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1. Delimiting the scopy of investigation

Ac  a traditional notion of Ffundamental importance in
linguistics and philosophy (logic?, ®"predication” is fraught
with controversial issues.1 It iz thue difficult to

delimit the scope of thic paper without becoming involved in
some major issue. The following distinctions seem to me to
be plausible on an intuitive basis. Evidence for why they
are useful and legitimate will be found in the body of the

paper.

The discussion will focus on morphosyntactic
predication as exemplified in:

1> He ran to his mummy.

His trousers are vellow.

Morphosyntactic implies the exclusion of purely semantic or

word-formational phenomena and conceptions of predication.

There are, for example, some compounds where the relation

between the parts is said to be predicative, e.g. German
Hosenrock “trouser—skirt = culottes’ (Ldobel p.c.).
Furthermore, it is sometimes claimed that in certain

attributive syntagms like the running mummy or his vellow

trousers the relation between modifier and head 1is
semantical ly Cunderlyingly) a predicative relation.
Weinreich’s concept ®“linkKing® (19463:1483Ff), for example,
which he says is "equivalent to the classical S-P operation®
(1943:199), comprises both His trousers are yellow and his

yvellow trousers. [ will not deal with the intricate problem

of the interrelation of attribution and predication2 and

will exclude attributive constructions from Ffurther

consideration, since 1 believe that this topic can

1. Jespersen (1924 Chapt. XI), Sandmann (1934 Part 1) and Dane¥ (1977) give
comprehensive surveys of some of the issues involved. See Hockett (1958:281+4)
for a standard structuralist treatment, Williams (1988) for a transformational
approach. For the much discussed interaction of logical, grammatical and
psychological considerations see Marty (1897/1918) and Sundén (1916:3%f). Searle
(1969 Chapt.5), Tugendhat (1976) and Runggaldier (1985:24-48) give comprehensive
outlines of different approaches taken within the philosophy of language.

2. See Jespersen {1924:11444) and Lehmann (1984:1734f) for a discussions of some
of the issues involved. :



cucceccfully be dealt with only if the problemc invelwed in
the concept of morphosyntactic predication have becen brought
closer to a solution.

Leech (1981:124f%) conceives of predication ac belonging
exclusively to semantic structure, the corresponding
syntactic unit being the sentence. In his terms, predication
is the major unit of the meaning of a sentence. I hold that
morphosyntactic structure is a unity of content and form and
that it is not correct to treat one without reference to the
other. A reasonable conception of predication has to be
capable of explaining the details of the morphosyntactic
form it takes, as well as of the shades of meanings

associated with them.

Within morphosyntactic predicative structures i
differentiate between major and backgrounded3
predications. The latter are exemplified by the underlined
sections in the following examples (taken from Williams
1986:283) ¢

2} John ate the meat raw.
John ate the meat nude.

John made Bill mad.

Note that Williams treats both (1) and (2) as instances of
predicate structure, which he defines as the “level of
representation in which the subject-predicate relation is
indicated by indexing” (l.c.). I will only be concerned

with major predications.

Focussing on morphosyntactic predication does not mean
that in this paper predication is conceived of as a purely
structural concept.4 On the contrary, it is conceived of

as a basically gperational notion comprising a linquistic

act and its structural correlate, i.e. the act of

predicating and the predicative structure(s) it is

3. The term is taken from Weinreich (1943:172). Jespersen (1924:122) and
Gardiner (1940:262) use the term "subordinate nexus". Leech (1981:142f) calls it
"subordinate predication”.

4. As done by Williams, see his definition of predicate structure cited above.
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manifosted in.” Traditionally act and <lructure arc

dealt with in different diwciplines. Philosophy ie cuncerned
with the operational aspect;, wusually called judagnent thoro,
Linguictice has primarily focussed on the structural aspects
very often the treatment of phenomena relevant to
predication will be found under the clearly structural
headings sentence or clause. The operational aspect, if
considered at all, is often termed asgertion.6 .

Philosophers often tend to glose over differences in
linguistic structure claiming that it is not relevant to
their investigation, or even misleading . Linguists, on the
other hand, are often content to classify and categorize on
the basis of differences in structure without looking for an
underliying unity and inherent organization of the phenomena.
Within the UNITYP-approcach it is considered essential to
proceed on both Jines of investigation, because the act
cannot correctly be understood without taking the linguistic
structures it is manifested in into account <(and vice
versal .

Given that the operational aspect is not directly visible,
it is often claimed that the data are the only input to a
linguistic investigation. From this point of view, one has
to reconstruct the basic operation and its components from
the data and, within the same process, assess the inherent
organization of the data. But this is not wholly correct
since there is always an intuitive preconception concerning

the area under investigation, which, among other things, is

5. Note that the difference between act and structure is not just another
phrasing of the difference between content and form mentioned above. "Structure"
in the former distinction comprises content and form.

For the following brief outline of UNITYP methodology, esp. the operational
aspect, cf. Seiler 1979, 1982:34¢, 1983:94f, 19852, 1984.

6. E.g. Mathesius (1929/83:1244, 1975:814f) and Sasse (in prep.); both also use
the term as a general notion for all kinds of predicative structures. Their use of
the terms predicative/predication is restricted to one kind of predicative
structure, i.e. a structure that involves a subject (a predication-base) and a
-predicate. I have chosen to take predication as the general notion, since, to my
knowledge, all phenomena to be touched upon in this paper have in some way or
other been dealt with under this heading. It thus seemed to me to be the most
suitable term for the unified conception aimed at in this paper. For the following
discussion it may be useful to keep in mind that my predication comprises what
some call assertion plus its structural correlates and that Mathesius’ and Sasse’s
"predicative" here is called "bipartite" or “categorical" predication (more on that
below).



recponcible for making a certain cet of data the object of
investigation in the first place. There is nothing harmful
about such intuitive input into the investigation; as long
as it 1is consciously dealt with in the analysis.
Consequently, the following two lines of investigation are
to be pursued for the present topic: On the one hand, the
intuitive notion of predication - as it is manifested in
many characterizations of predication found in the
literature and in the intuition about what is predicative
and what is not - is to be developed into a more explicit
notion capable of providing an organizational pattern for
the data. On the other hand, starting from the data, the
common denominator of predication is to be reconstructed.
Ory phrased differently, the components of the predicative
act are to be assessed following traces that are evinced by
predicative structures. One line presupposes the other and,
since both lines cannot be pursued at the same time, it
follows that one has to Jjump to and fro between intuitive
conception and data, until the gap between them has (to a

reasonable extent) been narrowed.

A terminological note has to be added: Hithin the UNITYP framework
prominent use is made of the notion of predicativity as opposed to
indicativity. This notion is to be set strictly apart from the notion
of syntactic predication. Predicativity is a gradual notion referring
te linguistic techniques on a centinuum. Predicative techniques are
more relational, more syntactic than indicative techniques (c¥.
Seiler 1984). They also involve an increased use of structural
machinery to achieve a linguistic function. Predication denotes a
basic linguistic act. As long as the nouns ‘“predicativity® and
“predication® are used, the difference will always be salient, but
the related adjective ("predicative®) is the same for both. Unless
otherwise indicated, “predicative® is used here in the sense of
predication.
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2. The basic intuition and the problematic data

A first - and the traditionally most prominent - intuition
on predication consists in the assertion that there are two
parts to it, the subject and the predicate, which are linked
together in the act of predication. For centuries these two

parts have been defined in the following fashion:

.=« sSubjectum est de quo dicitur id quod praedicatuﬁ.
Praedicatum est quod de eo dicitur quod subjectum est.”®
(Boethius, ed. Migne, Patrologia Latina, 44, p.1136

To quote one further example from more recent times:

P e predication, in its shortest and pithiest
definition, consists in saying something about something
.»» Now our main concern with predication in the next few
sections will be in connexion with the division of many
sentences into two parts, (1) the part referring to the
thing spoken about, which is called the, subject, and (2
what is said of the subject, namely the predicate."
(Gardiner 1948:2554

Al though these two components have dominated the discussion
of predication, there has always been an intuition that,
strictly speaking, the predicate expression combines two
functions, i.e. that of “saying something® and that of
indicating a 1ink or nexus between subject and predicate. To

give just one recent example:

*In any ground-level linguistic expression of a judgement
.« we distinguish three functions: that of specifying
the particular(s) concerned; that of specifying the
general concept concerned (...)>; and that of presenting
particular(s) and general concept as assigned to each
other in such a way that you have a propositional
combination,; true if the particular (...’ 9xemplifies the
concept,; false if not.” (Strawson 1974:22)

Such a conception is particularly perspicuous in cases where
a copula is involved ("His trousers are yelliow"). Many

philosophers even claim that there 1is essentially no

- difference between He goes and He is a goer, since the

7. This view involves the assumption that predicate expressions refer to sth. in
a way similar to subject expressions. This view is under heavy attack from the
analytic school which claims that a predicate merely is an unsaturated linguistic

expression and to look for anything more is nothing but spurious metaphysics (for
a briet sketch of the controversy see Runggaldier 1985:2444). It is not yet clear to

me, whether there is anything of interest for linguists in this controversy.



latter only explicitly shows the copula which 1is
8

underlyingly involved in the former as well.

Many constructions in Indo-European !anguages9 fit
the intuition about predication outlined above perfectly,
i.e. there is a subject and a predicate and the latter says
something about the former. But there are several
problematic cases, the most well Known being meteorological

expressions (3 and presentative constructions (4):

3 It‘s raining.
4a) There was yet a visit to the doctor. (J. Conrad
b)> There was a confused tramping of horses’ feet outside.

(D.H. Lawrence)

In both cases it is difficult, if not impossible, to give an
analysis in terms of subject and predicate. In (3) nothing
is said about the it, since it does not refer to anything.
It is therefore called a "dummy subject® to indicate that it
simply fills a given structural slot in English clause

structure. In (4> a wvisit to the doctor and a confused

tramping of horses’ feet would qualify for subject status,

if there were a predicate. But nothing is said about them -

note that it does not mean a_ wisit to the doctor exists (if

that is a reasonable statement at all) - and thus again

there is no subject-predicate nexus.la

The dissatisfaction with the traditional conception of
predication because of these and similar problems (see also
the theoretical problem hinted at in FN7?) gave rise to three
developments at the end of the 1?2th century, all of which

try to overcome some of the problems involved. I will

8. See already Aristotle (Met. D, 7. 1817a 26), cf. Steinthal 1896:241. Other
authors are reviewed in Kramp 1%916:144f. In section 5 this conception of
predication is discussed at some length.

9. The discussion will first focus on (primarily modern) members of this language
family, within which the notions of predication, subject and predicate have been
developed and employed for a long time.

18. The exact analysis of these constructions is not important at this point of
the argument. The claim to be granted is that they cannot be analysed in terms of
subject and predicate as they are traditionally defined. Detailed accounts of the
opinions that have been aired on behalf of these constructions are found in the
literature quoted in FN{.



briefly review those points which are of importance for my

argument.

First, Frege’s attempt to reduce arithmetic to logic
achieved the breakthrough for modern logic, which is closely
associated with the predicate calculus (as opposed to the
traditional propositional calculus).l1 The notions
*subject” and “predicate” are dispensed with, their place
being taken by the concepts of reference and relationality}
Predication is conceived of as a relation holding between a
central relational term, the (logical) predicate, and its
argument(s). This conception received its most suggestive
phrasing in formulas such as P{(x),; P(x,y) etc.. Predicates
are classified as to how many slots they provide for
arguments (one-place, two-place, three-place),
meteoroclogical expressions (cf.(3)) being classed as zero-
place predicates. Presentative constructions (cf.{(4)) are
taken care of by existential quantification. The
morphosyntactic structure of the linguistic expression of a
(logical) predication is not considered to be of importance.
Thus from a (modern)> logical point of wview there is no
difference between Peter Kissed the unicorn and The unicorn

was Kissed by Peter, since;, logically speaking, there is

only a relation of Kissing between the (ordered) pair
(Peter, the wunicorn>. This way a uniform treatment of
predication is achieved, capturing the intuition that (13,
(3>, and (4, despite their quite different morphosyntactic
structure; are predications. Although the same goal is
pursued in this paper, this approach cannot be adopted,
since it evades the central concern of providing for a link
between morphosyntactic predicative structure and the basic
predicative operation.

Two suggestions from this approach, however; seem to be
valuablie for the present enterprise: In cases where there is
no clear subject-predicate structure to be detected in
morphosyntactic predicative structures, it may well turn out
that these can be adequately described with formulas such as

P(a,by. Thus, the suggestion has to be considered that,

11, Cf. BocheAsky 1962:312f¢, Thiel 1972, Dummett 1973.



rather than claiming that there must always be a subject and
a predicate to a predication, a predication always involves
a referential and a relational component which may take the
form of subject and predicate, but which do not have to do

S50.

