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Subjects, Speakers, and Roles

Charles J. Fillmore

1. 'This report is a record of issﬁéé in the semantics of natural
languages that hove concerned me in the past few years, some éf the
things I have had to say asbout them, and some of the things that others
have had to say about them. There is nothing new in these pages, end
there is much that is borrowed. I use numbered peragraphs mostly to
create favorable associations--but also to make it obvious that I do

not expect the reader to perceive here any structure beyond that of

_ Shesar sequence,

2, The traditional first task of sentence analysis has heen
that of understanding and recognizing the highest-level division in a
sentence, that between its subject and its predicate. On the traditional

account, the subleet of a sentence is that portion of it which indicates

"the person or thing about whom or which a statement Is made or a

question asked,' and its predicate is that portion of the sentence which
contains 'the statement or the gquestion asked.'

3. In formal grammars of the ﬁype first discussed by Chomsky, the
subject/predicate distinction is captured in terms of labeled co-

»

constituents of sentences. The two major co-constituents of a sentence

are a nounparase (KP) and a verbphrase (VP). A NP that is an immediate
constituent of a sentence iz defined as its sublect; a VP that is an

. , ‘ 1
inzediate constituent of a sentence is its predicate. We may refer
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to this as the confipurational definition of subjects and predicates.

L. In theories of grammar that derive from the work of Chomcky,

e distinction is made between the deep structure of a sentence and its

surface structure. Since both the deep structure and the surface

structure are capable of having major co-éonstituents ol the same
types, &nd since the entities so identified may oe different in the
deep and surface representationé‘of the samé sehtence, it is necessary
to speak of* both deep structure and surface structure subjects and
predicates. ' t

5. It is of concern,'thereforé,,whether the traditional asccount
of the subject/predicate distinction epplies to the distinction as it

for the surface structure or the deep structure level. Some-

o5

elipe

)

thirg exin to the traditional distinction is apperent in the surface
structure of some sentences. On the interpretation that the passive
transformaetion in English is meening-preserving, it can be said that
sentences {(5-a) and (5-b) differ only in the identificaiion of one or
ancther NP as subject.

{5-a) pianists play pianos

(5-b) pianos are played bty pian*sts
There are arguments for saﬁing, however, that while (5-a) is 'anaiytic,'

. (5-b) is 'synthetic.' Such claims might be made for the interpretation
1 .

that (S-a) is a general statement about pianists and that (5-%) is a

-

general statement about pienos.
6. It might be argued that either of the sentences in (5) can
in rfact be interpreted in either of the two mentioned ways. ¥ that

iz 30, then it follows that the %raditional account of the semantic


http:prcdico.tc

3.

relevance of the subject/predicate distinction cannct be captured by
the configurétionnl definition at all, on eéther the deep or the -
surface structure level, unless grammatigal deseription is a reood deal
meore subtle and abstraet than grammarians have thought.
7. The transformations which link deep structures wiih surface
structures are taken, in the standard theory, to have in themselves
no semantic import. It‘has therefore been assumed that the semantic
relevance of the sgbjectfpredicate distinction should be soupght only
in the deep structure.
8. However, the semantic role of deep-structure subjlects appears
not o be univocal, gt least when we logk for the role of this entity
in the most strnimhtforwaré way. The involveﬁent of the entity named
Wy the subject P in the event of,situation descrited by the sentences
given Dbelow appears to be quite different‘in each case.
(8-a) the boy slapped the girl;
(8-b} the boy fell down
"(8=c) the boy received a blow
{(8-d)} the boy has a toothache
(8-e) +the boy hes blue eyes
(8-f) the boy [{=zhis appesrancel shocked me

In order for z semantic theory to relate THE EOY to the predicate

expression found in each of these sentences, reference must of course

be made to the 'subject' NP; but there aﬁﬁears to be no common

. notional property of 'subjectness® which sementic deseriptions of

these sentences can exploit.

9. A commitment to the view that 'subjects' defined in the
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v rd
contimurational wny must Lo relevant te semantic Acseriptions has Lnod

to two varieties of re-analysis. The first is mentioned in secctions
(10)-(14}, tne second, briefly, in (15).

10. Though it may not be possible to find a single semantic
contribution for the subject réle with all tynes of predicate expressions,
it may at least be possible to find a unique subject roie for =sach
preﬁicate vword, or, better, for eamch type of predicate word. There is
& group of verbs in English which have both transitive and intransitive
uses and which show the same NP role with respect to the subjeet in
their intransitive uses as they do with respect to the direet oblect in
their transitive uses. Typical examples can be constructed with move-
ment-veros like ROTATE or change-of-state verbs like BREAK.

{10-a) the cylinder ro;éte@
(10=b) TFred rotated the cylinder
(10-¢) the lens broke

{10-d) TFred oroke the lens

11. According to one attractive end popular propesal for capturing
facts of the sort exhibited by the sentences in (10), the transitive
sentences contaig, in their deepn structures, the intransitive sentences
embedded to the verb CAUSE. 2 EIn gach case the subject of the under-
lYing;verb CAUSE is the subjeét of the transitive sentence: the anslysis
interprets the sentence as rep;esenting the proposition that the
ertity identified by the subject NP of CAUSE is causer ¢f an event
characterized by the Intransitive sentence. The sentences (10-b1) and

(10-d4) can be thousht of as having in thelr deep structure somethins

. 9f the sort sugmested by (1l-a) and. (11-d) below:
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{11-a) Fred cause (the cylindor rotate)
{11-L) Fred cause (the lens breaXk
A

acre here the vroblem of terses.J On this analvais, the ralation

between the verb {(ROTATE or BREAK} and its underlving subject is the

same in both its {surface) transitive and intransitive uses. The
appearance of these underlyinply intrensitive verbs in transitive-
verb positions is a matter of surface detail.
12. The cases presented in (11) show a reconstruction that pives

a unique subject/verb relationship for different 'uses' of the same
verb. 3y allowing the relation between deep.and surface structures to
“e more abst;act still, it is possiblé:§o show semantie relations
bYetween two different verbs in & way that will reveal their underlying
semantic commoralities; and, in particular for our purposes, will show
that, for the given verb pairs, the role-of the deep-structure subject
is the same in both cases. Thus the deep structures of (12-a) and
(12-c) are something like what is supgested by (12-b) and (12-4)
resnectively.

