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Introduction

This issue of Working Papers in Linguisties treats a variety

of topics. Heringer's contribution (also submitted as a Ph.D.
dissertation, August, 1971) and Wojecik's translation from Russian
concern aspects of syntax and semantics. Schourup's paper (the
winner of the 0.5.U. 1971 Prize Essay Contest in Linguistics) examines
a classic question in historical linguistics. Miller's work (also
submitted as an M.A. thesis, June, 1971) explores problems in
phonological theory.

With this issue, the publication of Working Papers in Linguistics
has been released from ties to departmental grants and is financially
self-supporting. TFuture issues will ineclude eocllections of papers on
single topics (e.g., acquisition), as well as diverse collections like

this one. Each number will have its own editor.

Arnold M. Zwicky
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This dissertation is an attempt to show that there is a systema-
tic relationship between what a spesker of a language does in
uttering sentences of that language and the syntactic form of
those utterances. That is to say, through an examination of some
of the acts performed by a spesker in producing an utterance we
will be able to find an sccount for the grammar of the utterances
used to perform those acts.

Of necessity such an attempt must draw heavily from the work
of Austin (1962) and Searle (1969), who both concern themselves
with speech acts. In chapter two, we review some of Austin's
concepts and Searle's development of them, and in particular, the
concepts of illocutionary act and felicity condition.

It has recently been shown that by reference to certain felicity
conditions on illocutionary acts, it is possible to explain s
certain type of expression of those acts (Gordon and Lakoff, 1971),

called conversational implications by Gordon and Lakoff and indirect

illocutionary acts here. In chapter three, we examine this process,

egpecially the subset of feliecity conditions on which such indirect
illocutionary acts may be based, which subset we here define as the

subset of intrinsic conditions. It is shown that several of these

1
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intrinsic conditions are not conditions on particular illocutionary
acts, but rather general conditions on all illocutionary acts, and
that therefore a variety of illocutionary acts may be indirectly
performed by use of one such general intrinsiec condition. We attempt
an explicit account of the process by which such indirect performance
can take place.

Intrinsic conditions on illocutionary acts do not only serve
as the basis for indireect illocutionary acts; they alsoc are signifi-

cant in a process called here illocutionary act qualificetion. In

chapter four, we delimit a class of if clauses which do not behave
in utterances like the antecedents of true conditionals, It is shown

that such if clauses, named gualifying if clauses, can be explicated

only by reference to the illocutionary acts performed by the utter-
ances which contain them. When such reference is made, it turns out
that 8 qualifying if elause serves to call into gquestion whether an
intrinsic condition on the illocutionary act performed by the

utterance holds. Further, the syntactic form of the if clause is
directly related to the intrinsic condition which it ecells into
question. We find that only a subclass of intrinsie conditions on
illocutionary acis may be the basis for illocutionary act qualification
and argue that this subclass 1s a semantically natural class.

A1l of the above work concerns itself with illocutionary acts.
Speakers uttering sentences also perform propositional acts, i.e.,
acts of reference and predicatien (Searle, 1969). Chapter five
discusses the relationship between propositional acts and the fact

that some presuppositions mey be the basis for gualifiecation of
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propositional aects through the syntactic medium of if clauses which
have almost the same properties as if clauses used to qualify
illocutionary aects. It also turns ocut not only that some presupposi-
tions may constitute the basis for propositional act gqualification,
but also that truth conditicns on propositional acts may constitute
the basis for such qualification. Truth conditions are logically
necessary conditions for a propositional mct to be true, vwhile pre-
suppositions are necessary conditions for a proposition to have a
truth value or to be meaningful.

In chapter six, we find that parallel to indireect illocutionary
acts based on intrinsic conditions, there are indireet propositional
acts based on truth conditions. ©Such indirect propositional acts
are shown to be identiecal to what Geis and Zwicky (1971) have c&lied

invited inferences. The exact process by vhich invited inferences

are generated is discussed and several examples of its application
are illustrated. We alsc attempt an explanation for why presuppo itions
may not be the basis for invited inferences.

In short, this dissertation discusses two proecesses in which
conditions on speech acts fipgure, the process of performing an indirect
act and the process of gqualifying an act. These processes are discussed
with respect to the performance of illocutionary acts and the nerfor-
mance of propositionasl acts. It is shown that in all cases, it is
possible to Expiain syntactic features of utterances used to perform
speech acts by reference to semantic conditions on those acts.

In this dissertation, we consider application of the ideas
presented to the study of English syntax only. Fecause of the

elusiveness of the acceptability judgments involved in testing such




application, it would seem necessary to employ native speaker
intuitions about & language to extend the analysis vpresented here
to that language. However we would be surprised if it were impossible
to extend the analysis to all human languages, since the abstractness
and generality of the notions involved make them candidates for
semantic universals. This is not to ssy that all English utterances
presented here should be literally translatable into any other
language with no change in acceptability judaments, or that all
languages have the same syntactic mechanisms for the aualifiecation
of acts or the expression of indirect mects. Rather the eclaim would
be that all languages have some process for expressing illocutionary
and propositional acis indireetly and some process for qualifying
illocutionary and rropositional acts, and that these processes would
depend on intrinsie conditions on illécutionary acts and presupnositions
of and truth conditions on propositional acts in a manner similar to
the corresponding processes in Fnglish.

By the same token, it i1s expected that there will be dialectal
{or idiclectal) variation in the reaction to the Fnglish sentences
used as examples here. However, if our hypotheses about the general
relationship between speech acts performed with an utterance and the
syntax of that utterance are correct, all such varistion is to be
explained as dialectal idiosyncracies in the use of lexical items
and in the application of syntactic rules. This does not render our
hypotheses unfelsifiable and therefore empty, since there are types
of variation which would ecount as counterevidence against them, namely,
varistion that is general and not specific to a particular lexical

item or purely syntactic rule.



CHAPTER II

ILLOCUTIONARY ACTS AND FELICITY CONDITIONS

We owe to Austin (1962) the notion of the illocutionary force

of an utterance. This is, essentially, the act that one performs
in producing a linguistic utterance under the appropriate circumstances.
Some examples are:

(2.1) I advise you not to eat that popcorn.

(2.2) 1 order you to leave the premises.

(2.3) I promise to wash half the dishes.
In appropriate circumstances, if a speaker of Fnglish utters (2.1),
(2.2), or (2.3), he has in fact performed the act of advising,
ordering, or promising, respectively, and (2.,1), (2.2), and (2.3)
under such circumstances have the illocutionary force of a piece of
advice, an order, and a promise, respectively.

In the case of (2.1), (2.2), and (2.3), the main verb of the

sentence gives explicit expression to the illocutionary force of the

utterance, BSuch verbs are called explicit performative verbs by

Austin, Austin notes that an explicit performative wverb must be

the main verb of the sentence and must generally be in the lst
person present tense, i.e., must be used performatively, if the
sentence is to have the illocutionary force indicated by the wverb.
Further, hereby may modify only explicit nerformative verbs and these

2




only when they are used performatively.

In other cases of performing acts by uttering words, however,
there need not be an explicit performative verb present. Thus,
(2.4), (2.5), and (2.6) are just as much acts of advising, ordering,
and promising when uttered under the appropriate circumstances as
(2.1), (2.2), and (2.3) would be.

(2.4) You shouldn't eat that popecorn.

(2.5) Leave the premises.

(2.6) I shall wash half the dishes.
In fact it can be maintained (and will be maintained in this work )
that all normal utterances made by speakers of a language have
illocutionary force (Searle, 1969) in that all normal utterances
perform acts of asserting, apologizing, critiecizing, welcoming,
etc. (although Austin would distinguish some of these as locutionary
rather than illocutionary acts).

Many utterances may also have the effect of performing what

Austin calls perlocuticnary acts, as well as illocutionary acts.

Thus by uttering (2.1) or (2.4) the speaker may alarm his hearer.
The speaker then, by performing the act of advising, has secondarily
rerformed the perlocutionary act of alarming.

One difference between illocutionary acts and perlocutionary
actz iz that while the former are directly involved in the act of
producing an utterance, the latter are less central to the aect
(Austin, 1962). This is evidenced by the fact that, while a given
utterance under normal circumstances must be the performance of one

and only one illocutionary act, the same utterance may under normal



7

circumstances be the performance of several perlocutionary acts or
perhaps none. If the addressee to whom (2.7) is directed takes it
as an informationsl guestion while the speaker intended it as a
request for action, the addressee has misunderstood.
(2.7) Do you want to open the door?

lowever, the utterance of (2.7) may inspire, persuade, frighten,
ete., the addressee or may have several of these effects on him
without it being said that he misunderstands (2.7), independent of
whether the speaker intended to produce any of these effects in the
hearer.

The question immediately arises whether the illocutionary
force of an utterance is a well-defined notion, that is whether for
a given utterance there is any way of determining other than by vague
intuition what illocutionary act(s) may be performed by the speaker
using it and distinguishing such illocutionary acts from the possible
perlocutionary acts associated with the utterance. It should be
obvious that this guestion cannot be answered positively without
reference to the circumstances surrounding the utterance. One cannot
discover, by intuition or any other means, whether (2.8) is a simple
statement of fact, a promise, a threat, or a question without knowing
something about the speaker's intentions, beliefs, and desires.

(2.8) You are going to leave.

However, given for example that the speaker believes he does
not know whether or not the hearer is going to leave, that the speaker
believes that the hearer is able to tell him whether he is leaving

or not, and that the speaker wants to know whether or not the hearer
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is leaving, it is necessarily the case that (2.8) was uttered as a
question. This may be tested in the case by notieing that under
these circumstances the utterance of (2.8) has the same illocutionary
force as the utterance of (2.9), which contains an explicit
performative werb, that is, they both count as requests for information.
(2.9) I hereby ask you whether you are going to leave.

It turns out that for every illocutionary act there is a rela-
tively spall set of necessary conditions on the intentions, beliefs,
desires, and external circumstances of the speaker and addressee who
are performing the illocutionary act, that is a set of conditions on

the speaker's and addressee's set and setting.l These conditions are

lthese terms are to be construed only as convenient labels,
without psychologistic connotations.

called felicity conditions. In the case of illocutionary acts in the

legal sphere, such as pronouncing a couple man and wife or contracting
to form a partnership, the conditions are partly legal in nature and
therefore conventional, as noted by Austin (1962). As Searle (1969)
would have it, all felicity conditions are conventional, but this
appears to be false (David Stampe, personal communication). For
example, it seems strange to say that the condition that the speaker
requesting something to be done must intend for that thing to be

done is conventionalistic rather than naturalistic. If the condition
were merely a convention, one would expect to find in some language
utterances having illocutionary force almost like that of requesting

but lacking the condition on the speaker that he intends to be done
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what he 'requests' to be done. However, we will not pursue this
matter further here, since our results here do not depend crucially
on the conventionality or naturalness of felicity conditions.

Felicity conditions do not only have the function of allowing
us to distinguish between tlhe different possible illecutionarv foreces
of an utterance. Their main function is to characterize felicitous
illocutionary acts and thereby indicate the various waeys that illocu-
tionary acts can go wrong. The necessity for this derives from the
fact that the illocutionary force of an utterance is not strictly
speaking true or false, unlike the proposition expressed by an
utterance. Thus suppose the speaker uttering (2.10) does not own
a car,

(2.10) I hereby bequeath you my ecar.

There is something wrong with his uttering (2.10) then, but it

cannot be said that (2.10) as an illocutionary act is false (or true

for that matter). (2.10) is odd or misleading under the circumstances,
i.e., '"infelicitous'. By distinguishing between the proposition
expressed by an utterance and the illocutionary act performed by an
utterance, we can account both for the possibility that (2.11) (or
the proposition expressed by (2.11)) is false and for the possibility
that (2.11) (or the illocutionary act performed by asserting (2.11)
is odd if, e.g., the speaker believes that the hearer already knows
that his wife is faithful.
(2.11) Your wife is faithful.
Austin distinguished various types of felicity conditions,

according to the following taxonomy (from Austin, 1962, pp. 1L-16):
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(a.1) There must exist an accepted conventional
procedure having a certain conventional
effect, that procedure to include the uttering
of certain words by certain persons in '
certain circumstances, and further,

(2.2) the particular persons and circumstances in
a given case must be appropriate for the
invocation of the particular procedure
invoked.

(8.1) The procedure must be executed by all parti-
cipants both correctly and
(8.2) completely.
(y.1} wvhere, as often, the procedure is designed
for use by persons having certain thoughts
or feelings, or for the inauguration of
certain consequential conduct on the part
of any participants, then a person partici-
pating in and so invoking the procedure must
in fact have those thoughts or feelings,
and the participants must intend so to
conduct themselves, and further,
(y.2) must actually so conduct themselves
subsequently.
Austin calls violations of the (a) or (8) conditions misfires
while violation of the (y) conditions are termed abuses by him. In
the former case, the illocutionary act involved is sald to be void
while in the latter it is said to be hollow. Violations of the (a)
conditions are called misinvoecation (act disallowed) with viclations
of (a.l) being termed non-plays, and (@.2), misapplications.
Violations of the (8) conditions are called miscarriages (act
vitiated) with (f.1) violations being called flaws or misexecutions
and (B.2) violations being called hitches or non-executions. Among
the violations of the (y) conditions, violations of the (y.l) tyme
are called insincerities or dissimulations, while those of (y.2) are
called non-fulfillments, disloyalties, infractions, indisciplines,

or breaches.

In what follows, we will consider only the (y.l) type of
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felieity condition, those involving beliefs, knowledge, intentions,
and desires, i.e., the set of the participants in an illocutionary
act, the reason being that these are the ones wvhich have the most
interesting syntactic consequences. Before proceeding, however,
we must modify Austin's terminology for violations of (y.l). First
of all, the distinctions between (a) and (B) conditions on the one
hand and (v) conditions on the other was made by Austin because it
seemed to him that the last type, unlike the first two, could be
vioclated without utterly voiding the illocutionary act, that is,
that all felicity conditions involving participant set are not
central to the illocutionary act and may be viclated without totally
vitiating the act. However, there are cases of felicity conditions
on the speaker's and addressee's beliefs which are central to the
act being performed, in the sense that they cannct be viclated
without voiding the illocutionary act being performed. For example,
in order for a speaker to perform the act of promising, his addressee
must prefer the speaker's doing what he is promising to do to his
not doing it, and the spesker must believe that the hearer would so
prefer. In order to perform the act of threatening, on the cther
hand, the addressee must believe that he would prefer that the
speaker would not do what he is threatening to do, and the speaker
must believe that the hearer would so prefer (Searle, 1969). In all
other respects, promises and threats seem to have identical felicity
conditions. If the felicity conditions made explicit above for
promises were both violated, one would not say the speaker has made

an insincere promise; one would say he has failed to promise and has
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instead threatened something, if he has done anything at all. If
only one of the conditions is viclated, again, one would not say
that an insincere promise had been made, but that no promise had

been made.? Thus (y.1) type of felicity conditions may be centrel

EAlternatively it might be said that promises in general
have no felicity conditions involving hearer preferences and that
threats are a special subclass of promises set apart from the
rest by felicity conditions involving negative hearer preferences.
Even if this were so, the illocutionary act of threatening would
still have criterial felicity conditions involving speaker and
hearer beliefs. A threat to do something the speaker believes
the hearer wants him to do is not a hollow threat; it is simply
not a threat.,

to the performance of the illocutionary act, and may cause misfiring,
or voiding of the act, if they are violated.

A second objection is to Austin's labeling of failure of (y.1)
conditions as insincerities or dissimulations. This terminology
leads Austin, Searle (1969), Gordon and Lakoff (19T1), and others

to call (y.l) conditions sincerity conditions. However not all

failures of felicity conditions on participant set lead to utterances
which could be called simply insincere. The case given above, where
a (y.1) condition failure causes voiding of the illocutionary act,

is one example. Although it might be argued that in the example
given the act was void because the promise or threat was insincere,
the act was not performed, and thus could not be called an insincere

act.

There are also cases where & (y.l) type violation causes only

abuse and not misfiring of an illocutionary act (i.e., the act is
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still performed) but where the abuse results from imnoliteness
rather than insincerity. Thus, if you request a person to do some-
thing that you believe he would object to doing, you are simply not

being polite.3 You can be saccused of being insinecere in this

3To dispel an obvious objection to the notion of politeness
conditions on requests, that politeness or lack of it is not
specifically a feature of requests but rather a general phenomenon
which need not even be verbsl, we point out that what we actually
have here is the application to requests of a peneral politeness
condition on aets involving ancther individual, that that individual
not object to any part of a polite act. We will find in chapter
three that not only politeness conditions but other sorts of
intrinsic conditions may be conditions on amacts in general rather
than specific to a particular illocutionary act.

instance only if you use polite phrasing deceptively, but this
insincerity is secondary to & violation of what might be called a
politeness condition on requests, that the speaker believes his
addressee would not object to doing what he is being asked to do.
Sincerity and politeness are in fect parallel modes of behavior,
in that, just as there are cases where one is not expected to be
polite, such as when speasking to close friends or when angry, there
are cases when cone is not expected to be sincere, such as when
pretending or when engaging in diplomacy. In these cases, sincerity
or politeness conditions on illocuticnary acts may be violated
without causing infelicity. Thus, if a diplomat utters {2.123, his
fellow diplomats spend little time aquestioning his sincerity in
uttering (2.12) but consider rather the possible perlccutionary acts

performed by such an utterance--e.g. convineing them of the truth of
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(2.12), frightening them by suggesting that (2.12) is false, or
lulling them into feeling secure--and why the diplomat would want
to perform such acts.

(2.12) We have no intention of widening the war in
Southesst Asis,

Other examples of felicitous insincere illocutionary acts are rife
among the pronouncements of politicians, e.g., (2.13).

(2.13) I am not now, never have been, and never will
be & candidate for that office.

We shall call felicity conditions on the participants' set for
an illocutionary act (that is, Austin's (y.l) type of felicity

condition) intrinsic conditions on that illocutionary act, and all

others, those involving the setting of an illocutionary act,

extrinsic conditions. Those intrinsic conditions on an illocutionary

act viclations of which cause the act to be volid will be called

essential intrinsic conditions. We will still use the term sincerity

condition, but reserve it for those intrinsiec conditions which have
to do with the sincerity of illocutionary acts, and similarly we

will use the term politeness condition for those intrinsic conditions

which have to do with politeness of illocutionary acts.



CHAPTER III
INDIRECT ILLOCUTIONARY ACTS

We are now in a position to discuss a grammatical correlate
of felicity conditions on illocutionary acts. A basic claim defended
here is that by making reference to the class of felieity conditions
we have just defined as intrinsic copnditions, we can in theory
account for all the possible grammatical expressions of a given
illocutionary force, and moreover that without reference to
intrinsic conditions, such an account would be impossible, We make
this claim programmatically, in that we do not intend to discuss
here all cases of grammatical expressions of illocutionary acts.
We will present some confirming cases which substantiate a general
claim about the relationship between intrinsic conditions and
expressions of illocutionary acts, one which we kpow of no clear
counterexamples to. Complete validation of the cleim must wait,
however, until there is a complete working out of the intrinsie
conditions on illocuticnary acts, a project beyond the scope of this
work.

One class of possible aslternative expressions of illocutionary
force has been discussed by Gordon and Lakoff (1971), who attempt
to show that "one can convey a reguest by (i) asserting a speaker-

based sincerity condition [on that requestl or (ii) guestioning a

15
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hearer-based sincerity condition [on that request]." This is based
on the fact that all of the following are possible requests (the
examples are Gordon and Lakoff's), and that there exist sincerity
conditions on requesting expressable as follows: "if a sincerely
requests of b that b do R, then a wants b to do R, & assumes that b
can do R, a assumaé b would be willing to do B, and & assumes that b
will not do R in the absence of the request.”
(3.1) a. I want you to take out the garbape.
b. Can you teke out the garbage?
c. Would you be willing to take out the gerbage?
d. Will you take out the garbage?
On the other hand, sentences similar to (3.1) in form such as (examples
Gordon and Lakoff's) (3.2) cannot possibly be used to convey requests
because there are no sincerity conditions on requesting like those
above by which such sentences as (3.2) could be related to requests.”
(3.2.) a. I suppose you're going to take out the garbage.
b. Must you take out the garbage?
c. Are you likely to take out the garbage?

d. Ought you to take out the garbage?

hIt should be pointed out that since it is not obviocus that
there should be any formal characterization of requests (although
such a claim is defended in Gordon and Lakoff (1971) and here),
it is not clear why anyone would expect sentences like (3.2) to
convey requests any more than he would expect "Salt is NaCl." to
(David Stampe, personal communication).

Gordon and Lekoff discuss under what circumstances sentences

like (3.1) can convey requests. They state that (i) the utterance
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must not have its literal meaning, (ii) elements of the conversa-
tional context and conversational postulates, in the sense of Grice
(1968), must entail the request. Conversational postulates are said
to be parallel to meaning postulates and to include among others
(3.3), where the capitalized words are intended to represent semantic
units,

(3.3) a. sSAY (a,b, WANT (a, Q) ~ REQUEST (a,b,qQ)
b. ASK (a,b, CAN (b,Q)) + REQUEST (a,b,0)

In other words, sincerity conditions on reguests can be the basis
for conversational postulates, which explains how some utterances
which can be literally taken as assertions or informational questions
can convey requests.

When we attempt to extend Gordon and Lakoff's analysis to other
illocutionary acts and to other felicity conditions on illocutiocnary
acts, we find that, while it appears to be essentially correct,
modifications must be made in the original formulation of the analysis,

First of all, it is fairly cbvious that when Gordon and Lakoff
speak of sincerity conditions, they are in fact referring to what
we have called Intrinsic conditions. 'his cen be seen even with
one of the purported sincerity conditions on requests given above,
that the speaker wants the addressee to do R if he requests him to
do R. If A requests B to do R and at the same time A has no desire
for B to do R, it may be said that A is being insincere and even that
A has made an insincere request. However, as indicated in the last
chapter, this is not what is at issue in Austin's framework. At

issue is whether requests which are insincere in this manner =still
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count as real requests, the way the assertion of something one does
not believe, that is, an insincere assertion, still counts as a
real assertion. This issue can.be settled by considering (3.L4) and
(3.5), which seem to indicate that, while requesting something one
does not want can be grounds for saying the request was misexecuted
and void, asserting something one does not believe cannot be grounds
for saying that the assertion was misexecuted and void.

(3.4) He requested me to help him, but since it turned
out that he didn't have any desire for me to heln
him, it wasn't a real request.

(3.5) *He stated that Mary was his wife, but since it
turned out that he didn't believe she was his
wife, it wasn't a real statement,

Furthermore, while (3.6) conveys a request, it cannot be main-
tained that a condition on the sincerity of requests is that the
speaker believe that the hearer would not object to doing what he is
being requested to do.

(3.6) Would you mind taking out the garbage?

This is obviously a conditicn on the politeness of requests which
derives from a general condition on polite mets.

Thus it seems that Gordon and Lakoff's analysis is actually an
analysis of the conveyance of ill&cutionary acts by the use of
intrinsic eonditions. Another objection to their analysis is that
they make it appear that the intrinsic conditions on a given illecu-
tionary act are unrelated to the intrinsic conditions on any other
illocutionary act, or, if they are related, that the relationship

is mecidental. But this is not the case, For example, consider the

intrinsic conditions at the ripght side of the arrows in (3.7).
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(3.7) a. A requests B to do R+ A believes B is able
to do R

b, A offers to do R for B+ A believes A is able
to do R

¢c. A asserts P to B+ A believes that B is able
to come to believe (or to know) P

d. A asks BF + A believes that B is able to tell
A P (where P is an incompletely specified
proposition or the disjunetion of a proposition
and its negation)
All of these intrinsic conditions may be used to convey illocutionary
acts, as in (3.8).
(3.8) a. Can you answer the phone? (request)
o
b. {C““ I] help you with the dishes E '1 (offer)
I canJ, «

c. Can you believe that Irv is a virgin? (assertion)

d., Can you tell me what time it is? {(question
about the time)

In Gordon and Lekoff's system, the conversational postulates justifying
the indirect illocutionary acts in (3.8) would probably come out
something like those in (3.9).

(3.9) a. ASK (a,b, CAN (b,Q)) + REQUEST (a,b,Q)

b. ASK (a,b, CAN(a,Q)) - OFFER (a,b,Q)
or S5AY (a,b, CAN (a,Q)) + OFFER (a,b,q)

c¢. ASK (a,b, CAN (COME ABOUT (KNOW (b,Q)))) + sAY
(a,b,Q)

d. ASK (a,b, CAN (b, SAY (b,a,Q))+ ASK (a,b,Q)
Instead of setting up four different intrinsic conditions and basing
five different conversational postulates on them to account for the
illocutionary acts conveyed with utterances like those in (3.8), an
account which captures the underlying relatedness of the intrinsic

conditions in (3.T7) and illocutionary acts conveyed by them seems




necessary.

The most direct way to achieve such an account is to postulate
one general intrinsic condition on illocutionary acts having to do
with participant ability. A preliminary statement of this condition
is given in (3.10).

(3.10) The performer of an illocutionary act K believes
that the performers of the volitional acts
involved in the ecarrying out of K are in fact
able to perform those wvolitional mcts.

The volitional acts referred to in (3.10) are those acts denoted by

a subclass of the non-stative verbs and adjectives (Lakoff, 196G),

namely the pro-agentive verbs discussed in Lee (1970) when they occur

with agents. Thus, while (3.11a) is ambiguous between an agentive
reading where John intentionally frightened the baby and a non-agentive
reading where John frighteped the baby, perhaps by acecident, (3.11b)

understood as a request does not show this ambiguity.

(3.11) a. John frightened the baby.
b. Can you frighten the bahy?

As an informational question about the addressee's abilities, however,
(3.12) is ambipuous as to agentiveness.

{3.12) Can you frighten the baby by accident?
(3.12), unlike (3.11b), cannot be understood as a request but only
as an informational guestion (unless one is talking about frightening
the baby accidentally on purpose). The reason (3.12) cannot be
understood as a request is that the phrase by accident forces a non-
agentive interpretation on the sentence, thus making the act denoted

by frighten non-volitional. Since the act is non-volitional, the
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ability condition given in (3.10) cannot be used to perform an
indirect illocutionary sact.

Given an intrinsic condition such as that in (3.10), the next
thing we need to know is how such a condition is used to perform
illocutionary acts indirectly. Modifying Gordon and Lakoff's (1971)
account somevwhat, we shall say that:

(3.13) An illocutionary act K is performed indirectly
by asserting that an intrinsiec condition on K

holds or by questionigg whether an intrinsic
condition on K holds.

5ﬁsserting an intrinsiec condition to perform K is not
interchangeable with guestioning an intrinsic condition to perform
K. Gordon and Lakoff (1971) would have it that assertion is used
when the agent is first person and questioning is used when the
agent is second person, but this is wrong, as shown by the
possible indirect acts given in (a) and (b).

(a) Can I help you? (offer)
(b) You can take out the garbage. (command)

The distinction between assertion and questioning will be
discussed further below.

For intrinsic conditions with more than one possible application

to a given illocutionary act--such as that in (3.10), which refers

to all volitional acts needed to carry out K--an illocutionary act

is performed indirectly by asserting that a specific application of
the intrinsic condition helds or by questioning whether a specifie
application holds. In the case of (3.10), this means asserting that
& participant in the illocutionary act has the ability to perform

one of the volitional acts necessary to the carrying out of the

illocutionary act or gquestioning whether such is the case,.
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To illustrate these ideas, we need an analysis of illocutionary

acts which makes explieit the volitional acts involved. A rough
attempt at such an analysis is given in (3.1k4) for some illocutionary

acts.

(3.14) a. Assertions, Granting of Permission

saY (s5,H,P)
saY (s,H, (ALLow (s, (Do (H,A)))))

b. Questions
IMPERES (sS,H, (SAY (H,S,p)))

c. Promises, Offers

PROMOFF® (s,H, (DO (5,A)))

d. Commands, Regquests, Asking Permission

IMPERE (8,H, (DO (H,A)))

IMPERE (S,H, (ALLOW (H, (DO (8,A)))))

I""II-IP}.']FLI*L‘ is a representation of the semantic content common to
the explicit performative verbs command, order, request, ask
(that), and others like them, as well as of the illocutionary force
of many imperatives. The term is from Ross (1970), as is the
analysis of questions. A similar representation of the semantic
content common to offering and promising is labelled by FROMOFF.

The representations in (3.14) are intended to be semantic represen-
tations and the items in capital letters are to be taken as semantic
primes. These representations are very schematic. It is highly
probable that the posited semantic primes are actually semantically
complex, but, we hope, not in ways which bear on the argument. 5

and H are labels for the speaker and addressee of the illocutionary
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act. A is an arbitrary volitional act, and P is an arbitrary
proposition.

Before continuing, it should be noted that embodied in the
representations in (3.14) is the claim that promises and offers are
not two different types of illocutionary acts, but rather two
realizations of the same illocutionary sct, and that commands and
requestis are similerly related. In fact, we wish to claim that
requests and offers are just deferential commands and promises.

One piece of evidence for this claim is the faet that while
there are explicit performative verbs for the illocutionary acts of
commanding and promising, there are no exnlicit performatives for the
illocutionary acts of requesting and offering (David Stampe, personal
communication). This is shown by the fact that (3.15b) is unacceptable
and that (3.15a) is not really a request, but is rather an order, as
shown by the unacceptability of this utterance with fcllcwing_EiEESE,T

(3.15) a. I (hereby) request you to leave the premises
(*please).

b. *I (hereby) offer to help you fix your flat tire.

Tsadock (1970) considers the acceptability of a following
please to be a test for true imperatives. However, this consti-
tutes a confusion of form and function, since imperatives used as
commands cannot be followed by please, as in (a), and yet one
would not want to claim that imperatives used as commands are not
true imperatives,

(a) *Shoulder arms, please.
Gordon and Lakoff (1971) consider the acceptability of a following

please to be a test for illocutionary requests, the view adopted
here.
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Of course, the lack of explicit performative verbs for
requesting and offering does not in itself shaow anything, since
there are other illocuticnary acts, such as insulting someone, which
do not have an associated explicit performative verb (Austin, 1962),
as shown by (3.16).