Second, the most prominent trend at the time was to try
to save the traditional concept of predication by separating
several levels. To this end; the notions of grammatical,
logical, and psychological subject/predicate were

introduced.12

The almost violent discussion concerning

these concepts at the time seems rather obscure today and
will thus not be dealt with here. There is, however, one
point of interest. There was hardly any discussion as to
what the notions grammatical subject and predicate referred
to. The former is identified as the NP in the nominative
case which governs wverbal agreement, the latter as the
finite verb-form. For IE languages in which the case system
has broken down, immediate preverbal position is taken as
criterial (in place of the nominative). Thus there has not
been and, as far as I can see, there is no doubt about the
fact that the formal feature - NP in nominative case
triggers verb agreement - is a structural manifestation of
predication in IE languages. This becomes relevant, when

discussing examples liKe:

Sa) Some chapters I physically could not find ...
(Dummett 1973:XI)
b> Eine neue Trennungslinie zog Weber.
(Helfritz 1981:14;3starting a new paragraph)
Here intuition clearly picks out some chapters and gine neue
Trennungslinie as "that spoken about®*. In (Sb) this is
confirmed by the fact that the whole of the following
paragraph is about the new borderline. But applying the
structural criteria just mentioned, 1 and Weber clearly are
the (grammatical) subjects. Functional Sentence Perspective
(FSP>, being an offspring of the said trend, distinguishes

between a functional and a formal sentence level in order to

12. See FN { for the relevant literature. Kramp 1916 provides a brief overview
of the interrelation between logic and linguistics up to the end of the 19th
century.



provide for this discrepancy. The former is the Jlevel of
theme-rheme structure, the parts of which are defined as the
"element about which something is stated® and “what is
stated about the basis® (Mathesius 1975:81). Subject and
predicate belong to the formal sentence level and are solely
defined in grammatical terms.13 Within the present
discussion the question as to which level the predicative
act pertains to naturally arises; to theme-rheme structure,
to (grammatical) subject and predicate, or to both? If one
opts for the first solution, the task remains to explain the
formal characteristics of subject and predicate. If one
interprets them as structural manifestations of the
predicative act and thus opts for the second possibility,
the characterization of predication has to be modified,
since "saying something about something® applies equally
well to theme-rheme structure. To my Knowledge, FSP does not
take an explicit stand on this issue and does not account
for the formal characteristics of subject and predicate
either.l4

Hockett (1958:281) opts Ffor the third possibility. His
definition of predication is almost identical to the

traditional one:

"The most general characterization of predicative
constructions is suggested by the terms ‘topic’ and
‘comment” for their ICs: the speaker announces a topic
and then says something about it.®
Applying this definition to constructions of the type given
in (Sa),; he states that in That new book by Thomas Buernsey
I haven’t read yet that new book by Thomas Guernsey is the
topic, the comment itself consisting of another topic-

13. On FSP see Mathesius 1975:814¢, Firbas 1964, 1966, Dane 1944, 1970/1974.
For its historical setting and development see Adjémian 1978. Note that the
opposition between given and new also plays a part in defining theme-rheme
structure. Firbas treats theme/rheme exclusively in these terms.

. 14, 1¢ I understand Dane¥ (1964, especially the example given on p228f)
correctly, he would probably opt for the first solution, i.e. to assign predication to
the utterance structure. But this is somewhat speculative, since he does not
explicitly talk about predication. In his 1977 paper, which is exclusively concerned
with predication; he splits it up among the semantic, the formal and the utterance
levels {p168).
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comment construction (I _+ haven’t read ygﬁ).ls Thus {(5a’

is considered to consist of two predications, one accounting
for the psychological subject (some chapters), the other for
the grammatical subject (1). There doesn’t seem to be
anything wrong with such an analysis at first sight, and I
think it is perfectly adequate for the Chinese examples
adduced by Hockett (p282f). In the English examples,
however, it does not explain why the “second subject”
governs agreement. This defect becomes even more obvious,
when one tries to analyse (Sb) in this way: no reasonable
analysis for the comment (zog Weber) into topic and comment
can be provided <(is zog or Weber the topic?), and the
formally indicated subject-predicate relation between Weber
and zog thus remains completely unaccounted for.

In my opinion, the second possibility seems to be the only
possible one in languages with a grammatical subject-
predicate structure; because 1 think that, if one holds that
agreement in (1> is a manifestion of predication, one also
has to stick te this analysis in problematic cases such as
(3.

From a contemporary point of view the problem allows for a different
solution, if one accepts the claim that the subject-relation is an
amalgam of semantic and pragmatic factors (cf. Sasse 1982). The
latter are concerned with the topic properties of the said relation,
the former pertain to role-structure. Thus one could hold that in
examples like (3) agreement solely signals role-structure (1 and
Weber are agents), the topic properties of the subject-relation being
"neutralized” by topicalization (5a) and inversion (5b) respectively.
Although such an analysis sounds feasible to me, it does not solve
the basic problem considered in this section; rather it supports the
claim that predication cannot be captured in the formula “saying

something about something®, because role-structure, being an
ingredient in the subject-relation, lies outside the range of this
formula.

This brief discussion makes it obvious, I think, that
the traditional characterization of predication, i.e.

"saying something about something®, rests on the fact that

15. Hockett also uses the notions "subject” and "predicate", but does not define
them. He only remarks that they "are one variety of topic~comment constructions"
(1958:282). But from the discussion of English and Menomini examples one can infer
that they are defined in the same formal manner as is done within FSP (NP
governing agreement). Interestingly enough, he does not use these two terms when
discussing Chinese examples. See Li/Thompson 1976 for some differences between
subject and topic from a typological perspective.
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the grammatical subject - in IE languages - is wvery often
also the topic. This is not necessarily a false conception
of predication. Topic-comment structure may wvery well be a
structural manifestation of predication, especially in
languages like Chinese, where there is no agreement to
indicate a subject-predicate relation. But since there are
languages that show this feature and where the thus
grammatically defined subject-predicate relation does nqt
always coincide with topic-comment structure, predication
has to be characterized in such a way that it does not
necessarily imply topic—comment structure, although it
probably should allow for it. In other words, there has to
be something more basic to predication than the formula
"saying something about something®. The formula is but one

illustration of this something more basic.

Third,16 A.Marty, following up some.suggestions

by Brentano, claimed that a judgment (i.e. the operational
aspect of predication, see above p2f) does not necessarily

consist of two parts:

"Fin Beispiel eines Urteils ist jedes Glauben oder
Leugnen, Anerkennen oder Verwerfen, und dieses
entgegengesetzt urteilende WVerhalten Kann sowohl auf
einen einfachen als zusammengesetzten Vorstellungsinhalt
gerichtet sein. Wohl bildet irgend ein Vorstellen die
unentbehrliche Grundlage des Urteilens. Aber daB eine
Zusammensetzung und Verknipfung wvon Vorstel lungen
vorliege, gehdrt durchaus nicht 2zu den notwendigen
Bestandsticken des Vorgangs." (1887/1918:312)

Rather, he claims, there are two kinds of judgments, the
categorical and the thetic (quoted from Kuroda
1972/73a:154)

16. This section heavily draws on the work done by Sasse (in prep.), Ulrich {1985)
and Wehr (1984), to all of whom I am very grateful for introducing me to the
phenomena and concepts to be dealt with and for giving me a chance to participate
in their discussions. Marty’s theory is outlined in a series of articles (Marty
 1884-95/1918, 1897/1918) which are rather unpleasant reading, since they are
mostly concerned with polemics against his contemporaries. His work has been
rediscovered for linguistics in two articles by Kuroda (1972/73 and 1972/73a), the
second of which (1972/73a) giving a clear and comprehensive outline of the theory
and an illustration from Japanese. Sasse (in prep.) further refines the concepts
involved and makes them typologically relevant (cf also Sasse 1984).
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"0f these, only the Fformer conforms to the traditional
paradign of subject-predicate, while the latter
represents simply the recognition or rejection of
material of a Jjudgment. Moreover, the categorical
Jjudgment is assumed to consist of two separate acts, one,
the act of recognition of that which is to be made the
subject, and the other, the act of affirming or denying
what is expressed by the predicate about the subject.
With this analysis in mind, the thetic and the
categorical judgments are also called the simple and the
double judgments (..)."
Prominent examples for thetic Jjudgments are meteorological
and presentative expressions (see (3 and (4}, both of
which necessarily involve just one unitary concept and thus,
by their very nature; do not allow for a truly bipartite
{categorical) expression. But it is not necessary for a
thetic Jjudgment to involve only material that inherently
does not aliow for a partition. The choice between thetical
and categorical is not one solely governed by the complexity
of the state of affairs to be expressed, but it is governed
by discourse factors as well (see below).
Marty himself conceived of this dichotomy in primarily
logical terms and did not take structural characteristics
into account. But there are also formal phenomena that
structurally manifest the unity of the thetic predicative
act. Most of these strategies, in particular within IE
languages, have to be understood on the basis that the
dominant predicative act is the bipartite (categorical) one.
Thetic expressions are thus geared at avoiding the bipartite
clause structure central to a given language system. This is
especially important in cases where the state of affairs to
be expressed allows for a partition. In meteorological
expressions like (3>, on the other hand; formal bi-partition
(via dummy jit> does not do any harm, since they do not
inherently allow for a categorical reading. As for the other
cases; it is to be expected that the thetic form of
predication is characterized by the attempt to neutralize
grammatical bi-partition as it is manifested in agreement
and the special position (or case) of the subject NP, I will
only give a few examples, since the above-mentioned
strategies are amply exemplified in MWehr (1984>, Ulrich

(1985 and Sasse (in prep.):
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- In (4 there is pronounced with a centralized wowel and
unstressed and is thus different from the deictic there
(see Jespersen 1924:154f, Hetzron 1971:98). There is (and

its negation there is net) is thus the linguistic sign of

recognition (rejection) which characterizes thetic
Judgments, and it is not a predicate in the same way as it
is exemplified by the second part of the bipartite
Judgment. The same holds for French il y a (cf. Martinet
1948:125) . '

- In thetic expressions there is often no agreeﬁent between
the predicate and the NP that would be the subject in a

categorical predication:

6a) Es war einmal ein Hihnchen und ein Hahnchen; ...
{Grimm, quoted from KWehr 1984:38)
b} Et ecce apparuit illis Moyses et Helias.
(Vet.Lat. Mt.17.3; HWehr 1.c.2

If ein Hihnchen und ein Hihnchen and Moyses et Helias were

used as subjects in a categorical expression, agreement
would be obligatory. In thetic expressions there is
general uncertainty as to whether the sign of recognition
(es ist, there is, a wverb denoting movement) has to agree
with the NP or not. In another bible wversion, the Vulgata,
we find the plural apparuerunt instead of apparuit in (&b
(see Wehr l.c.2. Similarly, in English one will
occasionally hear There was horses outside instead of the
‘more correct’ There were horses outside.

-~ Subject accentuation. in English (and German) is
particularly instructive in that it involves material that
allows either for a thetic or a categorical expression.
Furthermore, it shows that the thetic/categorical
opposition cannot be reduced to the opposition between
given and new. All examples in (7)Y contain referential
expressions which show nearly all the properties of ‘good’
English subjects (initial position, governing agreement)
except for the fact that they receive the only main

stress, which normally is given to <{(some part of) the
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predicate or at least to both subject and predicate:l7

7a) My SISter died.

b) The BUTter mel ted.
There are two readings to examples like these, one being
that the subject receives contrastive stress (My SISter -
not my father, my uncle or Billy - died). This is of no
interest here. The other reading, which Fuchs (19886:44%)
calls the "integrative"” reading, 1is used to present the
whole syntagm as "one ‘globally new’ unit". Both, “"my
sister® and the fact that a death occurred, are new to a
given speech event; there is no contrastive context. This
reading is to be compared to the case where both subject

and predicate are accented (cf. Chafe 1.c.):

8a) My SiISter is DYing .
b The BUTter MELted.

Here again, both subject and predicate are to be
interpreted as new. Consequently, newness cannot be made
the explanatory parameter for spelling out the different
stress patterns in (7)) and (8). Chafe, who in the article
quoted is exclusively concerned with given and pew, notes
that in (7> there is *a conceptual unity® between the noun
and the wverb which is not present in (8. Neither author
refers to the thetic/categorical opposition, but obviously
they share the intuition that the subject accentuation is
used here to override the structural bi-partition of the
expression and to present the statement as a unitary
whole,

In Romance languages the same end is achieved by inversion
(VS instead of 8\ :

?» E volato via il canarino. {(quoted from Wehr 1984:54)

or, wvery prominently in French, with a split structure

{see Sasse in prep.):

17. The examples are taken from Chafe (1974:115). See Sasse (in prep.) for
comments on Chafe’s interpretation of these examples, and Fuchs (1988) for more
on subject accented constructions in English and German.
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18) Maman, il ¥ a ma poupée qui s’est cassée!
{quoted from HWehr 1.c.3%
Most of these and similar phenomena have been discussed in
terms of "all-new-utterances”™ or "neutral description®
(cf. Kuno 1972). These approaches are valuable; because
they provide for a characterization of the contexts in
which thetic constructions are used.18 But they are
insufficient for two reasons. First, not all phenomena can
be exclusively referred to information structure.19
More important is their failure to explain why there are
mechanisms at worK in all of these constructions which
are geared at removing or avoiding a bipartite clause
structure. MNewness all by itself cannot provide for such
an explanation. This is trivially obvious in cases where

the new information appears in the predicate.

The morphosyntactic evidence for the distinction between
thetic and categorical - which is only touched on here and
fully discussed in the guoted works - seems to me quite
convincing. That it is an extremely useful concept is
evident, since it allows +for non bipartite predicative
structures. What this distinction means theoretically,
however, is as yet unclear. Do thetic and categorical refer
to two different predicative acts or are they two forms of
the same act? What is their common denominator, if there is
one? What is the interrelation between them? Before trying
to answer these questions, I will briefly review some
predicative structures outside IE in order to make sure that
we are not being trapped here in some ethnocentric

fallacies.

18. See (once more) Wehr 1984 for a thorough classification of patterns in
Romance. Note that she does not employ the thetic/categorical distinction, since
she is primarily concerned with the discourse factors involved.

