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Presupposition and relative
well-formedness’

GEORGE LAKOFF

I would like to discuss a phenomenon that 1 think is fairly obvious, but which.has
been inadequately discussed in the past, and has tht?reforc led to great confusmp.
It is often assumed that one can speak of the well- or ill-formedness of a sentence in
isolation, removed from all presuppositions about the nature of the world. I thmlf it
has become clear over the past scveral years that such a position cannot bt{ main.
tained. Of course, languages exhibit certain low-.lrvel or ‘shallow’ constraints on
the form of sentences, English, for example, requires that, for the most part, verbs
must follow their subjects and prepositions must, in gcnc.ral, pl'cCt‘flc the noun
phrascs they are associated with. Violation o( st{clx com:um:nfs. does llldl.'lt'll mak'c
for ungrammaticality of an absolute sort: * *Hit Sam Irving’, * 1 wcnf lln;tur} ul;
However, there are a great many cases where it m‘:tkc:-s no sense to speak of the
well-formedness or *‘grammaticality’ of a sentence in mulnltmn.. I nstcad. one mu‘st
speak of relative well-formedness andjor rclguvc grummulwaluy; that is, m.s‘m.h
cases a sentence will be well-formed only with respeet to certain presuppositions
about the nature of the world. Tn these cases, the presuppasitions are systematically
related to the form of the sentence, though lhv)" may not nppmr.u\'vuly'. ]

Given a sentence, S, and a set of prcsuppusutmns: .l'll, we ml! say, in such lln-
stances, that 8 is well-formed only relative to PR, T'hat is, [ will E:Ialm thel t “i
notion of relative well-formedness is needed to rcp!acc leumsl.cys [l]‘mlgm.z
notion of strict grammaticality (or degrees thereof), which was applicd to a sentence
in isolatien. It should be pointed out at the outset that such a claim (!ocs l]ml! cfm}
stitute a position that linguistic knm\'lc(!gc cannut he scpamtcd' fr?lxl kl;()\\ «.;‘ gcl ol
the world. On the contrary, it is a claim th‘a't the gcn-cral pnpcnplcs Ty"tsr ic 1‘3
speaker pairs a sentence with tllmjcrprcsupposumns required for it to be well-forme

is linguistic knowledge.
nrcNI:::'nsl?(fu?:: s}:::iu:claim be coﬁsidcxed as blurri‘ng lll}- distinction bct\\'c‘cn ::omt;
petence and performance. The study of the relationship bct\l\;ccn. a sc:"ntc.tllc:“:.u‘:\ic
those things that it presupposes ahm'n the nature of the world : ?Y.\\.‘ly uu ‘s:\:l; at.wr
rules is part of the study of linguistic comp'clcncc. )Pcrtzn‘rnranu is .u;n :\-ill mnk;-
Suppose that S is well-formed only relative to PR, Then Sl\:[:::l I«) r o
i inger, Ki . ML, Dixon, Gee

"l :lld like 0 tlhzutk :i“]{\oll::\“fc’l:“l:’\&'ﬁ‘:: !t:l;'n::lri;::\\llt::illl‘:.ji.sgu:»iuus 1_)!' this Ifnpic.A A_n
Gn:'cn. !u:n_ncth Ha o an oF was ‘rescnlud at the 19068 winter meeting of the l.m)!m»u?
earlicr version of this 3:? lt;n. mlf *Selectional Restrictions and Beliets about the \}guld a
'Sl":\?;t\zo?; :::::;::)::t‘cd in part by grant GS-1934 from the Nutional Science Foundation to

Harvard University. Lss0] 5@0
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ce:;‘m':x ]udgme'nt: about the well-formedness or ill-formedness of § which will va
]:\.1 p is extralinguistic knowledge. If the Ppresuppositions of PR do not accord wi:i’:
n::y ;::;;alsktnogvlledg;.' c‘ulmral background, or beliefs about the world then he
€S tobe oda’, "strange’, * deviant’, “ungrammatical’, or si i
1ay ju 0 be e atical’, or simply ill-formed
lr'dau‘v«.‘u} his own presuppositions about the nature of thc’world.p'lyhns extra.
ol;)gm;uc actors 'l\rryl aften enter in judgments of well-formedness Thisisa matter
pertormance. The linguistic competence underlyi is i il
' b, te ying this is the ability of a speaker
g)ugiz:nrras;x:tzrézt:! w nhfthc presuppositions relative to which they arc’:vclhﬁf:mcd
] perlormance come in handy for findin ’ i :
perform ) g cases of relative well-
{:;{:;tc‘dn:ss au('l‘ festing just what presuppositions pair with what sentences. In
Lok g or such cases, it is }xscfnl to consider examples where speakers® Judgments
o cw;l.mc'e vary fairly consnsu:ntly with their factual knowledge and beliefs. The
ollowing is a short and rather incomplete survey of cases of this sort .