(12-a) Peter killed the cat

(12-b) Peter cause (the cat d;c)

(12-c) Peter put the beer in the iceboax

(12-38) Peter cause (thé beer to be in the icebox)

i
The replacement of CAUSE TO DIE by KILL and CAUSE TO BE hy PUT is, arain,
a matter of surface detail. ﬂﬁ B
13. 0One might oblect to the seﬁgntic equivalence of (12-a) and

{12-b) on the grounds that (13-a) and (13-b) are not exact paraphrases.

(13-a) Peter killed the cat in the attic
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(13-b) Peter caused the cat to die in the attic
Thiz objection is not critical, because it is nuite possible to con-
strain-she replacement by KILL of CAUSE TO DIE to only these situaztions
in which the interior sentencec has no adverbizl meditica
locative phrase IN THE ATTIC, in (13-2), can only refer to the alace
where the .causing tock place.

1L. Apparent difficulties of the sort mentioned in (13) are

‘:;Qnter—balanced by the advantepges that Fhis reanalysis offers in
sentences like (1ll-a) below:

(1b-a) -Péter put the beer.in the icebéx-for three hours
The complex sentence anelysis makes intelligidle the occurrence in this
sentence of an adverbial of time duratibn {FOR THRFE HOURS), an edverd
which cannot be construed as qualifying the action whiech Peter performesd,
tut only the situation of the beer'; being in the icebox. Efforts
which consider semaﬁtically complex verbs as inserted pretransfommsation-
ally are required to say of yerbs like PUT that they are used in refer-
ring to actions which have resulting states and that they tolerate
adverbial modification of either the preceding action or the resulting
ﬁtate, but not (presumably) both. Obsérve (1h-b)

(1k-b) *Peter in;tantly put the veer in the icebox for

three hours.
i5. ‘Certain researchers-continue to seek a univocal interpretatiah

to the deep structure WP for all cases in which it occurs. These
workers are required to assign the agentive or causing role to the
deep structure subject, and then fo in£erpret gll sentences which fail
‘to contain a IIP that has this semantic'role as sentences which have no

I
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deop structure subjeet whatever.S> I will not say more of this
approach, since I do not consider it distiﬁqt-—with respect to the
'agent! role--from an npproa;h which assiﬂng-'roles' to HUPs exnlicisly.
1G. The sccond rrammatical function ér HPs-which is defined

confimurationally within the standard theory is that of the direct
object, On the traditional account, the role of the direct obicet in
a sentence is that of "patient' of the action referred to by the
verb of the sentence, though deviations ffom this have long been under-
stood and classified. By its ccnfiguratioﬁal definition, the object
KP is identified as that NP which is an immediate constituent of the
main VP of the sentence. That the direct object relaticon is not
semanticaliy univocal can ve seen in the rollowing'sentences:

{(16-a) I smashed +the pumpkin

(16-v} I grew the pumpkin . R

(16-c)

(16-4d)

rof

like the pumpkin

imagined the pumpkin-

bt

{(16-¢) I made the pumpkin into a mask
{(16-f}) I made a mask out of the pumpkin
17. Defenses of the underlying univocality.of the semantic role

of the direct object can be pursued in the same style as those dealing

.

with sentence subjects. \

3

18. It would seem, however, that linguistic theory ought to

3

provide some way of distinguishing (1) the semantic roles which NPs

i

have with respect to their predicate words,'from'(ii) facts about their

.positions in syntactic confipgurations, on either deep or surface

structure levels. In some of my work I have tried to show how this
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could be done.

19. Ceriain verbs and adjectives secm to réquirc inherently &
siven number of NPs in the sentences in which they take part, " Anciher
way of saying this is that certain verbs and adjectives seem quiie
naturolly to be reconstructible as n-place nredicates in formulations
within-the rredicate calculus. Inzde;cziptions of logical n-place
predicetes, there is no special status by which one or another of the
arpunents can be isolated from the rest, a status that would correcnond

to the role of subject or object. The relation between unsiructured
(but, of course, ordered) n-place prediéate expressions and syntactice
configurations appears to require the positing of certain mechanical
correspondence rules which will meke use of the left-to-right position
of the arguments in the predicate expression.
20. For. example, the verb REMIND--as seen in thai sense of (20-a)
(20-a) Harriet reminded Fred of Charlotte
according to which Fred, on encountering Harriet, thought of Charloite—-—
can be viewed at the semantic level as a three-place predicate, repre-
sentable (ignoring tenses againl as (20-b)
(20-b) remind CHarriet, Fred, Charlotte],
"a representation which is subjgct to %he following syntactic configura-
tion fules: the NP whi;h'identifies the first'argupent assumes the
subject position; the KP whiéh identifies the second argument assumes
. . -
the direct object position; and (a2 special rule) the NP which identifies ‘
the third erpument becomes part of}a prepésition—phrase which bemins
with OF. |

21. Assuming that the uvnderlying semantic predicates have their

PEINN
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arguwnent slots arranpged in a fixed order, one can define conversn
relations between predicates in terms of their underlying expressions.
Thus, the pair LIKE/PLEASE will be defined as l~é converses; the pair
SELL/BUY will be deTined as 1-3 converses: the wnair ROB/STFAL will
be defined ns 2-3 coaverses.