(3.16) *I hereby insult you be calling you a rapscallion.
liowever, there is also the strongly felt semantic (or pragmatic)
relationship between the acts of promising and offering and commanding
and requesting. To capture this relationship, we need only say that
they are basically the same acts, and that explicit performative verbs
cannot be used in deferential situations. (This of course leaves
the unacceptability of (3.16) a mystery.)

Another claim made in (3.14) is that utterances used to grant
permission are a type of assertion rather than a type of promise, say,
or a type of illocutionary act unrelated to the others we have given.
The reason for making this claim is that later we shall come across
cases of indirect illocutionary acts performed with utterances which
are literally grants of permission and we shall then need this claim
to arrive at an explanation of them. Since we have hypothesized
that indirect illocutionary acts are performed by asserting or
questioning that intrinsic conditions on those acts hold, we would
expect only literal asserticns or questions to be used to perform
indireet illocutionary acts. If grants of permission are assertions,
we can exyplain how these grants of permission can be used to
perform indireect acts. If, on the other hand, such an analysis is

wrong, then such illocutionary acts will remain unexplained.
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Given the representations in (3.1L) and our hypothesis about
how the intrinsic condition on ability may be used to form indirect
illocutionary sects, we would expect the following to be indirect
illocutionary acts (with A and P instantiated):

(3.17) Assertions, Granting of Permission

a, Can I saey that Harry is a fool?
I can say that Harry is a fool.
b. I can allow you to leave.
c. You can leave.
d. Can I ask you what you plan to do?
e. Can you tell me what you plan to do?
You can tell me what you plan to do.

Promises, Offers

f. Can I offer you my help?
I ran offer you my help.
g. Can I help youl?
I can help you.

Commands , Requests, fsking for Permission

h. Can I ask you to help me?
I can ask you to help me.
i. Can you help me?
You can help me.
J+« Can I ask you to allow me to leave now?
k. Can you let me leave now?

1. Can I leave now?
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However, there is a problem here, in that some of the utterances
in (3.17) may be paraphrased using may for can and others using be

able to for can as in (3.18):

(3.18) Assertions, Granting of Permission

a. May I say that Harry i=s a fool?
#Am I able to say that Harry is a fool?
?I may say that Harry iz a fool.
I am able to say that Harry is a fool.
b. *I may allow you to leave.
I am able to allow you to leave.
c. You may leave,
You are able to leave.
Questions (about plans)
d. May I ask you what you plan to do?
¥Am I able to ask you what you plan to do?
e. *May you tell me what you plan to do?
Are you able to tell me what you plan to do?
You may tell me what you plan to do.
%You are able to tell me what you plan to do.

Promises, Offers

f. May I offer you my help?
#am I able to offer you my help?
#] may offer you my help.
I am able to offer you my help.
g. May I help you?

fm I able to help you?
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g. (continued)
*T may help you.
I am able to help you,

Commands , Requests, Asking for Permission

h. May I ask you to help me?
*#Am I able to ask you to help me?
I may ask you to help me.
I am able to ask you to help me.
i. *May you help me?
Are you able to help me?f
You may help me.
You are able to help me.
J:. May I ask you to allow me to leave now?
*Am I asble to ask you to allow me to leave now?
k. *May you let me leave now?
Are you able to let me leave now?
1. May I leave now?
Am I able to leave now?

What appeers to be the case here is that, even though illocu-
tionary acts are themselves volitional acts, one cannot question one's
ability to perform such acts as an indirect way of performing those
acts, as shown by (3.18 a, b, d, h, j). Put another way, one cannot
question one's ability to perform an illocutionary act and at the
same time perform that act. One can however assert one's ability to
perform the act and at the same time perform it, as shown by (3.18 a,

d, h). This may be accounted for by modifying (3.13), the formulation
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of how indirect illocutionary acts are performed, as in (3.19).
(3.19) An illocutiocnary act K is performed by

asserting that an intrinsiec condition on K

holds or by questioning whether an intrinsic

condition on K which is a matter of belief

only (not knowledge) holds.
Since when you perform an illocutionary act you know that you are
performing it, you must also know that you have the ability to
perform it. Thus it is not a matter of belief only that you have
the ability to perform the act and you cannot question this ability
to perform an indireet illocutionary act.

To account for the illocutionary force of the utterances in

(3.17) where may is possible (grouped together in (3.20) below), we

need to appeal to another intrinsic condition.

(3.20) Assertions, Granting of Permission

a, May I say that Harry is a fool?

b. You may leave.

Questions

¢. May I ask you what you plan to do?
d. You may tell me what you plan to do.
Offers

e, May I offer you my help?

f. May I help you?

Commands , Requests, Asking Permission

g. May I ask you to help me?
h. You may help me.
i. May I ask you to allow me to leave?

J. May I leave now?
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Without becoming involved in a detailed analysis of may, we
can at least note that all of the utterances in (3.20) have para-

phrases with be allowed to for mey and in fact that they all are

literally cases of asking and giving permission. This suggests
that we need an intrinsic condition or conditions having to do with
permission on which to base illeccutionary acts. A candidate for
such an intrinsic condition is given in (3.21).

(3.21) 1In settings vhere he is being deferential to
the addressee, the performer of an illocu-
tionary act K believes that he has permission
of the addressee to perform the volitional
acts involved in the carrying ocut of K. i.e.,
that the sddresgee will allow him to carry
out these acts.

EIt is probably the case that the politeness condition
discussed in chapter two, that the speaker believes that the
addressee would not mind performing the wvolitional acts involved
in the illocutionary act, is actually a deference condition
related to this one.

How questioning whether this intrinsic condition holds, i.e.,
questioning whether one is allowed to carry out some volitional act
involved in the illocutionary act, amounts to the same thing as
asking permission to carry out that volitional act, by our analysis

of asking permission in (3.14). Thus we can explain how a request
for permission is used to perform indirect illocutionary acts without
modifying our account of how illocutinnﬂmw acts are performed. One
modification is needed, however, to account for the fact that the
assertions in (3.22) cannot be used to perform the illocutionary acts

that their question counterparts can.
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(3.22) a. I may say that Harry is a fool.
b. I mey ask what you plan to do.
c. I may offer you my help.
d. I may ask you to help me.
A superficial explanation would be that may in the permission sense
takes lst person subjects only in questions and takes 2nd person
subjects only in assertions. However, this explanation is inadequate
since we are not dealing with a faect about the morpheme may here but
with a fact about permission in general. Thus (3.23) is exactly
parallel to (3.22).
(3.23) a. You will allow me to say that Harry is a fool.

b. You will allow me to ask you what you plan
to do.

c. You will allow me to offer you my help.
d. You will allow me to ask you to help me.
A deeper explanation for the facts in (3.22) and (3.23) is based on
the fact that there seems to be a contradiction between a speaker's
being deferential to an addressee and his asserting that he has the
addressee's permission to perform a volitional act. This contradiction
mekes it impossible for an indireet illocutionary act based upon an
assertion of the intrinsie condition in (3.21) to go through.
The illocutionary acts in (3.20) which are expressed with
assertions may be accounted for by (3.2h).
(3.24) The performer of an illocutionary act K
believes (and, in fact, knows) that the
pddressee has his permission to perform the
volitional acts involved in K, i.e., that

he will allow the addressee to carry out
those acts.
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This intrinsic condition, unlike (3.20), does not involve deference,
but does involve knowledge. As we saw before, in the discussion of
(3.19), this disallows indirect illocutionary acts by questioning.
When the intrinsiec condition is asserted, i.e., when the speaker
asserts that he allows the sddressee to perform some volitional act
involved in K, this amounts to the same thing as granting permission
to the addressee to perform the volitional act, thus accounting for
the literal interpretation of utterances like (3.25) as granting of
permission.

(3.25) You may tell me what you plan to do.

Since the intrinsic condition in (3.24) does not involve
deference, the antideferential character of indirect illocutionary
acts performed by utterances like (3.25) still needs to be accounted
for. This is easily explained by considering that (3.25), taken as
a question, amounts to the assertion of a logically necessary truth,
since it is logically impossible to ask a question of someone without
being willing to allow him to answer. It iz npart of the meaning of
the notion illeeutionary act that in performing it, permission is
granted to the addressee to perform his parts of it, which is to say
that (3.24) is an essential condition on illocutionary acts (of
which more will be said in chapter four).

It is instructive to compare this case of the assertion of a
logically necessary truth with another case, given in (3.26) (Searle,
1969, p. 124), discussed in Gordon and Lakoff (19T1).

{(3.26) Either John is a communist or he isn't.

By asserting (3.26), the speaker commits himself to the belief that
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either member of the disjunction may be true and thus iﬁplies that
it is rossible that John is a communist, Sinee (3.26) is on the
surface tautological and thus empty, the implication is all that
is meaningfully conveyed by the sentence.

Utterances like (3.25) (repeated below) seem to be similar to
(3.26) not only in their logical necessity but also in the faet that
they imply the possibility that they could have been false. That
is, with (3.25) taken as a question, it implies that the speaker might
not have given the addressee permission to answer the question, and
further that the speaker is in a position to deny permission for the
addressee to answer the question.

(3.25) You may tell me what you plan to do.
Similarly with (3.27), taken as an order, there is an implication
that the speaker 15 in a position to grant permission for the
addressee to carry out the speaker's desires.

{3.27) You may help me.
In such cases, the speaker's permission is the hearer's command.

We have so far discussed cases of indirect illocutionary acts
based on the assertion or questioning of intrinsic conditions
involving belief and knowledge. There alzo appear to be cases of
indirect illocuticnary acts on intrinsic conditions concerning speaker
intentions.

Some examples of such intrinsic conditions are az follows:
when the spveaker (S) asserts a proposition (P) to an addressee (H),
it is 8's intention to ceuse H to believe P, When S asks H P, it

is 8's intention to cause H to tell S P. When S promises or offers
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to do a volitional act (A), it is S's intention to do A. When 5
commands or requests H to do A, it must be his intention to cause
H to do A. These conditions on speaker intention appear at the
right side of the arrows below.
(3.28) a. sAY (8,H.P) + INTEND (S, CAUSE (S, BELIEVE (H,P)))
b. ASK (S,H.P) + INTEND (S, CAUSE (H,SAY (H,S,P)))
c¢. PROMOFF (S,H,DO (S,A)) -+ INTEND (S,DO (S,A))

d. IMPERE (S,H,DO (H,A)) + INTEND (S,CAUSE (S,DO
(H,4)))

These conditions cannot be used by themselves to perform indirect
illocutionary acts. This is shown, for example, by the fact that
the utterances in (3.29) cannot be used as commands or requests
(although (3.29b) may have the perlocutionary effect of getting the
addressee to take out the garbage).

cause
{3.29) e, Wil1 I {Eet } you to take out the garbage?

cause
get

However, the utterances in (3.30) can be taken as indirect

b, I will E you to take cut the garbage.
illocutionary acts.
(3.30) Assertions

a, Can I get you to believe that I wouldn't
hurt a fly?

b. Can you believe that Irv is bald?
Question

¢c. Can I get you to tell me what time it is?
Reguest

d. Can I get you to help me?




34
Apparently these illocutionary acts are examples of the ability
intrinsic condition applied to the intentional intrinsic conditions
on the acts in question. Ior example, the speaker in (3.30b) by
questioning the addressee's ability to believe a proposition P
conveys indirectly his intention to cause the addressee to believe
P, and by conveying this intention conveys P at second remove. It
seems that this method of performing indirect illocutionary acts
is possible only when the ability condition is applied to the intention
conditions by questioning, since, for example, the assertions
corresponding to the questions in (3.30) cannot be used to perform
the respective indirect illocutionary acts. We have no explanation
for this restriction. Doubly indireet illocutionary acts like the
ones we have been discussing need more research.

We have so far discussed indirect illocutionary acts based on
general intrinsic conditions concerning ability and permission.
There are other general intrinsic conditions which can be used to
convey & variety of indirect illocutionary acts. Some of these are
as follows:

(3.31) The performer of an illocutionary act K
believes that no acts involved in the
performence of K are already performed.

(3.32) The performer of K believes that all acts
involved in the performance of K (save. for
K itself) will ocecur in the future. (In
the case of acts involved in the performance
of K whieh are acts performed by the
performer of K, this intrinsic condition
is & matter of desire rather than of belief.
cf. (3.33))

(3.33) The performer of K desires that all acts

involved in the performance of K should take
place.
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(3.34) In settings where he is being deferential
to the addressee, the performer of K
believes that the addressee is willing for
all acts involved in the performance of K
to take place, i.e., that the addressee
does not object to any of the acts involved
in K occurring.

{3.35) In less formal settings where he is being

deferential to the addressee, the performer

of K believes that the addressee desires

that all acts involved in the performance

of K take place.
The sorts of illocutionary acts that may be performed using these
intrinsic conditions are illustrated by the following sentences;
The sentences in (3.36) are based on the condition that the speaker
believes that no part of the illocutionary act is already performed.

(3.36) Assertions, Granting Permission

a. Have(n't) I (already) said that John is
coming tomorrow?

b, Did(n't) I say that John is coming tomorrow?
¢. Did(n't) you know that John is coming tomorrow?

d. Do(n't) you (already) know that John is coming
tomorrow?

e. Have(n't) I (already) told you you may go?

f. I haven't said yet that John is coming tomorrow.
g. You don't know yet that John is coming tomorrow.
h. I haven't yet told you you may go.

Questions

i. Have(n't) I (already) asked you when you'll be
done?

J. Did(n't) I ask you when you'll be done?

k. Have(n't) you (already) told me when you'll
be done?
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1. Did(n't) you tell me when you'll be done?

m. Have(n't) you (already) let me know when
you'll be done?

n. Did(n't) you let me know when you'll be done?
o. Do(n't) I (already) know when you'll be done?

p. Have I (already) gotten you to tell me when
you'll be done?

q. I haven't yet asked you when you'll be done.

r. You haven't yet told me when you'll he done.

s. You haven't yet let me know when you'll be done.
t. I don't know yet when you'll be done.

u, I haven't yet gotten you to tell me when you'll
be done.

Promises, Offers

v. Did(n't) I offer to help you?

w. Has(n't) anybody helped you?

x. I haven't yet offered to help you.
¥. Wobody has yet helped you.

Commands , Requests

z. Have(n't) I (already) asked you to close the
door?

aa. Have(n't) you (already) closed the door?

bb. I have(n't) yet asked to close the door.

cc. You haven't yet closed the door.
The sentences in (3.37) are based on the condition that the speaker
believes that all acts involved in the illocutionary act (save for

the illocutionary act itself) will occur in the future.
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(3.37) Assertions, Granting Permission

a. Will you believe that my dog has fleas?

b. I will allow you to close the door.

gﬁﬂ-ti ons

c. Will (Won't) you tell me how you knew that?

d. Will (Won't) you let me know what your name is?
e. You will tell me how you knew that.

f. You will let me know what your name is.

g. I will know how you knew that.

Promises, Offers

h. I will help you.
i, I will elimb that mountain.

Commands, Requests, Asking Permission

J. Will (Won't) you fix that leak?

k. Will (Won't) you allow me to see her?

1. You will fix that leak.
The sentences in (3.38) are based on the condition that the speaker
desires that all acts involved in the performance of the illocutionary
act should take place.

(3.38) Assertions

a, I want to say that this is a proud moment for me,

b. I want to tell you that you're the greatest.

¢. I want you to know that it wasn't personal,

Questions

d. I want to ask you why you did it.

e, I want you to tell me where the stash is,
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f. I want to know what you think of me.

Fromises, Offers

g.- I want to offer to help pay for that,
h. I want to help you with the dishes.
i. I want to promise it will never happen again.

Requests, Asking Permission

J. I want to ask you to close the door.

k. I want you to eclose the door,

l. I want to ask you to let me leave now.

m. 1 want you to let me leave now.

n. 1 want to leave now.
The sentences in (3.39) are based on the deference condition that
the speaker believes that the addressee is willing for all parts of
the illocutionary act to be performed.

(3.39) Assertions

a. Would you mind if I said that the meat's
overdone?

b. Is it alright with you if I say that the meat's
overdona?

e. Do you mind knowing that John is unfaithful?

d. Do you mind my letting you know that John is
unfaithful?

Questions

e. Do you mind my asking how many more children
you're going to have? -

f. Would you (be so kind as to) tell me where
she is?

g. Will you (be kind enough to) let me know.who
you think you aref?
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h. Do you mind my knowing what you're going to do?
Offers
i. Would it be alright if I offered to help you?
J. Would you mind my helping you?

Requests, Asking Permission

k. 4Would you object to helping me?

1. Would it be alright if I got you to help me?

m. Do you mind my asking you to help me?

n. Would you (be kind enough to) let me leave?

0. Is it OK if I leave you?
The sentences in (3.40) are based on the informsl deferential
condition that the speaker believes that the addressee desires that
all parts of the illocutionary act be performed.

(3.40) Assertions

a, Do you want me to tell you what I think?
You're nuts.

b, Do you want to know what I think? The butler
did it.

Questions

c. Do you want to tell me what you did with
the body?

d. Do you want to let me know what you did with
the body?

Requests, Asking for Permission

e. Do you want to close the door?
f. Do you want to give me permission to leave?
Several points should be noted about the intrinsic conditions in

{3.31)-(3.35), and how they may be used to perform illocuticnary
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acts. First of all the formulations given are only intended as an
attempt at representing the intrinsic conditions and are not to be
construed as the last word. One inadequacy is that (3.31) and
(3.32) obviously do not contain two independent intrinsic conditions,
but should probably be analyzed as two aspects of the same condition.
This is made difficult, however, by the fact that part of the
intrinsic condition in (3.32) is a matter of desire, while (3.31)
is totally a matter of belief. "This is evidenced by the impossibility
of conveying an indirect act by questioning (3.32) when the performer
is the speaker, and by the possibility of doing so by questioning
(3.31). (3.41) illustrates this.
(3.41) a. Do I already know what this is?

b. I don't yet know what this is.

c. I will know what this is.

d. Will I know what this is?
A1l the utterances in (3.41) may be taken as nuestions about the
identity of something, except for (3.41d). This is explained if
knowing the answer in the future is not a matter of belief, given
our formulation of how to perform indirect illocutionary acts with
intrinsic conditions (ef. (3.19)). It is called a matter of desire
here on the basis of the relationship between (3.32) and (3.33).

Another similar inadequacy in the formulations given is that

(3.34) and (3.35) should not be considered two different intrinsic
conditions. There are only two differences between (3.34) and (3.35).
The first is that (3.35) is used in less formal settings than (3.3L)

to perform indirect illocutionary acts and the second is that (3.34)
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involves a speaker belief about what his addressee would not object
to, i.e., would not not desire, while (3.35) involves a opeaker beliefl
about what his addressee would desire. In short, the speaker belief
in (3.34) is simply a weakened version of the speaker belief in
(3.35). This fact cries out to be related to the formality difference
between (3.3L) and (3.35). It might be said, for example, that in
a more formal setting, the speaker is more distant from his addressee
and, because of this, makes fewer and weaker assumptions about the
addressee's beliefs. However, not enough is known about what
constitutes formality to allow more than speculation.

A second point concerning the intrinsic conditions given in
(3.31) - (3.35) as well as the ones discussed earlier is that when
they are guestioned to perform an indirect illocutionary act, the
question may be either positive or negative, as shown by (3.42) and
some of the sentences in (3.36) - (3.k0).

(3.42) a. Can you help me? (request)
b. Can't you help me? (request)
c¢. Do you want me to help you? (offer)
d. Don't you want me to help you? (offer)
This is the case even with the intrinsic condition in (3.31), which
itself is negative, as (3.43) shows.

(3.43) a. Have I already told you that John eats
browvn rice?

b, Haven't I already told you that John eats
brown rice?

¢. THaven't I not already told you that John
eats brown rice?
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It appears that whether or not the intrinsic condition is itself
negative, the possible realizations of its use as an indirect
illocutionary act remain the same. This is not true for cases of
assertion of intrinsic conditions as shown in (3.4l4).
(3.44) a. You can help me. (request)
b, You can't help me. (not a request for help)

¢. I have already told you John eats brown rice.
(not an assertion of tell's complement)

d. I haven't yet told you John eats brown rice.
(assertion of tell's complement)

The difference between the relationship between positive and negative
questions and the relationship between positive and negative assertions
can probably be used to explain this. (See Schachter, et al., 1968,
for a discussion of positive and negative questions.)

The final point concerning the intrinsic conditions above
concerns those intrinsic conditions which are used in deferential
situations. As with (3.21), (3.34) and (3.35) cannot be asserted to
perform indirect illocutionary acts, but can only be questioned, as

we find in (3.45).

(3.45) a. Do you mind stopping the car? (request)
b. You don't mind stopping the car. (not a renquest)
¢. Do you want me to wash the dishes? (offer)
d. You want me to wash the dishes. (not an offer)
As was the case with (3.21), we can explain this by appealing to the
contradiction that exists between being deferential to an amddressee

and at the same time asserting that the addressee does not mind or
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actively desires that a part of the illocutionary act be performed.
This leads to the following generalization:

{3.46) An illocutionsry sect K is performed in a
deferential situation by questioning (not
by asserting) that an intrinsie condition
on K involving deference holds.

This generalization is explained by the following:

(3.47) One cannot perform an illocutionary act by
asserting an utterance the assertion of which
contradicts any aspect of the illocutionary
act in guestion.

From examination of the examples of indireect illocutionary acts
we have given, it appears that performing such acts with a question
is in general more deferential than performing them with an assertion.
This may be because questions spmehow make the act seem more
conditional and thus subject to veto by the addressee. This
conditionality may be emphasized by the use of the subjunctive for
indicative modal verbs as in (3.48), in which case the deferentiality
of the act is also increased.

(3.48) a. Could I ask you when you are leaving?

b. Would you take out the garbage?
c¢. Might T help you?
Such use of the subjunctive for indicative modals is not found in

assertions used to perform indirect illocutionary acts.g

gThe use of subjunctive for indicative in indirect
illocutionary acts is treated in Sadock (1970) as the use of past
tense modals for present tense modals. While there are sentences
in English which seem to contain past tense modals, such as (a)
and (b), the sentences which we have been discussing and those
which Sadock discussed do not seem to be of this type.
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(a) It used to be that John could leap tall buildings
in & single bound.
(b) When I was young, my mother would tuck me into bed.

It may be instructive at this point to compare the account
given here of indirect illocutionary acts with the account provided
for some of them by Sadock (1970). Sadock discusses a class of
utterances which have the form of questions but which are used
imperatively and to some extent behave syntactically like true

imperatives, These utterances he calls whimperatives.lﬂ Some of

1015 another paper (Sadock, 1971), Sadock also discusses
a class of superficial questions which are taken as assertions,
which he calls gueclaratives. Examples are given in (a) and (b),
with the assertions conveyed by them given in (a') and (b')
respectively.

(a) Who gives a damn about Turing machines?
(a') lobody gives a damn about Turing machines.
(b) Is being a middle executive type easy?
(b') Being a middle executive type isn't easy.

We have no way to account for queclaratives, in our framework,
since we presently have no idea what intrinsic condition on
assertions could be said to be questioned with sentences like

(a) and (b), The wh-question type is especially problematic for
us, since it is difficult to relate to the questioning of whether
an intrinsic condition holds or not. (The same goes for Sadock's
{1970) whimperatives which are wh-questions, such as "What do vou
have to drink?" as a request for a drink.) However we expect that
further research will show some relationship between queclaratives
and indireet illocutionary acts in our sense.

Sadock's examples are given in (3.49).
(3.49) a. Won't you give me a drink?
b. Do you have anything to drink?

c. May I have a drink?
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d. Would you give me a drink?
These examples and the other (yes-no question) examples given by
Sadock are examples of what we have been caelling indirect commands
and requests performed by questioning whether an intrinsic
condition holds (although we have not postulated the intrinsic
conditions necessary teo aceount for all of them).
Sadock gives three tests for what he calls true imperatives
and one test for what he calls true questions and shows that

vhimperatives pass the former tests and fail the latter. The three

tests for true imperatives are: 1) please may follow true imperatives,

2) the indefinite vocative someone may follow true imperatives,

3) true imperatives, but not true questions, may be conjoined with
true imperatives. The test for true questions is that they may be
preceded by tell me. In our terms, the please test is a test for
illocutionary requests, the somecne test is a test for commands and
requests with unspecified addressee, the conjunction test is
explained by notiecing that utterances performing two different types
of IlMPERing cannot be conjoined, and finally, the tell me test is

a test for requests for information, i.e., Iinformational questiona.ll

llTherE is another test mentioned in Sadock (1970, from Jerry
Morgan and Georgia Green, personal communication), for distin-
guishing between formal imperatives and whimperatives, which is
that formal imperatives (as well as other types of utterances)
may be followed by the 'tag' I tell you, while whimperatives may
not. Apparently this tag has a more superficial environment which
allows its appearance than the tests just mentioned, since it seems
to appear with superfieial assertions and imperatives and not with
superficial guestions and exclamastions, no matter what illocu-
tionary force is involved. Thus we have:
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(a) John is a doctor, I tell you. (assertion)

(b) You may leave, I tell you. (granting permission)

(¢) I want to know what time it is, I tell you.
(question)

(d) I can help you with the dishes, I tell you. (offer)

(e) You will take out the garbage, I tell you. (command)

(f) I want you to help me with the dishes, I tell you.
(request)

These all seem to be cases of repetition of an illocutionary act
but the form of the tag is a mystery.

On the basis of the tests given and some other considerations,
Sadock opts for representing whimperatives semantically as =
conjunction of an imperative and an interrogative hypersentence,

i.e., as a conjunction of a sentence of imperative illocutiocnary

force with a sentence which has the illocutionary force of an informa-
tional question. The two conjoined sentences are sa;d to be partially
identical. This solution is more or less ad hoc and does not provide
an account of which questions can convey requests and commands and
which can't.

In our framework, on the other hand, whimperatives (like other
indirect illocutionary acts) are represented at the remote structure
level as explicit commands or reguests, possibly by the use of the
appropriate higher performative predicate., These representations
are then mapped onteo structures which have a performative predicate
associated with either assertion or questioning. The mappings which
can take place are based only on felicity conditions on commands or
requests and thus explain how at some later (but relatively early)
stage in their derivation commands and requests become questions.

By this eccount, all tests for distinguishing between whimperatives
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and true guestions must be tests involving relatively deep semantic
facts, and, as we have seen, this appears to be the case,

In fact, we hypothesize that the mapping of illocutionary acts
onto illoecutionary assertions and questions takes place in the
derivation before any syntectic transformations apply, i.e., that
agssertions and questions used to perform indirect illocutionary
acts are syntactically indistinguishable from literal assertions

and questions {taking cooccurrence restrictions to be semantic}.lE

12mhig hypothesis seems to be borne out by such facts as
that both (a) and (b) may be indirect assertions of (c), thus
showing that negative hopping must apply after the mapping of the
structure underlying {c) onto the structure underlying (a).

{a) I believe John isn'"t insane.
(b} I don't believe John is insane.
{e) John isn't insane.

(The felicity condition justifying this mepping is given below).
However, Sadock (personal communication) has shown that a
gqueclarative such as (d) can either be understood as either the

assertion of (3) or the assertion of (f).

(d) Does Nixon believe that Rusk knows the meaning of
chutzpah?

(e) Nixon does not believe that Rusk knows the meaning
of chutzpah.

{f} MNixon believes that Rusk does not know the meaning
of chutzpah.

If gueclaratives are to be handled in our framework, we are forced
by this fact either to clalm that the mapping in this case occurs
after negative hopping, or te claim that the mapping involved maps
two different structures onto the structure of (d), thus duplicating
the work of negative hopping in the mapping. Both alternatives are
unattractive. A third alternative would be to say that queclara-
tives are not illocutionary questions and thus fall outside our
framework, The choice between these alternatives must await further
research.

Another instructive comparison is between Gordon and Lakoff's
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(1971) mechanism for relating questions and assertions to the
indirect illocutionary acts performed by them and our own mechanism,
the mapping indicated above. Gordon and Lakoff's mechanism is a
transderivational constraint (see (Lakoff, 1970a) for a discussion
of this notion). This works as follows: given derivations D® and
DP as in (3.50), where 8 is a surface structure and L is remote
structure, there will be cases where L2 conversationally entails

Lb

s which is to be understood as a transderivationsl relationship
between D® and DV,
kb gt N o A
Db Sb, e LP
The transderivationsl relationship of conversational implication is
always to be explained on the basis of a sincerity condition on Lb,
L2 being the literal illocutionary act and g being the illocutionary
act conveyed. The transderivational rule relating L® and A is to
be unﬁerstnnd as an interpretive rule operating on remcte structures.
In our framework, there would be only one derivation involved,
that given in (3.51) (using the notation pmiven above).

f5.55) oA, ... 1% 19

There would be a generative rule mapping Lh onto L%, where Lb is the
indireet illocutionary act and L‘b the literal illocutionary act
which conveys it. Thus the difference between Cordon and Lakoff's
approach and the one adopted here is essentially between the use of
an interpretive rule or a generative rule to account for the indirect

{llocutionary act conveyed by a question or assertion. There seem to be

no conclusive arpuments for favoring one of the aporoaches over the
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other. However, there are two considerations which seem to tip the
scales towards the approach adopted here. First, in Gordon and
Lakoff's framework, every intrinsic condition involved in a trans-
derivational rule must be turned backwards to yield that rule, while
the mappings posited here correspond directly to the intrinsie
conditions involved. This is more than a mere notational difference
since several different illocutionary acts can have essentially the
*
same intrinsic condition on them, thus forcing Gordon and Lekoff
to have several transderivational rules all with the same left-hand
side but each with a different right-hand side.

Second, if our hypothesis about the mapping cccurring before
all syntactic rules is correct, there is no case in which the
derivation of Lb, the indirect act, is relevant to the derivation of
L%, the literal act. Only the remote structure, i.e., the semantics
of Lh,is relevant. This means that the use of a transderivational
rule to account for the facts would be much too powerful a move.

We conclude this chapter by pointing out that, while many
intrinsic conditions which heretofore have been considered
conditions on particular illocutionary acts can be more profitably
viewed as general intrinsic conditions on all illocuticnary acts,
there are intrinsic conditions which must be viewed as particular
to specific illocutionary acts. Two are given in (3.52).