((:Z;\:.s(r:r:sky, in 'Arpecl: of the Theory of Syntax [2], sets up syntactic features such as
NCRETE, ANIMATE, and HUMAN to account for the type of deep structure con

stramnis h Calls “select . p!
n {3 ” l lollal restrictions ]0[ exam le, "lc dlﬂelellce bet“ecn

{1) (a) The man is sleeping.
(b) *The salami is slecping.

would be accounted for in terms of the feat

A : ! e feature ANIMATE. ‘T'he verb
require a [+A:\l.\l:\1'£] subject. Man would be marked [+ AN!MATE]ran':;e:ﬁ ‘»:zu::
qualify; selami would be marked [—AN1MATE] and so would not qualify. .

McCawley has argued vinci i

convincingly that selectional restricti i
- . c
and not syntactic in nature. Consider pons are semantie

(2) (a) *The corpse is sleeping,
&) ‘:I'Ixc dead man is sleeping,
- {(¢) *The man who was killed yesterday is slecping.
3) (¢) ‘The man who was killed yesterds agi
e s yesterday but was magically brought back to
(8) The man who will be killed tomorrow is sleeping,

'I‘h_c well-formedness of these sentences depends on semantic properties of the
entcl)re noun phrase rather than on syntactic properties of the head noun
- :.eo?‘ghtt be (Icmptc}(li to ;ay that such facts are purely semantic and outside the
syntax altogether. Syntax, one might say, has to do wi i
the distribution of grammatical m ke some and any. op e hings a3
orphemes, like some and any, or who, whi
t mes, which, an
:!c-lra-t, not with the co-occurrence of lexical items. If one takes' such a'view (;f th:
t.zstu;cuon bctw'ccn syntax and semantics, and this is a view taken by most tradi-
';‘(::‘:;mgx;‘arlr;ma.rtl:;lns, bxhcn ;me would still need syntactic features like HuMAN
ally, 1t has been claimed that who is used wh i \ and
a : cn speakin
which and what, when speaking of non-humans, ’ § of humans and

(4> (a) The man who I kicked bit me,
(b) 2*The man which 1 kicked bit me.
(5> (@) *The dog wihoe 1 kicked bit me.
(8) The dog whick 1 kicked bit me.

Presupposition and relative well-formedness 33t

{6) (a) Who bit you? The man next door.

(b) ?*What bit you? The man next deor.®

{7) (7) *Who bit you? The dog next door.

(b) What bit you? The dog next door.

However, the use of who versus which cannot be described in terms of a syntactic
feature HUMAN which agrees with the corresponding syntactic property on the head
noun of the relative clause. Instead, the choice of who and whick depends on
semantic propertics of the entire noun phrase. (By the way, the facts given here
hold for my own speech and may vary from speaker to speaker.)

{8) (4) The human creature who I was fighting with was large.

(6) #*'I'he human creature which 1 was fighting with was large.
{9} (@) *The canine creature who | was fighting with was large.
(3) The canine creature which I was fighting with was large,
The occurrence of who and which is semantically determined, and in fact involves
presuppositions. The antecedent noun phrases of who must be presupposed to be
human.
{10) (@) I saw a creature who | knew was human.
(5) *I saw a creature who 1 knew was canine,

{11) *I saw a creature who I doubted was human,

Know, being a factive verb, presupposes that the creature was human: doubt does
not.

In addition, the choice of who depends on relative chronology.

(12) (@) ?*The dead man, who I came across in the alley, was covered with

blead.?
(6) ‘T'he dead man, whe 1 had once come across at a party in Vienna, now
lovked a mess.
{124) is all right on the assumption that he was alive at the time I came acruss him
in Vieana,

I do not pretend to understand the conditions under which who can be used.
Still, it scems clear that the distribution of the grammatical morpheme who cannot
simply be determined by a syntactic feature like [+ rtuman]; rather, the relative
who requires, at least, that the person referred to either be presupposed to be alive
at the time referred 1o in the relative clanse, or thought of as a human being. Hence,
the oddness of who in (13a) as opposed to (136):

{13) (4) *We have just found a good name for our child, who we hope will be

conceived tonight.
{2) We have just found a good name for our child, whoe we hope will grow
up to be a good citizen after he is born,

s Speakers seem to vary in this case. Some apeakers use what in gqch cases \\;ith no pree

suppositions as to human qualitics; others seem to rcquirv.: a presupposition afnon Wwes.

5 1 find which just as bad (or perhaps even worse) in (l\!u sentence, ‘I Tt 3, of conse,
impossible in nonrestrictive relatives, as is deletion of the relutive clause. "Fhese seems to be m}
way to make this sentence completely acceptable. ‘lVlw may well be the best of 3 mn'nlw.tlr
bad choices. Dwight Bolinger has noted that with interrogative pronouns bne E-"“"" q?““'ll"‘ll y
say *Whe is the dead man?® but not *Who is the corpse?” without being facetious. § i : ¥
he notes thut with * dead man® one can say *The dead man w hom they brought u'\’ \\n} }o h: "
but with *corpse’ one is required to say "l_‘he corps¢ which they hn;‘ugh’t mb was that of John’.
Perhaps twho is used when the individual is being thought of as a human being.