(21-a) John likes roses

{21-b) roses please John

(21-¢) 1like fo,b] = ;splease [b,al

{21~d) Jonhn sells roses to schoolgirl

‘(21-;3 'séhoolgirls buy roses from John

(22~7) sell fa,b,c) =3¢0u Cc,b,al

(21-g) Harvey robs John of roses

(21-n} ;Harvey steals roses from John

(21-i) rob La,b,c} =, _steal [a,c,bl

af
22. Unfortunately, the method Just propose& requires that each
converse pair be separately identified, for each lanpuage, Dy sSome
defining expression‘like (21~¢), (21-~f), or (21-i). It is assuredly
reasonable to demand of a semantic theory that observed converse
relations among predicate words in natural lanpueges be explainable
from their meanings and their,syntactic prOpertiés, not that they

k]

need to be stated by a set of definftions. For two expressions to be
canverses of each other is a surface%§yntactic Tact; the description
of this situation should not depend o;apriofAdefinitions made on
underlying semontic representations. A

23. One type of theory that would allow such explanations would

require that all surface converse palrs have the same ordering of”
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—erguments in their underlying representation, and that special rules
for subjectivalization and objectivalization be defined for onc member
of each such pair. The 'eiplanation' of the relation is that one
mexmber of the pair represents an irregulerity in the gramsmar with
respect to the subjectivalization and objectivalization rules,

2k, A second approach is one which presents, with each under-
lying predicete expression, an unordered set of argument slois, esch
of which is labeled sccording to itc scmaniic role (or 'cece! relation-
ship) with the predicate word. ‘It is this last position that I have
taken. ,

25. One finds thet a decision to gpeak of predicates, arguments

.and role types, rather than predicates,_arguments and positions, meke
it possible to provide a sharp separation between what I take to be
purely syntactic phenomena--the left-t;-right positioning of elements
in the flow of speech——and facts about semantic interpretﬁtipn. Two
phonologically distinct predicate words may be interpreted as being
semantically identical, having thg same number of arguments in the sane
roles, but differing solely in the processes which arrange their
elements into éyntactic coéfigugations. Each member of such pairs as
BUY/SELL, TEACH/LEARN, SENS(RECEIVE, etc., 'take! essentially the same
argument types, in the samearoles, but they differ as to the role

\

identification of the argument whose name or description becomes its

%

EN

subiect.

5

26. Such an explanation is not in itself fully satisfactory,
however. It is quite frequently'thg'case that differences in subject

selection properfies {(independently. of the formation of passive

Iy
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sentences) are correlated with other kihds of ;ncts avout predicate
words.  Two somantically similar predicate words may differ, for
example, in tie optionality of the surfﬁce manifestations of certain
of their armuments. In expressions containing SELL, for example,
it is not necessary to include a NP that mentions the ‘customer';
thus (26-2) is & syntactically complete sen®ence.

(26-a) Harvey sells shoes
In expressions containing BUY, it is not necessary to include a IIP

at mentlons the 'merchent'; thus (26-b) is 2 syntecticonlly complete

»
v

(26-b) the girl bought some shoes
Similarly, expressions containing ROB may lack overt mention of the
'loot,' Jjust as expressions containing STEAL may lack overt mention

of the 'victim,! as is seen in the syntactically complete sentences

{26~c) and (36-d)

{26-c} +the boy robbed a bank

(26-d) the girl stole some shoes,

I3

27. The view which recognizes labeled voles for the arguments

oT a predicate expression makes it possible, furthermore, to speak of
the relatedness of predicates having different numbers of terms. Two

1
verbs can differ in that one manifests an n-place predicate and the

other manifests an m-place predicate, the roles of the arguments that
are present in the one and absent in the other accounting for the

4
¢éifferences in the: semantic interpretation of the sentences which

centain them. This wey of speaking provides a fairly natural way of

speaking of the relaticnship between KILL and DIE, or that between



- 43 -

PIRSUADE and BELIEVE. The role by which KILL differs from nzé, anc

that by which PERSUADE differs from BELIEVE is that of the individual
that is 'agentively' involved in the events named by these verbs.
Apart from this difference, we areidealiﬁg here with peairs of synonyms.

28. (It has been maintained that the relation between words like

these is more revealingly captured by £he paraphrases with CAUSE like
those mentioned in (10)-(14) ebove., -The question is whether this
refcrmﬁlation is indeed significantly e;oser to the underlying conceptual
reality to Justify claims that have been made about ithe non-distinciness
" of semantic rgpresentations and deep structwres of sentences. The
werd CAUSE itseld seems to have a subsitructure: to say that Jonhn

caused the cat to die 1s to say that John engeged in some activity and

that activity direetly resulted in the death of the cat.)

29. Anyway, the view which separates semantic roles from grammatical

functions as sharply as this proposed role-structure anslysis does,

mekes it possible to explore, as & separate type of inguiry, the function '

of the subjlect/predicate division. There might be some difference

between reasons for choosing {he verd BUY as opposed to the verb SELL,
independently of the optional]bmissions me§£ioned in (26).