19. See the brief discussion of subject accentuation above and Sasse (in prep.)).
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3. Predicative structures in Tagalog and Basgue

In Tagalog28 there are {(at least) five different

predicative structures. In order to awvoid the notoriously
controversial term "subject® in a language which it is not
appropriate for,ZI I will use the more neutral term
predication—base (PBY for the phrase the predicate is about.
Many Tagalog sentences involve such a predication-base and

thus exhibit a clearly bipartite structure:

11} In—i—-abot ng manggagamot sa sundalo ang itlog.
R/P-MU~-hand to RA physician LO soldier RP eqg

predicate PB
*The physician handed the egg to the soldier.®
(More literally: "Handed by the physician to the scldier
(is) the egg.™

The predicate in (11) consists of iniabot ng manggagamot sa
sundaio, the predication-base is ang itlog. That there is a

predicative nexus between these two is evinced by two facts:
First, the affix i- in iniabot, though not an agreement
affix,; still denotes the role ang itlog plays in the event
denoted by abot (MOVED UNDERGOER). Only the role of the PB
is explicitly coded, the role of the other participants only
implicitly (i.e. the role assigned to the PB is excluded for
all other participants). Second, in a Tagalog clause all
other participants except for the the one functioning as PB

are either clearly marked as attributes (by the linker or by

26. The following remarks are primarily based on my own work on Tagalog. The
analysis is not given in full detail, only the relevant morphemic boundaries are
indicated. It basically follows Bloomfield 1917 and Lopez 1937/77. Important
points are dealt with from a modern point of view in Naylor 1986 and Lemaréchal
i982. \

The examples are all drawn from texts: ({11) is from Bloomfield (1917:39 line 13);
{(12), {17, and (18) are from letters which my informants kindly allowed me to make
use of; (13) is from a tape-recorded story; {14-16) are from the Tagalog magazine
Liwayway, the 29 Oct 1984 issue, pp 46, 13, and 52 respectively.

The following abbreviations are used in the text: A = ACTOR; AF = ANG-FORM;
DEM = DEMONSTRATIVE; EX = EXCLUSIVE; I = IMPERFECTIVE; IR =IRREALIS; LK
= LINKER; LO = LOCATIVE; MU = MOVED UNDERGOER; NEGEX = NEGATIVE
EXISTENTIAL; NF = NG-FORM; P = PERFECTIVE; p = plural; PLU = PLURAL
(particle); PN = PERSONAL NOUN (marker); R = REALIS; RA = REFERENTIAL
ATTRIBUTE; RP = REFERENTIAL PHRASE; s = singular; SF = SA-FORM; 5G =
SINGULAR; U = UNDERGOER

21. See Schachter 1974, 1977; Drossard 1984. For "subject" in general see Li (ed.)
1976 and Sasse 1982,
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ng> or as {(local) adjuncts (sa). Strictly speaking, the
predicative relation is manifested in the simple
Juxtaposition of predicate and PB (in that order). Probably
this is accompanied by a specific intonational contour, but
I am not yvet prepared to make statements about the role of
intonation in Tagalog sentence structure. Simple
Juxtaposition is sufficient, because all other relations
(including an inverted order of PB and predicate) are
explicitly indicated by grammatical particles. Whether there
is a PB in a given clause or not is easily‘determined,
because then there has to be at least one ang-form in the
c]ause.22

Apart from this wvery common categorical Fform, there are
three thetic forms and one further categorical form, which
is closely related to one of the thetic predications. The

thetic forms are clearly recognizable, because they exclude
a PB.

Example (12 illustrates a meteorological expression,
consisting of a predicate and <(optionally? local adjuncts.

There is no PB:

12) Masyado-ng mainit na rito sa amin.

very-LK hot already DEM/SF LO 1pEX/SF

"It’s already very hot here in our place.”
Presentative constructions, another instance of thetic
predications, are marked with may “there is’ J{(or its
negation wala). Note that may is used almost exclusively for
that purpose (the exception will be noted directly). may
clearly is not a predicate, but a simple sign of

recognition:

13> May mga magsasaka ...
EXIST PLU Farmer
*There were farmers ..."
The same pattern is used in cases where something is being

said about a referent who is unknown:

22. Note that ang in itself does not signal the PB, since the predicate can also
be an ang-phrase {(resulting in a so-called ang-ang-clause). ang signals
referentiality exclusively. )
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143 May nag—~lagay ng bomba sa Kotse nito.

EXIST R/Pi:A—put— RA bomb LO car DEMANF

“Somebody had put a bomb in his car.®
Constructions with may do not necessarily exclude a PB. I
one is added, the relation between the PB and the predicate

introduced by may is one of possession (in a broad sense) s

13 May sakkit si Enva.
EXIST sickness PN/AF
"Enya was sicK (had sickKness).”

This includes “possession of an act’:

16y May sasabih—in ako sa iyo.

EXIST IR:l:say-U ls/AF LO 2Z2s/5F

"1 have something to say to you.®
The PB in (143 is ako, the ang-form of the l.person personal
pronoun. Mote that, formally speakKing, in examples likKe (13
and (18, a thetic predication forms part of a categorical
one. However, contrary to the suggestion made by Marty
{ct.pi2), it does not form the ‘subject” part, but the
predicate part.
Finally there is a thetic predication that is used to
express a complex state of affairs as a unitary whole in a
non-presentative fashion. That means that a state of affairs
is introduced as a coherent whole into a discourse about
another tgpic. There is no participant in this state of
affairs that pertains prominently to the topic currently
relevant within the given discourse. The predicate is put in
a special form {Ka— + reduplication + lang ‘“only’)>, which
does not signal a role of any of the participants (i.e. it
is not “focussed’). The participants themselves are all

marked as attributes or adjuncts. There is no PB:

17> ... wala kami-ng panggastos para sa darating
NEBGEX IpEX-LK means to spend for LO IR:I:come

na araw. Ka-gagaling ltang ni Keith ng sakit
LK day. Perecover only PNANF RA sickness

niva na Amoebiosis.
3sNF LK

"We did not have any means to spend for the next day.
Keith had only now recovered from his Amoebiosis.”
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18> .., si Marcos pa rin. Ka—-tatapos lang ng
PMN/AF still also ?-finish only RA

mahaba-ng welga ng mga guro.
long—-LK strike RA PLU teacher

".eay 1it’s still Marcos (in power?. Just now a long
strike of the teachers came to an end.”

In (17> Keith’s recovering +from an Amoebiosis is already
Known to the reader from a preceding part of the letter
which dealt with the health of family members. The point'to
be made here is the fact that his recovery quite
substantially affected the family’s financial situation.
Neither Keith nor the Amoebiosis 1is ®“that talked about®.
Rather the whole state of affairs functions as a unitary
piece of information within the larger topic of family
finances. Formally this unity is expressed by the fact that
both participants, Keith and the Amoebiosis, are coded as
attributes (ng-phrases). (18 is from a brief review of the
current Philippine situation. Again, the teachers’ strike is
not "that talked about®, the end of the strike is included
as a unitary piece to the overall picture drawn.23

From a predicational point of view, Tagalog is thus not
all too different <From an Indo—European language. The
thetic/categorical distinction is formally even more evident
than in any of the modern IE languages, since the presence

or absence of a PB can always be unambiguously asserted.

23. In Schachter/Otanes (1972:371¢$), as in most grammars, the form ka- +
reduplication is called "recent perfective aspect”. I do not believe that this is a
correct analysis, since this form is completely different from the other four
modal-aspectual forms, all of which are closely interrelated with ‘focus’-
formation. Thus treating it as a purely aspectual form does not explain why there
is no 'focus’ and why it is not compatible with a PB. The statement is, however,
correct that in this construction the state of affairs is conceived of having
occurred very recently. But this restriction in my opinion does not invalidate the

claim that this is a thetic form of predication as evinced by its morphosyntactic
structure.
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The situation in Basque is totally different.24 Most
importantly, it is generally difficult, if not impossible,
to determine a predication—-base at all (cf. Brettschneider
1979:377%f, Bossong 1984). The predicate, consisting mostly
of an infinite form of the verb and an auxiliary, agrees
with up to three participants none of which can be clearly
pointed out as "that talked about®™. Even the segmentally
unmarked NP, the absolutive, cannot lay «claim to this
position, since there is no further structural correlate
that would show that this NP is in some sense more prominent
than any other. What is important in this respect is that
topic-comment structure does not play a prominent role in
this language, because NPs that can be derived from context
{potential topics) normally are not further fully specified,
but simply taken up by the agreement marker5.25 The
discourse-pragmatically most prominent concept is that of
focus, i.e. that constituent that bears the information peak
{see Lafitte 1942:47, Brettschneider 1.c.). The predicates
are strictly classified as being intransitive, transitive or
bi-transitive, the possibilities for diathesis being
marginal. (19), (28> and (21) exemplify standard transitive,

intransitive and bi-transitive constructions, respectively:

19} haurr-e-k liburu—a irakurri
child-DEF:PL-ERG book-DEF:85G:ABS read

d-u-g-te.
abs3SG6-AUX~-erg356~PL
*The children read the book.®

24, The following exposition is based on a talk given by Thomas Muller-Bardey.
Gunter Brettschneider made valuable suggestions, checked the material and
discussed it with me several times. I hope I was able to preserve most of this kind
and highly competent input.

The examples are taken from Rebuschi 1983:544f (exples 19/20/25/26), Lafitte
1962:190 (22) and 416 (24), (21) is from Brettschneider 1979:373 (with ogia instead
of pelota)) and (23) is the beginning of a story (Atxular Apezarena J.Amorena/
M.Ariztia).

The following abbreviations are used in the glosses: ABS= ABSOLUTIVE; AFF =
AFFIRMATIVE; AUX = AUXILIARY; DAT = DATIVE; DEF = DEFINITE; ERG =
ERGATIVE; PL = PLURAL; SG = SINGULAR; TRANSDEF = TRANSDEFINITE (neither
definite nor indefinite)

2%, Cf. Brettschneider 1979:375. This is not to say that there is no possibility at
all for topicalization in Basque. There is, but it involves a left dislocation that

takes the NP out of the clause; case-marking is lost (cf. Brettschneider
1981:227¢4),
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28 haurr—-ak Jiin d-ira.
child-DEF:PL:ABS come abs3PL-AUX
*The children have come.”®

213 ni-K gizon—a-ri ogi-a
I-ERG man-DEF:56-DAT bread-DEF:5G:4BS

d-a~-Kar-Kio-t.

abs35G-T-bring-dat386G-erglS6

"1 bring the man bread.”®
The standard example for a thetic predication - "it rains® ~
looks like a standard transitive (sic) predication, the only
difference being that it does not allow Ffor a fully
specified ergative NP (since that NP would have to specify

who in fact "rains®):

22y uri-a egi ten d-u-8.

rain-DEF:56:ABS make abs356-AUX-erg3s6
The other standard example — presentative constructions - is
only slightly different from a standard intransitive

construction:

23> Ba-zien hiru apez ...
AFF-abs3PL:AUX:PAST three priest:TRANSDEF:ABS
"There were three priests ..."

That hiru apez follows the auxiliary is the only hint at the
thetic character of this predication, but it is a hint only
and cannot be compared to subject-inversion in Romance,
since word order in Basque is not fixed (with the exception
of the position of the focus). Consequently this order
cannot be taken as a structural manifestion of the thetic
character. The occurrence of ba-, called "1 adverbe
affirmatif® by Lafitte (1962:411>, is due to this order,
since the auxiliary cannot occur in clause initial position.
It is not restricted to presentative constructions (cf.
badoa "il s’en va® (Lafitte 1982:1610).

Summing up the discussion so far, there seems to be no
distinction between thetic and catesgorical in Basque. Since
‘there is no bi-partition even in a standard transitive
construction, it seems plausible to claim that predication
in Basque generally takes a thetic form. This would explain
why standard examples for thetic predications do not receive
a markedly different form in Basque. This claim is further

supported by the +fact that there is a special categoricél
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form of predication which 1is generally used in predications

involving non—verbal predicates:

24) ogi-a on—a d-a.
bread-DEF:ABS good-DEF:ABS abs356-AUX
"The bread is good.”®

ogi-ak on—ak d-ira.
bread-DEF:PL:ABS good-DEF:PL:ABS abs3PL-AUX
*The breads are good."
Here not only the auxiliary, but also the main part of the
predicate agrees with the NP in the absolutive. This
additional agreement correlates with the intuition that here
the bread definitely is "that talked about®. This

construction is not limited to non-verbal predicates:26

23 liburu-a haurr—e—§ irakkurri-a
book-DEF:56:ABS child-DEF:PLU-ERG read-DEF:5G:A4BS

d-a.

abs356-AlUX

*"The book has been read by the children.®
{more adequate is a German translation with an agreeing
participle:
"Das Buch ist ein wvon den Kindern gelesenes.”

28> haurr-ak Jiin-ak d-ira.

chiltd-DEF:PL:ABS come-DEF:PL:ABS abs3PL-AUX

*The childeren have come."

("Die Kinder sind angekommeng.")
Again the main part of the wverb agrees with the NP in the
absoclutive. In (23 the auxiliary alsc changes from a
transitive to an intransitive one (cf. 19)>. Thus the
absolutive NP is clearly set apart from other NPs in these
constructions and it seems legitimate to call it the
predication-base. A passive translation has been chosen to
reflect this status of liburua, but note that this
construction is not a passive 1like an English passive.
Notionally these constructions connote a resultative meaning
which is absent from the parallel examples in (19} and (28).
This resultative meaning ties neatly in with the categorical
form of these constructions, because the result of an action

(or process) is normally evinced by one of the participants

26. These constructions have often been called passive (cf. Lafitte 1942:3424¢).
But note that case-marking does not change. See Rebuschi (1984) for a detailed
account of the phenomena involved.
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involved in the action. It is thus highly suggestive to make

this participant the starting point in stating the result.