56/

P EYE AT e W W - e —

- P LM Ay e .



e et SO Aty

U T S

PR

P i

b e A e Gan Ak~

o wsmem s

.

ermreh tem o meas vae e Fhia

332
GEORGE LAKOFF

_Asin tfue case of lexical co-occurrence,
like who is determined by the semantic
case, one cannot scparate the
from the study of lexical

the ocqurrc:_loc of a grammatical morpheme
properties of an entire noun phrase. In this
m).()sct‘;xdy of tl.w dlstnl:-mt.ion of grammatical morphemes
involved in both, Let us now c:r::f:!‘:: wshc::‘tla s:‘:(:;_‘fmmali?" 'Of e e sort i
dealing with, If we grant that wh o refer to s e i
. o can only be used to refer to h i
suppose that there i i : oo qrarmans, we might
supposs that ¢ 13 a semantic property based on the biological distinction human/
(14) (a) *What :
{6) Who realizes that I'm a lousy cook?
! 4
() *The desk [ | be!xcves that I'm a fool?
(d) The boy {enjoys tormenting me?

If we assume that whe and the bo
y must refer to humans, while wh
refer to non-humans, we can account fo ot so comder ek
\ r the facts of (14). But i :
s o A 4) now consider (15):
(8) My cat )
(¢) My goldfish realizes that I'm
a lous
?l)) :;) :_m amocba {belicvcs that I'ma fool).' ook
€) My frying pan | lenjoys to ti
{f) My sincerity Y formenting me.
{g) My birth

8 g:; ;; r:;x;;:n(lis.ﬂ; rilght,ldasi) it should be. But according to the above hypothesis,
&2 should be ungrammatical, since th .
{15 through (15 I ical, since they do not refer to humans.
T and m: ‘% ‘n‘:u_r‘a flil'ld (158) perfectly all right, although some people do not. The
peas n.ind i .I xls t IIJI I :m;l tl:losc who agree with my judgment assume that cats
¢ minds, while those who don't find (155) acceptable X i
PNy oo : 5 eptable don't hold this belief.
stranger, [ think, because of the stran i
an e stran hecaus strangeness of the beliels the
\gvo)!:fﬁ:;l‘.;nf: an;lf!.lmt h:l.\c the appropriate mental powers, 1 suppose that snmcu:c!
s l.";":-“l ' u:.s. goldfish were c‘.l|‘mblc of such mental activities would find
< .5 ? [;Lrﬁu‘t’) acceptable, Similarly, if sumeone thought his frying pan had a mind
fot.- mig |l. ':l ('1\5 e} perfectly all right. If one found such a person, one might scmi
ma: ps?lcfl 1atrist, not try to correct his grammar. {15/} and (15¢) are an.the
impucb:ibl \;tlp?»pcnu:-s and events have mental powers might scem to b;: ar:
ssible belief, not just a strange one. If this w i
not jus . . cre true, it would follow th
f}: : {)afy?:nf;l t5}5,')1:\ ere universally impossible, However, Kcn‘ncth Hale informs n?::
. w Papagos, events are assumed to have minds (w! i
mean), and it s e : minds (whatever that might
X 5£) would be perfectly normal, I leav:
to the anthropologists, Be that as § i Pt the subjems of ot one
' \ as it may, it scems that the subj i
realize, believe, enjuy, cte. are icte s o
X x , etc. not restricted to humans, but t i
’ . ' - 2 o any beings that t
cz;::“;n:?:‘;::;; mlo tha;clthe lelcicssary mental abilities. Thus, zt lc:usgls in thc::
s ent of the well-formedness of se i
Sases \ . ! entences seems to vary with one’
b ;cfi{::ias:,umlpnons. Al{d 11: one accepts that the distribution of wlz and wh:'.tl:
] quest orll_ to be dealt with in a field called *grammar’, then one's judgments of
grammaticality scem to vary with one’s assumptions and beliefs. Consider

{16) My cat, who believes that I'm j
, . a fool, enjoys t :nti
{17) *My cat, which believes that I'm a fool,“c;joyus"t'::x::lc?\%i:;c;ne

Having had experience with a cunning feline, 1 find {16) both syntactically and

!
:
'
'
|
i
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semantically well-formed, while {17) is ungrammatical for me. Thus, who sccms
to refer not simply to humans, but to individuals being thought of as intelligent
beings whatever their specics, Judgments concerning its proper use will vary with
the speaker’s beliefs about such matters. A similar argument, concerning the dis-
tribution of some and any, has been given by Robin Lakoff {6).

R. M. W. Dixon and Georgia Green have brought to my attention another class
of cases where judgments of well-formedness depend on extralinguistic factors;
namely, certain classes of constructions which involve comparisons and contrasts.
Consider (18) for example:

(18) (a) John insulted Mary and then she insulted him.e
() *John insulted Mary and then she insulted him.

When the two verbs are the same, both pronouns must be stressed, unlike normal
anaphoric pronouns. Compare {19), where the verbs have opposite meanings; the
pronouns cannot both be stressed.