30. The verbs BUY and QELL refér to institutionalized in£er-
personal ectivities involving two participating parties, a sum of
money, and goods or services that are to be provided for one of the
participants by the other. There are no situations that can in them~
selves be distinpulshed as buying situations or sellinpr situations;

but the choice of one or another of these verbs scems to make it

pessiblé to speak of a buylng/selling transaction from one of the

.
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participants' point of viéw. One of tﬂe ;easons for providines this
diszincvion is to moke it possible to determine the scope of modifica-
tion of certain kinds of adverdbs asdded to the sentence. I refer to
the difference we sense, with regard to t%e scope of SKILLFULLY, in
{30-a) ané (30-b).

(30-a) he sellis apples skillfully

{30-b) she buys apples skillfully

31. It even eppears thet there is é difference beiween the

processes for determining the scope of adverbial modification and the
processes which determine the deep~structure sublect as distinet frem
the surface~siructure supject. This can ve seen‘by eamparing sentencss

i

~a N mw oy __. 5 ¢ - et PO R S . rl -
(32-n) and [3:1-%), whare VICIOUSLY in Loth cases zelated =a Howvey's

WILLIUNGLY .in Toth cases relates to the puru1c133 ion in the act of the

<]

individual indicated by the surface subject HP.

{31-a) Hervey viciously took advantage of Melissa

{31-b) Melissa was viciously teken advantage of by Harvey

{31-¢) Harvey willingly tock advantage of Melissa

{31-d} Melissa was willingly taken advantage of by Harvey

32. The proposal hinted at iﬂ (317 suggests that there is some

validity tc the notion deep—stfuctére subject; but the facts are not
really that decisive. It may appeafﬂinstead that certain adverbs may
e introduced into a sentence as w&ys\of qualifving one participant's
role in the activity, the identity of éhat indiv}dual being reéoznized

by the mssociated role type (Experiencer, Arent, etc.). Thus, Manner

adverbs of the type VICIDUSLY may appear-only in sentences having
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underlying Agents, the scope of the ‘adverb being unaffected by the
timate chelice of surface subject“ Postal has noticnd that the adverb'

PEHSOHALLf o¢eurs only in sentences with subjectivé experience verbs
and in connection with the NP identified as the FExperiencer-—azain
independently of whether this NP is or is not the sentence sub&eatcs
Examples~like his are given below:

(32-a) personally, I don't like roses

{32-b) your proposal doesn't interest me, personally

(32-¢) tpersonally, you hit me

{32-4) *personally, ontogeny recapitulates phylozeny

33. A theory which separates information about grammatical
+

configurations from information abhout the nature of the underiring
semantic relevions must find some way © £ dealing with the so-golled

symmetric predicates. Tt should be possible, at some level, one might
whink, to say of verba like MEET, COINCINE, AGREE, etc., that Thsy
require expressions referring to: two or more eniities, bui suek
' -expressions may appear in any of thé seversl ways provided vy English
érammar: as pluyel subjects, as in (33-a); as conjoined subjects, as
in (33-b); or as paired NPs arranged in different (depending on the
VErb} syntactic coni‘lgura.t*onsv as in {33-c), and {(33-3).

(33-a) the boys met/agreed

{33~b) John and Frgd met /agreed -

{33-c) John met Fré@

(33-d) John agreed with Fred

It must be agreed that no theory of grammar should be constrained in

. Buch a way that it has to recomnize two different verbs MEET, two
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dirferent verbs AGREE, ete., in order to distinpuish the intranzitive
from Fhe non-intransitive use of these forms.

3%, This’means recopnizing, for some n~place predicates, thas
they 'take' two or more NPs in identical roles; but the main insights
that have come from 'case grammar' or the theory of semantic role
structure have depended on the aSSumptign.thaﬁ no simple sentence
requires the occurrence of more than one NP in & given role.

35. There do seem to be some differences in the conjoined subject
as opposed to the di%tributévaP versions"of'symmetric predicate
sentencas:_;ﬁt Toy many.of these the difference does not ﬁeed to be
seen as basic. We may censider again the effest of adverdial modifica-
tion, once apain taking the adverd WILLIKGLY.

(35-a2} Joun and Fred willingly agfee

{35-b) Jobn willingly agress with Fred Cnot a paraphrase
of (35-a)

{35-c) John and Fred fought with heated mud

{35-2) John fougnt Fred with heated mué [not a paraghrase

»

of (35-¢)3 |

36. Tor the examples in {35), the answer secems to beer on the
procedure by which adverbs of varioug kinds, are to be introduced inte
sentences. It mey be the casz that in the symméjric—predicate sentence
itsell, there is no necessary semanticadiffefencé that accompanies
one subject choice or the other. Once & choice has been made, however,
the sentence is limited’as to the embedding context which will weicome
{t. Thus, seutence {36-a) requires the 'transitive! form of MEFT in

t

its embedded scotence, but only because the verb ENJOY requires an

- -
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idenvity be?yeen its sublect and the subject of its object sentencc;
and the subject of EZNJOY is JOHN and not JOHN and MARY.

(36-a) " John enjoyed meeting Mary

(35-§) Jehn enjoyed {John meet Mary)
The point is tﬁat anslogous interpretations are possible for
sentences with the adverﬁ WILLINGLY, and with Instrumental WITH-
phrases. It is required merely that the advérb WILLINGLY be analyzed
as a disguised embedding verbl as suggested by (36-d).

(36-c) John willingly met Mary

(36~d) Jomn was willing (5ohn met Mary),

and that WITH-phrases De associated with parsphrases conteining the

. : -
. - L P -
vero USE, a5 suggested already by Lakorffl. T

37. It is freguently the case, however, that apparent symmetric
predicates are not properly symmetric after all. Sentences of the
rorm (37-z)

(37-a) MNP resembdles NP
are extensionally symmetric if both NPs are definite referring
expressions, but otherwise (as in (BT;b)} not.