In discussing Basgue I have implicitly enlarged the
concept of thetic predication. Up to néw thetic predications
have always been treated as special forms to be defined in
setting them off from the ‘normal’ categorical form. They
were conceived of as presenting a state of affairs as a
unitary whole, both notionally and structurally. This unity
was remarkable, given that the linguistic expression of a
state of affairs ‘normally’ imposes a bipartite structure on
it. If my presentation of Basgque is correct; the relation
between thetic and categorical can be turned around, the
thetic form then being the unmarked case and the categorical
the marked one. Uniformity is no longer the characteristic
feature of theticness, rather bi-partition is the specific
feature of the categorical form. The thetic form is then
characterized as simply stating a state of affairs without
imposing bi-partition on it. The substantial claim inherent
in this suggestion is that categorical and thetic are
theoretically two equally plausible expression forms for
predicating a state of affairs, the distribution of
markKedness within this opposition being wariable between
languages. WMWith that we are back to the question concerning
the interrelation between thetic and categorical (see above
pid.

4. The predicative act

That there is such an interrelation is strongly suggested by
the terms "simple® and “double judgment®”. #&As stated in the
quote from Kuroda above (pi12);, the bipartite predication is
conceived of as involving two parts, the first (subject)
part of which 1is likened to a thetic predication <(act of
simple recognition). The second part is not simply another
thetic predication, because then there would not be a
relation of aboutness between the two parts. A predication

like This president is a___cowboy is not a simple

concatenation of "There is this president® and ®"There is

being a cowboy®. Bringing this idea to its logical



24

conclusion, we arrive back at the traditional
characterization: the predicative act consists of
recognizing something and in saying something about what is
recognized. Mhat is new 1is the claim that sometimes the
second part may be missing, the act thus consisting only of
a simple recognition. It is obvious that there is something
wrong with such a conception, since a subject expression
like "this president” is not a predication, while the thetic
expression "there is this president® is a predication. Thus
it is not correct to say that the first part of a
categorical predication is identical with a thetic
predication. There are probably similarities between the
two, but the latter involves something more. Marty himself
conceived of this "something more®, which also is the common
denominator between thetic and categorical, in the following

way:

"Bekanntlich war es eine weitverbreitete, zeitweilig
fast alleinherrschende Meinung, daBf in der Verbindung
von einem Subjekt und PridikKat oder,; wie man statt dessen
synonym sagen zu Kénnen meinte; einer SubjekKts— und
Pradikatsvorstellung die ganze Eigentimlichkeit des
Urteilsphinomens bestehe. Dies ist ein Irrtum ... . Man
findet, es gehdre dazu aubBerdem noch etwas, was man als
BewuBtsein der Objektivitat Jener subjektiven
Vorstel lungsverknipfung, als Giltigkei tsbewuStsein,
Glauben etc. bezeichnet, und manche haben unumwunden
zugegeben, daf dieser hinzukommende Vorgang in Keiner
Meise in Vorstellungen auflésbar ist. e ©in Phanomen
sui generis ... wvorliegt, <{das> sich auf gar nichts
anderes zurickfihren und nur durch Hinweis auf die
Anschauung Klar machen 1586t.° (Marty 1887/71918:311+4)

I agree with Marty that this “BewuBtsein der Objektivitit®
cannot be reduced to anything else (i.e. it is a phenomenon
sul generis), but in order to make it a useful concept, it
has to be given a more operational shape. Humboldt, who
attributes the above-mentioned "BewuBtsein® to the verb,

gives the following characterization:

"Das Verbum (... unterscheidet sich ... dadurch, dass
ihm allein der Act des synthetischen Setzens als
grammatische Funktion beigegeben ist. Es ist ebenso, als
das declinirte Nomen, in der Verschmelzung seiner
Elemente mit dem Stammwort durch einen solchen Act
entstanden, es hat aber auch diese Form erhalten, um die
Obliegenheit und das Vermdgen zu besitzen, diesen Act in
Absicht des Satzes wieder selbst auszuiben. .« Durch
einen und denselben synthetischen Act Knipft es durch das
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Seyn das Praedicat mit dem Subjecte zusammen, allein so,
dass das Seyn, welches mit einem energischen Praedicate
in ein Handeln dbergeht, dem Subjecte selbst beigelegt,
also das bloss als verknipfbar Gedachte zum Zustande oder
Vorgange in der Wirklichikeit wird. Man denkt nicht bloss
den einschlagenden Blitz, sondern der Blitz §§t es
selbst, der herniederfdhrt; ..." (18346/71943:4884%)
This passage wvividly describes the intuition that to
predicate is to make a claim to reality, to make the
linguistically expressed state of affairs - in some sense —
real. The predicative act is conceived of as a presentation
{"Setzung®), i.e. & state of affairs is linguistically set
forth accompanied by a “vocal gesture’ likKe "here it is® or
“this way it is®. This operational aspect of predication is

often called assertion (cf. FN&):

"Une assertion finie, du fait méme qu’elle est assertion,
implique référence de 1‘énoncé & un ordre different, qui
est 1‘ordre de l1a réalité. A 1a relation grammaticale qui
unit les membres de 17énoncé s ajoute’ implicitement un
"cela est!® qui relie 1 agencement linguistique au
systbme de la réalité.” (Benveniste 1958/66:154)

Thus one could say that the common denominator of both Kinds

of predications (thetic and categorical) 1is that they are

assertions. But then, what does it mean to assert? Is there

any way to test whether a given structure is assertive?

Lohmann/Brécker, in an attempt at further clarifving

this intuition, state that making a predication means to

make a - currently relevant — decision:

*Der Satz meint als sglcher eine aktuelle,
“ausdrickliche’ Entscheidung in bezug auf das Genannte -
dadurch grenzt er sich wvon der zusammengesetzten bloBen

Nennung ab (der Flieger ist abgestirzt : der abgestirzte
Flieger}) ... " (Lohmann/Braécker 1948:357)

«:. die letzte und oberste Pradikation des Satzes als
solchen aber besteht in dem Setzungsakte, d.h. in dem
Vollzug der Entscheidung iber die Geltung des im Satz
Genannten in bezug auf das so Benannte. ... Das gilt fir
alle Formen des Satzes, nicht blof fir das Urteil,
sondern auch fir den Betehl und selbst fir die Frage, in
ihr entscheidet der Sprechende dariber, was Ffir ihn im
Satze oder am Satze noch der Erganzung bedarf. Die Frage

27. Note that the phrasing of this passage is strongly influenced by the
traditional conception that predicating something always involves some form of
"being” ("das Seyn") on top of the action or process denoted by the verb.
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ist der Ausdruck einer unveollstdndigen Entscheidung, sie
148t noch eine der durch den Satz zu entscheidenden
Alternativen offen, trifft aber, indem sie dieses
ausdricklich so entscheidet, selber eine Entscheidung und
ist damit ein Satz. Im Verhdltnis wvon Frage und Antwort
zeigt sich der sprachliche Entscheidungsakt in seiner
reinsten Form, wird die letzte Stufe der Entscheidung

bloBgelegt ~ dhnlich wie im Verhdltnis von Behauptung und
Verneinung die reine PridiKation als solche hervortritt.®
(1.c.358

Analytic philosophy has come up with approximately the same

idea:

"To predicate an expression ‘P’ of an object R is to
raise the question of truth of the predicate expression
of the object referred to.” (Searle 1969:124>
Rather than putting it in logical terms of truth and falsity
I preter the more pragmatic phrasing that maKing a

predication crucially involves challengeability; to make a

predication is to make a challengeable decision. Such
phrasing allows for the <following “test® to determine
whether 3 given structure is {morphosyntacticallyd
predicative or not: A predicative structure always allows
for - or even demands - a yes-or—no reaction. Confronted
with "this president® it doesn‘t make sense to say yes or no
(instead you would say “*well, what about him"); only a
predication likKe "This president is a cowboy® confronts the
hearer with the alternative be tween yes or no.
Challengeability provides a criterion in two controversial
areas:

First, it applies equally well to categorical and thetic

predications. Thetic predications like [t’s raining or There

was a confused tramping of horses outside allow for a

reaction with wes or no. Challengeability thus is a common
property of both Kinds of predicative structures. It is the
common denominator, the intuitive basis for calling both of
them predications.

Second, it is a criterion in distinguishing attribution and

predication. In an expression liKe his yellow trousers the

decision to characterize the trousers as vyellow can not be
challenged. This possibility only arises in a predicative

phrasing (his trousers are vellow). The state of affairs

expressed, however, is essentially the same in both
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expressions. Alsc the traditional definition of “saying
something about something® applies to both Kinds of
structures. In both cases what is said about the trousers is
that they are vellow. The difference between attribution and
predication pertains to how something is said about

something:

“Die als-Struktur ist der Pridikation {(dem etwas lUber
etwas, oder wvon etwas sagen; d.h. “‘etwas als estwas
erscheinen lassen’; ...} und der Supposition gemeinsam.
In der altuellen Supposition Kehrt sich aber das “als-
Verhaltnis’ der Pradikation insofern um g als die
“Suppositon’ die aktuelle Entscheidung der “Pradikation”
{.:..) als bereits wollzogen voraussetzt, ...° (Lohmann
1948:469>

So far this is only a hypothesis. The following discussion
will have to show whether challengeability can stand as the

common denominator of all predicative structures.

There are quite a Jot of empirical problems tonﬁected with the "test”
of challengeability, and so far I have not been able to come up with
a completely satisfactory solution for most of them. The following
briet remarks are to be taken as preliminary.

Immediately the problem comes to mind: What about questions and
imperatives? This presupposes that one holds that questions and
imperatives are predications. Lohmann/Brécker as well as Searle claim
that they are, and that their characterization of (morphosyntactic)
predication holds for questions and imperatives as well. Traditional
as well as modern logic mostly excludes them from consideration. It
is not yet clear to me which stand I should take on this issue. In
accordance with the overall approach taken in this paper, the gquiding
guestion is: What is the Tinguistic evidence?28
As far as questions are concerned, their morphosyntactic form is in
many if not most languages nearly identical to declaratives. This is
especially obvious in cases where yes/no questions simply receive a
different intonation. Thus the structural evidence strongly suggests
that questions have to be included among the predicative structures.
But are they challengeable? Yes/no <questions are, 1 think,

unproblematic. They explicitly offer the choice between yes and no.

28. Excluded from consideration are all structures that are formally declarative,

but carry different illocutionary forces. Since they are assertions in form, they
are predications and the fact that they are used to command, to question, to
promise etc. has to be dealt with on another level.
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In the sequence of question (°"Is this president a cowboy?") and
answer (°Yes®) the decision involved in every predication is clearly
spelled out. In the question itself the decision is momentarily
suspended, as Lohmann/BrdcKer put it. Thus yes/no questions involve
the same Kind of challengeability as declaratives, although in a
somewhat different manner. To claim that both declaratives and
questions are predications and thus involve challengeability does not
mean that they are identical., 0f course there is a difference between
a question and a declarative. But chaliengeability or "raising the
question of truth® is common to both. Wh-questions seem to me even
closer to declaratives with respect to challengeability. In "MWho is a
cowboy?® the speaker has made the challengeable decision that someone
is a cowboy. If this decision were wrong; the answer would have to
be: °"No, we didn‘t say about anybody that he was a cowboy®™. A wh-
question is, as Lohmann/Brécker put it, an incomplete decisioni the
speaker is lacKing a piece of information that is needed to make it
complete. But it still is a (challengeable) decision. Thus questions
are;, I thinK, predications and are captured by the characterizations
and the test given above.

Imperatives; on the other hand, are somewhal more problematic.
Admi ttedly, on the surface the test works here as well. Confronted
with °Shut up!® or *Stop it!" the hearer has the possibility of
saying yes or no. But this ves (or no) does not refer to the truth or
falsity of a linguistic expression, rather it refers to the action to
be taken by the hearer. Thus the reaction of a hearer to an
imperative normally consists in action or non-action, rather than in
saying ves or no.29 The challengeability inveolved in

imperatives is of a different Kind compared to that in questions and
declaratives. This difference is manifested on the expression side as
well. Imperatives usually involve quite a distinct morphosyntactic
structure (for declaratives or questions functioning as imperatives
see FMN28):

“Die Sprachwissenschaft hat eingesehen, dass der WVoKativ sich
nicht auf derselben Ebene befindet, wie die ibrigen Kasus, und
dass die vokativische Anrede ausserhalb des grammatischen Satzes
steht; ebenso ist der echte Imperativ wvon den ibrigen verbalen

29. Searle {1969:124 FN{)also remarks that his definition of predication is
especially awkward "for imperatives because the aim of imperatives is to get the -
world to conform to words, whereas ‘true’; when asserted of illocutions, attributes
success in getting words to conform to the world.” Cf. also Tugendhat (1974:239+4,
386+f) for a philosophical critique of Searle’s handling of this question.
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Kategorien abzusondern, da er durch dieselbe FunkKtion wie der
Vokativ gelennzeichnet ist. Der Imperativ darf nicht syntaktisch
als priddikative Form behandelt werden: die imperativen Sitze sind,
gleich der Anrede, wvolle und zugleich unzerlegbare “vokativische
einteilige Sitze’;, und auch ihre Intonation ist 3hnlich. Das
Personalpronomen beim Imp. (...) ist seiner Funktion nach eher
fnrede als Subjekt. Der Imp. zeichnet sich innerhalb des
russischen Verbalsystems deutlich nicht nur syntaktisch, sondern
auch morphologisch und sogar phonologisch aus.® (Jakobson 1932:88)
Jakobson then outlines the special characteristics of Russian
imperatives, which will not be repeated here. He explains them by
referring them to different functions of language. Imperatives do not
belong to the *Darstellungsfunktion®, but to the
'Aus]ésungsfunktion‘.ae Despite this difference,
imperatives, of course, are related in some way to assertions and
thus to predication, since nearly all assertions can be transformed
into an imperative. But 1 do not Know vyet how to conceive of this
interrelation, and thus I would rather exclude them from further

consideration.