(1) (@) *John praised Mary and then she insulted him.
v
(8) John praised Mary and then she insulted him.

Judgments about the well-formedness of these sentences involve only a knowledge
of one’s Janguage: the rules involving stress placement in such constructions and
a knowledge of the meanings of praise and insult. But now consider (20a):

(20) (a) John told Mary that she was ugly and then she insulted him.

In (204) stress can occur on fim because telling a woman that she is ugly constitutes

an insult. Compare (208):
’

7 !

(20) () *John told Mary that she was beautiful and then she insulted him.
(zoby is add in the same way as (19, since telling a woman that she is beautiful
can only constitute praise in our culture; it cannot constitute an insult, Or consider
{21):

a whore

a Republican
a virgin

a lexicalist

(21) John called Mary , and then e;hc ins:hcd hi'm.

I find the sentences of {21} all perfectly well-formed, though those with other belicfs
may disagree.

Similar examples have been discussed by Geurgia Green {3]. Consider (22):

(22) (a) Jane is a sloppy housckecper and she doesn't take baths cither,

(6) 2*Janc is a nat housckeeper and she doesn’t take baths cither.

The construction, A and not B either, carries with it the presuppusition that one
might expect o to entail not B. In (224). such a presupposition is consistent with
American cultural values, while in (224} it would not be, Henee the ill-formedness

¢ Dwight Balinger has observed that this is true only if the individuals invelved ore being
contrarted. Suppuse, instead, that the time of the events is being contrasted. Then, one can

| 562
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334 GEORGE LAKOFF

of {225). However, one could easily imagine someone with appropriate cultural
values such that he would judge (224) to be ill-formed and (225) to be well-
formed.

There are other examples of this sort which involve identity constraints. For
example, there are certain idiomatic expressions which require two noun phrases
in the expression to be coreferential.

23) (a) I have my price.

(4) *I have your price.s

{24) (@) I'll 1ake my chances.

(&) *I'll take your chances.?

(235) (a) I lost my cool, but I soon regained it,
{8) *You lost your cool, but I soon regained it,

In cases like {25), where neither noun phrase commands the other, pronominai:za-
tion is optional and the full roun phrases may be repeated,
(26) (a) Mary lost her cool, but she soon regained it.
(&) Mary lost her cool, but Mary soon regained it,

Although the noun phrases may be repeated without pronominalization in my
speech, this is possible only in cases where the two noun phrases are presupposed
to be coreferential.

(26) (¢} *Mary lost her cool, but Sam soon regained it.

But since the well-formedness of such sentences is relative to a presupposition of

coreferentiality, speakers’ judgments will vary with their factual knowledge, beliefs,
and information occurring previously in the discourse.

(27) Willic Mays lost his cool, but the centerfielder of the Giants soon regained it.
{28) *Willie Mays lost his cool, but the quarterback of the Colts soon regained it.

(29 Richard Nixon lost his cool, but { the new president

. egained it.c
*the former prmdmt} soon regained it
Identity statements made earlier in a discourse also seem to count as presuppositions

of coreferentiality. Compare (28) to (30).

(30) Upon being informed that he had just been chosen quarterback of the
Colts, M5ile Mays lost his cool, but the new quarterback of the Colts soon
regained it.

In all of the cases discussed above, the presuppositions involved were attributed
to the speaker. However, there are also cases where presuppositions are attributed
to some other individual mentioned in the sentence. Consider the difference between
verbs like claim, wish, and hear on the nne hand, and those like hope, expect, and
anticipate on the other. As is well known, stative verbs and adjectives in general
do not take the progressive auxiliary in English,

@ This may be all right for some speakers, though in a different sense. Suppose I have
discovered how much it will take to bribe you, then 1 can say (238). (234> hasa very different
meaning.

® Some speakers may find this all right in the sensc of ‘I
which is not the sense in which <{z4a) is understood.,

¢ Same constructions require noncoreferentiality, such as
we can say ‘] have your coopcration’,
own cooperation’, Similarly, one who
Giants would not find * *Willje Muays
scceptable.

‘Il take your chances for you *

‘X has Y’s cooperation®, Thus,
but not ** have my cooperation ', nor ‘*Sam has his
assumed that Willie Mays was the centerfielder of the
has the cooperation of the centerficlder of the Giants®

Presupposition and relative well-formedness 335

1) (a) 1 {';‘unm:\caring} that Sam is a fink.

%) 1 { '\“‘;‘;g"i*”"i“g} that I had a knish.®

*am knowing
@1 { know
[ *being amused
(d) Tam \ amused . .
However, there is a certain subclass of exceptions to this generalization, stative
verbs which do take the progressive auxiliary.

} that Rockefeller really hates bintzes,

} that Sondra has warts.

am expecting

G2) @) 1 { oxpect } Schwartz' wife to run off with the butcher.

)1 {;TPSOP ing} that my date will turn out not to have warts,
. [are anticipating| that there will be a great advance in
() We | anticipate pornolinguistics.