(3.52) a. BSAY (8,H,P) » KNOW (S,BELIEVE (8,P))
b. IMPERE (S,H,SAY (H,S,P) - BELIEVE (S,KNOW (H,P))
(3.52a) is the condition that a speaker who performs the act of

asserting P must know that he believes F. This is a condition on
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sincere assertions only. Searle (1969, p. 66) would have this
condition be simply that the asserter believes what he is asserting,
but if this were the case, we would not be able to explain the
indirect assertion conveyed by (3.53a) and (3.53b) and the
impossibility of (3.53¢) being an indirect assertion.

(3.53) a. I believe that John left.
b, Jchn left, I believe.
c. Do(n't) I believe that John left?

In all our previous examples it was the content of the speaker's
belief that was msserted or guestioned to perform an indirect
illocutionary act, not that he believed it, Thus the examnles in
(3.54) do not seem to constitute indirect requests, offers, or
questions, but only indirect assertions of believe's complement.

(3.54) a. I believe you can help me.
b. I believe I can help you.
e. I believe you can tell me whet time it is.

Further, it would seem impossible to believe a proposition
without knowing that one believed it, or vice versa, if "knowing"

17,

is used in its ordinary sense, The analysis of the intrinsice

13kor some philosophers, "I know that p" primarily means "n,

and no amount of further information would have made any differ-
ence to my saying so." Among these philosophers is Hintikka
(1962), who shows convineingly that if one is using "know" in
this sense, one can indeed believe p without "knowing" that one
believes p.

condition in (3.52a) is thus in some sense equivalent to Searle's
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analysis, and at the same time allows us to explain by our aceount
the form of (3.53a) and the impossibility of indirectly asserting
with (3.53¢), the latter following from the fact that the intrinsie
condition is not a matter of bellief only.

The condition in (3.52b) says that a performer of the act of
questioning his addressee must believe that his addressee knows the
answer to the question. This intrinsic condition accﬂuﬁts for the
use of (3.55a) and (3.55b) as indireet questions about who John
is with,

(3.55) a. Do you know who John is with?

b. Don't you know who John is with?

¢. You know who John is with.
The fact that (3.55c) cannot be so employed would seem to indicate
that (3.52b) is a condition which holds only when the speaker is
being deferential to the addressee, and thus that it is possible
to ask an addressee for information one knows he doesn't have, if
one is not being deferential to him. This seems to be correct.

This chapter has only scratched the surface of the topic of
indirect illocutionary acts; it needs to be gone into much deeper.
We have at least shown one way in which intrinsic felicity conditions
are important to any consideration of the syntax of illocutionary

acts.




CHAPTER IV

QUALIFICATION OF ILLOCUTIONARY ACTS

Besides their significance for the performance of indireet

illocutionary acts, intrinsic conditions are also syntactically

relevant in that certain of them may be used to qualify illocutionary

The sort offprﬂcess we are going to consider is illustrated

in (L.1).

You'll never be a politician, if you don't
mind my saying so. (assertion)

If I can ask, what do you mean by that?
(question)

You're a wonderful cook, Martha, if 1 haven't
already told you so. (assertion)

I'11 help you with the dishes, if it's
alright with you. (offer)

Perhaps I've already asked you to, but could
you take out the garbage? (request)

The if clauses in (L.la) - (4,1d) differ from the if clauses

of conditional sentences in several ways. First of all, there is

no causal connection between the proposition in the if clause and

and consequent of the normal conditional sentence.

the proposition of the main clause as there is between the antecedent

and (L.2c) are acceptable, (4.2b) and (L4.2d) are not:

If John comes, Mary will leave because of
his coming.

52

Thus while (L,2a)
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b. *If I can say something, that's a stupid idea
because of my being able to say something.

c. If John were dead, how would Mary feel
because he was?

d. *¥If I could ask, when are you leaving because
I can?

Second, while the normal conditional expresses a contingent
proposition, there is nothing contingent about (L.la) - (4.14).
that is, the truth of the illocutionary forece of the main clause in
these sentences is not contingent on the truth of the if clause.

Third, the if clause of normal conditionals may occur in a
variety of tenses and moods, while qualifying if clauses can only he
present indicative or subjunctive, or in the case of sentences like
(L.le), only in the past indicative. This is illustrated in (L.3).

(4.3) a. If I had studied, I would have passed.
b. If I were to study, I would pass.
c. If I study, I {(will) pass.
d. If I studied, I passed.

e, If I were to have been able to say so, John
would have been a doctor.

f. If I were to be able to say so, John would
be a doctor.

g. If I ecould say so, John would be a doctor.
h. If I can say so, John is a doector.
i. If I was able to say so, John was a doctor.
J+ If I could say so, John is a doctor.
(k.3a) - (4.3d) illustrate the pattern for normal conditionals. Of

the sentences (b.3e) - (4.33), (4.3e) and (4.31i) cannot be construed
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as assertions of the noncontingent truth of the consequent nualified
by the antecedent, (4.3}) cannot be construed as a true conditional,
and (4.3f) - (L.3h) are ambiguous between a reading with causal
connection and one without. In the last case, (4.3f) and (L.3g)
must be read with heavy stress on would to count as noncontingent
assertions that John is a doctor. HNote that in normal conditionals,
if the antecedent is subjunctive, the consequent must also be. This
is not, however, the case with quaelifying clauses and the associated
main clauses. This is the reason why (L.3)) cannot be interpreted
as a normal conditional, but only as an assertion that John is a
doctor.

A fourth difference is found by comparing sentences like (L.lka)
and (L.4b) with sentences like (L.kc) and (L.kd).

(4L.4) =a. If you don't mind my saying so, whales are
mammals .

b. Perhaps you will mind my saying so, but whales
are mammals.

g. If whales are viviparous, whales are mammals,

d. Perhaps whales are not viviparous, but whales
are memmals.

While the former bear a paraphrase relationship to each other, the
latter do not. All qualifying clauses have such paraphrases. Another
type of paraphrase not shared with conditional if clauses is
exemplified in (4.5).
(4.5) @&, How's your wife, if I haven't already asked.
b. How's your wife, or have I already asked that?

c. Your house is a mess, if you don't mind my
saying so.
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d. Your house is & mess, or do you mind my
saying sof?

e, Take out the garbage, if I may ask you to.

f. Teke out the parbage, or may I ask you to?

£. You may go, if you really want to.

h. You may go, or do you really want tol

To summarize, qualifying if clauses are if clauses which have

the following properties: a) they do not bear a causal relation to
their main clauses; b) they do not make the utterance hypothetical
or contingent; ¢) they occur only in the present indicative or
subjunctive, or in one case, the past indicative; d) they may occecur

with indicative main clauses when they themselwves are subjnnective;

e) they are paraphrasable by perhaps not x but y or ¥, or x7.

The reason that qualifying phrases are of interest to us is
that, like indireet illocutionary acts, they appear to be besed on
intrinsic conditions, in fact, on & semantically natural subclass
of intrinsic conditions. For example, all of the following if
clauses are based on the intrinsic conditions on ability and
permission discussed in the last chapter, and they may all aqualify
Jjust those illocutionary acts one would expect them to qualify, given
the precondition that the qualifying if clause must be an expression

of an intrinsiec condition on the illocutionary act it is qualifying:

{L.5) Assertions
a. Fred loves Jello, if I can say so.
b. Fred loves Jello, if you can believe it.

¢. Fred lovesz Jello, if I can pget you to believe it.
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Questions

d. Where were you last night, if I can ask (you
something)?

e. Where were you last night, if you can tell me?

f. Where were you last night, if you can let me
know?

g. Where were you last night, if I can know?

Promises, Offers

h. I'll give you a lift, if I can offer to.
i. I'"11 give you a lift, if I can.

Commands, Requests, Asking Permission

J. Would you walk the dog, if I ecan ask you to?

k. Would you walk the dog, if you can?

l. I want to leave, if I can ask you to allow me.

m. I want to leave, if you can allow me to.

n. 1 want to leave, if I can,.
Just as with indireect illocutionary acts, possible ambipuities arise.
Thus, the if clauses of (4.6i) and (k.6n) are identical, and (L.T)
is ambiguous.

(4.7) I'1l help you, if I can.

It may be used either to offer help or to request permission to help,
which one determined by whether the hearer obviously wants the help
or not. Of course, (4.7) may also be used as a straight conditional
sentence, a contingent assertion of intention to help. HNotice that
this last possibility is not open in th.Bl, while the first two
possibilities still are.

f4.8) I'11 help you, if I could.
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The conditional reading is disallowed because of the fact noted
before, that if the antecedent of a conditional is subjunctive, the
consequent must also be.

It was said before that not all intrinsic conditions may be
used to qualify illocutionary acts. Of the intrinsic conditions
we have examined, the ones on intention, e.g. that the speaker
intends to get the addressee to do what he orders or reguests him
to do, the one on desire, that the speaker wants what he intends, and
the ones invelving speaker knowledge cannot be used to qualify
indireet illocutionary acts. All of the others can, as shown in
(4.6) and below.

(4.9) Assertions, Granting Permission

a. John is here, if you didn't already know it.

b. John is here, if you don't mind knowing what
I think.

. ®*John iz here, if I intend to tell you.

d. *¥John is here, if I want to tell you.

e, John is here, if you want to know.

f. ®John is here, if I believe he is.

g. You may eat some cake, if you haven't already.
h. You may rescue the maiden, if you wouldn't mind.
i. *You may leave, if I want to let you.

Jj. You may leave, if you want to.

k. *You may leaQE, if I intend to let you.

GQuestions

1. when is the party, if you haven't already told me%l?g

?
m. When is the party, if you don't mind me knowing%h.l
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n. *When is the party, if I intend to knﬂW'i?z
o. *When is the party, if I want to knn'-.r{"':}
p. When is the party, if you want to tell me i?}
q. When is the party, if you knnwi?}
Promises, Offers
r. I promise to do it, if I haven't already done so.
s. I'll take care of the baby, if you wouldn't mind.
t. *I'11 take care of the baby, if I intend to.
u. *I'1l take care of the baby, if I want to.
v. I'll take care of the baby, if you want me to.

Commands, Requests, Asking Permission

Ww. Make your bed, if you haven't already.
X. Take out the trash, if you wouldn't mind.
Y. *Take out the trash, if I intend for you to.
z. *Take out the trash, if I want you to.
aa. Take out the trash, if you want to.
bb. Can I go, if you haven't already said I could?
ce. Can I go, if you don't mind?
dd. *Can I go, if I intend to?
ee. *an I go, if I want to?
ff., Can I go, if you want to let me?
It must be understood that some of the starred sentences are
hcceptable on some readings; however, they cannot be uttered with
the illocutionary force indicated.
What the intrinsic conditions which can be the basis for

qualifiecation have in common is that they are all conditions on the



beliefs of the speaker performing the illocutionary act, The
condition on speaker intention, that he intends for example to o
what he promises to do, the conditicn on speaker desire, that he
wants to happen what he intends to happen, and conditions involving
knowledge on the part of the speaker cannot be matters of mere
belief for the speaker. In general, it appears that qualifying if
clauses qualify those aspects of illocutiocnary acts which the
speaker might reasonably have doubt sbout, namely the felicity
conditions involving his own beliefs. It is the content of the
belief which the speaker has doubt about which appears in the ir
clause., Thus, the following are unacceptable because of the oticse
I believe:
(4.10) a. *I like rhubarb, if I believe I can say so.

b. *Open the door, if I believe you want to.

c. *Where's Melvin, if I believe vou know.

In passing, we note that there is further support here for the
formulation given in (3.52a) of the sincerity condition on assertions,
repeated below:

(3.52) a. SAY (S,H,P) - KNOW (S,BELIEVE (S,P))
If this condition were merely that one believes what one asserts,
we would expect to be able to base a qualifying if clause on this
belief. This is impossible, however, as shown by an examination of
(4.11¥

(4.11) a. Frank did the easy problems, if (he did) them,

b. Did Frank do the easy problems, if (he did)
them?

While (4.lla) is scceptable with heavy stress on easy and them, it

is not a simnle case of the qualification of the spesker's helief
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in the proposition he is asserting. For one thing, there is
involved in (4.1la) (and (4.11b)) the question of which problems
Frank was most likely to do, since (L.12) is only acceptable if
Frank is wont to do difficult problems in preference to easy cnes.
(4.12) Frank did the difficult problems, if them.
Also, there is a parallelism between (L.1la) and (L4.11b) which we
do not find with the qualifying if clauses we have been discussing,
for examnle:
(4.13) a. John is here, if you will believe it.
b. *Is John here, if you will believe it?
This is the case because the application of intrinsic conditions to
assertions and questions yields different results. If (h.11l) were
éxu.nIples of gqualifying if clauses based on an intrinsiec conditicn,
it would have to be an intrinsie condition on both assertions and
questions and further, one which yielded the same result when applied
to guestions as when applied to assertions. The intrinsic condition
in (3.52a), hovever, is specific to assertions and has no application
to questions. We will discuss sentences like (L4.11) further in the
next chapter, where we find that they are examples of qualification
of a presupposition rather than of an intrinsie conditien.

So far, we have discovered one necessary condition on intrinsic
conditions which are the basis for gualification of illocuticnary
acts: they must be conditions on the beliefs of the speaker. We
have argued that this is a natural restriction, assuming that the
qualification we are discussing is & calling into question of some-

thing. There is another condition which is equally natural given
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this assumption. It is that the intrinsic condition involved must
be a non-essential condition. The only essential intrinsic
condition we have discussed so far was the one on threats, that
the speaker believe that the hearer does not want the speaker to
do what the speaker is proposing to do. If this condition does not
hold, the speaker cannot be said to be threatening; he is either
promising or offering.

lotice that the essentiality of this condition does not prevent
its being used in performing an indirect illocutionary act. (L.1k)
can convey & threat or an offer, depending on the circumstances.
(4.14) Do you want me to hit you?
The fact that the negative force of the condition does not show up
in the indirect act is paralleled by what happens to the negative
of the intrinsic condition that part of the act already has been
performed. In fact as (4.15) shows, unlike other indirect illocu-
tionary acts, these perhaps cannot be conveyed by negative questions.
(4L.15) a. Don'"t you want me to hit you?
b. Haven't I already asked you to help me?
It is difficult to construe (L4.15a) as a threat and slightly
difficult to construe (4.15b) as a request. This is perhaps an
accidental gap in English usage of intrinsic conditions to perform
indirect illocutionary acts.
Now consider (4.16):
(4.16) a. I'1l hit you, if you want me to.
b. I"l1l hit you, if you don't want me to.

(4.16a) can only be m promise or offer and can't be a threat. (L.16b)
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cannot be any of these. It is instead a plain conditionsal
assertion, with causal connection between antecedent and consequent.
We would expect (4.16b) to be the correct expression of the
qualified threat, since negatives in intrinsic conditions do show
up in gqualifying if eclsuses, unlike the case with indirect
assertions. Thus:

(AT = .John is here, if I haven't already told you.

b. Why purple, if you don't mind me asking?
Another case of an essentlial intrinsic condition, which is

particular to the act of warning the addressee that X (as onposed
to warning the addressee to X), where X is some event, is that the
speaker must believe that the occurrence of X is not in the addressee's
best interest (Searle, 1969, p. 67). If the speaker believes to the
contrary or has no opinion on the matter, he is not warning; he is
simply asserting X to the addressee. As expected, one can nerform
an indirect illocutionary act using this condition, e.g., (L4.18),
when not an informational question, constitutes a warning.

(L.18) Is it to your best interest that your car has
no brakes?

And, bearing out our hypothesis, (4.19), if acceptable at all, is
not illoecutionarily & warning.

(4.19) I warn you that your car has no brakes, if it
isn't in your best interest.

To summerize, we have determined that qualifying if clauses are
based on a natural subelass of intrinsic felicity conditions, non-
essential intrinsic conditions on the speaker's beliefs.

We next consider what happens when qualifying if clauses are
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used with utterances which are expressions of indirect illocuticnary
acts. When we begin examining such cases, we notice first of all
that the same intrinsic conditions cannot be both the basis for an
indirect illocutionary sct and qualified by an if elause. Thus
the utterances in (4.20) and others like them are unacceptable

except, perhaps, as conditional questions.

(L.20) a. *If I may say something, may I say that it has
been wonderful?

b. #Did I ask you how you've been, if I haven't
already asked you?

c¢. *¥Do you want me to help you, if you want me to
help you?

d. *Do you mind taking out the garbage, if you
don't mind?

e. *¥Do you know what time it is, if you know?

f. *If you may tell me, you may tell me what
you're doing.

g. ¥If you will, you will not speak.
This restriction on qualification of indirect illocutionary acts is
given in (L4.21}.

(L.21) One cannot perform an indirect illocutionary

act by asserting that or questioning whether

an intrinsiec condition on K holds and at

the same time call that same intrinsic

condition into question by qualifying it.
However, we must be careful to be exact about what we mean by "same
intrinsic condition." Actually it appears that problems don't

arise if the indirect act and the qualification derive from different

applications of the same intrinsic conditions, as the examples in

(L.22) show.
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(L.22) a. Can I sey that it has been wonderful, if
you can believe it?

b. Do you want me to let you leave, if you
want to leave?

¢. Do you mind taking out the garbage, if you
don't mind my asking you to?

d. Do you know where my wife is, if I can know?

e. ¥Did you tell me where you're going, if I
haven't already asked?

The only exception is (L.22e), and, as it tﬁrns out, this is
explainable by the fact that indirect illncﬁtinnary acts based on
the intrinsic condition that the speaker believes that no part of
the act has already been performed cannot be qualified at all, as
illustrated by the examples in (4.23).

(4.23) a. *Did you walk the dog, if you can?

L. *Did I ask you how you like my hair, if wyou
know?

c. *Did I tell you that I'm pregnant, if you can
believe it?

d. *Did I offer to help you with the dishes, if
you want me to?

e. *Did you take out the garbage, if you don't
mind?

f. *You haven't told me yet where vou are, if
you want to.

g. *You haven't yet closed the deor, if you don't
mind.

It would appear that qualifying an illocutionary act by calling any
felicity condition on that act into question makes it Impossible
to convey that act by asserting that or questioning whether some

part of that act has already been performed.
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Other intrinsic conditions which act the same way are ones
based on the intentional condition on assertions, that the speaker
intends to cause the addressee to believe what he is asserting.
Two such derived conditions are that the speaker believes that the
addressee is able to believe what he is asserting and that the
addressee will believe in the future what he is asserting. The
impossibility of qualifying indirect illocutionary acts based on
these conditions is shown in (L.2L).

(4.24) a. *If I can tell you something, can (will) you
believe that John has passed his exams?

b. *Can (will) you believe that my wife is
pregnant, if you didn't already know?

c. *Can (will) you believe that George left, if
I haven't already told you?

d. *Can (will) you believe that my son is a drop-
cut, if you want to know what I think?

e. *Can (will) you believe that I saw Jesus last
night, if you don't mind my saying so?

The unacceptability of the utterances in (L4.24) is not to be
explained by reference to the behavior of the ability and futurity
intrinsic conditions, for, in general, indirect illocutionary acts
based on them can be qualified. (L.25) gives some examples.

(4.25) a. Can I say, if I haven't told you already,
that I'm sorry?

b. Can I tell you something? If you don't
already know it, your hair's on fire,

¢. If I haven't already asked, can you tell me
when you're leaving?

d. Can I say that your husband is the world's
best cook, if you can believe it?
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e, You can go in now, if you want to,

f. Can you clean the cat-box, if you don't
mind?

g. I will allow you to close the door, if I
haven't already told vou so.

h. You will tell me how you knew that, if you
don't mind my asking.

i. I will be a faithful husband, if I can.
J. Will you allow me to see her, if you can?
lor can the unacceptability of sentences like those in (L.2L)

be explained by the fact that there is & mediating intentional
condition involved, since intrinsie conditions based on a similar
intentional condition on questions, that the spesker intendz to
cause the addressee to cause him to know what he is asking,can be
used to perform indirect illocutionary acts which can be qualified,
as in (L.26).

(4.26) =a. If I can ask you something, do you (will you
let me) know where the nearest telephone is?

b. If I haven't already asked, do you (will you
let me) know why they put you in jail?

e. If you want to tell me, do you (will you let
me) know what she ate for lunch?

d. If you don't mind me asking, do you (will you
let me) know what has four wheels and flies?

Apparently, the inability to be qualified shown by assertions based
on the intentional condition that the speaker intends the addressee
to believe what he is asserting can only be explained as some idio-’
syncrasy in the behavior of this particular intrinsiec condition.

Perhaps further research will yield a more satisfactory explanation

for the facts in (L,2L4).
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With respect to gqualifiability of indireet illocutionary acts
based on them, the other intrinsie conditions we have discussed sll
act like the ability condition with two restrictions, the one given
in (4.21) concerning not qualifying an indirect illocutionary act
with the same application of the intrinsic condition which it is
based on, and & second one, that the intrinsic condition that the
speaker believes that the addressee wants what the speaker intends
cannot be qualified in an indirect illocutionary act based on the
intrinsic condition that the =zpeaker believes that the addressee
doesn't object to any part of the illocutionary act in question.
‘'he reverse is also true. This is shown in (L.27).

(4L.27) a. *Do you want to take out the garbage, if you
don't mind (taking it out)?

b. *Do you mind my asking where your bathroom
is, if you want to tell me?

e. Do you want to open the window, if you
don't mind my asking?

This seems to provide further evidence that these two intrinsie

conditions may actually be one (cf. the discussion of (3.31) - (3.35)),

because if they were one, we could then account for the unacceptability

of (4.27a) and (4.27b) as resulting from a violation of the
restriction given in (4.21). This suggests itself strongly, since
(k.27¢) is acceptable, as would be expected if two different applica-
tions of the same intrinsic condition were involved.
If we attempt to use this type of arpument to demonstrate that
(3.31) is the same condition as (3.30), i.e., that the condition that
the spesker believes that no parts of the illocutionary act have

already occurred is the same condition as the one that the speaker
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believes that all parts of the illocutionary act (save the act
itself) will occur in the future, we find that the arpument will
not work. This is because sentences like (4.28a) are acceptable as
requests and the unacceptability of sentences like (L.28b) as
requests is explained by the unqualifiability of any indirect
illocutionary acts based on the non-prior-performance intrinsic
condition (ef. the discussion of (4.23)).

(L.28) a. Will you see what's wrong with Jane, if
you haven't already?

b. *Have you already seen what's wronpg with
Jane, if you will?

This seems to be negative evidence that the conditions in (3.31)

and (3.32) are in fact different intrinsic conditions.



CHAPTER V

FRESUPFOSITIONS

In the last chapter, we discussed the phenomenon of illocu-
tionary act qualification and showed how it could be explicated
by reference to intrinsic felicity conditions. In this chapter,
we will show that there is a considerable parallelism between
presuppositions and intrinsie felicity conditions, in that there
is a process of qualification of utterances having presuppositions,
or in other terms, a process of qualification of the presuppositions
of utterances which seems to be a process quite similar to illocu-
tionary act qualification.

Before we can demonstrate this parallelism, however, we must
be clear on what we mean by the term 'presupposition' and more
precisely, who or what presupposes and what happens when the
presupposition is violated. Garner (1971), in a comprehensive
review of the notion of presupposition, points out that while most
rhiloscphers writing on presuppositions assume either that illocu-
tionary acts presuppose or that the (abstract) speaker of an
utterance presupposes, and presuppesition fmilure leads to the non-
performance of the illocutionary act involved, many linguists speak
of the presuppositions of sentences and say that presupposition

failure causes the statement made by the sentence to lack truth or
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to be meaningless. Garner gives reasons why the linguists' view
leads to difficulties. One is as follows: suppose one claims
sentences of the type "A knows that P" presuppose the factuality
of P, Then "it would seem that we would have to say that unless
P were the case, nobody could either assert or deny (successfully)
that P was known by anyone. This is, at the very least, highly
problematic" (Garner, 1971, fn. 23). On the other hand, if we speak
of the speaker of an illocutionary act presupposing P, we may
restrict our attention to whether the speeaker believes P to be true
or not, and not get involved in the question of whether or not F is
actually true.

Let us tentatively adopt the view that speakers performing
illocutionary acts presuppose things, and further, that for a speaker
to presuppose a proposition is for him to believe that the proposition
is true. If it is in fact false that the speaker believes the
presupposition to be true, then the illocutionary act is void or at
least infelicitous.

The question then arises as to what the difference is between
presuppositions and the sort of speaker beliefs we are calling
intrinsic felicity conditions. An obvious answer is that while
intrinsic conditions are either very general conditions on the
performance of all illocutionary acts or are less general conditions
on specific illocutionary acts (independent of what the form of the
utterance is which is used to perform the act), presuppositions are
associated with the use in utterances of specific lexical items (or

specific complexes of semantic primes) and don't seem to vary from




T1
one type of illoeutionary act to another. In other words, intrinsie
conditions on illocutionary acts in a sense follow by definition
from & consideration of the meaning of those acts or what it means
in peneral tc perform an illocuticnary act, while presuppositions
are unrelated to the meaning of illocutionary acts. Thus, given the
proposition P, "You point out that 0" (where  is a proposition),
no matter whether you assert P, question P, promise P, or command P,
it must always be the case that you believe Q. TFurther, you ecan
even deny the proposition P or use it as the antecedent of a counter-
factual conditional and you would still be committed to the truth
of Q.

Actually, matters are not as simple as the preeceding account
would have it. Not all presuppositions are as invariant as the
belief in the complement of point out. Karttunen (1971) has shown
that there are some verbs like manage and remember which apparently

presupposelh the truth of their complements in all assertions, but

thhen we spesak of a word presupposing, it must be understood
only as & convenient locution for the speaker of an utterance
containing the given word presupposing.

presuppose the negative of their complements in denials and in
questions conveys the question of their complement. This is
exemplified in (5.1).

{5.1) a. John managed to stop eating anchovies. =+
John stopped eating anchovies.

b. John didn't manage to stop eating anchovies. +
John didn't stop eating anchovies.
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e. Did John manage to stop eating anchovies? -+
Did John stop esting anchovies?

The so-called presuppositions in (5.1) look susniciously like
what we have been calling indirect illocutionary acts, since rather
than merely being procsupposed, they are often conveyed by the
utterances they are associated with. Further, manage shows un in
utterances we already know to be indirect illocutionary acts, as in
(5.2).

(5.2) a. Can you manage to tell my why you're wearing
that mask?

b. I can manage to say that we plan no wider war,
c¢. Can I manage to help you somehow?
d. Could you manape to shave before Mother comes?

e. Did I manege to tell you that Sylvia pot
married?

f. 7lid you already manage to tell me what her
name is?

g. Can you manage to believe that Harry proposed?
However, as (5.3) shows, manage may not be used by itself to convey
an indirect illocutionary act.
{(5.3) a. *I am managing to say that you're wrong.

b, *Are you managing to tell me what you're
doing here?

¢, *I manage to say that you're wrong.

d. *¥Do you manage to tell me what you're deing
here?

These facts can be accounted for, if we employ Searle's (1969)
distinction between illocutionary scts and propositional acts. Acts

of asserting, commanding, questioning, promising, ete., are
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illocutionary acts, while acts of referring and predicating are
propositional acts. One propositional act can usually be used to
perform any of a number of illocuticnary acts, but it is impossible
to perform a propositional act without amt the same time performing
gn illocutionary act. On the other hand, some illocuticnary actsz,
like utterances of "Huzzah" or "Ouch," do not have propositional
content, and may thus be performed without performing any
propositional act. Propositional acts must be distinguished from
utterance acts, i.e., the uttering of words, because the same
pronposition may be expressed by different paraphrases and different
referring exrressions.

How let us modify what we said before about what presuppositions
are. We shall say that a speaker performing & propogitional act
presupposes, and further, that for a speaker to presupnose something
is for him necessarily to believe that another proposition is true.
If there is presupposition failure, the propositional aect is invalid,
and therefore any illocutionary act performed by performing the
propositional aect is void.

In this view, presuppositions are nothing more or less than
felicity conditions (in fact intrinsic felicity conditions) on
propositional acts. As such they may be the basis for indirect
propositional acts, Just as felicity conditions on illecutionary
acts may be the basis for indirect illocuticnary acts. In the case

of verbs like manage, succeed (in), get (to), we notice that for

the sneaker to perform the propositional act of predicating a

volitional mct V of some agent fi, it is necessary for the sneaker to
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believe that A manages to perform V, that A succeeds in performing
V, and that A gets to perform V. These are conditions on the
predication of a volitional met. Moreover, these conditions are not
only necessary conditions on the predication of a volitional act,
but also sufficient conditions for the predication of a volitional
act (Karttunen, 1971, p. 350ff). Thus, it makes sense that one
can predicate of an agent that he manages to, succeeds in, or pgets
to perform & volitional act as the performance of an indirect
propositional act of predicating that the agent does perform the act.
Since the conditions on which the indirect propositional act may be
based are both necessary and sufficient conditions on the proposi-
tional act inveolved, the indirect propositional act cannot be
avoided. We shall see in the next chapter that there are cases of
indirect propositional acts which are not obligatory.

The unacceptability of the utterances in (5.3) shows that the
distinction between propesitional acts and illocutionary acts is
not just philosophical hair-splitting, but has syntactic relevance.
The utterances in (5.3) are unacceptable because a felicity
condition on propositional acts has been used as the basis for an
alternative expression of an expliecit performative verb or
illocutionary force marker. All we need to say is that explieit
performative verbs do not predicate, in the normal sense of the
term, when they are used performatively. When a presupposition is
used as the basis for an indireect propositional act and applies to
e verb which may be either taken as an explicit performative or a

simple predicate, the former interpretation is disallowed, and thus
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the utterance is disembiguated.

(5.4) a. I request (to have) 50 boxes a day. (embiguous
between performative and aorist interpretations)

b. I manage to request (to have) 50 boxes a day.
{ unambiguously sorist)

We shall have more to say about indirect oromositional acts in
the next chapter., when we examine invited inferences. Right now we
will exsmine the gualification of presuppesitions, a process parallel
to the qualification of felicity conditions on illocutionary scts.
(5.5) gives examples of what we are concerned with.

(5.5} a. The stash is in the air vent, if anywhere.

b. Only John has the strength to 1ift that, if
he does.

c. (Only) five people came, if that many.
d. Few blue whales, 1f any, have survived.

e. dJohn has stopped beating his wife, if he
used to bheat her.