Subordinate clauses constitute another major problematic area.
Most Kinds of subordinate clauses (temporal, conditional etc.) have
an illocutionary force of their own and are challengeable. The
problem here consists in pointing out the difference in manner
between the challengeability involved here and that involved in main
clauses.
More problematic are complement-clauses which sometimes do not carry

any illocutionary force of their own, e.g. He thought that she came

or 1 suspect that he sells used napKins. The complement-clause,

though practically identical in form with the corresponding main
clause; can not be challenged. But complement clauses are not
necessarily unchallengeable. To She remembered that he ate it one

could respond: *No, that’s impossible. He didn’t eat it.”

Challengeability here depends on the meaning of the main verb. If it
is a non-presuppositional epistemic verb, the complement clause will
be not challengeable. The function of the epistemic wverb is to
delimit or suspend the challengeability of the predication contained
in the complement clause. One could thus claim that the
challengeability of the complement-clause has in some sense heen

exported to the main clause. This is especially obvious in the case

38. For the different functions of language cf. Bihler (1934:284f) and Jakobson
(1965/71; 1968/71). ‘
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of a logical predicate like true. The function of true in It is true

that he sells used napkins is merely te make explicit the

challengeability of the state of affairs expressed in the complement
clause. I will return to this issue below. In order to pursue the
general problem of challengeability in complement-clauses I think it
necessary to make an empirical survey of which languages allow for
real complement-clayses. | suspect that there will not be very mary
putside the 1E family.

Finally I only want to mention probably the most intricate problem,
i.e. relative clauses; They are clearly predicative in form, but

attributive in function and thus not challengeable.

The conception of the predicative act given above -
i.e. making a challengeable decision - is rather abstract.
Besides the many empirical problems just listed, one
fundamental conceptional question remains open: The decision

to do what is challengeable? The first answer that comes to

mind is: It is the decision to say something about
something, or, in Searle’s phrasing, to raise ®“the question

of truth of the predicate expression of the object referred

to® (see also the third part of Strawson’s definition quoted
on pB3Y. The notion of challengeability was introduced to
overcome the problems involved in the traditional bipartite
conception of predication and now bi-partition seems back
againz: The challengeable decision provided for in a
predication is the decision to apply a certain linguistic
expression to a given state of affairs or an entity. But
note that this bi-partition is different from the bi-
partition involved in the traditional definition of
predication. The traditional definition pertains to the
lTevel of linguistic structure (involving the structural
concepts subject and predicate). Here, however, we are
concerned with a distinction between linguistic expression
and an extralinguistic entity or state of affairs within the
universe of discourse.31 This difference is most obvious

in thetic predications like There was a confused tramping of

horses outside. No distinction between subject and predicate

can be established here. There is, however, a distinction to

31. 1 use "universe of discourse” rather than "reality" so as to avoid any
unredeemed ontological commitments.
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be made between the state of affairs to be expressed and its
linguistic expression. And it is this difference that is a
necessary prerequisite for challengeability. But it also is
a rather trivial and unintresting one insofar as it can be
applied to any linguistic utterance {(in this president there
is also a linguistic expression and an entity referred to!l.
The challengeability criterial for a predication has to
involve more than just this distinction. To predicate QOes
not simply mean to make the decision to apply a certain
linguistic expression to a certain state of affairsy rather,
it means to present such a decision as challengeable. The
essential question therefore is: What are the operations
necessary for presenting such a decision as challengeable?

The answer has been given its most definite phrasing in
modern logic and analytic philosophy, which, following Frege
{see above p7), claim that the basic operations are the
operations of reference and characterizatfon {c¥f. Tugendhat
1976 . One has to refer to something and to characterize it
in order to raise the question of truth. The task to be
fulfilled by a linquistic predicative expression thus is
twofold: On the one hand, to refer to a point in the
universe of discourse and on the other hand, to characterize
it. As will be seen below, the crucial point here is the
mechanics of the interrelation between these two operations.
But to begin with I will briefly comment on these two
operations all by themselves. Note that the main concern
still is to reconstruct the predicative act, i.e. we are
still concerned with the operational aspect. There are no

claims yet pertaining to linguistic structure.

*Characterization® is, strictly speaking, only a para-

phrase of ‘applying a predicate to’:

"Da ich meine; daf es sich hier um eine Grundgegebenheit
unseres Verstehens handelt, sofern wir eben Pridikate zu

gebrauchen wverstehen, Kann ich dieses Wort nicht
definieren, nur erliutern. Ein Pridikat erfdllt seine
Charakterisierungsfunktion, indem es als Kriterium

fungiert. Ein Kriterium {(von griech. Krinein, trennen)
ist etwas, was zum Unterscheiden dient. Indem wir ein
Pradikat auf einige Gegenstinde anwenden und auf andere
nicht, kKlassifizieren wir damit alle Gegenstinde, auf die
wir es anwenden, und unterscheiden sie damit zugleich von
denjenigen, auf die wir es nicht anwenden ... Die
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Charakter%sierungafunktion besteht im Kééssifizieren—und—
Unterscheiden.” {Tugendhat 1974:1828
The function of characterization is not to be confused with
the grammatical predicate, al though the grammatical
predicate often serves this function (this will be further
developed in the following section). In a thetic predication

like there was a confused tramping of horses outside, for

example, a confused ftramping of horses, serves the

characterizing function. 1l.e. this linguistic expression
linguistically characterizes a state of affairs, it does not

refer to it as it does in A confused tramping of horses woke

him up late at night.

"Reference” here is to be taken in a different sense
than it usually is. As it was stated above, challengeability
presupposes that a certain point in the universe of
discourse (be it a state of affairs or an entity) has to be
picked out or identified so that the question may arise
whether or not a certain linguistic expression adequately
characterizes it. Within the predicative act, "reference” is
not limited to the operation of referring to an entity, but
it comprises all those elements in a predication that are

used to identify spatio-temporally the point in the universe

of discourse to which a given predication pertains. It thus
includes, for example, tense and mode. This feature has
occasionally been identified as the criterial feature of

predication:

ses by the ‘predication’ is meant that gquality or aspect
of the utterance which makKes a language expression an
utterance (i.e. an elementary unit of communication).
Roughly speaking, predication 1is associated with those
aspects of the utterance that relate it, potentially, to
an “ego, hic et nunc’ situation; in this connection
temporal, modal and personal categories will be
mentioned.® (Danef 1977:185)

This conception makes prominent use of the term

actualization <(cf. Danef 1977:187), claiming that a

predication involwves an actualization of the content

expressed. HNote, however , that “actualization®™ is an

32. See also Strawson 1974:134¢



33

extremely broad concept. Bally, who introduced this term
into linguistics (cf. 1922, 19586:77¢f), says:

*tictualiser un concept, c‘est 1 identifier & une
représentation réele du sujet parlant. En effet, un
concept est en lui-m@me une pure création de 1‘esprit, il
est virtuel; il exprime 1°idée d‘un genre (chose, procés
ou qualité). Or, 1la réalité ignore les genres: elle
n‘offre que des entités individuelles.” (1958:77)

"L actualisation des concepts donc consiste & les faire
passer dans la rdalité;.." (78
"... l17actualisation a pour fonction de faire passer la
langue dans la parole ..." (82

"Actualization® here includes all factors specific to
utterances (1‘énoncéd), i.e. to makKing use of the systematic
possibilities of a Jlanguage in order to express a specific
idea.

It seems obvious to me, however, that predication cannot be
reduced to actualization. this president is an actualized
expression, referring to a specific president, but not a
predication. Rather, predication presupposes actualization,
since the actualization factors are responsible for relating
an expression to the wuniverse of discourse, This is
necessary to allow for challengeability, but an actualized
expression is in itsel? not vet a challengeable expression.
Thus the factor of challengeability is an extra factor in
morphosyntactic predications and probably its distinctive
characteristic (see below).

Are all actualization factors equally relevant to

predication? This is, I think, primarily an empirical

question. I.e. cne has to investigate the factors
necessarily involived in predicative structures in the

world’s languages. Surely the three factors mentioned by
Danef {above), temporal, modal and personal, which are
easily identified as Jakobson's shifters (1957/71), are
among them. Leech (1981:154£f)°° further lists

vde{initeness and logical operators (e.g. negation). Both

authors; however, base their judgments primarily on IE

33. Note that my conception of predication encloses his predication, proposition
and gquestion.
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languages. To my Knowledge, a general survey on a
crosslinguistic basis is a task still to be done.

Given that actualization is a rather broad concept and that
it pertains to different operations, [ prefer to use the

term identification to refer to the specific quality

actualizing factors contribute to predicationy i.e. to
identify the point in the universe of discourse to which a

given characterization pertains.

Summing up this discussion, we can say: A
morphosyntactic predication need not necessarily consist of
subject and predicate, but it necessarily involves

identification and characterization. This is also true of

thetic predications. If one says 1t’s raining one refers to

the present weather condition <(climatic situation)> and
characterizes it as ‘raining’. Note that this does not mean
that the ‘“weather condition is raining’. The claim of such
an expression is that in the situation identified the

predicate "is raining” can truthfully be used.

The procedure up to this point bas primarily been
analytic. It was established that three different, at least
partly independent operations are involved in a predicative

acty i.e. identification, characterization, and presenting a

challengeable decision. Ascertaining this, the predicative
act is not yet reconstructed, because it is not simply a
summation of these operations. Otherwise it would not be an
act of its own. Rather, as it was phrased,; this act involves
these operations. Its wunity results from a peculiar
synthesis of these operations to be found in this act only.
The task still to be done is to show this particular
interrelation of the three operations. 1 conceive of this
interrelation as follows:

Presenting a challengeable decision is, as far as I can see,
the distinctive characteristic of morphosyntactic
predication. This operation is thus the central factor of
morphosyntactic predication. The other two operations are
only involved as far as they are presupposed by this central
factor <(cf. above p3Bf): A point in the universe of
discourse has to be identified and a characterization for it

has to be given in such a way that the decision to apply the
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given characterization to the given point is challengeable.
What is meant by the phrase "in such a way"? 1t refers to
the fact that not Jjust any Kind of identification and
characterization will do. @A special interrelation between
identification and characterization is presupposed. Using

again this president as an example, this expression refers

to a specific person and at the same time characterizes him
as a president, but this combination of the two operations
does not provide for challengeability. The crucial poiﬁt
here is the phrase "at the same time". In order to allow for

challengeability, identification and characterization have

to be independent of each other <(up to a certain degree).

I.e. the identification of a point in the universe of

discourse has to be independent of its characterization,

otherwise the characterization itself would have to be used

in identifying the point;, and thus the decision toszpply the
A

suggestive case in point is a phrase such as his vellow

characterization to it would not be challenigeable.

trousers, where yellow characterizes trousers, but this
characterization is part of the identification of a point in
the universe of discourse and thus the decision to apply
el low® to "trousers” is not challengeable. This

independency requirement belongs purely to the predicative

act. How it is reflected in linguistic structure will be
turned to in the next section. It will be shown that
different Kinds of predicative structures result from
different ways of fulfilling or neutralizing this
requirement.

But independency all by itself is not encugh. Consider this

president, a cowboy. Identification and characterization are

independent of one another, but there is no opportunity to
challenge, since both operations are merely juxtaposed and
not linked to one another. It is the task of the operation
of characterization to provide for such a link, if
‘challengeability is to arise. Characterization has to be
explicitly geared to the point in the universe of discourse

independently identified.

34. This fact is well known in modern philosophy under the headiné "asymmetry
of subject and predicate term" (cf. Strawson 1974:44f, Tugendhat 1974:284f, 3394,
4874,
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This interplay between the two operations - that they be
independent of one another and that characterization be
explicitly geared to the point delimited by identification -
automatically leads to challengeability. One could thus
claim that presenting a challengeable decision is in a
certain sense a derived operation in as much as it merely
consists in providing for the specitic interplay between
characterization and identification Just outlined.
Challengeability arises from a specific tension between the

other two operations.

Morphosyntactic predication <{(as an act)> can now be

defined as presenting a challengeable (linguistic)

characterization of a point in the universe of discourse

that has been independently identified. Mote that many

deftinitions of predication are guite similar to this, for
example the one guoted from Strawson above (p3). Most of
them, however, do not adhere consistentiy to an operational
point of view and thus make use of structural notions such
as subject and predicate. They simply gloss over several of
the issues involved and therefore are easy to be shown wrong
by the facts, although the basic intuition was essentially

correct.

2. Predicative act and predicative structure

The predicative act being reconstructed, the task remains to
mediate between the results achieved in sections 2/3 (data)
and section 4 (predicative act). The discussion of the data
established that there are at least two different forms a

predicative structure can take, i.e. thetic and categorical.