These verbs form a rather interesting semantic class. Consider (33) and {34):

(33) (a) Max claimed that his toothbrush was pregnant.
(b) Max heard that his wothbrush was pregnant.
{c) Max wished that his toothbrush were pregnant,

{34) (@) Max cxpected his toothbrush to be pregnant,
() Max hoped that his toothbrush was pregnant.
(¢) Max anticipated that his toothbrush would be pregnant.

In the sentences of {33), it is ant presupposed that Max lll‘olds the bc:)l;;:tgo:l?:
toothbrushes can reproduce. But in the sentences of (34)sucha .pr‘csup{) iy tha.t
made. ‘1 nat is, it is presupposed in (34) that Max believes that it is possib e
his toothbrush could be pregnant. In general, the verbs expect, hope, and an!m[;:m
1 » te > > 9 H J "0, ut
have the property that the sentence in ﬂlt..()bju.l mmplum‘nt bls n.(.)tl nz;l\.\ II"I :,‘ e
is possible relative to the beliefs of the subject of the verb, erbs with this property
may optionally take the progressive auxiliary. Thus, there is an overt syntactic
is interesting semantic property.
mncl'mc o i ai spects of language use are a part of a speaker’s
It is often said that certain aspects « g : ] speaket
i le, Scarle in Speech Aets (Camnbridge University
linguistic competence. For example, ¢ L-ll'('; e e ot e comitions
iti at a speaker’s knowledge e fe
Press, 1968) adopts the position that a speake clicity can :
govcr'nirfg \lhat Austin has called ‘illocutionary acts’ are partI of :m. lmgl;u:stllc'c:)l:.
i i 3 is L age. For example, the verb *christe
enee his knowledge of his lainguage. L K
T is shi ie Kennedy ® has as felicity conditions that
in* christe S the Jackic Kennedy ” hus as y
as in ' | hereby christen this ship s ey e o
i isten” is ¢ wered by an appropriate authority to be am
the subject of * christen’ is cmpowere ¢ author pstana e
H i ime : act of chnstening, that the y
ct of *christen’ at the time of the act o o that the s
on the bl One might claim that felicity conditions are outside the n..nlu; u;
H " proTeTa over. 3 ool
tinguistic competence and are to be studied as p-.m_uf pufurr}u‘;\'u. | h:;ul\«i :,':m«so
at L;\m.\pcrformzllivc uses of potentially performative verbs indicates tha R
s is i ider (35):
nd that Scarle is right. Consi ) . e
: Sam smashed a bottle across the bow of the ship, thereby chnst«.mn"g ;,t' :
G9! Jackie i{cnnedy. although he had no authority to bestow names upo ps.

as a stative verh, not the active verb of thcfsngv;'e
of courae, all right with that sense of wtsh.
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(35) involves a contradiction. It i icti
had no authori is a contradiction between the assertio
*christen’, namtz,l;otli);?:z: !:‘::‘“ :Po.n ships and what is presupposed bynt}l;ta:el:;
This follows mot f:'om e m;t ority to bestow a name on the ship in question.
the meaning of *christen y Anow (c*dge of the world, but only from a knowledge oi
show that (35) involves a co y adequate account of semantic representation rgnu
clause and the presuppositi niradiction between what is asserted in the “’”“”‘s’:
conditions must he rel;:rc:::::;l part of the meaning of *christen’. Thus felicigt
of Pcl{-ormativc verbs if the con?:agirgzspi?li};‘:re‘: E"hi(Ch )a e ;ncaning
part of onc’s linguisti ence, T ed in (35) is to be re,
f°; illocutionary ic:st:f, ;x:n:::;t:zcl; ::lfiﬁ ﬁn’u\‘;‘:cdg‘; :;f the felicit?rz::ltiet(i{)::
which a pran , ’ C | ~one’s knowle e of th iti
linguistic gcon:;:]c:::-ngzﬂfr }}:{t‘sul?i‘o.sm?ns with sentences, glcarly ;r;,j:'lth:f“;gy
notion of *trh” to iliocuxi’:na 5o indicates tl}at various proposals to extend th:
hahs a very sound basis, since ?I:fltagse'x:::lttm\\l;ﬁ]iCiw“sbac:is e called false
where a e X . actly wi must be done i ike
ira diction[;o(tit:;:;:lcli);l I’;'l;i;?r’n.\‘auvc verb is used nonpcrformativeti;:::sf\s'hlcﬂ:: S
which are Prcsuppos{-d b‘: ving the notion *truth’) can arise from felicity- oo
y the verb in question. ity-conditions

Let us review w i
what all this mean i
; s. It is a fact th 's §
o s review w L : at a speaker’s judgment erni
knuwlcdgclg‘l’c“crzenct:‘nc;: is dcvmfu or not will vary with th:\tg:xpc:ak:r(i :CF mmﬁ
S » ete. In cases like those discussed above, this is a f: 3‘[’-:“