(37-%) your brother{resembles a horse.
My interpretation of the Similﬁrity Predicates is that one of the
terms has the role Stimulus {(or what I would call Instrument, but with
the notion of ‘implement’ abstracted away), the other has the role
Theme (or what I have called Object in my earlier writings), and the
ASEHthce is an expression of a 3-place predicatg in vhich the third

‘and phonetically ebsent ergument is the Experiencer, which is under-

Fa

-5§°°d, when unexpressed, to be ideﬁtigied with the spesker of the

Fe
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sentence. The Stimulus must be expressed &s a réferring expression,
bui the Theme need not. The sentence means roughly that your
brother as stimulus evokes in me memories of horses. L[Incidentally,
the verdb RZMIND, mentioned esrlier, has a very similar structure,
except that with it an NP representing the Experiencer must Gte
present in the surface sentence,.J

38. For many other so-called symmetric predicates there sre
arguments that the associated NPs do not serve in absolutely identiecal
roles.. It is difficult to capture such infermation in the face of .
the wide range of facts accounted for in tﬁb'conjoined—subject source
analysis of Lakoff and Peters,a but such & reaznalysis mey prove to
be necessary after all. And this is to ssy noéhing of the problem of
dealing with the Asymmetric Joint Action Prg@icates of the type
discussed by a prominent generative semanticist (writing under an
alias). '

(38-8) Fred and Sheila were blanking
' (38-b) Fred was blanking Sheila
T {38-c) *Shéilg was blanking Fred®

39. The occurrence of quantifying expressions of various types
Saoms Toe te consg;ained in faeirly mysiterious ways according to the
surface arrangenents of the NPs in a séntence. Lakoff's 'derivational
constraints'® fail, as far as I can tell, to account for the
particular set of m&stEries I have in mind. In genersl, DEVELOP INTO
end DEVELOP OUT OF are 1-2 converses (although they also have a use

as 2-3 converses of 3-place predicates); but there is a skewness in

the pattern of quantification compatible with these expressions, &s



- 4G - e

can de seen by comparing the paraphrasability facts shown below:

{39-a) every acorn developed into an oak

(39-b) an osk developed out of every acorn [a paraphrase
of (39-a)l
(39-¢) every osk developed out of an acorn

(39-d) *an acorn developed into every oek [not a paraphrase

of {39-¢)}
(Jeffrey Gruber first drew my atten;ion to sentences (39-a, b, ¢, 4).]
Similarly, MAKE INTO and MAKE QUT OF are 2-3 converses of 3-term
pfedicates, and the petterns seen'abofe are repeated, only this time
batween the direct object and the object of a preposition.
(59~e} I made every log into a canoe
(39;f) I made a canoe cut of every log (a paraphrase of
(39-e)]
(39-g) I made every cance out of a log
(39-h) *X made a log into every cance [not a paraphrase
of (39-g}]
\
hO. Lest the data oé (39) be thought of as involving exceptional
properties of ‘verbs of pgysical transfoémation', we can show here
that verbs vhich are themsélves converses of each other (FOLLOW and
PRECEDE) exhibit similar petterns with their own passive counterparts,
{40-a) a2 Sunday follows every. Saturday
{(LO-b) every Satﬁr&ay is followed by & Sundsy (& param
pﬁrase"of (40-2)]
{LO=c) every Sunday follows a Saturday
(40~-d) *a Saturday is followed by every Sunday [not a

paraphrase of {LO-¢}]
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{40~2) a Saturday precedes every Sunday
{40-1}) every Sunday is preceded by a Saturday [a
paraphrase of (k0-e}]
{40-g) every Saturday precedes a Sunday
(40-h) & Sunday is preceded by every Saturdey [not a
paraphrase of (LO-g)] -
I suspect that the data offered in sections {39) and {LO) are ultimately
explainable in terms of 'derivational constraints' of the kind discussed
by Lakofr. & reason for bringing them up in this report is that
they éhow restrictions of a’fairly intereétinz sort that relate both
to tie formaiion of deep-structure subjects (put dlfferenuly, to the
choice of perticular mexbers of a converse palr) and to the form t;on
of surfece-siracture subjects.

1. In my proposals on ‘case grammar' I have assumed that the

‘role types which one ean refer to in describing the semantic structure

of predicates make up a universally valid_?nd reasoﬁably well-specified
set of concepts. I have assumed, too, tlhat phe role types are them-
selves unanalyzables, corresponding to elementary perceptions on the
purt of human belngs concerning such matters as who did it, who
experlenced it, where it nappened, what the result was, where s thing
that moved ended up, where it started\out, what moved, and a few

others. T have convineced myself <hat certain role notions recur

ceross widely variant langueges, namely these for which one finds

useful the terms Agent, Instrument, Location, Cbject, Patient, ete.

I have found that many valid assertions about languages can be made

by describing the structure of their sentences in‘these terms. The



most serious difficulties have had to do with specifying exactly
what this small set of role types consisted of, and determining
whether or not it would turn out to be necessary, at least for some
verds, to interpret certain arguments as serving two role functions
simultaneously.