Lakoff (1970b) has deseribed this sort of thing as a process of
presupposition cancelling. (It has also be discussed from an inter-
pretive viewpoint by Wilsonm (1970)). For example, considering

{(5.54) in detail, the proposition "Few blue whales have survived"
presupposes the proposition that there exists at least cne blue

whale which has survived. The latter proposition must be true

before the former proposition is meaningful. However, the presupposed
proposition need not be true in the case of (5.5d). This is

shown by the fact that (5.5d) can have a continuation whieh denies

the presupposition in guestion, while the same sentence without the

if clause cannot have such a continuation, as in (5.6).
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(5.6) a. Few blue whales, if any, have survived, but
perhaps none have.

b. ¥lew blue whales have survived, but perhans
none have.

o call this process presupposition cancelling is to suggest that
(5.5d) no longer has the presupposition in question. Lakoff

himself argues against this, giving evidence that the presupposition

is still there, but no longer required to be true. Thus, instead

of using the term cancelling, we shall call this nrocess nresunposition
qualification.

Before continuing the discussion of Lakoff's treatment of
presupposition qualification, we shall demonstrate some of the
resemblances between the if clauses used for the qualification of
presuppositions and those used for the nqualification of intrinsic
conditions. (5.7) contains the utterances of (5.5) with their if
clauses expanded.

(5.7) &. The stash is in the air vent, if it is
anywhere (around here).

b. Only John has the strength to 1ift that, if
(even) he has the strength to lift that.

c. (Only) five peonle came, if (even) that
many peonple came,

d. Few blue whales have survived, if any blue
whales have survived.

e. John has stooped beating his wife, if he
used to beat her,

[he first point of similarity between the if clauses in (5.7) and
the qualifying if clesuses we have discussed is the lack of causal

connection in both of them between the pronosition expressed by the
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if eclsuse and the proposition expressed by the main clause,
Actually, normal conditionals, such as those in (5.8), alsoc seem
to lack causal connection at times.

(5.8) a. If the moon has a ring arcund it, it will
rain.

b. The moon's having a ring around it would
cause it to rain.

. If John thinks he can get away with it, he's
Crazy.

d. John's thinking he can get away with that
would cause him to be crazy.

Thus, (5.8b) and (5.8d4) are not paraphrases of (5.8a) and (5.8¢c).
Howewver, it can be seen that there is in such conditionals a causal
connection between the if clause proposition and the sneaker's
believing the proposition expressed by the main clause., Thus, {5.9a)
and (5.9b) are paraphrases of (5.8a) and (5.8¢), respectively.

{(5.9) a. The moon's having a ring around it would
cause me to think that it's going to rain.

b. John's thinking he can get away with it
would cause me to believe he's crazy.

However, as a comparison of (5.10) with (5.7) will show, neither type
of causal connection exists with if clauses of the type illustrated
in (5.7).

{5.10) a. *The stash's being anywhere around here would
cause it to be in the eir vent.

a' . ¥The stash's being anywhere around here would
cause me to think it's in the air wvent,

b. ¥{Even) John's having the strength to 1ift
that would cause only John to have the
gtrength to lift that.
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b'. #*(Even) John's having the strength to lift
that would cause me to think that only
John has the strength to lift that.
ete.
The two types of if clauses are also similar in that they
share the same types of paraphrases. Utterances containing either

type may be paraphrased with utterances of the form Y, or X? or of

the form Y, or perhaps not X. However, only utterances containing

if clauses qualifying illocutionery acts may be paraphrased with

utterances of the form Perhaps not X, but Y., perhaps because of

some difference between the use of but as a conjunction of propositions
and its use as a conjunction of illocutionary mcts. These para-
phrases are illustrated in (5.11) for the corresponding sentences

of (5.7), the paraphrasability of utterances containing if clauses

qualifying illocutionary acts already having been discussed in

chapter four.

(5.11)

o

The stash is in the air vent, or

perhaps it's nowhere around here:i
is it anywhere around here?

b. Only John has the strength to 1ift that,

perhaps (even) he doesn't.
o {.does (even) he? }
perhans not (even) that m&nyi}

¢. Five people came, or {
did (even) that many?

perhaps none }

d. PFew blue whales have survived, or {
have any?

e. John has stopped beating his wife,

{perhaps he never used to:3
b did he use to?
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The third similarity is that if clauses like those in {573
apparently may be indifferently subjunctive or indicative while the
main clause remains indicstive, although there is dialectal
variation concerning this:

(5.12) a. The stash is in the air vent, if it would be
anywhere around here.

b. Only John has the strength, if even he
would have.

c. ?Five people came, if even that many would
have.,

d. ?Few blue whales have survived, if any would
have,

e. John has stopped beating his wife, if he
would use to beat her.

(5.12¢) and (5.12d4) show that the subjunctive paraphrase must be
restricted to the present tense cases, perhaps because of the usual
counterfactual presupposition of the past subjunctive.

The fourth similarity is that the propositions expressed hy
the utterances in (5.7) are not contingent propositions. In fact,
the if clause use increases the number of circumstances under which
the proposition of the main clause may be true, while in normal
conditionals, the proposition of the antecedent limits the circumstances
under which the proposition of the consequent may be true.

There is a major dissimilarity between the if clauses cualifying
illocutionary acts (intrinsic conditions) and those gualifying
propositional acts (presuppositions), and that is that the latter
may be past subjunctive or indicative if the main clause is past

subjunctive, ‘as in (5.13).
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(5.13) a. '"The stash would have been in the air vent ,
had been anywhere.
af-dt were to have been anywhere.
was anywhere.
b. Only John would have had the strength, if
had had it.
(even) he were to have had it.
had it.
¢. Five people would have come, if (even)
had.
that many were to have.
did.

d. Few blue whales would have survived, if

had.
any were to have,
did.

e. John would have stonped beating his wife,
§11ad beal Ler. -?S
if he ever were to have beat her,
did beat her.
We see above the same indifferent use of past subjunctive and
indicative that we noticed with the present, but this may nerhaps
be explained in this case by the dying out of the past subjunctive
in English. Ths difference we have discovered may be explained by
assuming, as Searle (1969) does, that the subjunctive mood is part
of an illocutionary force indicator, i.e., that subjunctively
asserting and questioning are illoecutionary acts. Since the
qualification of propositional acts has no connection with illecu-
tionary acts performed by those propositional acts, we would expect
to find real subjunctive qualifying if clauses on subjunctive

propositional acts, while qualifications of illocutionary acts
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could never be subjunctive. In other words, while qualifications
of presuppositions are inside the domains of the illocutionary acts
in nuestion, qualification of intrinsic conditions on illoeuticnary
acts are cutside the domain of these acts,

We have demonstrated encugh similarity between the oualifying
if clauses on intrinsic conditions of i;lucutiﬂnary gets and those
on presuppositions to consider them to be manifestations of the same
process., with the differences between them accounted for by the
differences that exist between illocutionary snd propositional acts.
We now turn to a consideration of the faet that not all presuppositions
are qualifiable. Lakoff (1970b)claims that not only are some pre-
suppositions inherently not qualifiable, e.g. the factivity of the
complements of factive verbs, but also that those presuppositions
" that sre qualifiable may in fact be qualified only if they occuny
a certain position in the presuppositional structure of the sentence
(in our terms proposition) in question, namely, that they are first
order presuppesiticons.

Lakoff defines the order of presuppositions in terms of the
concept "immediately presupposes": "Thus we will say that 'Gl
immediately presupposes SE EYT9F and only 17 &, nresupposes 0, and

there is no S3 such that 5, presupposes 53 and 33 Presupposes UP"
(Lakoff, 19TNh}. First order presuppositions are those

which the propositional act immediately presuppose, second order
presuppositions are those which the first order presuppositions

immediately presuppose, and se forth.

An example of first and second order presupnpositions (from
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Lakoff, 1970b) is given in (5.1L).
(5.14) a. Few men have stopped beating their wives.

b. (first order presupposition) Some men
have stopped beating their wives.

c. (second order presupposition) OSome men
have beaten their wives.

Lakoff notes that (5.1ha) presupposes both (5.14b) and (5.1kec),l” but

lSLakoff claims that the relationship of presupposing is
not always transitive. However, all his counterexamples to the
transitivity of presupposition either are based on a faulty
presuppositional analysis of pretend (Karttunen, 1970a) or the
nonfactivity of realize in conditional sentences (Karttunepn, 1970t).

that while the first order presuppositiocn can be qualified, as in
(5.15a), the second order presupposition apparently cannot be
qualified, as shown by (5.15b).

(5.15) a. Few men have stopped beating their wives,
if any have stopped.

b. *Few men have stopped beating their wives, if
any have ever beaten them at all,

liowever, it seems more likely that (5.15b) is unacceptable not
because of gualification of a second order presupposition, but
because one if clause is being used to qualify two presuppositions
at the same time. If we separate the qualification of the pre-
supposition associated with few from the qualification of the
presupposition associated with stop, as in (5.16), we find that the
'second order' presupposition associated with the verb stop can in

fact be qualified.
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(5.16) a. Few men, if any, have stooped beating
their wives, if they ever beat them st =ll.

b. Few men have stopped beating their wives,
if they ever heat them at all.

Sentence (5.16b), for examnle, could be asserted by somebody who

is taking a poll to determine, of those men who have beaten their
wives, how many have stopped, and who finds that few men have in
fact stopped and further that it is questionsble that those men
sﬂuuld count in the poll, since there is evidence that they lied in
response to the initisl question, whether they had ever heaten their
wives.

It can be further shown that the notion of order of presupposition
is somewhat problematic. since in cases like (5.17), there is no way
to determine which is the first order presupposition and which is
the second, of Pra and Prb, while admittedly Pr, seems to be more
distantly associated with the proposition expressed be the assertion.

(5.17) John has stopped beating his wife.

Pra. Somebody has stopped beating his wife.

Pry. John used to beat his wife.

Prc. Somebody used to beat his wife.
The difficulty could be solwved by calling both Pr& and Frb first
order presuppositions and Prc a second order presupposition.
llowever, it is not very explanatory to say that (5.18) (as an
example of qualification, not as a conditional) is unaccentable
because Prc iz a second order presupposition, when really what is

going on is that one cannot qualify two presuppositions at the same

time.
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(5.18) *John has stopped beating his wife, if anybody
used to,

Another condition on qualification of presuppositions is
that the qualifying if clause must be in the same clause as the
word connected with the presupposition being qualified, thus, in
(5.19), the NP being qualified can only be the one immediately
following the gualifying phrase.

(5.19) a. If anybody, Harry was sick.
b. If anybody, John said that Harry was sick.

¢. If anybody, Milt regretted that John said
that Harry was sick.

Putting heavy stress on Harry in (5.19b) or (5.19¢) or Milt in (5.19¢),
thus marking them as the referring expression which has its pre-
sunposition qualified, causes these sentences to be unacceptable.
Returning to the subject of gualifiable wersus nonnualifiable
nresuppositions, we recall that there were two possible reasons why
a given intrinsic condition could not be qualified: 1) it is a
condition on the speaker's intentions, desires, or knowledge rather
than on the speaker's beliefs, or 2) it is an essential condition
whieh must be fulfilled for the illocutionary act to take nlace.
Since all presuppositions seem to be conditions on the speaker's
beliefs rather than on his knowledge, intentions, or desires, it
appears that an explanation of why some presuppositions are not
qualifiable similar to that given in 1) is not open to us. HNor
can we expect to find an explanation similar to that given in 2),
since by definition the presuppositions associated with a pronosi-

tional act are necessarily believed to be true if the propositional
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act is to have a truth value or be meaningful. There are no
cases of propositional acts which have a truth value but which are
odd or misleading because of a presupposition failure, parallel to
the cases of illocutionary acts which are infelicitous because of
the falsity of an intrinsic condition but which still constitute
illocutionary aets. In fact we have no explanation for why some
presuppositions are not qualifiable.

Continuing this discussion, we give some examples of qualifiable
and non-qualifiasble presuppositions. Corresponding to the examples
of qualifying if clauses given in (5.7), we have the following
qualifiable presuppositions:

(5.20) a. if anything If the speaker nredicates f of

if anybhody & referring expression r, he
if anywhere presupposes that there exists
ete. in the domain of discourse

some object that f is true of.

b. if he does Te say LY (a,f(a)) presupnoses
if that fla).t

b'. if that many To say there exists only some
number of x such that #(x)
presupnoses f{x) for that
number of X,

. if any To say Fow (a,f(a)) presupposes
here exists an x such that
f(x) is true.

d. if 5 used to To say of an argument that it
stops at time t presupposes that
there exists a time t; before
t such that the argument
cceurs at tq.

150 follow here Horn's (1969) presuppositional analysis of
only and his representation of only as a two place predicate taking
as first argpument its scope and as second arpument a prediestion
about its scope.
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All of the presuppositions given in (5.20) are invariant under
assertion, questioning, and subjunctive assertion. The first one
however does not count as a presupposition under denial (the
others do). This need not concern us much, since invariance under
assertion, questioning, subjunctive assertioun, and denial is not

for us a defining characteristic of presuppnsitiuns.lT Presunpositions

1TTha$ invariance under guestioning and under subjunctive

assertion does not hold even for the presupposition that the
complement of factive verbs is true is shown by Karttunen (1970b).

are those propositions which the speaker must believe to be true to

bring off a propositional act. We argued before that propositional

acts are embedded in illocutionary acts at least for the purposes
of presupposition gqualification, so it is not surprising to find
some interaction between the illocutionary sct and its associated
propositional act. In fact, we can hypothesize that the interaction
is all one-way, that is, we would be surprised to find that a
felicity condition on an illocutionary act need not hold if the
illocutionary act's associated propositional act was of a certain
form.

One of the claims implicit in (5.20b)and (5.20b') is that
whenever we find an utterance with a gualifying if clause of the

form if that or if him or if and a clause with a stressed definite

noun phrase, the noun phrase in the main clause which gave rise to
the presupposition being cancelled must be an argument of the
predicate only. There are obviously superficial counterexamples

to this, e.g. those in (5.21).
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(5.21) a. The fire is smoldering, if that,
b. Five people came, if that.
c. He likes her , if that.

{(5.22) &a. The fire is only smoldering, if it is doing
that .

b. Only five people came, if that many
peonle came.

c. He only likes her, if he feels that strongly
about her.

However, not only are the sentences in {5.21) paraphrasable by the
sentences in (5.22), but the same contrastive stress shows up on
the noun phrases (perhaps underlying) in the examples of (5.21) that
shows up on the noun phrases guantified by only in the corresnonding
examples of (5.22). As Wilson (1970) points out, it is difficult to
begin discourses with sentences like those in (5.21). 1In faect,
there are some like (5.23) which only seem possible in response to
semething like (5.2L).

{5.23) Ceorge came, if he did.

{5.24) George, Harry, and Mike came.
In other words, sentences like those in (5.21) serve only io
contradiet either what someone else has just said or to contradict
a shared assumption. This is s feature which utterances containing
only have, sinee, following Horn (1969), the assertion of an
utterance containing_only amounts to the assertion that nc arpument
in the domain of discourse other than the argument that is in the
scope of only is characterizable by the predication of the assertion.
That is:

{5.25) SAY (ONLY (x=a, f{x))) + 8AY (~Fy(y#a &f(y))]
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Another reason for assuming that there is an underlying only
in sentences like (5.21) is that the noun nhrases in nuestion show
the same scale of strength behavior that liorn (1969) showed existed
for the arpument of only. Thus, Jjust as (5.26a) is unacceptable,
so is (5.26b).

(5.26) a. *He only loves her, hLe doesn't like her.
b. %He loves her, if that.
For these reasons, we can assume that utterances which have following
if that clauses have at least an underlying only taking the qualified
expression as its first arpument and that this Eﬂli is ontionally
deletable.

Examples of non-qualifiable presunpositions are actually quite
diffieult to come by. We have been able to find only two (mlthough
there may well be others): 1) that the speaker believes that what
he is predicating a factive predicate of is true, and 2) that when
the speaker predicates even (x=a, f(x)), he believes that Ty(y#a, fly))

(using Horn's (1969) &nalysis}.la

laIn a future work it will be shown that the presupposition of

even given here is more accurately that f is also true of more
likely arguments in the domain of discourse for it to be true of
than a, rather than simply that there exists another instantiation
of x such that f(x) is true. This difference in analysis is not
erucial to the discussion here.

It might at first glance appear that these presuppositicons are

actually qualifiable because of the existence of sentences like

those in (5.27).
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(5.27) a. If John is umstairs, Harry realizes that
he iz,

b. If somebody else comes, even Irv will come.
However, as shown in (5.28), these sentences are actually normal
conditionals with causal connection between antecedent and
consequent, and, as (5.29) shows, they do not have the paraphrases
we would expect for sentences containing quelifying if clauses,

{5.26) a. John's being upstairs would cause Harry
to realize that he is.

b. Somebody else's coming would cause me to
believe that even Irv is coming.

(5.29) a. *Harry realizes that John is upstairs, or is
he?

b. *Even Irv is coming, or perhaps nocbody else is.

Tt is particularly interesting to examine & class of utterances
which have if clauses which are ambiguous between readings vhere
they are antecedents of true conditionals and readings where they
qualify a propositional act. An example of such an utterance is
given in (5.30).

(5.30) John 1left last night, if he was able to.

This utterance is ambiguous between the reading given in (5.31a)
and the reading given in (5.31b).

(5.31) a. John's having been able to leave last night
would cause me to believe that he did leave.

b. John left last night, or was he able tc?
To delimit this class of utterances and to account for the
(5.31b) reading of (5.30), we must consider in detail Karttunen's

(1971) analysis of what he calls implicative verbs. For Karttunen,

an impliecative verb is one which when used in assertions imnlies
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that its complement is true, as factive verbs do (Kiparsky and
Kiparsky, 1970), but which when negated implies that the negative
of its complement is true and which in guestions amounts to a question
about whether its complement is true, unlike factive verbs. An
example will clarify this: the assertion of (5.32a) amounts to the
assertion of (5.32b), the assertion of (5.32¢) amounts to the
assertion of (5.32d), and the question (5.32e) amounts to the
question (5.32f) (leaving aside cases with contrastive stress on
the main verb).

{5.32) a. John happened to see Mary.
b. John saw Mary.
c. John didn't happen to see 'ary.
d. John didn't see lary.
e. Did John happen to see Mary?
f, Did John see lary?

Similarly, there are, according to Karttunen, negative implica-

tive verbs, which, when used in positive assertions, imnly that
their complements are false, when used in negative assertions, imply
their complements are true, and when used in nuestions, amount to
a question about whether or not their complements are false. An
example of a negative implicative verb is fail (to), whose behavior
is demonstrated in (5.33).
(5.33) a. Fred failed to button his fly. =
b. PFred didn'"t button his fly.
¢. Fred didn't fail to button his fly. =

d. Fred buttoned his fly.
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e, Did Fred fail to button his fly? =
£, Did Fred not button his fly?
Some of the verbs which are implicative are piven in (5.34)
and some which are negative implicative are piven in (5.35)

(5.34) a. manage (to), get (to), succeed (in),
haopen (to)

b. remember {to), choose (to), be able (to),
dare {(to), see fit (to)

{(5.35) a. fail (to), neglect (to), refrain (from)

b. forget (to), deecline (to), refuse (to),
be too lazy, stupid, smart, ete., (to)

Karttunen explains the behavior of the abowve werbs by reference
to the fact that utterances containing the verbs in (5,3ka)
constitute necessary and sufficient conditions for believing that
the complements of those verbs in such utterances are true, while
utterances containing the verbs in (5.35a) constitute necessary and
sufficient conditions for believing that the complements of those
verbs are false. Thus, it is impossible under all ecircumstances
for one to happen to do something and not do it or for one not to
happen to do something and do it. EBimilarly, it is impossible
to fail to do something and do it or not to fail to do something
and not do it. Thus, the propositions expressed with the wverbs in
(5.34a) and (5.35a) are in some sense eguivalent to the propositions
which they convey, although there is, to be sure, a meaning
difference between the explicit provosition and the conveyed
proposition not relevant to the stated eguivalence.

In the case of the verbs in (5.34b) and {5.35b}.19 Karttunen




1950me of the verbs which Karttunen would have ineluded in
the classes exemplified by our (5.34a) and (5.35a) we would
reclassify as belonging to the classes exemplified by (5.3ka)
and (5.34b). Such verbs include remember, dare, forpet, and
decline. This is necessary because we find these verbs to act
like those in (5.34b) and (5.35b) in our dialect. The fact that
dialects can differ in such judgments is noted by Varttunen and
will be discussed in the next chapter.

points out that they are ambiguously implicative or non-implicative
and that strictly speaking utterances containing them constitute
only necessary and not sufficient conditions for believing that
their complements in such utterances are true in the case of verbs
in (5.3Ub) or false in the case of verbs in (5.35b). Thus a
sentence like (5.36a) is ambiguous between a reading where it is
about John's ability and a reading where it is used to convey a
statement about what John did and is only secondarily about John's
ability.

(5.36) a. John was able to complete his eollection.

b. John was able to complete his colleection, but
he didn't because he had lost interest in it.

‘he sentence (5.36b), however, can only be interpreted as a statement
about John's ability because the continuation contradicts the
indireet assertion. Comparing (5.36) with (5.37), (and ignoring the
readings with heavy stress on able), we find that it is impossible
to avoid the indirect reading of (5.3Ta), where it is a statement
about what John didn't do as well as one about his abilities,

(5.37) a. John wasn't able to be present.

b. *John wasn't able to be present, but he
was present.
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This is explained by the fact that being able to perform a volitional
act is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition on the actual

performence of that act.20 However, as Karttunen arpues, it is

201+ should be noticed that this condition is guite similar
to the ability intrinsic condition on illocutionary acts discussed
earlier. In fact, it would be better to say that there is one
condition on ability which applies to both illocutionary and
propositional acts, and that differences between the syntactic
reflexes of this condition in the gualification (and indirect
performance) of illocutionary acts and those syntactic reflexes
in the qualification (and indirect performance) of propositional
acts all result from general differences between illocutionary
and propositional acts. Thus for example in if clauses qualifying
illocutionary acts, be able and can can only have 1st or 2nd
person subjects, while in if clauses qualifying propositional
acts, they can have 3rd person subjects (as we shall see below),
obviously & consequence of the fact that it is the speakers
and eddressees only who are participating in an illocutionary
act, while the agent in a propositional act may be anyone.

sometimes taken also as a sufficient condition on the performance
of that act, in which case sentences like (5.36a) can he taken as
statements about what the agent of the volitional act actually did.
A similar argument would show that forgetting to perform a volitional
act, a sufficient condition on the non-performance of that act (or
rather not forgetting to perform & volitional act, a necessary
condition on the performance of that act), has the same behavior.
In the framework presented here, implicative verbs are simnly
verbs which denote logically necessary conditions on the truth of
g predication of a volitional act of someone. Thus to perform the
rropositional act of predicating of an agent that he performs a
volitional act V, you must believe that that agpent manages to,

remembers to, doesn't fail to, doesn't decline to perform V,
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and so forth through the list of implicative verbs. When you
predicate of an agent that he manages to, remembers to, doesn't
fail to, or doesn't decline to perform V, you may indirectly nerform
the propositional act of predicating that the arent does V, of which
more will be sald when we discuss invited inferences in the next
chapter.

We cannot analyze implicative verbs as verbs which dencote
predication which is presupposed by the predication of a volitional
act because if they were 50 analyzed, we would be in effect claiming
that before a predication of a volitional act V can be_meaningful ,
it must be the case that one believes that the agent of V manapes
to, remembers to, etc., perform that act. But it would be nonsense
to say the proposition that "John sucks eggs" is meaningless when
John doesn't manage to suck eggs. The proposition is simply false,
not meaningless.

What we have in implicative verbs is a denotation of truth
conditions on the propositional act of predicating a volitional

act, while presuppositions are meaningfulness conditions. Truth

conditions and meaningfulness conditions are similar in that they
may both be the basis for the qualification of pronositional acts
by if clauses. Consider the examples in (5.308).

(5.38) a. John vplayed pool last night, if he

managed to.
b, chose to.
c. didn't neglect to.

d. didn't refuse to.
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e. John didn't pley pool last night, if he
didn't manage to.

e didn't choose to,
£, neglected to.
h. refused to.

These sentences as well as all having a causal interpretation all
have an interpretation where the if clause is qualifying a truth
condition on the main clause, as shown by the paraphrases in (5.39)
- (5.k2).

(5.39) a. John played pool last night, or perhaps he

didn't manage to.
b didn't choose to.
[ 1 neglected to.

refused to.

(5.40) a. John didn't play pool last night, or perhaps he
managed to.

b. chose to.
Cs didn't neglect to.
d. didn't refuse to.

(5.41) a. John played pool last night, or
did(n't) he manage to?

b did(n't) he choose to?
e did(n't) he not neglect to?
d. did(n't) he not refuse to?
(5.42) a. John didn't play pool last night, or did he
manage to?
b. choose to?
e, not neglect to?

d. - not refuse to?
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It is no accident that (5.39), (5.40), (5.41), and (5.42) seem to
have interpretations as (5.43), (5.44), (5.45), and (5.46)
respectively.
(5.43) John played pool last nipht, or perhaps he didn't.

(5.44) John didn't play pool last night, or perhaps
he did.

(5.45) John played pool last night, or did(n't) he?

(5.46) John didn't play pool last night, or did he?
There are two possible explanations for this. One would be that
the implicative verbs in the continuations are all simply used
implicatively and thus we don't have qualification of truth conditions
here, but only an indirect conveyance of (5.43) - (5.46) by means of
the use of implicative wverbs. The problem with this explanation is
that the continuation of a sentence like (5.39b) for example can be
interpreted as a statement about what John chose to do, where chose
is a nonimplicative. Thus (5.47) is perfectly acceptable with what
is presumably a nonimplicative use of choose, in which case John's
choosing to play pool would not imply that he played pool and the
correspondence we are discussing would be unexplained.

(5.47) John didn't play pool last night, or perhans
he chose to instead of choosing another npastime.

A more tenable explanation of the correspondence between (5.39) -
(5.42) and (5.43) - (5.46) is that the qualification of propositional .
acts by reference to truth conditions amounts to bringing the truth
of those propositions into guestion {while qualification by reference
to presuppositions brings meaningfulness of propositions into question).

Then the utterances in (5.39) - (5.42) and (5.43) - (5.46) are similar



a7
to each other in that they sll amount to the assertion of an
utterance of gualified truth. However, (5.39) - (5.42) differ from
(5.43) - (5.46) in that the former have indication of which truth
condition causes the guestlionability of the ftruth of the proposition,
while the latter do not.

It is tempting to draw a parallel between presunppositions of
propositional mcts and essential intrinsic conditions on illocu-
tionary acts on the one hand and between truth conditions and non-
essential intrinsic conditions on the other. It might be said, for
example, that just as an illocutionary act will be wvoid if an
essential intrinsic condition is false, a propositionsl act will be
void, that is meaningless or without truth value, if & presuprosition
is violated. Further, just as an assgertion will count as an assertion
and yet be insincere if an intrinsic condition on insincerity is
violated, certain types of propositions (e.g. propositions predicating
a volitional act) will count as propositions and yet be false if a
truth condition is violated. However, this parallelism is not
supported by our examination of qualification of illocutionary and
propositional acts, since we have seen that illocutionary acts may
only be qualified on the basis of non-essential intrinsiec eonditions,
while propositional acts may be qualified on the basis of some

presuppositions, as well as on the basis of truth conditions.




CHAPTER VI

INVITED INFERENCES

In this chapter, we attempt to show that invited inferences
in the sense of (eis and Zwicky (1971) are indirect propositional
acts. Our demonstration will consist of showing that most of the
cases of invited inference discovered so far (by Geis and Zwicky
(1971) and Horn (1971)) can be explained as arising from truth
conditions on (i.e., logical inferences from) propositional acts,
Just as indireet illocutionary acts can be explained as arising
from intrinsic conditions on those illocutionary acts.

The mechanism for generating a proposition P which invites the
inference of another proposition (), will be said to be as fTollows:
@ is replaced with a logically necessary condition for the truth
of Q, that is, a truth condition on §. The resultin; proposition
P will then invite the inference Q.

The paradigm example of invited inferences discussed by Geis
and Zwicky (1971), that of conditional perfection, is easily
explained in the above terms. Conditional perfection is the
process by which sentences like those given in (6.1) invite the
inference of the propositions expressed by the corresmonding
sentences in (6.2). (Examples from Geis and Twicky.)

(6.1) a. If you mow the lawn, I'11 give you five
dollars.

b
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b, I'1l flunk you if you don't start coming
to class.

(6.2) a. If you don't mow the lawn, I won't give
you Tive deollars,

b. I won't flunk you if you start coming to
class.

The sentences in (€.2) are suggested by the sentences in (6.1). A
general statement of the prineiple behind such invited inferences
is (from Geis and Zwicky):

{(6.3) A sentence of the form X2 Y invites an inference
af the form ~-X2~Y.

Concerning this prineiple, it is pointed out that "it should be
understood that [thel principle and any other like it, has force
only when it is not contravened by other assertions or beliefs.,”

In other words, the principle of conditional perfection
behaves in our terms like indirect illocutionary acts, which may
only be performed if nothing in the situation mekes it clear that
the utterance used to perform the indireect act should be taken
literally.

If we analyze the utterances of (£.1) as having the invited
inferences given in (6.4) below rather than those given in (6.2), we
will not de any violence to the notion of conditional perfection.

(6.4) a, If and only if you mow the lawn will I
give you fiwve dollars.

b, If and only if you don't come to class will
I flunk you.

In fact, since we are spesking of the perfection of conditionals,
it would seem better to formulate the prineiple of conditicnal

rerfection as in (6.5) rather than as in (6.3).
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(6.9) A sentence of the form X2 Y invites an
inference of the form X=Y.

There does not seem to be much difference between the formulations
in (6.3) and (6.5) as far as their effect is concerned, since the
only change is that in (6.5) the invited inference is a conjunction
of the invited inference piven in (6.3) and the proposition literally
expressed by a sentence of the form X Y. Illowever, we can now
explain conditional perfection as an example of the peneral nrocess
of substituting a logically necessary condition on the truth of a
nronosition for that proposition, since (6.6a) is a tautolosy.

(6.6) a. (X=X} 2> (X2Y)

b. [X=¥) 5 (x5.¥)

Since (6.5b) is also a tautology, our account makes the claim that
for example (6.7a) and (6.7b) both invite the same inference, that
of (6.7a).

(6.7) a. If you come here, I'll show you something.

b. If you don't come here, I won't show you
something.