‘ e, The competence underlyin j in "the notion of
periormance. The c ying such judgments involves the noti
c(,nsis(ini ““n:il:(c?‘l‘nv ';\ g{:}nxrpar can be viewed as generating pa::: n((;’t;r nSOf
Comisting of a sente ce, § ']“ .m:ix is grammatical only relative to the [)I’(.'S\:l' o,
o s ’:,-m, ﬁ.m frc atively constant from speaker to speaker andm:l"smons
a sfmikcr is called u :‘: actual lum\v:lcdp,c. cultural background, cte llnw'-’w: mf;'
then his extralin .,ni,v.lt.’nl:" make a judgment as to whether or not S is 'dft"”l :
e ‘:,‘,L g.-lc nmvlt;_dlgc enters the picture. Suppose the pair (Ll"ll?ms‘i

: v the grammar of his language, P is lingzui wi
i Renerateel by his language, Part of his linguistic vlee i
be that S vell-formed only given PR, If the speaker’s f':"t al e il

Lu:l.~z R, then he may judge S to be *deviant' " fretmlknowlelge con-

et us consi : ~onsi y

sider an example. Consider sentences (20a) and (200):

(20) (a) John told Mary that she was ugly and then ;hc ins:lted hgm
‘ X
(6) John told Mary that she was beautiful and then she insulted hﬁm

In sentences like (20) wh i

n & 'here reciprocal contrastive stre

1 sent stressa S

M::;s:hg (‘j:ll:;\.‘ \..:Tar)? and g(Mary, John). In (204), { (f:lf:“i\/‘fiiﬁ;‘itwnlpropo-

ooy fhat she w2 sgu(;i {;r;nJ(Z:b)), f({;ﬁhn, Mary) = John tol;.i Mazy tha{osl"; :::Ig
- , g , John) = Mary insulted i

(208) are well-formed only relative to thz fol;lm:ing{o:l:sf;::?:i?nl'l ke (zoa) and

(36) f(]ohn, .‘Ial ’) cmalls g(john, Mas y)
1 us, 204) and 206 are wi Il-f [ y p P!
) (4 Oﬂntd ﬂt rela“\e to thc resup 0sittons 0‘

(37> () That John told Mary that she was ugly entails that John insulted M
ary.

(8) That Juhn told M :
Mary, ary that she was beautiful entails that John insulted
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the (PR, S) pairs:

Thus, the grammar of English will generate
((370), (200))

((37a) (200))
The knowledge that these are well-formed pairs is part of any English speaker's
linguistic competence, vegardless of his factual knowledge, beliefs, cultural back-
ground, ctc. However, most English speakers come from a cultural background

that makes the following assumptions:
(38) (a) Telling a woman that she is ug
conditions).
(b) Telling a woman that she is beautiful does not constitute a
(under normal conditions).
Thus, given no special assumptions about John and Mary in (20}, speakers of
English whose cultural background assumes (38) will find that (38a) is consistent
with (374), but that {38b) is not consistent with (375). Although both of the pairs
(379 (20a)) and ((37), (20b)) are well-formed with respect to the grammar of
such speakers, those speakers will make the judgment that the sentence {z0b) is

tdeviant® relative to the cultural assumption of (385), while granting that the
sentence (20a) is ‘not deviant® given the assumption of {38a). Thus, extralinguistic
. factors do not affect grammatical well-formedness, a notion from the theory of

hich is defined only for (PR, S) pairs; such factors do affect judgments
hich concerns performance, i.e., the use of a sentence in a given
bserve this distinction has led to considerable confusion in

ly constitutes an insult (under normal

n insult

competence W
of deviance, W
context. The failure to ©
the past decade.

This confusion was,
maticalness as relevant to sentences,
notion of well-formedness for (PR, S) pairs,
well-formedness for sentences (not pairs) as follows: for all §, if there existsa PR
such that (PR, 8) isa well-formed (PR, $) pair, then S s ‘syntactically well-formed .
Such a definition would be in the spisit of Syntactic Structures and Chomsky's
more recent work as well, Since people can ke up any definitions they feel like,
ask what would be the point of making up such a detinition of *syn-
nce’. Such a definition would define a ficld of pre-
suppusition-free systax. One might ask then what would be the content of this
field, what phenomena would it deal with, would it be interesting? Such a ficld
of presupposition-free syntax would deviate from the traditional study of syntax in
that it would no longer involve the study of the distribution of all grammatical
morphemes, As we have scen, the distribution of grammatical morphemes like whe
versus glich cannot be stated in terms of presupposition-free syntax. Since the
phenomenon of reflexivization involves the notion of presupposed coreferentiality,
the general principle concerning the distribution of reflexive pronouns and of noun
phrases that are presupposed to be coreferential could not be stated in terms of
prcsupposititm-[rcc syntax. Thus the difference between [ told you to shave :\-uurxd]

and *7 told you to shave you would not be part of the study of pn:supposmfm-fn':c
syntax. Similarly, the study of the difference between the sentences Mary 15 a g:fl
taller than John and *Mary is a taller girl than John would not be part ui: presupposi-
tion-free syntax. And so on. It is not at all clear that very much that is interesting
would be part of the study of prcsupposition-frcc syntax, It is not even clear that
principled grounds could be found for motivating the notion of gmmman.c:ﬂ trans-
formation within the bounds of sucha in general