Some other possibilities will be shown below. The preceding
section established that the common feature of all
predicative structures, the defining feature for a

predication is challengeability. Thus, the task is to show
how the different predicative structures are related to this
common denominator and how they are interrelated among
themselves. Given that challengeability is the common
denominator, the difference between predicative structures

has to be due to how they provide for challengeability.
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A rather straightforward connection between predicative
act and predicative structure could be conceived of as
follows: There are three operations involved in a
predicative act, i.e. identification, characterization and
presenting the decision to combine these two as
challengeable. Linguistic structure should allow for an
unequivocal and simple expression for these three
operations. Therefore one should expect three expressions in
a predicative structure: an identificational expression,'ia
characterizing expression and an expression providing for a
link between the two and thus indicating challengeability.
It is obvious that some such reasoning lies at the bottom of
the tripartite conception of predication hinted at above
(pS)». To my Knowledge, the most rigorous defenders of this
conception are the authors of the Grammaire générale et

raisonnde. From the logical preconception

se. Qque le jugement que nous faisons des choses (comme
quand je dis, la terre est ronde) enferme necessairement
deux termes, 1‘un appellé sujet, qui est ce dont on
affirme, comme, terre; & 1’autre appellé attribut, qui
est ce qu'on affirme, comme ronde: Et de plus la liaison
entre ces deux termes, qui est proprement 1I[‘action de
nostre esprit qui atfirme I1“attribut du sujet.”
(1676:944)

they conclude that it is necessary to invent a marker of
affirmation (= my challengeability) and that this is the

true task of the verb:

"Ainsi les hommes n“ont pas eu moins de besocin d’inventer
des mots qui marquassent 1 affirmation, qui est 1la
principale maniere de nostre pensée, que d’en inventer
qui marquassent les objets de nostre pensée.

Et c‘est proprement ce que c‘est gque le verbe, un mot
dont le principal usage est de signifier 1 affirmation:
c’est a dire de marquer que le discours ol ce mot est
employé, est le discours d'un homme gqui ne congoit pas
seulement les choses, mais qui en Jjuge & qui les
affirme.® (1.c.95)

.Bringing this reasoning to its 1logical conclusion they hold
that in principle there is only one ®"true” verb, i.e. the
copula, and that there is no difference between a
periphrastic and a synthetic expression (combining the

characterizing term and the marker of affirmationl s
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"Selon cela, 17on peut dire que le Verbe de luy-mesme ne
devroit point avoir dfautre usage, que de marquer la
liaison que nous faison dans nostre esprit des deux
termes d’une proposition. Mais i1 n’y a que le verbe
estre qu’on appelle substantift qui soit demeuré dans
cette simplicité, #&encore 1°on peut dire qu’il n’y est
proprement demeuré que dans la troisiéme personne des
present, est, & en de certaines rencontres. Car comme les
hommes se portent naturellement a abreger leurs
expressions, ils ont Joint presque toujours a
1affirmation d autres signification dans un mesme mot.
I. Ils v ont joint celle de guelque attribut: de sorte
qu’alors deux mots font wune proposition: comme quand Jje
dis, Petrus wvivit, Pierre vit: parce que le mot de vivit
enferme seul 1"affirmation, & de plus 1 attribut d’estre
vivant:; & ainsi c’est 1a mesme chose de dire Pierre vit,
que de dire, Pierre est vivant. De 1A est venué la grande
diversité de verbes dans chague Langue; au lieu que si on
s’estoit contenté de donner au wverbe la signification
generale de | affirmation, sans y joindre aucun attribut
particulier, on n’auroit eu bescin dans chague Langue que
d“un seul Verbe, qui est celuy gu‘on appelle substantif.”
(l.c.94%>

The analysis of the predicative act contained in these
guotes is not all too different from that presented in the
preceding section. The relation between act and structure,
however, can not be conceived of in such a simple and
straightforward manner., This does not mean that there are no
structures that come quite close to the "ideal® outlined in
the gquote. There are such structures, e.g. His trousers are

vellow or She was playing piano. Note, however, that are and

was are not pure signs of challengeability. They also
contain information pertaining to person, tense and mode. In
natural language there are no pure markers of
challengeability such as Frege’s sign of assertion (F ).35
I will return to this issue below.

Let us Ffirst consider the major problem of such a
conception: Since they are structurally not tripartite, the
majority of predicative structures do not it into the
picture very well - at least not without retreating to
purely logical claims such as the fact that wvit and est
vivant are ‘“synonymous®. It thus seems a fair guess that
there is something wrong with the deduction proposed by
Arnauld and Lancelot. 1 think it a mistake to conceive of

affirmation or challengeability as a third factor put on top

33. Cf. Frege 1879, Dummett 1973:295+¢4.
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or be tween identification and characterization.
Challengeability arises from a specific interplay among
identification and characterization {(see above p34+) and, if
such an interplay is given, there is no need for an explicit
marker of challengeability. On the level of linguistic
structure this means that basically an identificational
expression and a characterizing expression are enough to
signal challengeabiltity, given that they perform their
functions independently of one another and that fhe
characterizing expression provides for a link with the
identificational expression. The Tagalog example (27)

illustrates such a predicative structure:

273 Bago ang bahay niva.
new RP house 3sNF
"Her house is/was new.”
Characterizing expression {bago’ and identificational

expression (ang bahay niya) are independent of one another,

their function being signalled by position {(predicate =
clause initial) and ang <(referential phrase) respectively.
There is nothing like a copula in Tagalog. bago is a root-
word, i.e. there is nothing that could be interpreted as
"condensed® segmental marker of challengeability. The
predicative relation ih Tagalog - in structures like (27) -
results from the mere juxtaposition of a characterizing term
and an identificational term,36 all other syntactic

relations <(including attribution and apposition) being
segmentally expressed <(cf.pléff). Therefore it is both
theoretically and empirically wrong to claim that in every
predicative structure there has to be a marker for

challengeability.

How do the elements that supposed]y signal
challengeability explicitly fit into this state of affairs?
The copula in IE languages is not a pure marker of
‘challengeability, since it involves temporal, modal and
personal categories. These categories serve identi%icationél

purposes {(cf.p32f). The meaning of the copula, the

36. Probably a specific intonational contour accompanies this juxtaposition. I
was not yet able, however, to delimit the role intonation plays here.
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philosophically much discussed “being®, however, is,
linguistically speakKing, challengeability. The IE copula
thus combines the expression of challengeability and
identification. This combination 1is not due to chance,
because it is the identificational information that provides
for the central 1link necessary for challengeability to
arise, i.e. it relates the characterizing material contained
in a clause to a point in the universe of discourse. In this
sense markKers of challengeability can be expected to involve
identificational information, or wvice wversa: linguistic
elements for identificational information can be said to be
markers of challengeability, since the task performed by
both is the same. As will be seen below, this holds only for
elements pertaining to a certain identificational strategy.
Tagalog here again provides a somewhat exceptional example
insofar as there is a markKer of challengeability that does
not involve identificational information at all. This is the
so—-called ‘existential particie’ may and its negation wala
{(cf. example (133). This particle expresses nothing but a
vocal gesture liKe "here it is®. UnlikKe its equivalent var
in Turkish no temporal or modal categories are involved. It
is not a hundertpercent pure sign of recognition, however,
since it also signals a special type of predicative
structure. It is predominantly used in predicative
structures where no clearcut distinction between
identificational and characterizing expressions can be
established, i.e, thetic predications <(generally of a
presentative tvpe, cf.pl?f).s?

As exemplified in (27), in cases where there is no segmental
expression of challengeability in Tagalog, we find an
unequivocal separation ot identificational and
characterizing egpressions, i.e. a clearly categorical
predication. Given this state of affairs, the following
hypothesis about the structure of predicative expressions
comes to mind: The less unequivocally separated +rom one
another characterizing and identificational expressions are,

the more there is a need to give challengeability a

37. The only exceptions are expressions of possession as exemplified in (15) and
{16) the exact analysis of which is not yet clear to me.
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segmental expression of its own. Al though this hypothesis
can stand as a general tendency,38 it is not a necessary

correlation. There are thetic predications not involving a
special marker of challengeability {(e.g. the inversion-type
{(cf.pl1B). And there are categorical predications involving a
special sign for challengeability (most of the constructions
involving a copula in IE languages). Despite these clear
deficiencies the hypothesis points to a line of
investigation that might prove fruitful. The hypotheéfé
involves two parameters along which predicative structures
may vary: On the one hand, predicative structures differ
with respect to the distinction between categorical and
thetic. On the other hand, they differ with respect to
whether there is an explicit (not pure!} marker of
challengeability or not. Since there does not seem to be a
necessary correlation between the two parameters, it seems
useful to me to treat one at a time "before trying to
correlate them. Note that the basic purpose, i.e. to signal

challengeability, is the same for both.

a) Explicit marKing of challengeability

The basic idea for organizing the data in this area is taken
from Clasen (1981:23%f> and Seiler (1983:82%++%). They
differentiate between logica]39 and semantic predicates.

To the former belong auxiliaries likKe to be and to have, but
also a wverb of possession Jlike belong. The difference
consists in the Fact that the logical predicates basically
involve less selectional restrictions than semantic
predicates and that they often only allow for a defective
paradigm (i.e there is no passive form for the three logical
predicates just mentioned). Furthermore, as Seiler 1983:43
puts it; logical predicates "imply a certain amount of
metalinguistic potential®. This means that rather than
‘expressing an extralinguistic state of affairs they express

a Tinguistic (grammatical) concept iike possession or

38. Witness the fact that in most languages there are such signs of recognition
as there is, il v a etc. in some types of thetic predications. Also the strong
preference in Basque to use periphrastic predicates could thus be accounted for.

39. For more on the notion logical predicate see Seiler 1977:256f and 1984:83+4.
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predication. As demonstrated by Clasen and Seiler, the
gdistinction between the two Kinds of predicates is a gradual
one .
Since in this paper we are concerned with the distinction
between predicative structures and not with predicates, the
distinction Jjust ovutlined has to be slightly remodelled. The
basic tenet is to show differences in the degree to which
challengeability is explicitly expressed. The concrete aim
isz to come up with a scale or even a2 continuum with the two
extremes of wery explicit and completely independent
gxpression of challengeability ws. challengeability left
unexpressed. The crucial parameter therefore will be the
degree of independence between the expressi on for
vhallengeability and the characterizing expression in a
given predicative sitructure. As shown above, most markKers of
challengeability also involve identificational information
03 that the degree of independence between identifyving
expression and expression of challengeability cannot be
expected to be an interesting parameter. Selectional
restrictions and paradigmaticity will turn out to be
secondary, butlt still important, parameters, because they
allow For differentiating between several Kinds of
independent expressions of challengeability. Although I have
not yvet been able to come up with a complete picture of such
a scale, at least the following positions have to be taken
into account. I will start at the complete explicitness
extreme:s
~ The most explicit expression for challengeability is to
use the logical predicate (NOTXTRUE. The difference

between The president likes war movies and It is true

that the president likes war movies lies in the fact that

the latter focusses on the decision to apply a certain

characterization (likes war movies) to a certain entity

(the president> and thus highlights the alternative

involved (ves/no or true/false). Structurally, the
expression of challengeability is taken out of the clause
containing the other factors involwved in a predication
and thus is completely separated from either
characterization or identification, TRUE is a

metalinguistic predicate par excellence, since the only
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arguments it allows for are linguistic “objects” {(clauses

or words denoting speech (report, sentence etc.).

- Next come linguistic structures where the characterizing

expression and the expression for challengeability are
independent of, but still in construction with one
another. Structurally speaking, the predicate expression
is periphrastic, i.e. one part of the predicate expresses

challengeability (Assertionstriger), the other part the

characterization (Begriffstriger). But, in
contradistinction to TRUE, both form a grammatical
constituent, The following subdivisions Can be

established:

- The expression for challengeability does not involve
any temporal, modal or personal categories, e.g.
Tagalog mays/wala (cf. (i3> or the Chinese copula
shi. Tagalog may does not allow for any derivations
{most lexemes in Tagalog allow for quite complex
morphological derivationsy. Furthermore, there are
practically no selectional restrictionsy it is
compatible with all Tagalog lexemes.

~ The expression for challengeability is an auxiliarys;
it involves some of the categories expressed by full
verbs in a given language. In English be, have and

the modals are examples, in Basque the intransitive

and transitive auxiliaries {izan and uKan), in
Turkish wvar/vok. Insofar as temporal, modal or
personal categories are involved, the auxiliary

combines the expression of challengeability with
information pertaining to identification. The
characterizing expression is either a noun or some
Kind of nominalized +form (e.g. gerund, participle,
infinitive). MNote that all periphrastic inflectional
forms in IE languages f(e.g. {(plu-iperfect tense,
expanded form, passive in English) belong here.

- The expression for challengeability is a “full verb®
that has lost most of its specific information, tﬁe
notional content of the predicate being expressed by
a nominalized form. Examples From German are so—

called "Funktionsverbgefige® {(cf. Heringer 1?68):
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28a) ...; s0 Kommen die Bestimmungen unter (d) zur
aAnwendung. (1.c.?77)

by Paul bringt seine Angelegenheiten in Ordnung.
(1.c.42)
In Australian languages extensive systems of verbal
classification seem to be grammaticalised by the
obligatory use of different “function werbs® with
different verbal stems (cf. the contributions to this
topic in Dixon 1974:615ff, esp. ppé73ff3. The most
common source of “function wverbs®™ are verbs of motion
which are often used in thetic predications (c¥f.
Sasse in prep.?. The main difference between these
*function verbs® and "true® auxiliaries consists in
the fact that they involve more selectional
restrictions. They thus carry a limited amount of
characterizing information.

= The next central position are predicative structures
involving finite forms of full wverbs which combine the
expression of characterizing information and
challengeability (cf. the guote from the grammaire
générale above). Challengeability here is not left
completely unexpressed, since the essential difference
between finite and infinite forms of a werb is the fact
that the former signal challengeability and the latter do
not. But this expression of challengeability is
inherently linked to the expression of characterization,
it is morphologically bound and thus not indpendent.