¢. If and only if you come here will I show
yvou something.

In Geis and Zwicky's account, (6.7a) invites the inference of (f.7b)
and vice versa. There seems to be no internal evidence which would
allow one mccount to be preferred over the other. lowever, by usine
the approach taken here, we can provide a peneral account of some
other cases of invited inference which must be viewed by tieis and
Zwicky as processes different from conditional rerfection.

Before continuing, however, it should be noted that not all

cases of tautologies based on logical implication can be the basis
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for invited inferences. For example, (6.8) is a well-known
tautolopy, yet it cannot be said that asserting AvB invites the
inference of A (example from Arnold Zwicky, personal communication).

(6.8) A>AvE
This shows that we must restrict our use of the term "logic' 50 as
not to encompass all of propositional caleculus. We may do this

by stipulating that by logic we mean natural logic in the sense of

Lakoff {1970b). Thus we consider Lakoff's meaning postulates to be
examples of truth conditions on propositional acts which can be the
basis for invited inference. Two of Lakoff's meaning postulates
are given in (6.9) and examples of their use to invite inferences
are given in (6.10).

(6.9) a. CERTAIﬁ(Sl 2 POSSIBLE(S)

b. INTEND (X,8) @ BELIEVE(X,(POSSIBLE(S))

(6.10) a. I think it is possible that you are wom:.i‘—‘r
I think it is certain that you are wrone.

b. I beliewe it is possible for me to talk

Fred out of jumping. L:iy I intend %o

talk Fred out of jumping.
We hypothesize then that all and only postulates and theorems of
natural logie invelving implication may be the basis for invited
inferences.

fnother case of invited inference according to Geis and Zwicky

is what thev ecall inferred causation, in which sentences expressing
a temporal sequence of events invite the inference that the event
orior in time is a cause of the subsequent event. (lote that the

word subsequent itself has causal implications, although it is

strictly speaking a predicate concerning temporal crdering.) Some

[}
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examples sre:

(6.11) a. After finishing his dissertation, Ired
was ready for the nuthouse.

b. Illaving eaten a whole roose, Wolfe was in
a pleasant mood.

c. I looked at her and realized how small
her ears were.

To relate this phenomenon to that of conditional perfection, we
need only note that it is a necessary condition on the truth of a
predication that event A causes event B that A precede B temporally.
Thus again we have an example of the substitution of lorically
necessary conditions on propositions for those provesitions.

A third case of invited inference is pointed out by Horn (1971),

who observes that sentences containing optional implicative verhs

(1ike remember (to), choose (to), and be intellipgent enough (to))

actually may be said to invite the inference of their comnlements,
rather than to ootionally presuppose them, as Karttunen (1971)
would have it. We have already seen in the last chapter that
implicative verbs dencte predicates which are logically necessary
conditions on the truth of a predication of & volitional act. ‘'hus,
our peneral principle immediately accounts for the indireet proposi-
tions expressed by sentences like (6.12), and why these indirect
propositions are not always conveyed.
(6.12) a. George remembered to shuffle.
h. Mary chose to be anonymous.
¢. Max was intellipgent encugh to keep nuiet.

To perform a volitional act, it is necessary to remember to perform
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it, choose to perform it, and be intelligent enough to perform it.

However, these conditions are not logically sufficient conditions

21

on performing a volitional act. Therefore it is possible to

ElBy this account, those speakers of English who find the
verb remember (to) to be obligatorily rather than optionselly
implicative in their dialect must have a different truth
condition on volitional acts, one which has it that rememberinrs to
perform a volitional act is a logically necessary and logically
sufficient condition in the performance of that volitional act.
That is, such a spesker would not be able to imegine any situation
in wvhieh one could remember to do something and yet not do it.
This must ultimately be accounted for as a difference in meaning
of the verb remember (to) since the logically necessary and
sufficient conditions we have been discussing must follow from
the meanings of the predicates involwved. The same remarks anply
to several other of Karttunen's (1971) obligatory implicative
verbs which the writer finds to be optionally implicative in
hizs dialect.

imagine situations where one remembered to do something, chose to
do something, or was intelligent encugh to do something and yet did
not do it. It is in just such situstions that sentences like (6.12)
do not invite the usual inference.

We have been claiming that what we are concerned with here

are indirect propesitional acts so far with no justification, since

we have only considered examples of assertions. However, as (6.13)
shows, we may make the substitution we have been examining in other
sorts of illocutionary acts without having any effeet on the
illocutionary force inveolved.

A a. Will you kiss me i m good? !
(6.13) Will you ki if I° a0 eiidie Wiza
you kiss me if and only if I'm pood?

b. Do you feel better after that? h.i_.i;,. Do
you feel better because of that?
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c. Remember to write! L:ls priter
While we can thus easily account for the behavior of ontional
implicative verbs in various illocutionary acts, we as yet have
no way of explaining why optional implicative verhs may be, in
fact must be, implicative in nepative assertions as in (G.1h4).

(6.14) a. John didn't remember to duck. + John didn't
duck.

b. Warren didn't choose to answer. + Warren
didn't answer,.

¢. HMary wasn't intellipent enough to cone with
her problems. + HMary didn't core with her
problems.
If we recall the correspondence between necessary and sufficient
conditions, that if A is a necessary condition for B, then -A is
a sufficient condition for ~B, we see that the sentences in (6.1h4)
are examples of the substitution of a logically sufficient condition
for the truth of a preoposition for that proposition. Sinece the
condition is a sufficient one, the inference is not merely invited;
it can't be avoided. However, in spite of this, these sentences still
seem to have an ambiguity in that either they may be construed as
primarily about remembering, choosing, or intelligence, or they
may be construed as being primarily about the non-nerformance of
the act indicated in the complement. In the cases of conditional
perfection and inferred causation, the same ambipuity seems to exist
(given our analysis of conditional perfection). That this is a real
ambiguity is shown by a comparison of (6.15a) and (6.15b).

(6.15) a. #*I helped Mary to be intelligent enough
to be a genius.

b. I helped Mary to be intelligent enough to
cope with her own problems.
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Verbs like help which normally require a nro-argentive comnlement
with an agentive interpretation (Lee, 1971), i.e., require a
complement denoting a volitional act, can take complements having

be intellipent enough a3 the main predicate but only when the

inference of the performance of the volitional act which is denoted
by the complement of be intelligent enough is invited.
Criticize is another verb like help, and, as we see in (6.15a)

and (6.16b), not be intelligent encugh can act just like be intelligent

enough does in (6.15).

{6.16) =a. *#I criticized Mary for not being intellipent
enough to be a genius,

b, I eriticized Mary for not being intelligent
enough to cope with her problems.

c. ¥] helped Mary not to be intellipent encugh
to frighten Max.

d. I helped Mary not frighten Max.
However, as (6.16c) shows, there are some cases where it is not
nossible to substitute & sufficient condition on a proposition
for it and still maintain acceptability. Sinece (6.164) is acceptable,
we would expect to find (6.16c¢) also acceptable, because we have
substituted & comnlement which pives the inference of the proposition
which is the complement of help in (6.16d). The most obvious
explanation for why (6.16c) is unacceptable is that in this context
the complement is being used with its literal rsther than infer-
ential reading. This means however that sentences like (6.1llc)
must be considered to be ambiguous as to a literal or inferential
reading even though the inference is strietly speaking not invited

but unaveoidable.
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A similar argument cannot show that oblipatorily implicative
verbs like manage (to) and happen to, which dencte predicates which
are conditions both logically necessary and lopically sufficient
for the truth of a predication of a volitional act, also are
ambiguous between a literal and an inferential reading, because all
of these verbs apparently dencte volitional acts in the literal
sense. However, sentences like (6.17) do seem to be ambiguous in
the same way the sentences in [S.iL] seem to be.

(6.17T) John managed to arrive late.
That is, (6.17) can be construed as being about managing or about
arriving late.

Because of the ambiguity of sentences with strict inferences,
it appears necessary to abandon the term invited inference (as
oppvosed to strict inference) and instead talk about the performance
{or lack of performance} of an indirect propositional act., Such a
nerformance would be carried out by substituting a logically
necessary or a logically sufficient condition on the truth of a
proposition for that propositiom.

There is a problem, however, in admitting the performance of
indirect nropositional act with logically sufficient conditions in

that the left hand sides of all natural implications which are

truth conditions on propositional acts should then be able to Le
used to convey the right hand sides. Thus (6.18), which was the
basis for conditional perfection, should also constitute the basis
for an indirect pronositional act like that in (6.19).

(6.18) (=YD -{~X> ~T1)



(6.19) I'11 go if and only if John comes. i;EL,

I'11 go if John comes.
However (6.19) is obviously not a case of invited inference, so
it cannot be sald that we are generallyable to perform propositional
acts by using logically sufficient conditions on those acts. In
fact the only cases we are aware of are those involving implicative
verbs, We have no explanation for this.

We next notice that indirect propositional acts cannot be based
on presuppositions. Thus neither (6.20b) or (6.20c) can be
considered to be en indirect propositional act performed by (6.20a),
and similarly for (6.20e) or (6.20f) from (6.20d4). (6.20a) does
seem to supgest (6.20b) in a way, but this can probably be explained
by reference to Grice's (1968) maxim of conversational implicature
that one makes one's contributions to & conversation as informative
a3 necessary.

(6.20) a. John came.
b. Only John came.
¢, Not only John came.
d. John used to beat his wife.
e. John has stopped beating his wife,
f. John hasn't stopped beasting his wife.
"his surely is not simply a matter of & condition on the proposition
expressed by (6.20a). Moreover, (6.21a) certainly cannot be
construed as (6.21b) without contrastive stress on John.
{6.21) &a. Did John come?

b. Did only John come?
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A simple explanation for why presuppositions cannot be the
basis for indirect propositional acts suggests itself when we
consider what would happen if such indirect acts were possible.
Hamely, it would often be impossible for a hearer to decide whether
an act were being performed which was positive or negative. 'Thus,
for example, one might not be able to decide whether (6.20b) or
instead (6.20c) was the proposition conveyed by (6.20a). Thus we
may hypothesize that indirect propositional acts cannot be based
on presuppositions because vresuppositions are presupposed by both
a proposition and its negative and thus there would be a fatal falling
together of indirect propositions and their negations if pre-
suppositions were so used.

We have not examined all known cases of invited inference but
perhaps enough to justify the treatment of them suggested here.
Given our hypothesis that it is natural truth conditions on
propositional acts which give rise to invited inferences, it should
be possible to examine a number of such truth conditions and arrive

at a much larger collection of invited inferences than now exists.



BIBLIOGRAFHY

Austin, J. L. 1962. How to Do Things with Words, Cambridee,
Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Garner, Richard. 19T1. "'Presupposition' in Fhilosophy and
Linguistics,” Studies in Linguistic Sementics, ed. by
Charles J. Fillmore and ['. Terence Langendoen, New York:
Holt, linehart and Winston.

Geis, Michael L .and Arnold M. Zwieky. 1971. "tn Invited
Inferences,” Ohio State University Working Papers in

Linguisties lo. E.

Gordon, David and George Lakoff. 1971. "Conversational Fostulates,"
Papers from the Seventh Regional Meeting, Chiecage Linguistic
Society, Chiecago.

Grice, H. P. 1968. "The Logic of Conversation,” unpublished ms.

Hintikka, Jaakko. 1962. Knowledge and Belief, Ithaca, lew York:
Cornell University Press.

Horn, Laurence R, 1969. "A Presuppositional Analysis of only
and even," Papers from the Fifth Regional Meeting, Chicaro
Linpuistic Society, Chicago.

Horn, Laurence R. 19T71. "HNegative Transportation: Unsafe at
any Speed?" Papers from the Seventh Repional Meeting,
Chicago Linguistic Society, Chicapo.

Karttunen, Lauri. 1970a, "Counterfactual Conditionals,"
unpublished ms.

Karttunen, Lauri. 1970b. "Some Observations on Factivity,"
Paper presented at the 45th Annual Meeting of the Linguistic
Society of America, Washington, D.C., December, 29, 1970.

Karttunen, Lauri. 1971. "Implieative verbs," Language 47, »p.
340-358.

Kiparsky, Paul and Carol Kiparsky, 1970. "Fact," Progress in
Linguistics, ed. by M. Bierwisch and K. T. Heidolnh, The
Hague: Mouton.

Lakoff, George. 1966. "Stative Adjectives and Verbs in Fnglish,"
The Computation Laboratory of Harvard University, Mathematical
Linguistics and Automatic Translation, Report No. NSF-1T.

109




110

Lakoff, George. 1970a. "Some Thouphts on 'ransderivational
Constraints," unpublished ms.

Lakoff, George. 1970b. "Linpuisties and Hatural Loric," Synthése
22, pp. 151-271.

Lee, Gregory. 1971. "Subjects and Agents: II," Ohio State University
Working Papers in Linguisties, No. T.

Ross, John R. 1970. "On Declarative Sentences," Readings in
English Transformational Grammar, ed. by Roderick Jacobs and
Peter Rosenbaum, Welthem, Mass.: Ginn.

Sadock, Jerrold M. 1971. "Whimperatives," Studies Presented to
Robert B. Lees by his Students, ed. by Jerrold M. Sadock and
Anthony L. Vanek, Edmonton, Alberta: Linguistic Research.

Sadock, Jerrold M. 1971. "Queclaratives," Papers from the Seventh
Regional Meeting, Chicago Linguistic Society, Chicago.

Schachter, Paul., et al. 1968. "Interrogative," Integration of
Transformational Theories of English Syntax, pp. 0625-65T,
Hobert P. Stockwell, et al., Los Angeles: University of
California Department of Linpuisties.

Searle, John R. 1969. Speech Acts: An Essay in the Philosophy of
Language, Cambridpge: Cambridge University Press.

wWilson, Dierdre. 1970. "If That," Linguistic Inquiry I, pp.
369-373.




Tipologiia kauzativnykh konstruktsii

N. Nedialkov and G. Silnitskii

The Typology of Causative Constructions

Translated from Russian by Richard H. Wojeik

0. Translator's Note

"Tipologiia kauzativnykh konstruktsii" serves as the first
article in a collection of articles under the title Tipolo
kauzativnykh konstruktsii. Morfologicheskii kauzativ. ANSSSR,
Institut IAzykoznaniia, Leningrad, 1969. The analysis of causation
in this article is the basis for sall the amrticles in the ecollection.
Therefore, those who want to read the book may find this translation
a useful place to start. I also hope that it will provide useful
insights for linguists who are studying causation in general.

In translating example sentences from Russian, I have chosen to
give the Russian in Library of Congress transliteration, followed by
a8 more or less literal translation. Occasionally, I have given the
Russian word, as well as my English translation of it, for technical
terms which seem most crucial in the text.

I am particularly grateful to Arnold Zwicky, who found time to
eritiecize the initial version of this translation.

1. The basic cblect of study in this section is the class of
Causative Constructions (CC).l The size of the class CC is determined
not by inner markers, but by outer markers, i.e. not by the formal-
grammatical characteristics of its own elements,? but by their
relationship with a specific class of units at the referential or
ontological level--with the class of Causative Situations (C3). Any
construction that expresses a CS will be considered "causative".

The study procedes from the referential level to the grammatieal.
Therefore, the concept of CS is initial.

In the mejority of cases, CC are related to correspending non-
causative constructions (ef. ia zastavil ego ufti 'I caused him to
leave'--on ush&l 'He left'; iA ispugal ego 'l frightened him'--on
isEgEalaiﬁ:‘He became frightened'. The latter are determined hy
more or less complicated semantic, syntactic, and morphological
transformations (see, in part, T and 14). Constructions of this type
will be called "noncausative correlates" of corresponding CC.

2. Reality can be conceived as a great number of events or situations.
There are simple situations, which one may call "microsituations".

311
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This type uf‘situatiun is expressed, for example, in the sentences
Svetit solntse 'The sun shines' and Kukuet kukushka 'The cuckoo
cuckooes', Micrositustions contain two terﬁg_[knnstantxl: the
topic [predmet] (which we shall signify by r) and its state
Chostailste) (5).3 Thus, in the above examples, the topic is
expressed by solntse "sun' and kukushka 'cuckoo', and the state by
svetit '"shines' and kukuet 'sings'.

The term "state" does not retain here the meaning attributed to
it in linguistics, for example, in the delineation of some subclasses
of words (cf. verbs of state as opposed to verbs of action). Roughly
speaking, a state is everything that can be expressed in language by
some predicate form (on bezhit 'He runs', emu stydno 'he iﬁ shamed" ,
on student 'he is a student', ona upala 'she fell', etc.).

Besides simple situations, there are complex situations. These
may be called "macrosituations". The following serve as examples of
sentences that express macrosituations: On vidit, kak ona p'&t vodu
"He sees how she drinks water'; On znaet, shto ona prishla "He knows
that she came'; Kogda gg_vernuls?ﬂ; my seli za uzhin '"When he
returned, we sat down to supper'; My vernulis', tak kak isportilas'
pogoda 'We returned, since the weather had worsened'. Macro-
situations of the type expressed in the last example will be called
cauggtives. CS are also expressed by the following examples:

Tvoia bestaktnost' vynudila ego uiti 'Your tactlessness compelled
him to leave'; @E_vernulis' iz-za dozhdia '"We returned because of
the rain'; ego rasskaz vzvolnoval vsekh 'His story uvset everyone',
ete.

A spontaneously constructed CS comprises at least two miero-
gituations, which are connected to each other by the relation of
causation (k). In this work, we will consider causation to be
synonymous with the cause-effect relationship.

A causing microsituation is called the "antecedent", and a
caused microsituation is called the "consequent". Thus, in the first
example of a CS given above, the sentence Isportilas' pogoda 'The
weather had worsened' expresses the antecedent, and My vernulis'
'"We returned' expresses the consequent.

The causal relation k is a term of the C5. This term is a
determining factor in the causative macrosituation, since it
organizes the macrosituation. Besides this organizing term, the
CS has four other terms: the agent (agens], or the topic of the
antecedent (rj), the causing state (s;), the patient (patiensl, or
the topic of the consequent Erji, and the caused state (s;).

Your mistake caused him to leave.

ri 84 k ry 83
antecedent consequ&n‘ttjl

macrosituation (CS)

The causative situation is described by the following string
of symbols:



cs = Lrisi] k [szJJ

If not all the terms of the CS have an expression in a CC.
the CC will be called "semantically elliptical". By this, we do
not mean the lack of a corresponding term in the CS8. We are
concerned with ellipsis at the semantic level, i.e. at the level
where the speaker makes up the concept of the C5. Therefore, a
semantically elliptical CC can be nonelliptic grammatically.

Regarding the two terms of state {si, sj}, the latter plays &
much greater substantive role than the first” The caused state is
the final goal of the CC, its final state "at output", and it
usually represents the greatest interest for the speaker and the
listener. However, the causing state (which one could also call .
"the means of the agent's action" or "the means of causation")
represents an intermediate factor in the cause-effect chain described
by the CC, and, therefore, it seldom finds a place in the first
formulation. This term often does not have an expression in the
CC; ef. ego (r;) khod (s;) zastavil (k) protivmiks (rj;) sdat'sia Esj}
'His move forced the opponent to concede' and On (ri) zastavil (k)
protivnika (rj) sdat'sfa (sj) 'He forced the opponent to concede'.
The second CC, where the si term has no expression, is semantically
(but not grammatically) elliptical. In both examples, the verb
zastavit' "to force' fully realizes its necessery syntactic valence,
Consider, also, the following syntactically complete CC: Druzhnimmi
zabastovkami (sy) rabochie (r;)_zastavili (k) khozimev kontoerna Irjj
otstupit' (sj) 'With friendly demonstrations, the workers farced the
owners of the business to give in'. Of =gll the terms, the s; term
has the least short expression. The means of causation may ineclude
a great number of different components which are difficult to account
for and which are determined by near or distant, preceding or
following, contexts. Thus, for example, & full explanation of the
means of causation in a CC of the type Oni zastavili e@ uekhat' 'They
caused her to leave' may require the perusal of several pages of
text. Moreover, such an explanation may not even be present. In
this work, we do not propose to give an exhaustive list of all the
factors that make up the means of causation in all concrete cases:
in each individual s; only the factor of gregFest importance is
considered. Thus, in the CC On ugovoril meria uiti '"He persuaded me
to go', the speech of the agent (he said that...) is understood
under si. Additional semantic nuances (logical argument, length of
influence on the object, etc.) are not considered.?

3. Since the organizing term of the C8 is k, the CC is distinguished
first of all in its ability to express causation.

In the suprasegmental expression of causation, kX is not expressed
in any discrete element of the CC, but in the whole grammatical
structure related to the specific CS: My vernulis'; poshé&l dozhd'

'We returned--it was raining'; Istrativ poslednie dengi, on sidel na
khlebe 1 vode '"Having lost his remaining funds, he sat down to bread
and water'. The causativity of this type of construction is ontional
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(I'nis is the periphery of a CC), since it is determined by its
actual lexical composition. Thus, for example, not every participial
phrase has a causative meaning: Pris&v na kortochki, on razduval
kost8r '"Having squatted down, he stirred up the fire',
In non-suprasegmental expressions, the causation of the term
k finds expression in a specific, discrete element of the CC,
which it would be appropriate to call the "causative 1ink"® (so
long as the causal relation designated by the link inter-connects
two microsituations on EPE referential level). CC of this type will

be called "linking" [sviazochnyel as opposed to "nonlinking" CC
of the above type.

L. We distinguish subordinate [sluzhebnye) and autonomous
Cznamenatel'nyel links as a mark of the relatedness between causative
links and subordinate or autonomous parts of speech. Some may be
consequential [sledstvennymil and some may be causal [prichinnymil.

Dependent causative links break down into 1) conjunctions
(consequential: Posh&l dozhd', poetomu my vernulis' 'It rained,
therefore we returned'; causal: My vernulis', tek kak poshél dozhd'
'We returned since it was raining') and 2) prepositions (also
postpositions): My vernulis' iz-za dozhdia 'We returned because of
the rain.'

Autonomous links are categorized into 1) nouns (causal:
Tvola bestaktnost'--prichina ego ukhoda 'Your lack of tact is the
reason for his departure'; Ty vinovat v ego ukhode 'You are the
guilty one in his departure'; Ego ukhod--sledstvie tvoel grubosti
:@is departure is the result of your impoliteness') and 2) verbs:
Ia zastavil ego ulti "I caused him to go'; Ego oshibka privela k
nashemu porazheniiu 'His mistake led to our downfall.'

5. From a semantic point of wview, causative links are categorized
initially as to whether they express the term 84 {caused state) along
with causation.

Causative links expressing s; will be called "resultative".
Links expressing si will be calleg "instrumental”.

Resultative links are classified as 1) three-term, which
express k, sj and sj (instrumental resultatives: podozvat! 'beckon
over', zastrelit' 'to shoot') and 2) two-term, which express k and
sj, but not sj (noninstrumental resultatives: ubit' "to kill',
ispugat' 'to frighten').

Hesultative links are most often verbs, However, in some
cases, they may be nouns. For example, in Chukcha: ninkejjy
kimow,-kews-u it-a-rken), 'The boy) is the causey of the absencep
(of somebody who is clarified in the context)' ?-E is the marker
of the purposive [naznachitel'nogol case of the noun). Consider
also in German: Er empfand Liebeskummer 'He felt suffering from
love'--Seine Liebe brachte ihm viel Kummer 'His love caused him
much suffering'; Er war zornrot 'He was red with anger'--Er war
rot von Zorn. In the Chukcha example, the nominal kimew-kew
represents a two-term noninstrumental nominal link; in the German
examples, the nominal Liebeskummer renresents a three-term
instrumental noun link, as does the adjective zornrot.
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Causative links not expressing s, will be called "non-
resultative”. They are classified as'l) two-term instrumentals
(verbs: velet' "to order', prosit' 'to request', razreshit' 'to
allow'; nouns: prikaz 'order', pros'ba 'request', razreshenie
'permission') and 2) one-term noninstrumentals (all the dependent
links—-con]unctions and prepositions--belong here, and alsc the
overwhelming majority of nominal links {for individual exceptions,
see above) and a group of verbal links--verbs of the tyne zastavit'
'to cause', vynudit' "to lead', ete.).T 7

We call attention here to those causative verbs which are
usually considered dependent, i,e. verbs of the type Gm. lassen,
Fr. laisser, Eng. to make, et.c:.8

6. Out of all the morphological causative links--conjunctions,
prepositions, nouns, verbs--the last item is of special interest,
since the verbal link is not only semantieally, but alsc grammatically,
the core of the sentence. In consequence of this, the verbal link is
the basiec object of study in this work. All verbs that can fill the
role of links in the OC (i.e. that express causation by themselves
or in combination with other terms) comprise the class of causative
verbs (CV).

The semantic classification of CV can be represented by the
following chart:

? ;11 o (- B
I Nonresultative Resultative
loninstrumental One-term ("k") Two-term {"ks,")
zastavit' 'to cause'’ ispugat' 'to }rinhten'
Instrumental Two-term ("sik") Three-term ("s;kss")
prikazat' 'to order' podozvat! 'to beckon
over!

Nonresultative CV (instrumental and noninstrumental) give rise
to & whole semantiec group that is in clear oppeosition to resultative
V. The semantic nearness of instrumental and noninstrumental CV
(prikazat' "to order'--zastavit' 'to cause') is aggravated by what
we mentioned above--the term that expresses the instrument, but not
the result, is the least specific of all terms. Therefore, it is
not always possible to distinguish clemrly instrumental from non-
instrumental CV (nonresultative as well as resultative]).

One should esdd that one and the same verb in its varipus
meanings can refer to different gemantic subclasses; ecf. ia

zval ego [na ulitsul 'I called him out Lonto the streetl’

instrumental resultative CV  -pozvat', poprosiv wvyIti 'to call,
having requested to come out')--ego prikhed vyzval vseobshchee
udivlienie '"His arrival evoked universal surprise' (noninstrumental
nonresultative CV vozbudit' 'to arouse').
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T. Two-term and three-term CV have complex lexical meanings which
contain one or two additional terms as well as the basic term k.

The additional terms may have an independent lexical realization

in the same language as a rule. Any lexical unit (a word or
combination of words) which expresses one of these additional terms
in a "pure" sense, i.e. without the meaning of causation accompanying
it, will be called a "non-causative correlate" of the corresponding
CV——a CV that expresses the additional term in combination with the
term k.

Since a CV in a structure of complex meaning is able to
introduce two additional terms (si and s;), which can also appear
Jointly, it is necessary to distinguish ghree types of noncausative
correlates for the CV: 1) Resultative CV correspond to the resulgytive
noncausative correlates: ispugat' 'to frighten' (ks,)--ispugat'sia
'to be frightened' (s;); 2) instrumental CV correspond to instrumental
noncausative correlates: velet' 'to order' (ks;)--skazat' 'to speak',
napisat' "to write', etec. (s1)9; 3) three-term CV have noncausative
correlates of both types simultaneously: podozvat' 'to call over'
(ksis;)---skazat' "to speak', kriknut' "to shout', etc. (sy).10

4wo—term and three-term resultative CV differ in their relation-
ships with the noncausative correlates.

Two-term CV (not expressing sj) usually enter into a more direct
one-to-one relationship with their noncausative correlates (e.g. ubit’
'to kill'--umeret' 'to die'). Three-term CV (expressing s;) more
often do not enter into a direct one-to-one relationship with their
noncausative correlates. This is explained by the fact that one
and the same Sj can usually be the result of different s;, and,
conversely, the same s; can have various sj as its result. Thus,
the noncausative correlate umeret' "to die', which has been extracted
above, relates to a whole group of three-term CV (povesit' 'to hang',
kaznit' 'to execute', zastrelit' 'to shoot', rasstreliat' 'to machine-
gun', zadushit' 'to smother', zadavit' 'to run over', zarezat' 'to stab
(to death)', zarubit' 'to slash (to death)', etc.). On the other
hand, one and the same three-term CV vyteret' 'to wipe dry, clean'
is related to two noncausative correlates igggl_gggyig_‘tn be dry',
byt'! chistym "to be c1Ean‘}, each of which has its own respective

two-term CV (cf. byt' sukhim 'to be dry'--vysushit' "to dry', byt'
chistym '"to be clean'--vychistit' "to cleangi.

B. Each word of the CC that expresses a term is a Junction [uzloml.
Thus, the causative link is a junction. The link may express more
than one term.

Hon-linking junctions make up the environment of the link. This
environment consists of two parts or segments which correspond to
the two mierosituations of a given C5 in the referential schema.

If both terms of the microsituation find expression in a
segment, then the segment is complete [polnyll and consists of two
Junctions. In the fq}lowing CC, both segments are complete: egfo
prikhod/zastavil/menia ufti 'His arrival caused me to leave'.

If only one of the terms of a microsituation finds expression
in a segment, the segment is called "incomplete". Two cases are
possible: 1) The second term of a micreosituation, which has no
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expression in the segment, may enter into composition with the
lexical meaning of the link: such segments are called "implicational"
since their unexpressed lerms are lmplied by the link. In the CC
ia!pndczvalfego 'I called him over', both segments are implicational.
Correspondingly, the link is three—term.

2) Sometimes the second term of a microsituation which is
left unexpressed in the segment does not enter into construction
with the lexical meaning of the link, nor does it have any expression
in the CC at all. Such segments are called "nonimplicational".
In the CC 1af spugal/ego 'I frightened him', the first segment is
nonimplicational, and the second is 1mpllca.ticna.l In the CC iw’
prikazal/emu uiti 'I ordered him to leave', the first segment is
implicaticnal, and the second is complete.

Nonimplicationel segments, of course, are indicative of
gsemantic ellipsis.

3. Segments, as well as the verbal link, can be expanded
[rasprostranennymil. The expanded segment or link is understood

to be an aggregate of non-junction elements in the CC {i.e. words
that do not express terms) which have a direct syntactic relation
with the Jjunction elaments of the segments or the verbal link. Thus,
in the CC vysokiY funosha/vezhlivo priglasil/ef na tanets 'The tall
youth gaily invited her to dance', the aduective vyso gii_and the
adverb vezhlivo comprise, respectively, the expansion of the first
segment and the verbal link.

Complete, as well as incomplete segments, may be expanded.