I believe. fostered by Chomsky's use of the notion gram-
not to (PR, 8) pairs. Now one could, given our
detine a different notion of syntactic

one ought to
tactically well-furmed sente

ficld. Since selectional restrictions
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}::’::;:o[:‘r:s;lt?pos;:ions. a:y :uch restrictions could not be used to motivate trans
. 1t such grounds for motivating transformati :
: ations were take it §
not clear that very many, if an iti ations could
y, of the traditionally assumed fi i
bot clear that very many, s ¢ y assumed transformations could
presupposition-free syntax. In fact, i 3
such a field would be limited : formatness oo ot
to the study of the well-form iti
) : ' - edness conditions on
possible surface structures of a language. Such a ficld might well be no more interest-

mng thau tladl"()ﬂa] Plnasc structure grammar. At plcst‘,llt thetc 18 ne rcason to
g ]

([;‘Z(t (:Z cl.’):;::;r ts:m: cxan:plcs.k A;Al\?rcz and Kenncth Hale have informed me
ere are two kinds of conjuncti i
. A : : junctions, what might be called
roximate  : bt . . alled the
cgnjoi“c‘:;: m::\:‘l1 cti\:h:b\ :::‘tm. T (hc prwxnmate conjunction appears when the two
j ¢ ve the same (surface) subject ; the obviativ
subjects are different. The obviati function has.the phonelesredl fame i
. 1ative conjunction has the plonologi
and forms a single phonologi i e Fulloning oommenes)
gical word with the auxili; f the f i
The prosiman e hone xiltary of the following sentence
3 junction has the phonological form jk/ i i |
fef in the imperfective; it i i S ) ey o ppective, end
i 1t is phonologically joined to the verb ]
sentence when the verb occurs iti e st e ding
n final pasition, and otherwi
! her ve g crwise stands betwee
two sentences, not joined phonologically to cith'cr. * betwveen the
i ?
(&) I::l):z: .at§ _ wé peg gm hu cuksdn wal him-k
’. ) aux-quo}tauvc first theee  ‘T'uscon to go-perfective-proximate
.at§ . lamjed gm hu kalihonia wi hi:
a\tx_.\-quntam'c then  there  Californiato  gu-perfective
’ r:;on ﬁl;st went to Tuscon and (proximare) then [he] went to California
{30) 3 ixon Jats ~ wé peg gm hu ciksén wul hi:
i( l::;)n aux-quotative first  there Tuscon to go-perfective
N ' lamjed gm hu kalihonia woi hi:
:)\_\.x:nu';-aux-quotanvc then there California to go-perfective
o 1xon first went to Tuscon and (obviative) then [he) went to California
i?;?,?i:at(;r:rcll in Ptapago:'l('.;o) is ungramunatical - /ku/ simply can't be used that
y such sentence. The situation would be reversed if * ! i
rdriuic Rt reversed if ‘Agnew ' were inserted
? sentences {call the result (39°) and {40')), si
T ¢ ( 0")), since the:
subjects of the sentences would be different. Any adequate acc:un)t):)f the g-amnmarthe

of Papago must take into
account the complementary distributi i
30 1 ke into acc istrib
and obviative conjunctions in such cases i uion of the proximate
v . *
Now consider the following cases:

(a1 I{l’pfon ‘Zazs . Wépeg gm hu ciksén wii him-k
; 1Xon aux-quotative first  there Tuscon to go-perfective-proximate
Tats !amjed t-gkéwnal-ga gm hu kalihonia wiii hi:

e o .
aux-quotative then  the president there  California to go-perfective

Nixon ﬁl‘st went to Iuscuu and ")IOK unate) tllcll the plcSldcllt went to

f:::u?u: g;;r\nz::tczle if it (xls‘prcsupposed that Nixon is the president. The proximate
P s fusc in such a case; the obviative would be just as wrong as in
Nix(;n i.: ) woul o :loursc,b_c ungeammatical relative to the presupposition that
Nixe ot :n. president, Prior to January 1969, (41) would have been judged b
Ppage as being Just as ungrammatical as (4o). Similarly, if /hikl* ha/ ‘forgwr' ii

Presupposition and relative well-formedness 339

inserted in (41) before [t-gkdwnal-ga ‘president’, the result would be judged
ungrammatical given the presupposition that Nixon is now president. As soon as
Nixon left office, such a sentence would be judged to be grammatical.

The gencralization should be clear: the proximate conjunction is used just in
case the surface subjects of the conjoined sentences are presupposed to be core-
ferential at the time of the speech act, the obviative conjunction is used otherwise.
However, this general principle could not be stated in presupposition-free syntax.
Clearly {39), {40), (39") and {30") fall under the same general principle, Since
{40), with a deleted pronoun, and (39", with a different proper name, are ungram-
matical under any set of presuppositions, presupposition-free syntax would have 1o
state a principle ruling those sentences out on the basis of their surface distribuion.
However, in cases like {41, where the second conjunction has as subject a definite
description (c.g., the president), presupposition-free syntax would have to consider
all such sentences as grammatical no matter which conjunction was used, since
there would always be some presupposition relative to which the sentence would be
grammatical, The semantic componcnt corresponding to such a presuppuosition-free
syntax would then have to have an additional principle stating that, with the proxi-
mate conjunction, coreferentiality of the two subjects was presupposed. This seamvan-
tic principle would be daing the same work as the syntactic dis}tibminn statement.
The only ¢ifect of assuming that syntax is presupposition-free is tu make it impos-
sible to state the gereralization.