42, This last difficulty is that of seeing the relationship
between the case functions that seem to be involved in almost every
sentence--such as, for example, théée I named in the last section—-
and the sort of role structure that is involved in the description
.of particular kinds of institutionalized transactions for which a
'Pi2id' of vocabulary'may exist in a;language. I have in mind the
roles of cusiomer, merchsnt, goods, and instrument of excihenge in the
vocebulary field that includes BUY, SELL, PAY, DICHKER, etec.; and
thiose of defendant, Judger, deed, vietim, ete., in the Tield that
includes verbs like ACCUSE, CRITICIZE, FORGIVE, APOLOGIZE,.COHFESS,
CONCEDZ, JUSTIFY, EXCUSE, ete. I am at +he moment ready to assume
that it may be necessary to treat the semantic roles of arguﬁents on
two 'leveI;'. I mean that Ilmay want to be able to say that in
expressions with BUY there iézone argument‘which has Customer function
on one 'level', Agent function on ancther, whereas in expressions
with SELL, tae argument which has Agent function is the Merchant, -
not tne Customer. In what follows T leave open the possibility that
the roles associated with a predicate word may not bear a one-to-one
correspondence with the arguments essociated with it.

L3, A great deal of attention haé been given in the last year

or ¥wo, in linguistic circles, to the fact that the semantic deseription
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ensiong consnining particular predicnte words nceds Lo
distinruish what the speaker of the sentence mirht he sayine (or
'deing in saying') explicitly from what Ke  is said to mresuppose
about the situations concerning which he is gpeakinﬁ. The apparatus
for formulating the presuppositions will need to refer to the
entities wnieh serve particular role funcpioqs with respect to the
event or situation identified by the predicate.

L4, TIn my description of verbs of judming,*? for example, I
have pointed out that for sentence (lLl-a)

(bh-a) Hervey accused Fred of writing the letter.

the utterer of the sentence presupposes (that Hervey presupposes?)

hat somecne's haviag written the letter in question was bad, and

-
-

what he is declering, in uttering (Ll-e), is that Harvey claimed that
Tred is ihe one who did it. On the other hand, for sentence (LL-%)

{Lb-5) Harvey criticized Fred for writing the letter
+the speaker of the sentence presupposes (that Harvey presupposes?)
that Fred was the one who wrote the letter, and is declsring, in

1;
uttering {44-v), that Harvey claimed that fof Fred to have written
+he letter was bad. The force of Hafvey's utterance in (Lb-a) is

4
what is presupposed in {4l4-b), and vice versa.

ks, ‘Paralleling the pair of wordg offered in (Lk) is the pair
CREDIT and COMMEND. These differ in tﬂﬁt where ACCUSE and CRITICIZE
carry the idea of blameworthiness, CREDIT and CCMMEKD carry the idea
of goodness. Tha% is, in (45-a) someone's having written the letter

is judged in advance as being good, and what is communicated is that

Harvey cleimed Fred did it; in (45-b)} Fred's responsibility is pre-
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supposcd, and what is communicated is that Harvey cleimed that what
Fred did was good.

{k5-&) Hervey creditedvFred with writing the léttar
{h5-1) Harvey commenéed Fred for writing the lotuer

46, The distinetions seen here are analogous to those wrich J. L.
Austin recognized in an ambiguity of BLAME and in the pair of words
EXCUSE and JUSTIFY.

k7. 8ome of the verbs of Judging are illocutionary verbs, as
are, for those I have mentioned, AQCUSE’ana COMMEND., What this means
is that, for thosé verbs of judging which are capable of serving as
”axplicit performatives! or ‘iilocuticnary force inaicaﬁing devices,'

a4 presuppesitionsl analysis of them comes to show certain resemdblances

to, S&¥, Searle's analysis of promising and other illocutionary wverbs.
. TR . B 12
The analysis of illocutionary acts along the line develcoved by Searle™

is a special case of the analysis of the type I have in mind (especially
ésAit concerns bresuppositions), being special only in tha£ what is
presupposed of the subject of the verb must be true of the spesker

of the utterance, and that a performance of the utterance under the

first-person-present-tense conditions appropriate to performatives

\
‘counts as'! the performance of un act which has extralinguistic

|

1

validity. 1

4
4

k8. Searle's type of analysis can easily be extended, workings
in the other direction, to fhe description of non-linmuistic-act verds.
Thus the ’'preparatory conditién‘ for a valid utterance of (L8-a)
| * {LB=a) Sheils borrowed five dollars from Fred

is that Fred had five dollars; the 'sincerity condition' is that

4
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Sheila intends to give Fred five dollars at some time in the future;

the 'essential condition'--which here, however, cannct be matched

with a rule which governs the use of an operative lirnguistic expression--

e -2
5

neile nas undertsken an oblipation to revurn Fred nis Tive

i

s e
& LA

[ 3

»

»

ars some day.

[ =]

ol

(&8

49. (Tnis is not to say that one can accept all of what Searle
has to say abou# promising. His asccount fails, as far as I can tell,
in one or two respects. For example, he cleims that in perforning &
velid promising act one has taken on an obligation’%o perform in &
particular wey in the future. 1If this is 59: then the utterances,
on a mother's‘pa:t, of the reassuring words (LQ-&) or (k9-~b) must be
gelective es acts of promising.

{Lg-a) 'i promise you that your father will come back

(Lg-b) .I promise you that the sun will come up again

tomorrow, .

If it were seen, however, that in msking e promise one provides a
personal guarantee of the (future) truth of a statement, sueh
promising acts would not need to be deseribed as defective. Promising
"of the type Searle has in mind must bg understood in terms of
guarantees of the (future) truth of s£gtements whose propositional

content containg descriptions ‘of acts to be performed by the maker

_ of the promise, (That is, in which an expression referring to the

i
maker of the promise is in the Agent role.))}
50. (4 second quibble might be raised in connection with Searle's

hint that THREATEN is the unfavorable consiquence counterpart of

PROMISE. This is wrong because (i) threatening acts do not nesd to
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be (accompanied by) linguistie acts!, and because (ii} in threatening
somebody, one does not take on an obligation to do anything, You
can succeed thoroughly in threatening me b§>merely saying that you
might consider beating my brains out. It may be, however, that I
am confused by an ambiguity in THREATEN between sn illocutionary
and a perlocutionary sense. I know, for example, that one can
declare that threatening words are ineffective either Wy saying (50~a}
ﬁr (50-0).