It is & little difficult to tell the difference between expanded
incomplete segments and nonexpanded complete segments whose junctions
are connected by an attributive relationship. The referential
connection of a particular word serves as the criterion for differ-
entiating the two types of segments. A partxcular word may express
the topic of the microsituation (vysoki¥ 1unoahafyrig;aailfee na
tanets "The tall boy invited her to dance'--the first segment is
complete and expanded). On the other hand, a particular word may
express the state (ego prikhcdfrazveselilfvsekh '"His arrival cheered
everyone'--the first segment is complete and nonexpanded).

The incomplete segment represented by a demonstrative pronoun
may be expandeﬁ by & whole subcrdinate clause: to, shic on ne
vernulsia!aastaﬂilq}vsekh zavolnovat'sia '"That Efact] that he
didn't return, caused everybody to get upﬂet', vse rasstrﬂilis'f
iz-za/togo, shto progulka ne sostoialas' ‘Everynne broke up because
of that L[factl, that the trip did not take place.'

10. Segments (complete and incomplete) break down into two kinds
according to their referential connections.

The segment which expresses (fully or partially) the ante-
cedent of the CS will be called the "antecedent segment". That
which expresses the consequent will be called the "consequent
segment”.

For example, in the CC ego pciavleniefvyzvalofabshchiz smekh
'His appearance evoked general laughter', the first segment is the
complete segment of the antecedent, and the gecond is the complete
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segment of the consequent. In the CC EE_vernulis'figrggfdnzhd{;

'We returned because of the rain', the first sepment is the comnlete
consequent segment, and the second is the incomplete antecedent
segment, etec.

11. According to their syntactie position in the CC, segments
are divided into primary (sg. 1) and secondary (sg. 2) segments.
The concept of primary and secondary segments is not at all determined
by the linear order of the elements in the CC.

The syntactic position of segments is determined relastive to
that of the grammatiecal subject. Three basic types are possible:

If only one segment contains the junetion whiech funetions as
grammatical subject, that segment is primary and the others are
secondary:

tvoi prikhod / zastavil / ego ulti

your arrival caused him to go
Sg. 1 causative Bg. 2
link

If two (or more) segments contain Junetions which funetion
as grammatical subject (i.e. if we consider complex sentences), the
segment that corresponds to the head of the sentence is primary:

o
my vernulis' / tak kak / nachalsia dozhd'

we returned since it began rain
8g. 1 causative BE. 2
link
nachalsfh dozhd' / poetomu / my vernulis'
therefore
5g. 1 causative sg. 2
link

If no segment contains a Jjunction that fulfills the subject
role, then the primary segment is the one that is located away
from the subject in the least number of syntactic steps. "Syntactic
step" refers to the distance between two directly related units,
Two cases are possible:

1) The CC is syntactically complete, i.e. represents a whole
sentence. The causative link plays the role of subject here:

prichina nashego ot"ezda zakliuchilas' v bolezni
cause of our departure consisted in sickness

brata
of brother

'"The cause of our departure was the sickness of our brother.'
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A clear positional difference in the segments is visible in
this example: the segment nashego ot"ezda is one syntactic step
from the subject and it is primary; the segment bolezni brats is two
steps from the subject and it is secondary. The link prichina
zaklitchilas' v is a nominal expansion.

2) If the CC is syntactically incomplete and represents only
part of the sentence, the differentiation of segments by position
is very indeterminate, regardless of whether the causative link is
the subject or not. For example:

¥ L3
a) prikaz komandira ob _otstuplenii voisk
order of ccmmander about deployment of troops

byl ochen'svoevremennym
Was very timely

'"The commander's order for troop deployment was very
timely.'

&+
b) off péredfl prikaf xomandira ob d%htgplenii volsk
he passed on...

'He passed on the commander's order for troop deployment.’

In both examples, the CC (prikaz komandira ob otstuplenii voIsk)
is syntactically incomplete. In both cases, the two segments
(komandira, otstuplenii voIsk) are the same syntactic distance from
the grammatical subject: one step in (a), and three steps in (b).

Thus, the differentiamtion between primary and secondary segments
in a CC, i.e. the specification of the positional syntactic structure
of the CC, turns out to be impossible. Therefore, only syntactically
complete CC will be examined in this work.

12, Primary and secondary segments are obligatory: in a syntacti-
cally complete CC, they constitute the necessary environment for the
causative link.

AMong with these two necessary types of segments, the CC can also
contaein & third, optional type of segment. This segment iz not
necessary to the environment of the causative link, and it may be left
out. In such & case, grammatical ellipsis has not uccurred (svoim
krikem) on ispugal menia '(By his ery), he frightened me'; (Dokazav
svoiu pravotu), on zastavil ed izvinit'sfa '(Having prnved that he
was rignt), he caused her to excuse herself'.

The optional segment often expresses the s; term not expressed
in the incomplete segment sg. 1 (see examples above).

Optional segments (to a much greater degree than obligatory
ones) may underge a shift in position, although such a shift in no
way influences the syntactic function of the twn cbligatory segm&nts
and should not be taken as an inversion. Cf On ispugal mernia
svoim krikom 'He frightened me with his ery': gg n zastavil eg
izvinit'sia, dokazav svoiu pravotu 'He caused her to excuse herself,
having shown that he was right'.
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13. Let us now examine the relationship between positional types of
segments and their semantic types.

When sg. 1 is the antecedent, the causative link is always
consequential [sledstvennoil. CC af this type will be called "non-
inversive" [gg}nversivggg il: My zastavili ikh verqu'sfh "We caused
them to return' s

When sg. l is the consequent, the link is always causal [E;1¢hinnoI]
cC cf‘$his type will be called "inversive": Oni vernulis' iz-za
dozhdia 'They returned because of the rain'. ity 1)

14, DNow we will examine complete segment types that are determined
by the kind of syntactic relation between their junctions. From this
point of view, segments break down into the following types.

First of all, we make a distinetion between segments that have
mediated Coposredstvennymil syntactic relations and those that have
nonmediated syntactic relationships between their junctions.

We call a syntactic relationship nonmediated if it arises between
two Junctions without the use of a third junction. This type of
relationship has two subclasses: subjectival (s)ll-—brat priekhal

'The brother arrived'--and attributive (a)--priezd brata 'the arrival
of the brother, the brother's arrival'.

Note. Any segment with an attributive relationship can be
replaced by an incomplete segment (x) within the boundaries
of that CC (ef. Ego krik ispugal menia 'His ery frightened
me'--On ispugal menia "He frightened me'; My vernulis'
iz-za bolezni brata 'We returned because of our brother's
illness'--My vernulis' iz-za brata 'We returned because of
our brother'). But not every incomplete segment can be
replaced by an attributive one (On dobilsia moego Bnlglasifh
"He obtained my agreement'; the incomplete sg. 1 cannot be
replaced by an attributive segment). The symbol X in the
following classifications will denote only those incomplete
segments that cannot be replaced by an attributive segment;
incomplete segments which are amenable to such a replace-
ment will be considered functional variants of corresponding
attributive segments. Thus, for example, sg. 1 in the CC
Ego krik ispugal menia "His cry frightened me' and On
ispugal menia 'He frightened me' are functionally the same.
A demonstrative pronoun expanded by a subordinate
clause often plays the role of an incomplete segment. To,
shto my opozdali, rasserdilo ego 'That Efact] that we
were late, angered him'; On rasserdilsia iz-za togo, shto
my opozdali 'He gﬂt angry from that [fact], that we were
late'; Ego bolezn' byla prichinoi togo, shtn my vernulis'
'"His illness was the cause of that [factl, that we
returned'. An incomplete segment of this type can always
be replaced within the confines of some construction by
a full attributive segment. Cf. Nashe opozdanie
rasserdilo ego 'Our lateness angered him'; Ego bolezn'
byla prichinol nashego vozvrashcheniia 'His illness was
the case of our return', ete.
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Mediated syntactic relationships are those that arise between
two junctions by means of a third junction. Thus, in the CC la
zastavil ego uekhat! "I caused him to go', the relstionship between
the junctions ege 'him' and uekhat' 'to go' is mediated, since it
is possible only because of a third Jjunction--the link zastavil:

zastavil

4

ego + — ——+ uekhat'

We will eall the nommediasted relation nexus CneksusnyI] and
it will be symbolized by n.

Nexus segments can be further subc;Fssified into a) nexus
verbal: sg. 2 in the CC On zastavil menia ufti 'He caused me to go'
and b) nexus nominal: sg. 2 in the CC Ego oshibka privela komandu
k porazheniiu 'His mistake brought the team to defeat'; On dovél
e€ do sléz "He brought her to tears', ete.

Both non-subjectival relationships can be turned into subjectival
ones by one means or another. a -+ s: E%E_Elach 'his crying' -+
on plachet 'He cries'; n + s: ego uiti 'him to go' + on ush&l 'ie
went'; komandu k porazheniiu 'the team to defeat' + Komanda poterpela
porazhenie 'the team suffered defeat'; e€ do sléz 'her to tears' +
ona v slézakh 'She is in tears', ete,

The subjectival operation on the resultative segment of a CC
gives the noncausative correlate of the CC (see 1).

15. After the basic types of causative links and segments have been
uncovered, there still remains the task of determining the basie
types of relations between them, i.e. the types of CC themselves.
The system of categories studied above was developed with Russian
material as a basis. Its application to other languages may demand
further study and specification.

The ability of each type of link to enter into construction
with specific types of sg. 1 and sg. 2 is strietly limited. In the
whole Russian language, there are 15 basic structural types of CC
(T1-Ty5 below). :

es Causative Tyoes Causative
orce | s&:1 link 88.2 | or oc|  1ink ags
Ty s Preposition a T9 ik s
Ts 8 Conjunction 5 Ti0 sik a
T3 x Participle a T11 sik n
Ty a Noun 8 T1o k a
T5 x Hﬂunlz a T13 k n
Ty x siksy X Ty k a
T x siks; n T1s k n
Tg a ksj x

We will illustrate each of these types. Tj: My vernulis' iz-za
bolezni brata "We returned because of our brother's illness'; i&
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zna;h eto blagudarfg eFo sauhshcheniih 'T know this, thanks to his
communication’ To: Nachalsih dozhd', poetomu my vernulis' 'It began
to rain, therefare we returned'; My vernulis' tak kak nachalsia
dozhd' '"We returned, since it had begun to rain'; Poshél takoY
dozhd", shto E{Jvernulis' 'There was such a rain that we returned';
Poshél dozhd', i my vernulis' 'It rained, and we returned'.
T3: Ty vinovat v e€ smerti 'You are guilty in her death'. Ty:
Tvoia oshibka--prichina nashqu Eprazheniia 'Your mistake is the
reason for our defeat'. : Ty vinovnik e€ smerti 'You are the
guilty one in her death'. TE Dn podozval menia 'He called me over'
T7: Oni izbrali ego sekretarem The? chose him secretary'; Oni
nazvali syna ivanom 'They named their son Ivan' T8 Eﬂg_raaskaz
rassmeshil menia "His story made me laugh'. Tg: On prikazal
shtoby ona ushla 'He ordered (her) that she leave'. T10:, On
razreshil nash ot"ezd 'He allowed our departure'. Tll I& razreshil
emu ﬁftl 'T allowed him to go'; Ta poprosil ego o Epmushchi 'T asked
him for | help'. Ty2: Ego pufhvlenie vyzvalo vseobshehil perepolokh
'His ghost enged universal fright'. Ti3: Ego polavlenle vynudilo
nas udalit'sia "His ghost forced us to move away'; Egc slova tolknuli
e na prestuplenie 'His words pushed her to crime’ T15: On ostavil
menie v pokoe 'He left me in peace'

It is natural that some CV can serve to develop CC of different
types (cf. examples T10 and T13).

16, This work presents the first (and, in many respects, incomplete)
study of a universasl classificatory schema which would allow one to
become oriented to the extraordinary pancply of CC in different
languages .13 Moreover, some of the established oppositions may become
neutralized in some languages. For example, the opposition in sg. 2
between types s, a, and n neutralizes in Chinese. Only one Chinese
type, ta lai, cnrrespunds to the three types of sg. 2 in the following
Russian eﬁples [Otefs velel 'the father ordered] em prifti 'him

to ccme'; [Otefs velel, shtoby 'the father ordered that '3 on prishél
"he came'; [Oteft razreshil 'the father allowed'l ego priezd This
arrival'.

On the other hand, an introduction to additional criteria that
do not contradict the above, but give it more concreteness, may be
required in order to include all the true varieties of CC in
different languages.

Using Russian, we shall examine a few cases in point.

Let us take, for example, T1. According to the type of
preposition which functions as the link in a given type of CC, the
CC can be subelassified as follows:

1) CC with prepositions that always take a causative (and only
a causative) meaning. Blagodaria iskusstvu khudozhnikova potolok
kazalsia beskonechno vysokim ‘zhgggg_gg the skill of the artist, the
ceiling seemed infinitel? high', Ostal 'nye agregaty vvidu lznosa
uzhe neskol'ko raz menialis' '"The remaining units, in view of their
wear, had already been changed several times'; Vsledstvie tumana
parokhod ne vyahel v more 'On account of the fog, the ship did not
go out to sea'; Fo prichine neudachnol ol okhoty, nashi koni ne byli
tak izmucheny 'legg to the unsuccessful hunt, our horses were not so
exhausted'.
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2) CC with prepositions that can Jake causative as well as
noncausative meanings (ef.: On Vernulsia iz-za ggghdfa 'He returned
because of the rain' and On IXEEIanul iz-za dereva 'He looked out
from behind a tree'). These meanings are determined by specific,
Systematic factnrs (whose explanatlon is not a part of the present
study ) : Otefs Natashi Epriachits{k iz-za docheri 'Natasha's father
is angry because of his daughter'; Ona v: vyshla zamuzh iz nnknrnnqti
k materi "She got married out of obediance to her mother'; Iz Iz
razgovurav so starikom 1a uznal uzhasnufh novost' "From conversations
with an old m man, I came “to know terrible news'; Za otsutstviem
doktora bnl'nykh prinimal fel'dsher '"For lack nf a doctor, the
doctor's assistant saw to the sick'; T“'likvidiroval svoi knigi za
nenadobnostiu 'I destroyed my books for lack of wanting them'; ﬂn

pokrasnel ot st1§¥ 'He reégened from shame', Ot etikh knig v dushe
u menih slozhilos' stoYkaia vera I_cheluveka “TFrom these books,

T formed in soul an abiding faith in man'; Oni possorilis' po
nedorazumeniiu 'They quarreled over a misunderstanding'; Pod delstviem
parov natriia on nachal zadykhat'sia 'Under the action of the sodium
vapor, he began to choke!; On zabolel s gorfh '"He was sick from grief':
S neprivychki nogi bolfat 'His legs ache from disuse'; Mnogo o sléz

?h cherez etu babu prolil 'Many tears I shed « over this old lady';

Ona menih za muki poliubile 'She loved me for my ugly face'

3) CC with prepositions which don't usually have causative
meaning but function as a causative link with a specific lexical
filler in other places of the econstruction. In their normal usage,
these prep051tluns most often dencte static or dynamic space and time
relationships: V étom kost{ume plechi ego kazalis' shire 'In this
suit, his shoulders looked wider'; Na fotografii on vyrliadel
elegantnee 'In the photograph, hE looked more elegant" Pod ego
tiazhelymi sapogami skripel poll® 'Under his heavy shoes, the floor
creaked'; Pod solntsem mets zasverkal "Under the sun, the sword
sparkled‘ On sovershil etot postupok pri ikh blagosklonnom molchanii
"He cmmpleted this crime in their approving silence'; Pri svete luny
e glaza kazalis' sinimi 1IIn the light of the moon, her eyes seemed
blue'; Pri vzglihde na ned on vzdrognul 'At the sight of her, he
trembled‘, On soznalsia pod naporom ulik THe confessed under the
pressure of evidence'. The following types of CC represent snecial
cases: On u menia zarsbotaet 'He will begin to work at my place’;

U neg sbezhalo moloko 'At her place, the milk would boil over'; On
postrigsis [u khoroshego parikmakheral 'He got his hair cut [at =a
good barbershipl'; Ia sshil kostilm [u khoroshego portnogol 'T pot

8 suit made [at a good tailorl'.1? In all these CC, the preposition
u 'at' contains & junction that expresses animate agency.

Note. CC of this type are often implicational, i.e.
those in which some of the terms do not have a direct
expression, but are implied by expressed terms: On
postrigsia '"He got a hairecut', On sshil sebe kostitm

'He got a suit made', etc. In these examples, the

term ry is implied. (cf.: On poprosil parikmakhera
postrich' ego po poslednel mode 'He asked the barber

to cut his hair in the latest style'). As we said above




(see 1), implicational CC are not a topic of study in
this work: they will be examined in an independent

study.

In Tyj there are two clear subtypes: with the verbal sg. 2
(on prikazal / ei ulti 'he ordered her to leave') and with the nominal
EE. . Mareoggr nouns in the nominal sg. 2 can take different cases.
For example: Ia poruchil emu eto delo 'I assigned him this matter
CAccusativel'; Ia razreshil emu osmotr pomoshcheniia 'T al. allowed him

an inspection [Accusative] of the premises'; 18 obratilsia k nemu za
smretﬂm 'T turned to him for advice L[for + Instrument&l]_‘; Hn

prizyval rabochikh k bor'be "He called the workers to the struggle

[to + Dativel'; Ta poprosil ego o pomoshchi 'I asked him . for help
[ahcut + PrEpﬂSltlDEEIjT-&?h pntrebcval u nego ob' '{asneniY 'I demanded
explanations [Genitivel from him', etc.

T12 also differs in its nominal sg. 2 in & variety of ways,
especially in the morphological formation of the second nominal
Junetion. For example, Ia_pnmog emu v rabote 'I helped him in his
work L[in + PrepositionalJ"; Opyt nauchil ego ostorozhnosti 'The o
Experim&nt §§ught him carefulness [Dativel'; E& mol'by uderzhivaiut
ego ot zapoia 'Her supplications keep him a,way v from drink [from -+
Genitivel'; Ego primer spas eé ot un 12113 'His example saved her from
dejection [from + Genitivel'; | Zhizn' v gorode priuchila ego k
odinechestvu 'Life in the citv accustomed him to lﬂneliness Etﬂ +
Dativel"; Ego sovety predckhranili e€ ot oshibok 'His advice protected
her from mistakes Lfrom + Genitivel'; Dn tolknul menia na etot
postupok 'He pushed me to this crime Eto + Accusativel'; ] Hovye
vpech&tlenlla otveli ef ot étof mysl: mysli TNew feelings led her away from
this thought [from + Genitivell; EE bolezn' vozlozhila na menia
ctvetstvennost' za detef 'Her illness charged me with the responsi-
bility CAccusative) for the children'; Ego vid navodit Eg_mengh tosku
'His look shoots weariness Eﬂccusative] in my direction'; Ego slova
pridali mne smelosti 'His words gave me courage [Genitivel'; Ego
energiia privela nas k pobede 'His energy led us to victory [to +
Dativel'; Gﬂre dovela eg do samoubiIstva 'G;}ef led her to suicide
Lto + Datived" Tvﬂf unrek ne daft emu pokoia ’Yaur reurcach does
not give him ccmfnrt [Genitive]', MaleIshil pustiak vyzyval u nee
slézy 'The smallest thing brought tears [Accusativel to her eyes'
fleznanie privelo ego k oshibke 'Ignorance led him to error Cto +
Dativel'; Vashi slovae vyveli ego iz terpeniia 'Your words led him to
lose patience [from + Genitivel'; "Eto dovelo delo do skandala 'This
brought the matter to a scandal [to + Genitivel'; ! Tolehok privél
koleso v dvizhenie "The jolt sent the wheel in motion [in + Accusativel';
etc. The above examples are enough to show the great prcductivity and
variety of this type of CC in the Russian languapge.
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1. In this part of the research, various cases of ellipsis
and implication (see e.g. 15) will not be examined. These are
considered structural variants of initial causative wverbs, which
comprise the basic subject of the present preliminary study.

2. The term kunstrukgaifh is understood here in the broadest
sense as any combination of grammatical forms directly connected to
each other (not necessarily representing a full sentence) .

3. In regard to the symbols, the first letters were selected
from the Latin words res 'topic' and status 'state'. The symbol
k used below replaces c "¢ (from Latin causa 'cause') in order to avoid
confusion with a letter of the Russian alphabet.

4. See also U. R. Eshbi, Vvedenie v kibernetiku, Moscow,
1959, p. Lb.

5. A componential analysis of causative verbs will be the
subject of a special study belng prepared by the authors.

6. Cf. Bally "... faire avoir 'cause to have' or faire gtre
i 'cause to belong to' have been condensed to simple verbs that may
be called causative links [copules causatives, tr.J. Just as one
would expect, their lexicalization takes the most varied forms;
...faire avoir becomes pourveir 'to prnvide', munir 'to furnish',
etc., ...faire 8tre & "to cause to belong to' can can become donner
'give', adresser 'apply', envoyer "send', etc.” (Ch. Bally,
Obshchaia lingvistika i voprosy frantsuzakogo 1azyk& tr. from French,
Moscow, 1955, p. 125). L[See also Linguistique Générale et Linguistigue
Fransaise Editions Francke Berne, 1965, p. 110, for oripinal passape--
tr. ]

7. In regard to one-term links {i e. those not having the terms
si and sj),such as zastavit' 'to cause’ , vynudit' 'to lead to'
vyzvat' 'to compel', dat' (e.g. dat' ubezhat’ 'to allow to run away e
etc., we naturally do not wish to say that there are no other semantic
markers in their conceptual makeup besides k. However, for the time
being, we are not concerned with other conceptual signs.

8. We note, in passing, that some languages have verbal causative

links that cannot be one-term; in other words, the term k can have

only an affixal, not a root, expression. Thus, for example, Nivkh

has no verbs with the meaning to cause (and also to order and to
allow), and it expresses these meanings with a special causative
suffix: for example, ro-d' 'to help'--ro-gu-d' 'to order, to allow

to help'. For the translation of one-term verbs of the type 'to

cause' in such languages, one may use some kind of regular causative
verb (often derived), which is close in meaning to the word being
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translated; for example, in Chukcha, the causative verb re-tegjen-
ew-ak 'to cause' (1it. 'to cause (=rp ...-ew-) to want') is a
derivative of the verb tegjen-ak "to want'.

9. In those cases vhere a CV expresses k only in specific
constructions (in particular, with direct and prepositional objects),
the instrumental noncsusative correlate of the CV is the use of the
CV outside this construction (i.e. without the direct or prepositional
object); e.g. They (rj) talked (sik) him (r;) into doing (s )
something (i.e. in talking they caused him to do something)'and They

ri) talked (si).

10. In particular, many Chinese so-called resultative verbs

have dual noncausative correlates of this type; e.g. 1) ts'a kan
ksj) "to wipe {dry}‘ i.e. in the course of wiping (si) to make
% dry (sjy), and ts'a {si} "to wipe', kan (s4) 'dry'; 2) ts'a

kanc‘hing aiksJJ Tto wipe (clean)' and ts ts'a isll ‘tn'ripe

kanc'hing (s3) Yclean' (see 5. E. IAkhontov, Kategoriia glagnla v

kitalskom fhzxke Leningrad, 1957, pp. 83- 91} Cf. also German verhs

of the type totfahren fsiksdl 'to run over' (e.g. with a tram car)--

fahren (s;) '"to go', tot (s.) 'dead'.

In decomposed [prlvedeﬁnvkh] verbvs. the omission of the element
dencting 53 has led simultaneously to the loss of the k term, i.e. to
the liquidation of the CV. As is seen from the examples, the latter
may not even take place. Cf., for example, in Dakota: 1) na-ksa
(siksj) "to break something by str1king with the foot' and ksa IPSJ}
'to strike' 2) na-teya (sjksj) 'cause to yell by striking with the
foot' and 6&{& 'to yell' (sj); the prefix na-denotes action connected
with the foot. (see 5. Riggs, Dakota Grammar . Texts and Ethnography,
Washington, 1893, p. 20).

11. The symbols being used here and below (a, s, x, n) are
introduced below in the table of structural tyves of CC.

12. For the four semantic types of CV represented by symbols
here, see 6.

13. Moreover, this schema will help the reader tc become
oriented in the translation of several examples of CC based on
morphologically derived CV (cited in the articles of this collective
monograph) into Russian, which does not have a morphological causative
(concerning morphological CV, see the next article ["Tipologiia
morfologicheskogo i leksicheskogo kauzativov", tr.1).

1k, Cf., for example, the corresponding German: Dieser Anzug
liess seine Schultern breiter erscheinen; Das Fhoto liess ihn
eleganter erscheinen; Seine schweren Stiefel liessen den Boden
knarren, etc.

15. Cf., for example, the corresponding German: Ich bringe ihn
schon zum Arbeiten, Sie liess die Milch fiterkochen; Er hat sich [bei
einem guten Friseur] die Haare schneiden lassen; Ich habe mir Cbei
einem guten Schneider] einem Anzug machen lassen.



Why Sound Change is Gradual

Lawrence C. Schourup

This is an sttempt to determine the nature and causes of the
gradualness of sound change by focusing sttention on aspects of
some causes and mechanisms of phonetie change.

l. A llote on Idioclects

It is not very interesting to say that a sound change has
affected the idiclect of a speaker if his successive utterances of
a given form are objectively different. Pronunciations which the
speaker or even a phonetician may Judge to be the same are never
characterized by precisely identical acoustic signals or articulations.
To define when an idiolectal sound change has ocecurred, it is there-
fore necessary to find a way to delimit "change" so that the term
refers exclusively to variations which are in some sense directional.
We can appeal to consistency and consider an idiclectal sound change
to have occurred when a speaker's utterances of specific linguistie
elements are consistently different, with respect to any feature of
pronunciation, from utterances of the same elements spoken pre-
viously, but "consistency" clearly implies that sound change
involves absolute progression, while evidence to be considered
later suggests rather that there are periods of variation during
which sound changes are inconsistently effected in idioclects.
"Consistency" might therefore have to be replaced by a term that
subsumes tendencies as well as absolute progressions. Changes in
either the tendency or absclute consistency of production are the
cbservable results of changes in neural linguistic programming.

2. ©Sound Change

Sound change seems to involve a multilateral interaction of
causal and impeding factors.

Causes -+ 1 System at T
1
3 Processes by T
Prospective |—— | which changes e
Changes are implemented T +
[ﬁéystem at TE

+ Impedances
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As causal factors we may list:

. Adoption of a new linguistic reference proup;

+ The tendency toward easier articulation;

. The tendency toward intellipibility:l

. The tendency toward articulatory-perceptual stahility;z
. Restructuring by children:

. Analogy to existing structures in the language;

« Linguistic interference.
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As impedances:

1-T above;
8. Inertial effects ("force of habit");
9. Influence of competing changes.

Adoption of a new reference group can be a cause or an impedance,
depending on whether or not a prospective change would render the
speaker's idiclect more like the new reference dialect:; similarly,
the tendency toward ease of articulation is a cause or an impedance,
depending on whether & prospective change would increase or decrease
ease of articulation; ete.... It is not contradictory to list many
of the same factors in both categories, but the fmect that we must

do so suggests that we have only listed cover terms for sets of richly
diverse sub-factors whose complex local interaction is responsible
for the favoring of particular changes. HNotice also that if there
are both causal and impeding factors, it is unnecessary to limit the
class of "prospective changes;"3 all conceivable changes are
prospective, although all but a few are too heavily impeded to occur.

3. "Gradual"

Let us begin by considering the implications for gradualness of
one of the ranges of causal forces mentioned in (2). But it will
first be helpful to list here separately several possible meanings
of "gradual" which can be applied to phonetic change, since these
meanings are often consclidated in the literature without an
accompanying explanation:

Proceeding by "imperceptible" gradations;

Arising gradually (over time) in the community;

Proceeding by lexical diffusion;

Characterized by periods of idiclectal variation;

Characterized by periods of dialectal variation;

Proceeding by clearly definable idiclectal stages
(e.g., aza”>d*>a...);

Proceeding by clearly definable dialectal stages;

Carried forward slowly through the constant onset
of generations;

Not involving strictly binary values (ef. metathesis).

=1 hw W

WO
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4. BSocial Factors

William Labov (1963, 1965) has experimentally studied thirteen
on-going sound changes on the island of Martha's Vineyard and in
Hew York City. He found & striking correlation between the
advancement of particular sound changes and the ineidence of
certain social values. On Martha's Vineyard the increasing degree
of centralization of the first member of /ay/ and /aw/ diphthongs
proved to be closely associated with "positive crientation towards
Martha's Vineyard."

According to Labov (1965), sound changes arise in one or two
members of a subgroup of the speech community and are first
generalized to all members of the subgroup. The point that will
interest us here is that after a linguistic variable has become =
"marker" of the subgrour, other groups which are in linguistie contact
with the original group may adopt the change when they adopt the
predominant social values of that group. On intuitive grounds alone
we can prediet that adoption of the original change by external
groups is in some sense gradual because general changes in soclal
value systems do not occur very rapidly at the community level. But
to Justify the premise that adaptive sound changes associated with
changing social values occur gradually (sense 2), we must first show
that there are not community-wide thresholds of social identification
beyond which rather abrupt changes in community speaking habits occur.
To do this, we could show that individuals tend to function inde-
pendently in speech communities with regard to their adoption of
gspeaking habits of externsel reference groups. Az preliminary evidence
for this claim, consider the case of spesker E. (Labov 1963, 300},
whose mother remarked, "You know, E. didn't always speak that way...
it's only since he came back from college. I guess he wanted to be
more like the men on the docks..." For further evidence that idiolects
adjust independently, we can turn to Labov's remark that "a marked
contrast was observed between those who plan to leave the island
end those who do not. The latter show strong centralization, while
the former show little, if any" (see Labov (1963, 300) for the
centralization values that justify this statement). If, as this
evidence indicates, idiclects adjust independently to outside
reference groups, there can be no rationale for community-wide thres-
holds of social identification in sound change, but it deesn't
necessarily follow from this that such thresholds do not characterize
the adjustment of individusl speakers. However, it is very difficult
to maintain that there are individual thresholds in light of Labov's
evidence that the degree of centralization is proportional to the
degree of positive orientation toward Martha's Vineyard (1963, 306).
This strongly suggests that adaptive changes progresa in individuals—-
end alsoc therefore in the speech community--hand in hand with
graduel value changes.