Take another example. Kim
can be deleted in what looks like a very
presuppasition-free syntactic structure.

{42) (@) The Yankees play the Red Sox tomorrow. . A tav well

(6) ?*The Yankees play well tomorrow, The Yankees will play we
tomarrow.
et my paveheck tomogsenw.
G 22} E'Kl gcfa Eoid tomorrow. [ will geta cold tomorrow.
{4 (@) The astronauts return to the earth toumr'ro\\:. ‘
) ?*The astronauts return safely tomorrow. The astr

safely tomorrow.

S ets a day off tomorrow. L
s Eg; ?f’Snmi enjoys {is day off tomorrow. Sam will enjoy his day off tomorrow.

osition-free syntax, no general principle for the deletion of will

ver, Burt has obscrved that the principle can be stated very

ted) in presuppositional terms: u":ll can ge dclcle}i
i : e sure of.
just i it is presupposed that the event is one that the speaker 'can ¢
’]‘;St(;';;:as:n:: I:all:rbc :l‘xre that game will take place, bu‘tdo(;\e ca’x:t b;: :\::; ‘(‘I::l‘:
: wi i ’ Jedee of the world doesn't ma
Yankees will play well. Since one s knowledge of R el add
iti i he grammaticality of {42b), {42b) is judged odC
the presupposition required for the g c 4 Judgee il
imi i j » odd since onc cannot be sure
Similacly, (435) is usually judged to be o that «
i i . however, that I had an appointment 10 0
catch a cold at a particular time. Suppose, however, U n atmet 10 60
s red with cold germs in a medical expery
1o some laboratory where 1 was to be injecte : expert
r:csm. With such a presupposition, (43 b) would be all right. (44) and (45) al;ol
work by the same principle. From such examples it scems clear that any genel
be deleted will have to

gtatement of where will can
prusupposition-frcc syntax. 5 é 5,

Burt has pointed out that the future ausiliary il
strange sct of environnents in terms of

onauts will ceturn

In terms of presupp
can he stated. Howe i
simply (or at least approxima

go beyond the bounds of
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It scems beyond doubt that the principles governing the distribution of mor-
phemes will mv.olve presuppositional information, Where these principles are given
by transformational rules {e.g., will-deletion in English), there may be linkages
Pctween pl:esuppositions and the transformationa! rules. Such linkages are called

global derivational constraints’, and are but special cases of 2 much more pervasive

phenomenon in grammar (cf. Lakoff (4], [5])

Unrversity of Michigan
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Presupposition and assertion in the
semantic analysis of nouns and verbs in

English’

D. TERENCE LANGENDOEN

In this paper it will be argued that the presupposition-assertion distinction that is
appropriate for the semantic analysis of verbs is inappropriate for the analysis of
nouns, and that a8 a consequence lexical entries for nouns need not take note of
this distinction.

The need for the presupposition-assertion distinction in the semantic analysis
of verbs may be illustrated by means of examples that have recently been insight-
fully discussed by Fillmore (this volume). Fillmore points out that if one compares

the sentences:
(1) Harry criticized Mary for writing the editorial,
(2) Harry 1ccused Mary of writing the editorial.
one finds in ¢1) that Harry presupposed Mary was responsible for writing the
editorial and ti:at he asserted that writing the editorial was bad; whereas in (2) that
Harry presupposed that writing the editorial was bad and that he asserted Mary
was responsible for writing the editorial. In other words, the verbs eriticize and
aceuse are converses of each other with respect to what is asserted and what is
presupposed by the subject when these verbs are used as main verbs in sentences.
The standard test for the claim that such-and-such is presupposed in a sentence
is to see whether it is preserved under negation. "Thus, if we examine the negative
counterparts to (1) and (2}, namely:
{3) Rocky didn't criticize Max for spending the loot.
{4) Rocky didn't accuse Max of spending the loot,
we find that, indeed, the presuppositions of (1) and {2) are preserved. In (3),
Rocky still presupposed Max was responsible for spending the loot, and in (4) he
still presupposed that spending the loot was bad. .
Harris Savin (personal communication) has recently suggested that the negation
test can be generalized: presuppositions admit of no adverbial modification what-
ever, so that the fact that they are unaffected by negation is merely a special case

of this more general principle. To see this, consider the examples:

(5) Rocky rightfully criticized Max for spending the loot.
{6) Rocky rightfully accused Max of spending the loot.
s This work was sponsored in part by ARPA, Grant no. DAHC 15 68 G-5 to the
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