieted
with the eniire sentence, these two sentences each have s
pair of contredictory presvpposltions,
There are siao verbs with negeptlve preesupposition,

1ike pretend. whose complement i1s presupposed by the spasker
to be falss. Thas (6G) end (£7) are anomalcous 1f uttered
by s,

%EE I'wm pretending o bte me.
&7)] I'm pretending to Bbe 2 human being.

But I can quite properly say
(68) I'm pretending to ba Greta Garbe pretending
to ba ma,
(63) I'm pretending to be Snoopy pretending to be
a humen belng,
Woat ie involved here mooms 4% he related to the netion
“yorld-cresting varh® proposed by Lekefs (1968) to scoount

for certeil phehomene of refersnce and pronominalization,

- TR
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it appears that presuppceiticns are defined locally,
reletiva o the scope of mworld-creating werbs, rather
thag eseasscjeted with B pentence me o wagle. Oemantic
treee Bbegin to logk more apd wore bizarre,

The Aifficulties of the type of anelysfiA involved in
g fheory with pre-lexial syntax are cohylous, eapecially
gince itkere is la¢king a well-justified griterjom for
what conetitutes avidengs for apd egainst & given shelysie,
Resegreckerm in thip area are in the position of physicists
trying %o dipcpver sub-gtomic particlea mclely Ly in-
fersnce from the behavier of other entitiea. UOafortu-

oately, io cemantic¢a, ¢he i never sure whethar {the “ether

entities" are trustworthy.

POOTHOTIES

lupe, for example, Chowsky (1968, 1964}, Similar
viewnoinie are argued in verisuz papers by EgY Jackapdoff
ard Joeaeph Emonde,

21 de not mean te imply by thia term that words hawva
meaning in isalation. DBy the "meaning™ of a laxicel 1tem
1 mean the apecification of the elements and siruotures
it contributes to the meaning of senteoces in which Lt
DECUT &,

JIf pemory asrves, ] owe ithe Lime machine gqueeiion to

cames D. Melewley.
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