I. Adaptive sound changes which accompany changing
social values occur gradually (sense 2).
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5. Age-Grading

Labov (1965) observed that when socisl pressures remain
constant, a linguistic varisble which has become generalized to
the initial subgroup or adopted by another group progresses within
the group as a function of age and group membershinp. This observa-
tion has an interesting implication for the present question, for
regardless of how we account for it, the existence of progressive
age-grading seems to speak for the gradual (sense 2) advancement
of those sound changes which can be gradual {sense 1; cf. meta-
thesis). But King points out that:

.+ .the age gradient showing that amount of central-
ization varies inversely with age...does not
constitute evidence for a gradual shift in the
'habit of articulating' /ay/ and /aw/ through
generations. What it does demonstrate is that
most older speakers do not centralize at all when
producing most instances of fay/ and /aw/, whereas
younger speakers do.

(King 1969, p. 118)

Although it is of course strictly true that the existence of
age-grading alone cannct be taken as evidence for a gradual shift,
it is important to notice that if there is in fact no gradumsl shift
associated with age-grading, the only wey to account for age-grading
is to suppose that as young speskers get older, their speaking habits
become more like those of their elders; that is, King's distrust
of age-grading as a criterion for gradual change is only warranted
if it gan be shown that there is s tendency for young people to
centralize more and for old people to centralize less. This follows
because, ceteris paribus, if there is no change on the part of
the younger people to a habit of less centralization, their central-
ization will cause a sound change, since younger people eventually
replace their elders in the speech community. There is no clear
evidence for changes that are purely a function of age. In faect,
Weinreich, Labov and Herzog (1968) remark that "all the empirical
evidence to date indicates that children...preserve the dialect
characteristics...of the peer group whieh dominates their pre-
adolescent years."

II. Age-grading constitutes evidence for gradual
change (senses 2 and 8).

6, Ease of Articulation

An interesting point arises in connection with the tendency
toward ease of articulation. It is not true that all changes which
make articuletion easier--nor indeed that sll those whieh do not--
are capable of abrupt implementation. The deletion of final
consonants ought to increase considerably the ease of articulation
of English words, but if a speaker attempts to implement this change,
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he fails as scon as he begins to speak at his normal rate. In fact,
the only way to drop final consonants consistently is to speak so
slowly that each word can be rehearsed silently before it is spoken.
Even then, unusual amounts of attention must be devoted to the

change being made. Even if a sound change affects only a single
word, it gener&llar1+ happens that speakers cannot substitute the
changed form for the unchanged cne, except with an intervening periocd
of inconsistency.

But here it 1s essential to draw s distinction between new
consistencies of articulation which can be brought about by simply
changing the basis of articulation, and those which require in-
speech spot adjustments. Basis changes primarily involwve tract
settings. The fact that many people find it easy to imitate foreign
accents can be attiributed to their swift learning of a few invariant
basis rules of the languages in question. Basis changes can be
effected quite abruptly at the utterance level because they require
only a single pre-utterance decision on the part of the speaker.

The diffieculty with in-speech spot adjustments can be attributed to
what was called earlier "inertia." More concretely, we can say

that frequent repetition of articulations of segments and segment
sequences leads to the formetion of linguistic habits which must be
broken just like any other habits, with resulting periods of idiolectal
fluctuation while these habits are being changed. Of course, force

of habit must also have a retarding effect on basis-type changes, but
in this case the resulting fluctuation is most likely to be at the
utterance, rather than the word, level.

ITII. It is possible for basis-type changes to be
enacted abruptly at the utterance level,
provided the speaker knows how the
necessary adjustments sre to be made
and wishes to make them; but changes
involving in-speech spot adjustments
cannot in general be consistently enacted
at will in speech at normal speeds and
are therefore gradual (senses 2 and U4).

7. Restructuring by Children

If changes were carried out exclusively by the imperfect
learning of language by children (in which case the assumption
would have to be that this learning is systematically imperfect),
changes would advance through the replacement of adult speakers by
their progeny.

IV. To whatever extent sound changes are the
product of imperfect learning, they
are gradual (senses 2 and 8).

8. Lexical Diffusion

Lexical diffusicn is not a cause of sound change but, putatively,
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a process by which changes are implemented. William S-Y. Wang
(1969) summarizes his lexical diffusion hypothesis as follows:
"phonological change may be implemented in a manner that is
phonetically abrupt but lexically gradual." Although Wang
tentatively extrapolates his findings to all kinds of sound change,
the safe version just quoted (with "may") is primarily intended to
characterize changes which could not progress incrementally (e.g.,
metathesis). This kind of change is thought to originate at one
place in an individual's lexicon and spread conditionally across

the lexicon through time ("gradual," senses 2 and 4), where "change"
here means a class of similar changes affecting the pronunciation
of one or more classes of words. At the level of single words sound
change is thought to occur when a nevw pronunciation enters into
competition with an old one and eventually becomes predominant

in the language. As evidence for lexicel diffusion, Wang peoints

to the existence in all languages of large numbers of morphemes with
dual pronunciations.

It seems reasonable to view this competition between two or
more forms which are not incrementally derivable from one another as
a special case of the idolectal variation observed by Lebov to be
characteristic of changes which are derivable by incrementation.

V. Sound changes characterized by lexical diffusion
are gradual (senses 3, 4 and 5).

9. Functionalism

A second account of the way in which sound changes proceed is
offered by Martinet. Involved in his "functional" view of sound
change is the assumption that, subject to systemic pressures,
articulatory targets shift slowly, with the result that individual
segment productions cluster esbout the slowly moving norm. This view
entails the assertion that sound changes which can be gradual, are
gradual (senses 1 and 2). But the only kind of evidence that could
reinforce this aspect of Martinet's claim is lacking, namely evidence
that targets shift slowly. Moreover, Labov's studies reveal extensive
fluctuation in individual speakers' pronunciations of forms
containing & linguistic variable, even when the same form is repeated
with only a short interval between productions (Labov 1963, 287-89),
For example, productions of single words containing Jfay/ typically
fluctuated between [a il], [a®il, and [e iJ in the speech of many
speakers. King (p. 118) denies that such variations are of sufficient
magnitude to indicate anything but fluctuations in performance, but
nis claim is not substantiated. In fact, it is difficult to see what
kind of evidence could be used to justify this claim; and there are
some arguments against the performance error hypothesis. The
fluctuations observed on Martha's Vineyard are not completely
arbitrary; speakers limit fluctuations so as to produce variations
along some parameters, but not others. Finally, the performance error
hypothesis is not consistent with the observation that some word
classes exhibit no centralization at all (1963, 289); we would
expect to find performance errors in all words containing /ay/ and

Jaw/.
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VI. Ewvidence from Lasbov's studies on Martha's
Vineyard suggests that some sound
changes are gradual (sense 4) because
they are characterized by periods of
idiclectal variation.

10. Two Kinds of Change

Sturtevant (1917) and many others have pointed out that there
are some changes for which it is inconceivable that they progressed
by incremental stages. Processes in this category are those
involving a change in the order of segments, probably also those
involving & change of articulators, some dissimilations, losses,
additions, ete. The word "abrupt" (King and Wang) or "sudden"
(Sturtevant) is used to refer to this kind of change; changes not
characterized by binary distinctions are considered potentially
gradual (sense 9). Labov's observation of intermediate centralization
values seems Lo indicate that the distinetion is a viable one, but
the existence of extensive idiclectal fluctuation suggests that
idiclectal gradualness is more interestingly viewed as a consequence
of this fluctuation in itself than as a phenomenon asscciated with
progressive intermediate stages.

11. BStaging

The gquestion of staging (see senses 6 and 7 of "gradual") is of
little interest in the present context. Talk of stages usually pre-
supposes that the endpoints of a change are known, but the grounds
for saying that one change has occurred and not two or three are
never very clear. To the extent that dimlectal stages exist, they
might as well be viewed as separate changes. Idiclectal stages, if
they exist, either must be identified with individual instances of
articulation, in which case the notion of a stage becomes trivial,
or, if individuals do in fact demonstrate distinct levels of
consistency, would become meaningless in the context of community
normalization; on the other hand, if sl]l idiolects manifested
identical stages at the same time, separate dialectal changes could
again be postulated.

12. BSummary

At the community level sound change is gradual. We may
attribute this fact variously and in different degrees to the
necessity for community normalization of individuasl variations, to
the close relation between sound change and the gradusl adoption of
external wvalues by communities of speakers, to age-grading which
appears to be partly & function of pre-adolescent peer group
identification, to systematic or normalized restructuring by
children, to the lexical diffusion process, and to psychophysical
properties of the organism which make it generally impossible for
changes to be implemented abruptly.
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Idiolectal gradualness, on the other hand, is probably best
associated with periods of fluctuation between different levels
of consistency or tendency of production.

Footnotes

l. To say that intelligibility is a cause of sound change
does not necessarily entail the prior assumption that speakers have
registered that their own or someone else's speech is to some
extent unintelligible. ©&peakers might favor a change without being aware
of the reasons for their preference. The commonplace observation
that people are not aware of changes in their speech has led to the
belief that changes are "imperceptible"; but to say that speakers are
in all senses unaware of sound changes is to attribute to lingulstic
systems a mystical mobility of their own. To the epithet "imper-
ceptible" we must probably add "on reflection."

2. BSee K. N. Stevens "The guantal nature of speech" in Human
Communication, A Unified View by Stevens, Denes and David. The
speech parameters are not as continuous as they are said to be in
many phonetics handbooks; the commonest places of articulation
appear to be at those points where articulatory perturbations produce
the most minimal variations in acoustic output.

3. "Prospective" and "possible" are not to be confused. The
set of possible changes is the set of changes which actually
ceccur--a subset of all prospective changes.

L, This will depend in part on the frequency of the word in
guestion, of course. It would be fairly easy for most speakers to
change their pronunciation of Pulitzer consistently from CplUiTtsrd
to Cpyulitsrl, or vice versa, but very difficult to change and from
(2nd] to Candl.
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SOME CONTEXT-FREE PROCESSES AFFECTING VOWELS
Patricia Miller

CHAFTER I

INTRODUCTION

When Roman Jakobson proposed, in Child Language, Aphasia, and
Fhonological Universaels, his universal laws of implication, which
predict the presence of a more expected segment in a language which
admits the corresponding but less expected (i.e. more marked) segment,
he gave an expliecit form to the notion that certain phonological
inventories or systems are more natural than others. The idea of
the naturalness of a phonological system has continued to motivate
students of language, and in The Sound Pattern of English, Chomsky
and Halle have proposed a set of 'markedness conventions" to characterize
the degree of naturalness of phonological systems.

Both the impliecational hierarchies and the markedness conventions,
however, are metalinguistic frameworks--they impose abstract constraints
on phonological systems from outside. A desire to derive the
constraints from within the phonological systems themselves has led
David Stampe to propose, instead, "an innate system of phonological
processes which resemble the implicational laws and markedness
conventions in content but have the same ontological status as the
natural processes (so-called "rules") of the phonological system of
any individual language" (Stampe, "On Chapter Nine," forthcoming).

There are several things that make such processes attractive.

They can account for the implicational hierarchies suggested by
Jakobson, and they can measure the complexity of systems, much as
the markedness conventions do. However, processes can also predict
the substitutions made by children and by other speakers borrowing
from one system into another.

According to Stampe's view, a process affects a class of segments
which share a feature that is inaccessible to the inborn capscity
for speech. For these segments, the speaker substitutes segments
from another class identical to the first except that the inaccessible
feature is eliminated. In general, then, segments with fewer
inaccessible features are substituted for those with more—in regular
fashion. Thus, the first segments acquired by children will be those
with fewest "unusual" or inaccessible features. In order for any
but the simplest segments to be acquired, the speaker must suppress
or limit the processes which simplify the more complex segments. In
view of this, the phonological inventory of a language may be described
in terms of the suppressions that the language requires of its
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1 For instance, if a language admits a y vowel, it has

speakers,

lHﬂwever, more than one set of suprressions may produce the
same vowel inventory, so that only the actual substitutions will

reveal the entire pattern of suppression. I will comment on this
again later.

suppressed the natural process which unrounds palatal vowels--i.e.,
which substitutes i for y.

The basic hypothesis of natural phonology, then, is that the
restrictions on inventories of underlying phonological segments--in
this case, on vowel systems--are due to processes, rather than
abstract hierarchies or morpheme structure constraints. If such
processes exist, they ought to be discoverable in two ways: one
might look at the substitutions (in child language, historical change,
synchronic alternation, or loan phonology) which manifest such
processes, and then apply the processes discovered to the limitations
cn systems; or one could hypothesize the processes on the basis of
the existent systems and then look for the substitutions. In practice,
it is generally necessary to use both methods almost simultanecusly,
but if I have favored one, it is that of looking first at the systems.

In this paper, I will first describe the processes with which
I am going to deal; then I will survey the possible systems which
alternative suppressions of the processes will generate; and after
that, I will examine a variety of child substitutions and historiecal
changes which the processes describe.

I will bese my comments regarding systems on my observation of
a number of vowel systems (over two hundred) collected from various
sources——notably, from Trubetzkoy's Prineciples of Fhonology, from
Hockett's Manual of Phonology, and from studies in the International
Journal of American Linguistics.Z2 The processes I suggest are based

2For the majority of these IJAL systems, I'd like to thenk
Leslie Koster, who surveyed far more volumes than I did.

on these systems and on substitutions--child substitutions from
Jakobson, Velten and Leopold, and historicel changes from assorted
sources (some of them oral).

There are certain arbitrary limitations on the scope of this
paper. First, I have limited my study to monophthongs. Second, I
have confined my observations to the processes which determine the
"space" features--the quality features--of vowels. Thus, there is
relatively little attention paid to stress, tenseness, nasality,
tone, etc.

This paper is essentially an attempt to provide a first
approximation to the form the natural processes take. It is intended
to explore the feasibility of the basic idea of natural phonology and
to discover the problems that confront any attempt to refine the theory.



CHAPTER II
THE PROCESSES PROPOSED
A. The Nature of the Processes.

The processes are assumed to be innate, or intrinsic, and their
function is the simplification of the system: the more completely
the processes apply, the simpler the vowel system they generate will
be. OSince the natural state of the processes is application, a cost
in terms of learner-effort is attached to the suppression or limita-
tion of any process.3 The complete application of all processes

3The term "limitation" refers to the suppression of a subpart
of a process--a decrease in the generality of its application. For
instance, if the process (i) is limited to application to non-high
vowels (ii), then a subpart of the process {i.e. (iii)) is suppressed
as a result of the efforts of the speaker.

(1) v
et -+ =Hnd
(11) v
+Pal + —Rnd
-High

{1ii) #° ¥
+Pal -+ -Rnd
+High

Limitations of processes--or suppressions of subprocesses—-will be
illustrated in the generation of vowel systems (in Chapter III).

results in the single, maximally vocelic vowel, a. This is the
simplest possible system.

The input to the processes is the range of possible vowels
(assuming that there is a limit set on this range by a kind of
threshold of perceptual and/or articulatory distinctiveness), and
the rules serve to restriect and structure this range--i.e., to
produce a vowel system.

This restriction by innate processes produces certain implica-
tional effects, like the implicational hierarchies suggested by
Jakobson. Like these hierarchies, the processes can be discovered
not only through surveying existent synchronic vowel systems, but
also by studying child substitutions.,

In the child learning language, all the processes apply,
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merging all vowels to a. Acquiring an opposition involves the
suppression or limitation of one of the processes. The more of
these natural processes the child learns to suppress, the mor=
complex his vowel system becomes, until he finallv has made enough
suppressions to allow him the full set of oppositions present in his
parents' language.

These processes do not appear in child language alone, however.
They can also been seen at work in historical language change. If
a generation or group of speakers, for examnle, fails for some reason
to suppress a process that is suppressed in the language of their
parents or "parent language community," then the language of this
group will lack one of the oppositions that the parent languaze had.
If, on the other hand, the younger generation should suppress or
limit a process that was operative in the conservative form of the
language, the new form will have an additional opposition.

Synchronically, too, the processes are observable in the morpheme
structure rules, which limit, through substitutions, the forms
available to a language. Loan phonology, the study of such substi-
tutions, may reveal the processes operating in a language by noting
the substitutions made when the langusge borrows from a language with
a more complex system.

E. The Features Used Here,

Because the set of processes I am about to desecribe is meant
to be suggestive rather than definitive, and because of the
difficulty (ef. Ladefoged 1967, 67-T72) of dealing with four-h=ight
vowel systems in terms of binary features, I have used features that
will eccount for systems with & maximum of three heights. Th= tense-.
lax distinetion will account for some apparently four- or five-height
systems, however, and the rules are easily adaptable to other height
descriptions.

I have ugsed & similar strategy regarding timbre, which will
become clearer with a description of the features I am using.

The set of features used is small and fairly simple, but some
explanations might be useful:

+Palatal (+Pal) spplies to those vowels in which the tongue is
thrust forward and/or somewhat upward (with reference to
the mandible or lower jaw) toward the hard palate. It
refers, in fact, toc those vowels traditionally called
"Front".

+Round (+Rnd) applies to those vowels for which the lips are
rounded,

+Low applies to those vowels for which the jaw opening is

T larger and/or the tongue is somewhat lower than in the
speech-ready position (ef. Chomsky and Halle, 1968).

+High applies to vowels for which the jaw opening is small and
the tongue is raised from the speech-ready positiecn.

In the processes as I have written them, I have had occasion
to refer to degrees of a feature. For example, "higher", in a
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structural change, is used to refer to the addition of one degree of
height to any vowel specified by the structural description.

"1lower" in a structural description, on the other hand, refers to
the increasing likelihood of application of a process as the vowel
the process affects is less and less high. The use of this "degree-
feature" notation has an important use: it indicates that the vrocess
is asymmetrical in that it can be limited in one direction (e.g.,

for "!lower", to -High or +Low vowels) but not in the other (e.g.,
not to +High vowels).

Since there do not seem to be any languages with more than four
systematic or distinctive timbre classes, I refer to central vowels
simply as non-palatal. There do not seem to be any distinctions
within languages between central rounded and back rounded vowels,
or between central unrounded and back unrounded vowels.

The maximal system under these features, then, would be:

+Fal -Pal
+High ¥ i = u
=High, -Low @ e | A o
+Low & : o a 2
+End -Rnd +End

In this set of features, there will be three that are considered
primary: +Palatal, tRound, and *Low, and each of these may be
considered the principal characteristic of one of the three primary
vowels: i, u, and a. This implies a certain primacy of #Low over
tHigh. This will be attributed to the fact that +Low denotes maximal
openness, and openness is the defining quality of vowels; +Low, then,
is maximally woealie, and +High may be considered a feature which
deals only with less-than-maximal vocalism, This priority of tLow
can affeet the formulation of a rule by occasionally determining
whether +Low or -High will be specified.

I have alsc used two less usual features to suit my purposes.
These features have an essentially abbreviatory function, and they
require explanation.

tColor is a cover term which includes *Palatal and #Round. It
is intended to express a privative opposition between
vowels which are either palastal or round or beth and
vowels which are neither palatal nor round. The use of
this feature will be Justified by the presence of some
processes that affect vowels that are +Color but not those
that are =Color, and other processes that affect -Color
but not +Color wowels.

The term is only intended for rule-writing and

expository purposes, however. No language seems to have
& distinction of color without specification as to whether
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the +Color items are +Palatal or +Round. It is not, then,
to be considered a particular timbre, or another name for
timbre, but a division within the set of timbre classes.

Hleutral here refers to a vowel which is negatively specified for
all of the above features. Thus, the Neutral vowel is the
-High, -Low, -Pal, -End vowel, A. However, as will be
noted, a language may admit more than one neutral wvowel,
so "neutral" (small n) will denote the class of vowels
vwhich a language treats as neutral.

A ! notation is also used. It indicates that the most common,
or least likely-io-be-suppressed form of the process is that which
ineludes the !-marked condition, but that the process can, and in
its original form does, apply more generally, without regard to the
!-marked feature or condition. ! may be read "especially when...."

C. The Processes.

Based on these largely traditional feature descriptions, the
following rules are suggested as describing the processes discovered.
The rules will be loosely grouped and titled by funetion, and they
are presented in unmarked order.

(1) Neutralization.

v - Neutral
!'-Stress
!-Tense

This process, then, describes a certain tendency for vowels to
be negatively marked with regard to the features used here.

The full form of this process applies only in child language,
tut & limited form of the rule continues to cperate in many adult
languages. This limited form,

v * Neutral
-Stress
-Tense

can be observed in the common phenomenon of vowel reduction.

Neutralization can be limited in a variety of ways. FEvidence
for this may be found in some of the different kinds of vowel
reduction found in lenguages.

According to Bloomfield's description of Eastern 0jibwa (1956,
5-6), the structural change of the neutralization process is limited
so that it lacks the -Round feature, since there are two reduced
vowels, a schwa and an indistinet vowel, roughly v or £/. The lax
vowel system PElcomfield described is

i
o
a
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and the neutralization process (i.e., the vowel reduction process)
might, for this language, be written

v -Pal
-Stress -+ =High
~Tense -Low

g0 that the reductions are:

The front and back Jers of Slavic (Shevelov, 432-433) represent
a kind of reduction wherein -Palatal is the feature deleted from the
structural change. Thus i reduces to a front jer (a +Pal, -High, -Low,
-Rnd vowel), and u reduces to a back jer (a -Pal, -High, -lLow, -Rnd
vowel), by

v
~Stress -High
+High - ~-Low
-Long -Bnd .

In English, neutralization applies to unstressed vowels, short
or long. In certain contexts, however, (before high consonants)
the structural change is limited so that the palatality specification
is not changed--i.e.,

v 2 -Rnd
-Stress ~Low .

Thus, the final syllable of "comie" [kamik] remains distinct from
that of "havoe" [hevak].

In languages with certain rare vowel systems, & limited form
of neutralization may continue to affect stressed vowels even in the
adult language. The systems which result seem to lack distinections
of timbre, though some admit distinctions of height; and they will
be menticned again in the section desling with timbre.

Neutralization, it seems, is (almost) always the first process
to be limited or suppressed by children, and it is almost universally
limited to unstressed or non-tense vowels in adult language. In its
most general form, then, neutrelization is the weakest process.

(2) Neutral-vowel Lowering.

v
Heutral =+ +Low
' +5tress
! +Tense

Fed by the neutralization rule, this process lowers the
neutral vowels E and A to @ and a, especially when these neutral
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vowels become stressed or tensed. Processes (1) and (2), then, may
be viewed as the source of the "universal a" which appears to be
present in all child language--llellwar's "nrince AL T TR e e

The lowering process is par&llelgtc the Egﬁd§£c§”§§i£ra{i3§?ﬁaﬁn 1962, 125
vocalism or sonority. This tendency, as noted by Jakobson (1968, 69
et passim) is extremely strong in child language, but correlates
can also be found in adult substitutions (as in [bat] for English
"but" by speakers whose native language includes no A vowel), or in
historical change. =

In adult systems where neutralizastion has been limited or
suppressed so that colored and high vowels may occur, such vowels do
not undergo this lowering, but the process may continue to affect
the neutral vowels.

Unless this process is limited or suppressed, the A vowel does
not appear in a language system. Since this vowel is neither rare
nor universal, the process cannot be conzidered either extremsly
strong or extremely weak. Its operation appears to be independent
of the operation of any other rule.

This rule may be related to Jakobson's principle of maximal
distinetion (Jakobson and Halle 1956, 37 et passim). The tendency
for —Color vowels is to lower to a, and the raising of the +Color
vowels then maximizes the articulatory and perceptual difference
between these sets, Furthermore, higher vowels maximize the color
features: i is fronter (more palatal) than e, and u rounder than o.
This can be seen in their greater tendency to palatalize or round
adjacent consonants.

The Color Rules

I have grouped these rules together because of their similar
functions, and also because of their similar forms. They appear,
however, to be descriptive of separate and largely independent
processes.

(3) v
+Pal =+ =Rnd
'lower

(L) v
+Rnd + <=Pal
ower

(5) v
-Fal
'more back -+ +End
'-Low

(6) v
~Rnd -+ Pall
! lower
'-Low
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The processes which determine vowel color conspire to provide
that vowels with a single positive color marking are preferred over
vowels with two positive color markings or two negative ones. In
effect, 1, e, u, and o are to be preferred over y, ¢, i, and A.

Processes (5) and (6) rarely apply to low vowels; apparently
the neutralization rules, which remove positive color-markings from
low vowels, are far stronger than these rules which provide a positive
marking. Application of processes (3) and (&) to low vowels coincides
with the operation of the unrounding and depalatalization rules.

With respect to possible systems, processes (3) and (4) are
functionally equivalent: both eliminate y, ¢, and . By the same
token, (5) and (6) are equivalent in eliminating &, A and (rarely) a.

In each of the processes, one color specification is given, and
the other results from the operation of the process. Operation of
(3) and (5) as opposed to (4) and (6) implies that *Palatal is the
given--the dominant--feature; operation of (4) and (6) makes *Round
more basic. This may be a way of accounting for systems that are
essentially *Palatal or +Round, as Trubetzkoy (1969, 100-101)
characterized many of the two-timbre systems he described.

It is worth noting here, however, that (3) and (5) seem to
operate in appreciably more cases than (4) and (6). Thus i and e
are more likely substitutions for y and ¢ than are u and o; and u
and o are more probable substitutions for % and A than are i and e.

The "!lower" and "!more back" labels are intended to indicate
that the process so marked is increasingly likely to apply as the input
vowel becomes less high or more retracted. The results of these
varying scales of likelihood are that mid vowels (and sometimes low
vowels) are more likely to be changed by these processes than are the
corresponding high vowels.

There is an apparent problem here in that this might lead one
to believe that the presence of A in & system implies the presence of
%, in the same way that ¢ may be said to imply Y. Yet systems with
A but no £ are quite common among the world's languasges. It is possible,
however, to 1limit the input of the neutralization process to vowels
that are -Bnd, -Pal, and -Low, so that # -+ A. There is no parallel
possibility involving y and ¢.

The mutual independence of rules (3) and (6) will be seen later
in this paper, in looking at the systems generated by suppression of
one or more of these processes. Certain relationships among these
processes do obtain, however. The pairs (3) and (L), and (5) and (6)
are mutually bleeding: 1f the height specification is the same for
both processes in a pair, operation of one of the processes allows
the other to apply only vacuously. If the height specificetions
within a pair are different, unnatural results are noted. PFor example,
if the input of (3) is limited to -High, @+ ® and § + e. If, in the
same system, (4) applies to all heights, y + u. The unlikelihood of
such substitutions lends some credibility tec Trubetzkoy's descriptions
in terms of one color distinction or mnother; for our purposes, it
requires the specification that (3) - (4) and (5) - (6) are unlikely
combinations in an adult system.

There are also processes which have a neutralizing effect on low
vowels. These may eradicate the effects on low vowels of rules such
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as (5) and (6).

(7) Unrounding.

v

(8) Depalatalization.

v
+Low * -Palstal

The unrounding rule provides that &+ 3 and 5 + a, and the
depalatalization rule, that ¢ + o and @ + a. If both of these
processes operate, the result is a single low vowel, &,

Although these rules look similer, and although Ehey frequently
both apply in a given language, the processes they represent appear
to be independent of each other, in that the application of one does
not imply the application of the other.

(9) The Raising Rule.

'
+Color
-High <+ higher
'+Tense
'+Low

This rule, difficult to state in any conventional notation,
describes the process by which colored non-high vowels add one degree
of height: the mid vowels become high and the low vowels become mid.
In its most general form, the process raises all Palatal and all
Round vowels, but it may be limited to one series or the other, as,
historically, in Saoc Miguel Portuguese (King 1969a. 17), where only
the round vowels were raised, Tt can also be limited to the inter-

section of these two sets, the +Round, +Palatel vowels, as in

Mlddle Beots ¢ + y (Wright 1923, 28), or French @ + @ (Morin 1971,
104-105). el 4%

As indicated by the !4Low condition, the process is stronger for
low vowels than for mid vowels. Thus, the process may have its
input limited to low vowels only, but not to mid vowels only; that
is, if the process is suppressed for +Low vowels, it will also be
suppressed for -Low vowels. It follows that for any one timbre class,
a low vowel in that cless implies a mid vowel in that class,

This is not the case for -Color vowels, but the raising process
does not seem to apply to such vowels, a fact which has been noted
in discussions of vowel shifts.

The !+Tense feature reflects the fact that tenseness is favorable
to vowel raising,1+ possibly because tenseness involves greater

l‘It. might be possible to state a distinet, but at least
logically related process affecting lax vowels, such as
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v
-Tense lover,

which would account for such cccurrences as I + e, but the lack of
such occurrences as £ + 2 inclines me, instead, to account for such
facts in terms of a limitation of the neutralization rule.

deviation from the neutral position. In English, for example, only
stressed tense vowels underwent the Great Vowel Shift (Chomsky and
Halle 1968, 256).

The following table summarizes the preceding sections by listing
the processes:

TABLE I

SUMMARY OF THE PROCESSES

(1) Neutralization . (6) Nonround-vowel Palatalization
L' ')
_Stress =+ Neutral -Rnd + +Fal
! -Tense lower
1-Low

(2) Neutral-vowel Lowering

(7) Low-vowel Unrounding
v

Heutral
'+Stress + +Low +Low ™ —Bnd
'+Tense

(8) Low-vowel Depalatalization
(3) Palatal-vowel Unrounding

v
v HEgho -Fal
+Pal + =Bnd,
'lower (9) Raising
(4) Round-vowel Depalatalization v
+Color
v -High + higher
+Rnd + =Pal !+Tense
!lower +Low

(5) Nonpalatal-vowel Rounding
v
-Pal + +Rnd
'more back
!-Low
D, How the Processes Operate.

The generation of a few simple systems should be enough to show
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how the processes operate. A tentative ordering, set up here by the
ecriterion of maximal feeding (or, considering the nature of the
processes, minimal bleeding) order, will follow the order in which
the processes were Jjust listed.

The most elementary situation--that of the child just beginning
to talk--produces the one-vowel system consisting of the maximally
open and sonorant a. Such a system requires operation of all of the
natural processes.

If the neutralization rule is suppressed or is limited to
unstressed vowels, a three-vowel system will result. Depalatalization
and unrcounding will change the low vowels to a, the raising rule will
eliminate the mid vowels, and the color rules will leave only i and
u in the high series. The resulting z:

i u
a
system is probably the simplest system found in adult languages.
The neutralization rule is extremely weak with respect to stressed
vowels; stressed vowels seem to neutralize only in child language, and
there they are nearly always lowered to a precisely because they are
stressed.