- Finally, there are predicative structures without any
explicit expression for challengeability (cf.(27) above)
where no finite wverbal forms are involved. Here
challengeability arises from the mere juxtaposition of an

identificational and a characterizing expression.

Considering this tentative scale of decreasing explicit
expression of challengeability it becomes obviocus that pure
and simple markers of challengeability are rare. The main
purpose of most of the periphrastic constructions that make
up the main part of the scale is not to provide for a
separate expression of challengeability and character-

ization. They generally serve some specific function like
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signalling aspect, mode, tense, passive (orientation’),
causation, verb-classes. They quite generally involve
personal , temporal and modal categoriss which are also
present in finite verbal forms. These categories essentially
serve ldentificational purposes, i.e. they locate the
utterance spatio—temporally. This state of affairs lends
support to the claim made above (p3%) that challengeability
does not need an expression of its own, but rather that it
arises from the interaction of identification and
characterization. Apart from the extreme position occupied
by TRUE and by some rare examples of nearly pure markers
like Tagalog may, the main part of the explicit and
independent markKing of challengeability turns out to involve
a separation of linguistic expressions for identification

and characterization.

In order to turn this scale into a continuum48 it would be

required that two complementary principles can be established that
govern the wariation outlined in this scale. The basic problem here
is to come up with a general difference between synthetic and
periphrastic expressions, All the specific categories mentioned above
{aspect, tense etc.) basically also allow for a synthetic expression,
but, 1 think, a periphrastic perfect or passive is not the same as a
synthetic one. 1 have, however, not yet been able to come up with an
underlying principle that captures this intuition. Furthermore, it
can not be a matter of chance that some categories like perfect
tense, imperfective aspect, future tense, passive etc. quite
generally tend to be periphrastically expressed while present tense,
active, perfective aspect are often synthetically expressed (see
Bybee 1985 for a survey on a broad crosslinguistic basis). Only if
this principal difference and the concurring tendencies have been
more fully undersiood will it be possible to discover the principles
underlying the variation with respect to the predicative act.

It can now be seen that the basic difference between
the two parameters established above -~ explicit expression
of challengeability and the distinction between thetic and
categorical - at least partly pertains to different
strategies used to identify a given point in the universe of
discourse. In the case under consideration in this section
identification via the shifter-categories person, tense and
mode was of central concern. In a categorical predication
another identificational strategy dominates the predicative

structure: A participant is singled out, independently

49. For UNITYP’s understanding of "continuum” see Seiler 1983:72¢+f, 1985b, and
1984,
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referred to and thus made the starting point or basis of the

predicative expression.

A third strategy 1 will only mention in passing. Identification does
not necessarily need a linguistic expression at all; the point in the
universe of discourse referred to may be clear from the context. This
is the case in examples like (13 {May mqa magsasaka "There were
farmers®’ which is taken 4rom a story and preceded by the following
context: One day a holy woman who lives in a mountain area takes a
walk and comes to a field. There were farmers {on this field). Thete
have to work wvery hard etc.pp. This is also the case in poetic
fanguage if an author simply uses Night. as a clause being part of
the setting for a story. But such predicative structures have a
rather marginal status. The main distinction pertains to the two
afore-mentioned strategies.

This second strategy 1is essential to establishing the
tinguistic relation of aboutness that is captured in the
traditional definition of predication (saying something

about something. I call the wariation pertaining to the

second parameter the continuum of predicative aboutness.

b The continuum of predicative aboutness

In sections 2 and 3 the thetic/categorical distinction has
been treated as an all-or—-none distinction. This is correct,
as long as one considers single examples. A given
predicative structure is not a Ulittle bit thetic and a
Tittle bit categorical, it is either thetic or categorical.
However, predicative structures may differ with respect to
the degree to which one participant is singled out and made
the basis of the linguistic expression of a predication (see
below). Or, seen from the opposite point of view, they
ditfer with respect to the degree to which they allow for a
monolithic, non-bipartite expression of a state of affairs.
If we use the terms thetic and categorical to denote the
targets of these two tendencies, we can say that the passage
from thetic to categorical 1is a gradual one. HNote that we
have thus given a slightly different interpretation to these
terms. In the 1literature these terms are taken to denote
different predicative acts, here they are taken to denote
different linguistic forms a predicative act can take. 1In
the former reading there can not be a gradual passage, in

the latter such a passage is possible.
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What are the principlies governing the tendencies
towards thetic or categorical form? Categorical form strives

at establishing linguistically a relation of aboutness,

thetic form tries to avoid it. Categorical form separates
the expression of identitication {(via participant and
characterization and thus seems to be governed by the
purpose to linguistically reflect the independency
requirement as closely as possible (cf. p35y. The baﬁﬁc

purpose is to map the essential distinction presupposed by

the predicative act - that betwsen the extralinguistic point
in the universe of discourse and the linguistic
characterization of this point - onto linguistic structure,

thus establishing linguistically a relation of aboutness and
providing for challengeability. Note that this purpose
involves a basic drawback . Mapping the distinction
iconically onto linguistic structure means to blur the basic
distinction between linguistic and extralinguistic so that
the impression might arise that the predicative act pertains
to the relation between predication-base and predicate
expression rather than to the point in the universe of
discourse and its linguistic characterization. It is this
impression that has led to the fruitless traditional attempt
to define predication in terms of subject and predicate.
Connected with this drawback is the reguirement that the
linguistic expression of a state of affairs has to be bi-
partite, 1i.e. there has to be a participant that can be
singled out. This requirement is unproblematic in many
cases, but there are states of aftfairs that do not involve
participants (meteorclogical expressions) or that involve

participants who have not yet been introduced to the
universe-of discourse. In these cases categorical form
necessarily fails. Thetic form avoids this

presenting the Jlinguistic characterization
whole and leaving

drawback

' 4% a coherent
the identificational task

and general spatio-temporal indicators like
categories,

to the context
the shifter-

I - <
"ategeri t thus maintains the basic distinction between
guistic and extralinguistic concepts

“ ‘ involve i
predicative act, Here, however , Yin the

the drawback consists in the
fact that the relation of aboutness between a given point in

the universe of discourse and its linguistic expression does
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not receive a linguistic expression. The independency
requirement is not unequivocally reflected in linguistic
structure, Thus challengeability can not arise +from the
linguistic expression of such a relation, but needs a
separate indication of its own (a separate markKer,; an
auxiliary or a Ffinite wverbal form (see the scale above
pd42+¥+)). The tendencies towards thetic and categorical form
are thus complementary tendencies. The more one aim is
achieved the less is the other, and vice versa. Connected
with this complementarity is the following seemingly
contradictory observation: Both tendencies are governed by
the common purpose of providing for an adequate linguistic
expression of the basic relation of aboutness pertaining to
the predicative act (i.e. that between extralinguistic point
of the universe and its linguistic characterization>. The
one does 1t by the attempt to map this relation onto
linguistic structure, the other does it by avoiding any bi-
partition of linguistic structure. The one strives at
structural aboutness, the other at structural coherence or
unity. Both are done in an effort to establish a relation of
sboutness between a point in the universe of discourse and
its linguistic characterization in order to allow for
challengeability to arise. I will henceforth call the
principles governing categorical and thetic forms the
principle of coherence and the principle of partition,
respectively. In constructions conforming to the principle
of cohesion predicative aboutness is (merely) indicated in
the sense that the linguistic expression as a whole is
linked - via the shifter—categories - to the point in the
universe of discourse it characterizes. In constructions
conforming to the principle of partition predicative
aboutness is linguistically established in the sense that it
is split up into two parts, one serving the identificational

task, the other the characterizing task.

Classifying a predicative construction as either thetic
or categorical does not imply that only the one or the other
principle is present. It means that one principle dominates
the other. Thetic predications, of course, do not present a

completely unstructured state of affairs. They involve a
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certain amount of structural distinctions, as for example
the basic distinction be tween participant(s) and
participatum <(event denoting expression). These in turn
allow for such distinctions as the fact that a given thetic
predication is rather about an entity than an event41
and the likKe. In split structures (cf. pl4) one participant
is even singled out and Ffurther characterized by a
subordinate clause. But the overall structural make-up of:a
thetic predication aims at structural coherence. This is
clearly evinced by the split—-structures just mentioned which
generally involve an attributive (i.e. subordinating?
relation between the prominent participant and its further
characterization. In a categorical predication predication-
base and predicate expression are not totally separated; but
they are also linked to one another (minimally by a relation
of order as in (27) above, and quite often by an agreement
affix). Such a link gives the minimally required coherence
to a categorical predication the parts of which would
otherwise completely fall apart. But this indication of an
overall unity in the linguistic expression of a predication
is clearly subordinate to the dominating bi-partition

characteristic of a categorical predication.

Note that the two principles only provide for
delimiting and ordering the wvariation found in predicative
linguistic structures. They do not explain why in a given
case a thetic form rather than a categorical form is used.
As hinted at above (pi2ff>, an answer to this question
involves reference to discourse-pragmatic factors. Another
even more difficult question left unanswered by the two
principles, 1is the guestion why in some languages such as
English and Tagalog predicative structures generally take a
categorical form and in other languages such as Basque they
generally take a thetic form. Such a question can only be
answered if the underiving principles of the overall

structural make-up of a language can be discovered.

41, Cf. the distinction between event-central and entity-central thetic
predications in Sasse (in prep.).
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What is the structural evidence which the supposed
gradual passage from thetic to categorical is to be based
on? 1 the argument so far is correct; increasing aboutness
should correlate with increasing structural independence of
the expression whose function it is to serve as the
identificational basis, as the starting pocint for a
predicative structure. The participant chosen to serve this
purpose is to be given a linguistic expression that cleartly
separates it (i.e. marks it differently) +rom the other
participants. Furthermore, the predicate has to be
unambiguously oriented towards it. I1.e. the prototypical
predication—base is recognized by the fact that it is
segmentally unmarked compared to other expressions for
participants (e.g. absolutive (very often = morphologically
8) case) and that it leaves some trace in the predicate
(e.g. agreement). The existence of a predication-base in a
language is further supported by the fact that the language
provides for several mechanisms to bring different
participants into a position definable in terms of the two
said criteria. We will see below whether these three
criteria provide intuitively satisfying results. Note that
they have been derived from the preceding discussion and are
thus given on a principled basis and not just in an ad hoc

manner after some Kind of order had been established.

The construct continuum of predicative aboutness makes

the following claims:

- All predicative structures can be assigned a position on
this continuum on a principled basis.

~ The transition between the different positions is a
gradual one.

- The common feature of all the structures involved is
challengeability. Or, to put it differently, the task of
all these patterns is to provide for the basic predicative
relation of aboutness necessary for challengeability to
arise,

- There are two complementary principles governing the
linguistic expression of the basic relation of predicative
aboutness. The principle of coherence demands a unitary

linguistic expression of a state of affairs in order to
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maintain a clearcut distinction between the point in the
universe of discourse referred to and its linguistic
expression. The principal of partition demands an iconic
mapping of the basic relation of aboutness onto linguistic
structure so as establish linguistically a relation of
aboutness.

~ Both principles are at work in every predicative

structure, but to a different degree.

I will now turn to describing the continuum of

predicative aboutness. Note that the different positions on

this continuum refer to different predicative structures and
not to languages. Thus the predicative structures of a given

language will be distributed among sewveral positions.

F: the leftmost position of this continuum, the point where
aoverall structural coherence dominates. The focal points are
inherently thetic structures, preferably of the type of
Latin pluit, i.e. one word clauses or clauses consisting of
a word and a particle such as Tagalog malamig na “it’s
cold’. Moving a little bit towards the right hand side,
other structurally more complex thetic structures follow.
Thus the 1lefthand side of the continuum contains the
following Kinds of structures:

- event expressions like it‘’s raining, es brennt etc.

~ presentative constructions; see (4), (&, (13 and (14}
above, for more examples see Hetzron 1971 and Wehr 1984

- thetic structures involving a complex state of affairs
like (7)), (93, (18, (17>, <(18y; more examples in KWehr
1984, Ulrich 1985, Sasse in prep..

Although I am not familiar with Nahuatl, it seems to me that
the following tvpe of predicative structure also belongs

here:

28y B-qu-itta-@ in cihua-tl in cal-1i
356Gsub-35Gob-see-PRS/S6 ADJ woman—-ABS ADJ house-ABS
"la femme wvoit la maison® (Launey 1979:38)

In this type of predicative structure, it has been claimed

(cf. Humboldt 1834/1943:528++F, Milewski 1958:178, MWhorf

1956:242¢, Seiler 1977:228%) that the predicate presents the
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state of affairs as a uniform whole, full NPs being added as
appositions in order to further specify the referents
referred to by the pronominal affixes within the verbal
complex. The pronominal affixes are not to be taken as
agreement affixes. It is not reasonable to claim that (28
is in some sense more about the woman than about the house.
Both NPs are markKed identically and there are pronominal
atfixes for both of them within the wverbal compliex; thus
there is structurally no evidence for one NP being more
prominent than the other.