{50~a) you can't threaten me (perlocutionary]

{50~b) your threats don't bother me {illocutionaryl.)

1. We have thus seen that the semantic analysis of ordinary
languege sentences, in order to incorporate observations and rules
about illocutionary force, must inelude in its scope ways of desaling
witna the participants in the s%eeéh’act itself. Tne traditional term

for dealing with matters of this sort Is deixis. One spesks of

person deixis (references to the spesker and the addressee), place
‘deixis (references to the locations of the speaker and the addressese),
time deixis (references to the time of the speech act), as well as

references to portions of \the utterance itself {discourse deixis), and

i
references to the relative soclal statuses of the speech act partici-

pants (honorific systems, ete.).

52. In the description of certain predicate words, there is a ™

necessary reference to deietic features, especially in the description
%

of the presuppositions or 'preparatory conditions'. The prime examole

3.
of this for English is the verb COME. In sentences of the for

given In (52-a)
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“(52-a) 0 {object) comes to P {place) at T (time)

it is presupposed of P that it is eithgf

(i) where the speaker of the scn;cnce is at the time,

of utterance; or
(ii) where the sddressee of tge sentence iz et the time
of utte?ance; or
(iii) where the speaker of the sentence is/was/will be at T3 or
(iv) .where the addressee of ghe‘sentence is/was/will ve at T.
53. Seantencés containing no other déictic references permit all

four presuppositional possibilities, as in (53-a)

{53-a} -Fred will come to the office tomorrow
ﬁut others aré limited becsuse of presuppositions associated uith
yther deletic parts of the sentence. -Tﬁgs, (53-b) presupposes either
that you are there now or that you will be there tomorrow, but not
that I am there now‘nor that I will be there tomorrow at the time I .
arrive; and (53-c) presupposes that I will be there tomorrow at the
time. of your arrival, or that you are there now while I am speaking. -

{53-b) I will come there tomorrow | |
-{53-¢) you will come tﬁgre tomorrow
i A
Sh.. (A full sementic theory of a language must additionally take

into account the'fact that there is\an extended or displaced use of
deictie features correspoﬁding to the ways in which the speaker of a
thirdéperson narrative 'identifies’ vi;h one or another of the
'charaétérs_in his narrative. If one of the basie functions of deictic'

categories is to expfess directly the speaker's role or viewpoint with

respect to his subject matter, in the 'displaced' use the spesker



perrorms some kind of psycholopgical 'identification' with one of the
s ‘ . . . a . P 1
parties in his narrative, It seems that instances of 'displaced ego

--

can be seen in sentences like (Sk4-a), where the author is intcrpretei”f
as viewing the situation from Harry's point of view, rather than
rrom Fred's or Bill's.
‘(Sh-&) Fred came to where Harry was, &nd then Harry went
to where PFred was
In (54-b) the suthor is aloof; sentence {Sh-¢) 1s unscceptadle.
(535-%) Pred went to where Yerry was, and thea Harry went
) 1
to where Bill was

(5h-c) *#Fred came to where Harry was, and then Harry came

to vhere Bill was

@.g., Algonguian) languages betweern 'proximative' and 'onviative’

~~

third persons. It has been noted that the proximative forms are only
associerted with one individual in e third person narrative at a time,
and that the switch in the application of the form from one individual

to another corresponds to a shift of point of view in the development

Y
)

!
|

55. As stated earlief, it is the inclusion of reference to speech

of the narrative.)

act participants in semantic descriptions which makes possible the

'

incorporation of matters of 'illocutionary act potential' in the .

description of sentences. An gtiractive view is that the illocutionary
'

force of a sentence is represented in the deep structure of that

sentence, or at least that what one'might call the 'straightforward

illocutionary act petential' 'of a.sentence should be so represesn.. ..

.


http:illocutiona.ry

- ba i \

wvidence thar mayvbe a1l conversational Sentences should be provided

4 tals sort. of superstrueture at their 'decpest’ represceatation

1&g boen offereéd vy Ross. For Senteneesvhose u :rancc., ha-v@ “the

3

illocutionary force of asserting or informing ('decn.arm;f . theve
are reasons, for, believing that there is, in the decp. structure, a
~§iieﬁt,illmcutiﬂnary‘verb,bf declaring having a first-person Agént
NP, a second-person’ Dative PP, and having the non-silent part of the
SEnﬁence~és,£%s direct bbﬂeét};h &! | "

56, “The. accurrence of advervs 15. ke PERBONALDY is now permitied

2 consistent accounting: The adverd oscurs in sentences with 'psycho-

ks

Zondical! verhd and in which the Ekxpericencer NP is co*e.ere niial with

the Agent ¥R.0f she immedizsely c*p::mandinﬁ»1;":';@;;7;1;5355‘9_1‘5:-&@&,i'\n"ej:rb;‘ Where

- in the surface struesure,

of [56=a) a& opposed

{56~a) Fred said that he personally dislikes roses
{56-5) *Fred said that Martha personally dislikes roses
Dy nssuming n flrat person deelarative supersentence nhovo a1l declarative
sentences, one can ‘account, in Ross's fashion, Tor the acceptability of
(56-c) as opposed to {56-d). } S
(56-c) personally, I éisliké roses
(56=a) #personally, Fred ‘a»is%ifi‘kesf‘irb;s‘gs:
$7. Analogously, the pleeding-word PLEASE oceurs only in
sentences iwzm‘:ﬁ:’:atfe‘;lsr' commanded ’Dy.._‘\;er’b?s"olf Ord;e.;r%m or requesting.
The réquirement is that the Apent NF of the mtﬁrmr scntence Y

coraferéntial to the 'Dat?ia’re NP 61 the ordering or requesting verb. :

Where the ordering or  Pequesting verb is present in the sur%"acc
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scnﬁcncc, this accoungs for the sceeptability of (57T-a} as opposed
to {57-b).