It should be noted here that, even with this solitary limitation
of a rule, there is more than cne way for the system to be generated.
If raising occurred before depalatalization and unrounding, the +Low
vowels might be raised to ¢, e, and o, and, if rules may reapply,
thence to y, i, and u. Low-vowel unrounding and depalatalization
would reduce the vowel inventory to i, u, and a as above. While this
account is perfectly credible as a set of historical processes, I am
inelined to reject it as a synchronic description for two reasons.
First, it seems unnecessary to assume that one of the processes
applies twice and another applies vacuously. More important than this
"economy-based" reason, however, is that such an analysis would
require the prediction that any +Low, +Color vowel in a word borrowed
into the system would become a +High vowel of the appropriate timbre
class, rather than a. I have never seen any evidence of such occurrences
as child substitutions of i for @, or for adult borrowings of this
nature.

Generation of the extremely common five-vowel triangular system

follows the same pattern as generation of

i u
a

but the five-vowel system requires an additional suppression: the
raising rule is limited to +Low vowels. Thus e and o are no longer
eliminated.

Here the possibility of more than one use of the processes to
generate the system seems a bit more probable. Since the raising
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rule must be limited to +Low vowels, the +Low, +Color wvowels may
either be raised to merge with the mid vowels, or unrounded and
depalatalized to merge with a. In such a system, substitutions for
@ and D will be e and o if raising applies to them, or a (for both)
if depalatalization and rounding apply. Unlike the i-for-e and u-
for-o substitutions required by the generation rejected above,
substitutions of this kind (e for 2 and o for o) are not unexpected.~’

Shiekn Ohso has pointed out to me that Japanese, which has a
five-vowel system of this type, borrows 2 and > &8s 8 and o
respectively. Thus 2 apparently undergoes low-vowel depalatalization,
but 2 is raised rather than unrounded.

E. Complexity of Systems.

Some systems, of course, can be generated with fewer suppressions
or limitations than others. The above are among the simplest and most
common systems. (The a-only system is common only in child-language,
of course.)

Simpliecity will be measured here in terms of the freedom with
which the processes are allowed to operate: the greater the number
and scope of the limitations and suppressions, the more complex the
system will be. Thus, simpliecity is not always directly related to
the number of vowels in the system. The

i

A

a -
of certain Caucasian languages (Trubetzkoy 1969, 97-98), generated with
limitation of the neutralization rule to

-Rnd
v

and the suppression of lowering, raising, and the color rules (6)
through (9) is far more complex than the

i u
a

system of Arabic and many other languages (Trubetzkoy 1969, 106),
although both have the same number of vowels, sinece only neutralization
need be suppressed to generate the latter system.

In order for the processes suggested here to be flexible enocugh to
generate such systems as the rare

£
M
a
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lype, they must also be capable of generating, through further
limitations, systems that look even more "unnatural." For example,
if the neutralization rule can be limited to

-Pal
gl B 9

in producing the system above, there is st least no logical reason
for it to be unable to be limited to

v
-Pal + =Rnd

which, with identical suppression of all the other nrocesses, would
generate the system

Obviously, an evaluation system is needed to measure the complexity
of vowel inventories.

One possible way of measuring the complexity of the systems
would be to count the features of the processes that are blocked out.
Such feature-counting might require that there be a certain cost to
the grammar for esach addition to the structural description of a rule
and a like cost for each deletion from the structural change. Deletion
of the entire structural change, the most extreme form of such deletion,
would be eguivalent to suppression of the process.

Some form of feature-counting of this sort must be a part of the
evaluation system, and yet if feature-counting is not supplemented by
some weighting device, limitation of the neutralization process (which
is universal in adult language) will be no more probable than, say,
suppression of the low-vowel unrounding rule. Feature-counting alone
does not take into account the relative strengths of rules.

Each feature added to the structural description or deleted from
the struectural change of & process could be counted, and the total
number (of the changed features) could be multiplied by the assigned
"weight" of the process. The results would then be totaled and the
final figure would represent the complexity of the vowel system,

To reflect the likelihood of a rule's being limited to a !-marked
value, removal of an ! could be assigned a cost one-half that of adding
or deleting a feature.

In order to weight the processes, a scale of strength based
statistically on frequency of application might be desirable, but it
is herdly possible within the scope of this paper.



CHAPTER III
SOME EVIDENCE FOR THE PROCESSES

With a variety of suppressions or limitations, this relatively
small set of processes may thus generate a large number of wvowel
systems, which should correspond to the vowel systems which actually
do occur. Then, if the occurring systems are results of actual
processes, one could expect to find independent evidence of these
processes in the context-free processes affecting vowels in the
developing phonological systems of children, and in the historical
development of vowel systems.

A, Evidence from the limitations on systems.

First, the rules here are designed for generating a large
proportion of the wvowel systems of the world. They do so by producing
the possible height and timbre combinations and distinctions.

1. Height

It seems that all--or almost all--languages have more than one
vowel. Among the great proportion that must be viewed as having vowel
distinetions, there do not seem to be any systems that lack a
distinction of height. Languages may lack timbre distinctions entirely,
but they do not seem to be able to do without height distinections.

The above processes seem to reflect this. Only when the
neutralization and lowering rules apply in their most complete form
does a system lacking height distinctions result, and the neutralization
rule is the weakest rule of all. As soon as this weakest process is
limited, a height contrast is unavoidable.

2. Timbre

Distinetions of timbre, though apparently secondary to distinctions
of height, are, of course, extremely common in languages. They are
also, it seems, more complex; there are more varisbles associated with
timbre.

The timbre distinctions used here, *Palatal and iRound, are
simplifications in the same sense that all *valued articulatory
features are simplifications: they divide the "vowel space" into
categories rather than treating it as a continuum. In general, the
processes can be described in terms of these featural categories, but
sub-featural variations can affect the strengths of wvarious forms of
the rule. In these cases, indicators such as "lower" have been
included in the rules. This may not be a particularly attractiwve
choice in terms of notation, but it seems that the various vowels
should be able to be assigned relative degrees of these physical
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gualities in fairly straightforward ways, and the terms allow for
greater accuracy of deseription of the processes that do occur.

The principal use of these indicators occurs in the color rules,
where the degree of lowness seems to affect the strength of the
process. The meaning of the "!lower" indicator is fairly obvious:
application of a process thus marked to +High vowels implies spplication
to -High, -Low vowels, which in turn implies application to +Low
vowels. Conversely, blocking the process for a lower vowel implies
blocking it for any higher wvowel, since the process is strongest for
the lowest vowels and weaker for the higher ones.

The rules (7) and (8)--unrounding and depalatalization--end the
'-Low markings on the color rules seem to conspire to eliminate low
vowels other than a, and thus to produce a triangular system (i.e.,
one with no timbre distinections in the low vowel series). 1In the
systems generated so far, these processes were allowed to operate.

Obviously, not all systems are triangular; the suppression of
{T) or (B), with the optional elimination of the !-Low marging of the
appropriate color rule, can produce a quadrangular system.

6The distinction triangular vs. quadrangular, however, is not

really a very interesting one, since it amounts to no more than any
other expression of the tendency toward fewer timbre distinetions
among the more cpen vowels. BSuch a distinction apparently has favored
some rather inappropriate vowel arrangements (such as (i) for the
system (ii) or (iii)).

1) Ly
e ¢ o
a

Cikdo yood u
$ e o

a
51 1 » u
e ¢ o

a

I am trying to avoid such arrangements here; this accounts for my
less—than symmetrical arrangements of some perfectly "natural”
systems.

In the suggested set of processes, the "ower" indiecators on
the color rules (and the depalatalization and rounding rules for low
vowels) reflect the fact that there may be more timbre distinctions
in the higher vowel series than in the lower ones, but usually not
more distinctions in the lower than in the higher series.

Probably the most logical way of dealing with the variety of
timbre systems is to break down the possible systems in terms of the
number of distinctions within the language or system.



a. Languages without distinctive timbre classes

In a few languages (which appear to be concentrated in the
West Caucasus), the timbre qualities of the vowels appear to be
phonologically conditioned, and only vowel height seems distinctive.
In such languages, it appears that some form of the neutralization
rule must continue to apply to stressed wvowels in the adult language,
as perhaps

¥ = -Pal
=End

and neutral-vowel lowering and the context-free color processes must
be suppressed. The retention of any form of the neutralization rule
for stressed vowels is extremely unusual, and the combination of this
retention and the suppressions noted above is even more unlikely. The

E

A
a

system of these languages is correspondingly rare.
b. Languages with two timbre classes

If there is a single timbre distinction in a languasge, it is
often based on the overlap of the two colors. In such cases, the
+Palatal wvowels are -Round, and the -Palatal vowels are +Hound.
This is the case with the familiar

system of such languages as Spanish (Hockett 1955, 85), Fijian
{Huikett 1955, 86), and Lake Miwok (Broadbent and Callaghan 1960,
301).

Other languages, however, give reason to believe that either
+Palatel or *Round is the essential distinction of timbre, with the
other distinetion having secondary status, so that this other feature-
value may be changed by various context-sensitive rules. Trubetzkoy
(1969, 99 et passim) suggests that certain Montenegran dialects
have an essentially #*Palatal timbre division, and that Russian has
an essentially tRound distinection.

Such possibilities may be described within the set of processes
suggested by the choice of the color rules used to generate the
system. A system with a basically iPalatal distinction would be
generated by the processes

L'l Ui
+Fal + =Rnd and -Pal + +Rnd
'Lower 'lower

'-Low
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while a basically tRound system would be set up by the processes

v v
+Rnd + =Pal and =Rnd = +Pal
'Lowver 'lower

'-Low

c. Languages with more than two timbre classes

In systems with more than two timbre eclasses, the guestion of
whether only one color feature is distinctive does not arise;
obviously, both features are distinctive. These systems involve the
suppression of one or more of the color processes.

By various suppressions and limitations, the set of processes
proposed here doesseem to be able to generate the occurrent three-
and four-timbre systems.

(1) Systems with three classes.

(a) +Pal ~Pal -Pal
-Rnd -Rnd +Rnd

A vowel system that includes these three classes might be one
like that found in Bororo (Huestis 1963, 231) and Maidu (Hockett
1955, 8b):

; B
e L o
a -

Here the neutralization, lowering, and raising processes are

suppressed, but depalatalization and unrounding affect the low

vowels. Characteristic of this set of timbre classes is the suppression
of all the color processes except

v
+Pal + =End
'lower

If raising and lowering are allowed to operate, the simpler,
two-height system of Amahuaca (Hockett 1955, 84) results:

i £ u
a

If, instead, depalatalization and unrounding are also suppressed,
the system

2 I
P > W
woege
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is generated. This system, according to Hockett (1955, 87) is the
system of Trukese and Thai.
A "hollow" system, the

of langusges like Tubutulabal (Truhetzko¥ 1969, 112) and Choco
(Loewen 1963, 358) may also be achieved.! Neutralization and

THockett (1955, 87) lists Bulgarian among the languages with
this vowel system, but Trubetzkoy's (1969, 11L) more complete
description indicetes that Hockett may simply have classed as an
% what is really an p.

raising are suppressed (or raising is limited to +Low vowels), but
lowering operates, eliminating the aA. The only unsuppressed color
rule is still

v
+FPal + =HRnd
'lower

Alternatively, this system could be achieved by allowing the =Low,
~High, -Pal vowels to be rounded by (5) (i.e., by limiting (5)
instead of suppressing it).

(b) +Pal +Pal ~Pal
~FEnd +HRnd +HRnd

If the color processes are limited differently, it is possible
to generate systems with this different set of three timbres. An
example of this kind of system is the

¥y u
# o
B

i
e

of German (Hockett 1955, 87), of some French dialects (ibidy), and

of certain dialects of Tibetan (C. and F. Voegelin 1965, 32). The
characteristic difference between this system and systems of the
Bororo type cen be attributed to a different limitation of the color
rules: instead of allowing

v
+Pnl + =Rnd
"lower

to operate and suppressing the others, these systems require that all
the color rules except




Vv
-Pal + +Bnd
lower
Low

be suppressed.

Additional systems may be generated by varying the limitations
and suppressions of the other processes. The

of Middle Greek (Trubetzkoy 1969, 112) and Taki-Taki (Hockett 1955,
87) differs from the above system in that raising is limited to the
+Pal, +Fnd vowels, at least in the non-low degrees of height.

The Middle High German long vowels (Wright 1955, L-5),

¥ u
¢ o

a

8 a -

form & similar system, except that the low-vowel depalatalization
process is suppressed. (Also, it seems that raising does not

operate here, unless it is limited to +Rnd vowels; I am more inclined
to think that it is suppressed.)

(2) Systems with four classes.

Suppression of all of the color processes results in a four-
timbre system; this is the maximal set of distinctions. Turkish, with its

system (Trubetzkoy 1969, 107) is probably the best-known example.
Here neutralization is suppressed, and raising is at least limited
to +Low vowels.

The color rules need not be entirely suppressed to produce &
four-timbre system. In some cases, there are four timbres in the
+High series only. (Eastern Cheremis (Trubetzkoy 1969, 104) is an
example.) In such cases, the color rules may be limited to application
to -High vowels and thus eliminate the non-high vowels of some timbres
by changing a roundness or palatality marking, or the raising rule
applies to certain timbre classes only, merging the non-~high vowel
with the high vowel of the same timbre.

From these examples, it is easy to see that a large proportion of
the world's vowel systems can be accounted for by the processes
suggested. OSome systems, especially a number of those found in
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American Indian languages, remain, but the processes work in most
situations, and they strongly favor the same vowels favored by
Jakobson's implicational laws and Chomsky and Halle's marking
conventions. In order to produce a less-favored vowel, more processes
have to be suppressed, and the less-favored vowel oecurs only in
opposition to a more-favored one.

B. Evidence from substitutions.

In order to see the processes in action, however, it is
necessary to look at them through the more dynemic aspects of language
study--through language acquisition and langusge change.

1. Child language.

It is in language acguisition, perhaps, that the operation of
the processes is most obvious. The child acquiring language has
a vowel system, however rudimentary, intoc which he must fit any word
he chooses to say. If the adult form of the word contains a vowel
not inecluded in his system, the vowel form must be changed into one
that he can use, and it is s¢ changed by means of these innate or
intrinsic natural processes. Thus, when the child has not suppressed
any of the processes, all of his vowels are ordinarily pronounced as
a no matter what the vowel is in the original word. (The phonetie
environment may alter the quality of the vowel to a certain extent,
but there is no distinctiveness to separate two vocalic segments
in the system.)

Even when he has begun to limit at least one process and can
therefore maintain a distinction, the child's system is still smaller .
(and simpler) than the adult's; when he uses a word containing a vowel
he does not have, he must still make substitutions, and his
substitutions are still governed by the processes that remain active.

a. Jakobson's predictions.

To a great degree, this progressive limitation can parallel the
order of acquisition of distinctions predicted by Jakobson in Child
Language, Aphasia and Phonological Universals and by Jakobson and
Halle in Fundamentals of Language. According to Jakobson, the first
vowel is the maximally open and therefore maximally vocalic a. The
first vowel distinction acquired is one of height--the one distinetion
that seems to be universally present in vowel systems. The next
distinction acquired is usually that of "palatal vs. velar" in the
high vowels, generally expressed as i and u, in accordance with the
principle of maximal distinctiveness.

This third system, the

i m

a
system, is in a sense the optimal one, since it maintains at least
two distinctions within each pair of twe vowels. The distinction
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maintained here between palatal and velar high vowels must precede

the distinction between palatal and velar low vowels (z/a), between

rounded and unrounded narrow palatal vowels (y/i), or between rounded

and unrounded velar vowels (u/#). The y/i distinction must

precede that between rounded and unrounded wide palatal vowels (w/z).
Jakobson also cites a common fourth vowel system:

i u
a
a

This system can also be described using the suggested processes. Just
es it iz for the

i u
a

system, neutralization is suppressed. The color rules, the lowering
rule, and the depalatalizaticen and unrounding rules may apply, but
the raising rule is limited to

v
-High -+ higher
+Rnd

Tracing the phonological development of a child, and suggesting
how the processes might account for the substitutions made is another
way of establishing the appropriateness of the rules proposed. The
speech of two children will be observed here.

b. Joan Velten's speech.

Joan Velten's first words (Velten 1962, 25 et passim)--from the
end of her eleventh month through her fourteenth month--contained
only one vowel, a. This situation represents the operation of all
the processes.

Joan's first distinection is the high- vs. -low distinetion
separating u from a. This is apparently accomplished by a limitation
of the neutralization rule from

v v
'-Stress + Neutral to '-Stress -+ =Pal
'-Tense ! -Tense

The effect of the weakening of the struetural change of this process
is that the process now leaves the output

o> K
UoE

instead of A alone. The neutral vowel, A,is still lowered to a; the
color rules provide that # + u; and low-vowel unrounding substitutes
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a for 5. Raising makes o + u, and the system is reduced to the two
vowels, u and a.

Joan's substitutions give substance to this conjecture. The
English low vowels and A are articulated as a (as is ai by mono-
phthongization), and the mid and high vowels become u. Allowing
for some lack of fit between Velten's notation and that used here,
the situation is, it seems: 2, a, aj, 2, A, and £ (before liquids and
nasals) + a; and I, i, e, 0, @ {possibly £1), wn u,. 40, 94, or, and
ol (these last three 1abials} and g (before obstruents) - u.

Acquisition of i may be due to limitation of the neutralization
rule to unstressed syllnbles or to its complete suppression. Either
way, the result is the three-vowel system

i u
a

The high front vowel is substituted for English i and e, and the
rest of the substitutions are as before. In both the two- and three-
vowel systems, it seems that the color rules operating are the
stronger (6) and (8). Velten does tell us that Joan used a lax
variant, I, for the i vowel.

The rest of Joan's vowels were acquired after a considerable
time, and all within the space of seven weeks. Her father says
that their chronological order was e, £, 0, 2, 2, which seems to be
approachable from the point of view of the suggested rules. Since he
does not list these acquisitions as they were substituted for the
English vowels, however, we can no longer trace the exaect suppressions
the child made.

e. Hildegard Leopold's speech.

A brief view of Hildegard Leopold's acquisition of wowels
(Leopold 1953-54, 353 et passim) can also be described within the
system of processes suggested, although the exact phonetic values
would have to be examined to determine which substitutions made by
the child were really context-free and which were allophoni¢ variations
conditioned by the context. Hildegard's first vowel was also a, and,
like Joan's a, it replaced 2, A, and a. Her second vowel was i (as
opposed to Joan's u), with Ijand ¥ as allophnnea (y followed
bilabials, with obvious assimilatory rounding).

The i suggests that Hildegard limited the neutralization rule to

v
! Stress -+ -Round.
!'-Tense

Lovering, the color rule,

v
-End = +Pal

depalatalization and unrounding, and raising provide that 2, A, and
2 be replaced by a, and that other mid vowels and high vowels be
replaced by i.
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Then u was acquired, "briefly and experimentally," according
to Leopold; the father thinks of e as Hildegard's third stable
vowel. If u really was acquired before e, the development of the

i u
a

system would be similar to Joan Velten's. If, instead, e was indeed
the third wowel and Hildegard's three-vowel system was

i
=]
8
one could explain that raising was limited to +Round vowels hefore
neutralization was entirely suppressed for stressed vowels. When
this limitation of neutralization does occur, u avpears, and the common

i u

e
=

system is achiewved.

Hildegard substituted u for "all standard high and mid back
vowels," although & or even au was occasionally used to replace o.
Her next acquisition was o--a result of the complete suppression of
the raising rule. (The fact that o did not appear simultaneously
with u indicates that raising had previously been limited only, not
suppressed.) The A vowel was not acquired until quite late, apparently
because of the strength of the lowering rule, and because suppressicn
of this rule forces a change from an essentially two-timbre to a
three-timbre system.

There are some obvious flaws in the above tracing of the wvocalic
development of these two children. First, neither is complete, and
the final systems described are not even identical, although both
children were learning the same language. OSecond, no attempt is
made here to deal with any variations in the representations teo
determine what forms are the results of context-free processes and
what forms have been changed by their environments.

These two troublesome problems could probably be resolved, but
a precise analysis would be a problem sufficient for another paper
of this size, especially for Leopold's highly detsiled deseription.
My intention here has been to give a brief sketch which would
illustrate how the rules suggested here can account for the systems
of child language, and to show that implicational hierarchies like
Jakobson's might be seen--considering that the child is actually
making substitutions--as processes that are active in the child's
phonological system.

2. Historieal change.

If these observations are considered to be processes, then it
is not surprising that they would turn up in the historicsal develop-
ment of & language. It can be somewhat difficult to find evidence
in historical language study for context-free vowel changes because
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such changes often fail to leave internal evidence. Nevertheless,
a good number of context-free changes have been reconstructed.
These changes parallel the context-free processes described here,
and they too may be seen as evidence that the implicastional hier-
archies might be described as actual processes.

In the view put forth by natural phonology, "rule addition"
may be the failure of a generation or a group of speakers to
suppress a process that is suppressed in the standard language.
For example, in order for a language to admit an 2 vowel, the low-vowel
depalatalization vrocess must be suppressed. The context-free historieal
change of 2 to a, then, may represent the failure of a language group
to suppress this depalatalization process. This change actually
occurred in Middle English, when Old English #ppel, for instance,
became appel (Wright 1923, 19).

In Early Modern English this change was reversed (a far less
usual circumstance), and a > @, so that ME appel became our "apple"
(Wright 1924, 38). This change could be described in terms of the
suprression of low-vowel unrounding, with the consequent application of

¥
=-REnd + +Palatal
'lower g

I would assume that this palatalizing process had been overridden
(for low vowels), in the system with a, by low-vowel depalatalization,
which is ordered after palatalization. Suppression of the later
depalatalization process allows palatalization to appear.

The parallel changes of O to a and a2 to o are also represented
historically. English "not" {Cnot]) has become American Cnatl,
and the set of processes which generate the Yiddish system has
produced such forms as [nox] from Middle High German nach (Sapir
1915, 257). As the 2/a changes represented operation or suppression
of low-vowel depalatalization, these o/a changes represent the
operation and suppression [respectivelyi_of low-vowel unrounding.
(Suppression of low-vowel unrcounding in Yiddish was accompanied by
rounding o©of the non-palatal low vowels, which the unrounding process
had previously overridden.)

The Color processes may be operated and their operations may
vary to change in various ways the uncolored vowels and the doubly-
colored vowels in the world's languages. The +High, -Palatal, -Round
vowel, &, for instance, may become either i1 or u in the course of an
historical change. In order for £ to exist in a language, both

v + +Rnd 45 + +Pal
-Pal and -Rnd

must be suppressed. The pattern of the change which eliminates #
depends on which of the two is no longer suppressed (and thus
operates on £).

In Southern Welsh (Bowen and Jones 1960, 12), for example, the
innate process
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v
+
apone Pal
was pnot suppressed and thus #i > i. In the Mundlipada dialect of

Remo, & Munda language (personal communication, David L. Stamne), on
the other hand,

v
N
was not suppressed and *i > u,

There are numerous examples of the unrounding of palatal vowels:

\
+Pal * -Bnd

Yiddish, with

y> 1
p=e

is one of the most familiar instances (Sapir 1915, 259-260). Here MHG
mul > Yid, mil, "mill;" and MHG hdrner > Yid. herner, "horns."

A good example of the kind of subprocess hierarchy denoted by
the degree-feature "lower," is a comparison of this Yiddish change
with one that occurred in Old English (Wright 1923, 32), where ¢ >
e but not y > i. In Yiddish, the change followed the most general
form of the process,

v
+Pal * -Bnd

In 014 English, the process was limited to

v
tPal -+ -=Rnd
-High

as favored by the "!lower" specification in the process as originally
nresented.ﬂ This subprocess operation is parallel to the operation

EIt might be noted here that English later underwent a
generalized form of this unrounding when Middle English ¢ (< gg} >
e and the original y > i (Wright 1923, 29-30).

of subprocesses in the generation of systems with high front rounded
vowels but no mid or low front rounded ones.



CHAPTER IV
PROBLEM AREAS: SOME OBSERVATIONS
A. Diphthonglzation, Monophthongization and Vowel Shifts.
1. Diphthongization and monophthongization.

Strictly speaking, the processes suggested here do not attempt
to account for diphthongization and monophthongization. Such
occurrences may be controlled by natural processes, and these
processes may be related to the ones suggested here for simple
vowels, but I have not examined diphthongs sufficiently to state
what their controlling processes may be,

Such a study might be interesting, though, because it is possible
that diphthongization and monophthongization are responzible for
some of the changes which cannot be accounted for by the processes
suggested here. A change like u + y might actually be the result of
a series of processes involving diphthongization and monophthongization:
u-+uw + iw + iw + y. Similarly, in a diphthongization without mono-
phthongization, i + aj might be the result of i - i + & + Ai + aj.
This is not meant to suggest that such historical changes are
necessarily gradual, but simply that they may be accounted for by a
series of processes thaet need not be directly counter to the ones
suggested here,

2. Vowel shifts.

Conspicuous by their absence from the above material, perhaps,
are vowel shifts. I have left these for a separate section because
they are not entirely accounted for by the processes as suggested.

Frequently these chain-reaction changes in vowel systems are
"set off" by an occurrence, such as diphthongization, that does not
fall within the province of these processes, or by a process which,
though it may be accounted for by these rules, is marked as extremely
weak, or even by a change (e.g., u + y) that completely controverts
the processes as written.

For example, in the Sao Miguel dialect of Portuguese, a vowel
shift involving raising of the non-palatal vowels and rounding of a
was begun, according to King (1969a, 17) with the change u > y, a
change not accounted for in the suggested framework. The changes
that followed can be described by the rules, however. Raising provides
that ¢ > u and 2 > o. Low-vowel unrounding, which was already
suppressed in the language (as evidenced by the presence ot g}
remained suppressed, and the color rule
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Vv
-Pal - +Bnd
'-Low

was allowed to operate on low vowels, =0 that a > D.
The English vowel shift, under a similar interpretation, would
have been touched off by the diphthongization of i to Ei_(through 3&}

and u to ow (through uw),
B. Counter-examples.

An instance of the kind of apparent counter-example which can
be accounted for fairly easily within the suggested system is the
lowering, in Sanskrit, of e ande to a (T. Burrow 1965, 103 et passim).
This may be described in terms of the neutralization and lowering
processes, which might be limited to

v = =Rnd
-High -Pal

(This is to some extent supported by the fact that a had the quality
of an a}, and

v
Neutral ~— How

More threatening counter-examples exist, however. A great number
of American Indian languages have a sclitary non-low back vowel
represented as o, without having an u. The o may vary--freely or
under stated conditions--with u or w; but the nonlow back vowel is
named o so frequently in studies of these languages that such naming
can hardly be attributed to accident, or to perversity on the nart of
the pecple who describe them.

Several sugzgestions could be made as to the nature of such
systems. One--that is many of these languages, the vowels are
articulated with a peculiarly lax quality which may have something to
do with the lowering of the highest possible back vowels--may, in
fact, be in some way applicable to systems such as the

e 8 .0
a

of Upper Chehalis (Kinkade 1963, 181), but it does not explain the
lowering of o when the vowel system still contains an 1. Trubetzkoy notes
(1969, 107) that in certain systems "the vowels of the back class
are realized more openly than the corresponding front vowels," but
he makes no generalizations about such asymmetrical systems.

In sn article on Swedish vowel production, Lindblom and Sundberg
(1969, 17) distinguish the u tongue position, which inveolves a
humping-up of the tongue toward the soft palate or velum, from both
the palatal and the retracted articulations of the other vowels.
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This articulatory gesture might for some reason be disfavored in
certain languages, so that a lowering u + ¢ tskes place and the
raising o + u is suppressed.

Admlttedly, the processes suggested here offer no real explanation
for such systems (which have been largely ignored in studies of vowels
and the constraints on vowel systems). There seems to be an as-yet-
undiscovered process (perhaps a general lowering, especially of non-
palatal vowels) at work, which is in some sense peculiar to this
fairly large group of languages.

Finally, there are other occurrences, exemplified by some
historical changes, which cannot be described precisely in terms of
these processes. In some languages, the processes suggested here
can be controverted, but here the suggested inventory can help to
characterize the cost to the learner of these controversions. In
others, the processes can operate in a kind of tangential manner which
requires that, in a stronger-than-usual way, the vowel space must be
regarded as a continuum.

Examples of such "tangential" operation are the unrounding of ¥
to & as occurred in Kentish (Wright 1923, 22) rather than to i, and
the fronting or rounding of % to e or o rather than to i or u as
occurred in two different dialects of Sora (personal communication,
David Stampe). Such occurrences may be related to an articulatory
or auditory difference in height between i and y or %, such that if
Yy and i are lower than i, it becomes possible for them to unround,
to pulatalize, or to r-::und to become vowels lower than i.

It seems, then, that the processes are somehow sensitive to the
precise phonetic shape that a segment takes in a language. This may
seem strange because, in another sense, the processes control the
shapes of segments, but the occurrences noted seem to indicate that
it is true to some extent.




CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

The conclusions to be drawn from the above discussion seem, at
this point, to be fairly straightforward and to require little more
than a brief summary. The preceding section has made all too
cbvious the intractability of certain systems and changes under
the set of rules suggested. Perhaps some adjustments in the processes
as described here are necessary, or perhaps the intractable systems
and changes require certain language-particular context-free rules
(learned rules) in addition to the natural processes suggested here.
It is alsc possible that some of these problems could be resolved
with the addition of processes {such as those affecting length or
tenseness) that I have not dealt with here,

Nevertheless, the processes retain their appeal. They do
characterize implications, both for vowels in & system (as ¢ > y)
and for changes operating in a language (as Yy+i>¢g+e). Finally,
they do have the ability to account for substitutions made by children
and by borrowing adults.

Supported by the evidence presented in Chapter III, then, these
processes may well be part of a natural phonological system which
represents certain intrinsic limitations of the speech capacity.
Undoubtedly, the content and perhaps alsc the form of the processes,
as formulated here, will require revision in the light of further
study. What should emerge from this paper, at least, is that the
principles governing possible phonological inventories can be
identified with the processes themselves, and thus, ultimately, with
the intrinsic character of the human speech capacity.
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