(57-a) I told Fred to please leave the rcom

(57-0) *I predict that you will please leave the room
Assuming théx imper;tive sentences are eontai?ed in silent performative
structures of orde:lin.a; allows one to explain, by the same principle,
the acceptability of (57-c¢) as opposed to (57-d).

(5T-¢) please leave the room

(57-d) *Fred please 1gft the room

58 Oag question about thg pre;uppositional structure of sentences

1

thaet I heve not discussed is that of who does the presuppoesing. Pre—
L

suniosing mey be thoumht of as on aﬁt perfermad by she svoaker in his
production of the utierance, or 2s an act impduted Ty the speaker to
one or more of the individuals whose properiies or actions are

L4
deseribed by the utterance in question. I 2ssume that there will be -~
much more to say ebouti such matterglafter one has seen the results
of Lakoff's explorations 1into the logic of 'worlé-cresting verds'.

59. The view of sem%ntic interpretation that I have been assuming
is roughly this: I believg that, given-a full -grammatical description
of a sentence, with comple%e seméntic deseriptions of the lexical items
it conteins, it should be ﬁqssible'to 'compute' the full semantic
description of the sentence,‘including, of course, information about
what its utterers must presuppose to be ;rue. including its utterers’
imputations of presunpositions t0 ‘individuals described or referred to
in the sentence. . This 'computation' will involve many types of

grammatical facts and & greal many subtle properties of lexical items.
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“he view i{s representative of what is called interpretive semantic

but it is one which involves operations whieh are quite distinet

from those proposed in the earliest presentations of interpretive
semzntics. Overatvions involving selection restrictions are here
replaced by an understanding of presupposiiions; this has the effect

of dissolving the problem of discovering the boyndary betveen the
semantic properties of words (e.g., nouns) end the physical

properties of>the things to which the words could be correctly

epnlied. Interpretive semantics is ;ne which welcomes ;exical items’
that contain in their definitions variables not f9und in the expressions

that contain them. These variables are relevant to the semantic

sentences, because there are situations in whiceh

4]

nredications invelving these veriables cre more ecssential parts of

tre communicesicon than anything else. To use & familier example: o
say of Fred, literally, that he is a bastard, is to say of his mother
that she was not married on the day he was born. And that is to

'refer' to someone not menticned in the original assertiom.

60, The alternative view, within what has come to be called

2

'generative scmantices', as it, if I understand correctly what is

.

cinmg on, that all of the information ;elevant to the semantic interpre-

Py

N

oo

&

tation of 2 sentence must be present in a representation of the deep
structure of that sentence, and that, in fact _there is no level of
'deep structure' that is distinct from the.level of semantic repre-

|
sentation. If in the end the 'generative se&antics' view turns out to

be more valid--and I don't Xnow what I am revealing avout myself to

gdmit that I find the arguments favoring generative semanties over-
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wialining but somehov not coercive--then descriptions of the type I
am capable of coming up with through my work will fall in nlace,
within the correct theory, on the le;el af lexicolory. I oelieve,
that is, that the observations about the meanings of lexicazl items,
the relations which must be described in characterizing the szenantic
. A

structure of expressions containing épecific lexical items, and the
format for expressing these facts, can be exactly the seme under
either view, ’ )

51.4 It is the apparatus for dealing with presuppositions that
mekes me retain faith in the interpretive-semanties position. It is

Srequently possible to state ithe presuppositions of a sentence in

the form of a scherma which operates on the grammetical description

-
-t

in fact, often enough, the surface gremmaticel deseriptica). I we

ke, for exsmnle, the presuppositicnal. effect of ‘contrasiivs siress,'
it generally scems to be the case ithat a sentence of the form suggesied

by (6l-a)
(61-a) XY Z [where underlining represents emphasis)
is associated with the presupposition suggested by (6i-b)
. , )

(61-v) it has be?n suggestéd that X Y' Z [where Y' 7 Y3

Given this formula, we e¢&n ﬁigure out in what contexts one might say
3y

[
P '

{61l~c)
(6l-c) Tt's an esggy in Qescrigtivé metapnysies. -

by imagining what different type of metaphysics somebody might have

alluded to in the utterances th;t preceded (6l-c). If it is impossibdle

for us to do this--because, say, we know nothing whatever about how

ihe word METAPHYSICS is used--We cannot understand the presuppositional
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content of (6l-c), but we know something about how to acauire this
urnderstanding.

L
62,

Perh&nps the main reason I

eling to views of interpretive
semantics is thet I am unconsciously guilty of the much-discussed sin

of confusing the linguistic technical term 'generste' with the psycho-

logically more immediately understandable notion 'produce! (as in

ebility

“

'oroduce utterances'). I so frequently find myselr speaking without
any understending-of what I am saying thet I gu
the at

ite na

turally think of
o produce a sentence as involving essentielly different

princinles from those that are employed in figuring out what if any-
wtte ins

~d
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