An extreme example of this Kind seems to be AbkKhaz {(again I
am not familiar with this language), since here even
prepositions are part of the wverbal complex,; the argument of

the preposition being coded like any other NP in the clause:

29y a-sark’?a  a-tjimc y—a+d—k)+nh“s4ﬂa+lo—yt’.
the-mirror the-wall 3sglAa-ittonto-?—-isg-hang+t{dyn.>~-FIN
*l1 hang the mirror on the wall.® (Hewitt 197%9:138)
The thetic structures from Basque (cf. (19)-(23)) are on the
borderline between this type of predicative structure and
the following one (P(a,b..)), because they involve features
from both types. On the one hand, the verbal complex is in
itsel¥ a wunitary whole, being capable of expressing a
complete state of affairs. On the other hand, the
participants are not simply Juxtaposed to the wverbal
complex, but are themselves segementally marked as to the

role they are playing in the given state of affairs.42

FPda,by « -2 The dominant principie is still
structural coherence. There is a clearcut predicate—argument
relation; however, predicative structure thus being split
into a primarily presentational expression (predicate) and
identificational expressions targument(s)). The predicate
is conceived of as presentational rather than as
ctharacterizing, because the arguments are treated all alike
{(from a predicational point of wview). It is thus difficult
to claim that there is a pﬁedicatian about one of the

arguments; rather a predicative relation holds between them.

42. On the problem constituted by the fact that the absoclutive is segmentally
unmarked, see below.
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As is well Known, this formula plays a prominent role in
dependency grammar and in modern logic {(see above p7f>. In
Arabic grammar it is the model used for the verbal clause

(in contradistinction to the nominal clause):

*Zepntrum des Satzes ist im “Verbalsatze’ das “Verbum’,

oder ,richtiger der “Vorgangsausdruck’: arab. fi‘l = ai.

Kriva (‘actio’). Zu diesem gehdéren als Ergénzung: der

‘Tater’ (arab. fa’il, ai. Kartr) und das,_’‘Gemachte’

, PR e 43

{arab. maf‘ul, ai. K&rma).* (Lohmann 1954:1%) '
Despite the fact that considerable theoretical attention has
been paid to this type of predicative structure;, to my
kKnowledge it only rarely occurs in a pure form in natural
languages. The following examples, from Samoan and Japanese
respectively, are by no means the most usual types of

predicative structure in these languages.

38) Ma le fafine leaa alofa telef ai e le tama .
and ART girl DEM TA love wvery LO ANAPH ERG ART Junge
"Aand the girl, the boy loved her wvery much...”
(Moyle 1981:136/6)
ma le fafine lea is a left dislocated topic and not directly
relevant to the present discussion. The important point here
is that both arguments, the anaphoric pronoun ai referring
back to the girl and le tama, are case marked {(locative and
ergative, respectively). Consequently, the attempt to show
that the girl rather than the boy (or wvice wversal) is
predicated about will not be successful. MNote that topic-
comment structure here is independent of predicative
structure. .
In Japanese44 there is a well-Known dispute as to what
the exact difference between wa and ga is. Kuno (1972, 1973
uses the concept "neutral description®, Kuroda (1972/73a)
makKes use of the thetic/categorical opposition (see FN1é

above). For him the difference between (31a} and (31ib}

~ 43. On Arabic grammatical analysis and terminology see Mosel 1975 and Owens
1984,

Ironically, the Semitic languages quite generally do not exactly fit the description
given in this quote (Sasse p.c.). Due to order and agreement there is a certain
prominence of the NP called subject in Arabic grammar. Since the agreement rules
are far from clear, however, these languages probably belang ‘to the transition
type between Pla,b) and PB~F which is touched upon below.

44. 1 have to thank Takayuki Matsubara for helpful comments on the Japanese
data.
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consists of the fact that in the former something is said
about the cat, while in the latter the state of affairs is

presented as a uniform whole:

31ad MekKo-wa sakana—-o tabe-ta.
cat-TOP fish—-AKK eat-PAST
PB P

*The cat ate the fish.”
38b Neko-ga sakana—-o tabe-ta. {id.>

One argument in favour of this analysis is that 1in

prototypically thetic expressions ga is used:

32} Ame-ga hur-u. "It will rain.*
rain-NOM fall-NONPAST

The important point here is the fact that in Japanese there
is no agreement and that all argument expressions are
followed by a case markKer. Thus, Fformally, no one argument
is giwven prominence over the others. This actually includes,
on a purely formal level, the topic (NP marked with wa). The
special status of the topic thus bhas to be ascertained from

other facts (see below).

Dixon (1977:38B4+4 43 claims that in Yid%p, in
contradistinction to Dvirbal, there is no clearcut evidence
for a PB and it seems more useful to him to analyse Yidip
clause structure without a VUP-node <(395ff)>. If this is
correct, the predicative structures of Yidip under
consideration in these passages have to be put within this
area on the continuum. MNote, however, that they are already
a little off the pure type (towards a PB-P type), since the
absolutive is morphologically zero (1977:124)> and thus given
a certain prominence when compared to the other cases.

I suspect that there are many more cases like the Yidip one
Just quoted (cf. FN43I>: on the one hand there is no
agreement and no other clearcut evidence +rom
morphosyntactic processes that would allow for an
unambiguous identification of a PB. On the other hand, one
argument is morphologically mar¥ed Zero and thus,
potentially at least, set apart from the other arguments.
That there are not many examples <for the pure type of the

relational formula P(a,b) probably is connected with the
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fact that languages rarely tend to have segmental markers
for all cases.

Within the UNITYP conception of a continuum45 such an

area of inconclusive evidence is expected, because on a
continuum there is an area where the two complementary
principles are present to approximately the same extent.
This area is called the turning point. The facts evinced by
the data seem to point in different directions. As to
predication, this is suggestively manifested in fhe
literature concerning problems of identifying a predication-—
base (subject) in ergative languages (see for example van
Valin 1981, the contributions in Dixon 1976:485ff, esp.
Heath 1974, and Mosel 1985:111FF).

FPB—F: Structural bi-partition dominates, there is a PB
that serves as referential basis of the predicative
structure. If the formula Pla,b..> is associated with the
wverbal clause, this is the pattern for the nominal clausej;
i.e. it is to be expected that predicative structures
involving nominals as predicates will tend to be found in
this area of the continuum.

Examples for this type are well known, since they are close
to home. Modern IE 1languages primarily wuse this type of
predication; the Tagalog structures exemplified in (18) and
(27) also belong here; the prominent predicative structure
in Dyirbal, at least as analysed by Dixon (1972 Chapt.5), as
well. Note that these predicative structures are
typlogically very different, IE exemplifwving a subject-
prominent46 type, Dyirbal an ergative type and Tagalog
belonging to neither (see FN21). HNevertheless, from a
predicational point of view they are rather similar,; because
they all involve a specialized referential expression that

something is said about.4?

45, Cf. Seiler 1983:724f; 1985a/b; 1984.

46. See Sasse 1982 for this concept.

47. The similarity in this respect may be one reason why these languages have
figured so prominently in the typlogical discussion in recent years. In languages
where there is no PB, or at least not so clearly identifiable a PB, it is of course

impossible {or at least hard) to determine the principles underlying the choice of a
PB.
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Jakobson (1938/72:33) - talking about the Russian nominative
-~ describes the special features of a predication—-base as

opposed to other arguments in a clause:

*Die Tatsache, daB der N im Gegensatz zu allen idbrigen
Kasus die Selbstentfaltung des bezeichneten Gegenstandes
Keineswegs einschrankt (d.h. weder seine Abhangigkeit
von einer Handlung Kennzeichnet, noch das unvollistandige
Yorhandensein im Sachverhalt der Aussage u.s.w.), sondert
diesen Kasus von allen dbrigen wesentlich ab und macht
ihn zum einzig méglichen Triger der reinen Nennfunktion.
Der N nennt unmittelbar den Gegenstand, ...

Der N ist die merkmallose Form fir die Nennfunktion der

Rede. Er fungiert aber auch als Bestandteil einer
Aussage, welche den Gegenstand nicht nur nennt, sondern
iber ihbn auch etwas mitteilt. Doch auch in der

darstellenden Rede bleibt die NennfunkKtion des N-s stets
mi tbestimmend, ja maBgebend: der durch den N bezeichnete
Gegenstand wird als der Gegenstand der Aussage =
AusgangspunkKt, N.H.> hingestellt.”

T —1: In topic~comment structures, partition dominates
almost to the exclusion of any indication of structural
coherence. Identifying and characterizing expression are
almost completely separated. The topic often does not even
i1l any of the argument slots provided for by the wverb. The
only link between topic and comment is the rather weak link
of order and intonation. The comment may itself consist of
another predicative structure of any of the preceding types
{i.e. P, P(a,b}, PB—P).q? Topic-comment structure here
refers to topics "Chinese style® (cf. Chafe 1974:58+), i.e.
topics that are part of clause structure and not those
topics that involve cleft-constructions. The following
examples are from Japanese, Chinesesa and Tagalog

respectively:

33} Kono nioi-wa gasu—ga more-tei-ru-nitigaina~i.
DEM smell-TOF gas-? 1 eak ~DUR-ADNOM-seem—-NONPAST
(conjecture’

Topic Comment
P{al

*Judging by this smell; gas seems to be leaking out.”

48. See also Kanelson 1974:228+f, C.Knobloch 1985Ms.
49. C4. the brief discussion of Hockett’s conception of predication above (p9f).
58. I am grateful to Hilary Chapell for help with the Chinese data.
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34) Nei-zhdng douzi yi-jin sin-shi  kuai gian.
that Kind bean one-~catty three-ten dollar money
Topic Comment

*That Kind of bean, one catty is thirty dollars.”
(Li/Thompson 1981:%94&)

35 sy sapagkat ang Kuba ay mahina ang Katawan.
because RP hunchback PD weak RF body

Topic Comment
P rB

oy Tor the hunchback was wealk of body.”

(more literally: ®"..., because as for the hunchback,
the body (was) weak.®

The rather loose connection between topic and comment in

these constructions is witnessed by the phenomenon of zero

anaphora. I.e. very often there is no topic expressed at all

(cf. Li/Thompson 1981:657ff, Chen 1984) :>.

34) Biager shi yi zhdng héi vanse de nidor,
myna:z:bird be one CL black color NOM bird
@ hui xué rén shudhua.

can learn people talk

"The myna bird is a bird of black color. (it} can learn

to talk from people.”
In focal instances of PB-FP structures the expression for a
PB can not simply be dispensed with. It is part of the
argument structure provided for by the wverb. There is no
difference in principle between Topic—Comment structures and
PB-P structures. In both the principle of partition
dominates the make-up of the predicative structure. Topic-
comment structures; however, follow this principle to a more

radical degree.

31. This example, including glosses and translation is taken from Chen (1984:34).
NOM stands for nominalizer, CL for classifier.
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The following illustration depicts the continuum of

predicative aboutness.s2

Continuum of predicative "aboutness"

-
.
* e

P P (a, by...) PB - P T - C

Both principles are shown to be present in all predicative
structures, since every thetic form involves at least a
minimal structural partition and every categorical form
involves at Jleast a minimal sign of owverall coherence
{ct.pa8Ff abovel. An  example for a minimal structural

partition in a thetic predication is that between stem and

ending as in Latin plu—-it. The former contains
characterizing material, the latter identificational

material, signalling finiteness and thus challengeability.
Structural coherence is minimally signalled by order and

intonation as in topic-comment structures (see p5é above).

As stated several times in this section, there are some
strong correlations between the two scales of wvariation for
predicative structures. Thetic predications demand at least
a minimally explicit expression of challengeability (at
least a finite werbal form, wery often an auxiliary and in
some cases even a nearly pure markKer of challengeability).

Topic—-comment structures, on the other hand, wvery often do

52. This way of schematically displaying linguistic continua has been developed
by Seiler (cf. especially 1984). I thank Sonja Schlégel for drawing the illustration.
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not contain any explicit markKer of challengeability (cf. 34—
34> . But since there are no necessary correlations between
large parts of the two scales, one scale can not be reduced
to the other. This is due to the fact that they involve two
different and basically unrelated strategies of
identification, i.e. spatio-temporal identification and
identification via participant. The former is present in
nearly all predicative structures (with the exceptian.qf
some marginal cases where identification is left completely
unexpressed and thus to be achieved exclusively by
contextual information) the latter is specific to

categorical predicative forms.



&8

6. Summary

The common denominator and thus the function of all
morphosyntactically predicative structures is the fact that
they present a challengeable linguistic characterization of
a point in the universe of discourse independently
identified. This common function does not demand a uniform
linguistic expression, but allows for a certain amount of
variation in the structural makKe-up of predicative
expressions, that is there are several ways to bring about
challengeability. The most simple and straightforward way
would be to have a linguistic element signal something likKe
"this is a challengeable linguistic expression® (Frege’s
sign of assertion (> is a case in point). But such an
element is hardly to be <found 1in natural language, the
exception being a highly marked logical predicate like true.
The absence of such elements in natural language is not due
toe chance. Rather,; predicative structures reflect the fact
that challengeability presupposes a certain interplay
between the operations of identification and
characterization. The two operations have to be independent
of one another. But there also has to be a link between
them. Furthermore, there are essentially two strategies for
identification. The one is to identify the point in the
universe of discourse by means of general spatio-temporal
information, as it 1is expressed in grammatical categories
such as person, tense and mode {spatio—temporal
identification). The other is to identify it by providing
for an independent referential expression of one of the
participants involved in the state of affairs to be
expressed (identification wvia participant?. These two
strategies are not mutually exclusive; rather, they are
often used at the same time. Linguistic expressions
pertaining to the  former strategy - for example
‘existential’ particles, auxiliaries, wverbal endings - can
be said to signal challengeability explicitly (i.e.
segmentally) in the sense that they directly 1link the co-
occurring characterizing expression to a point in the
universe of discourse. Note; however, that these elements

are not pure marKers of challengeability in the sense that
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they signal nothing but challengeability. Rather, they
involve identificational information and often also
categories not directly relevant to predication such as
passive, causative etc.. The second strategy implies a
bipartition of the predicative structure. Challengeability
here is implicitly {(non—-segmentally) signalled by a
lTinguistic relation of aboutness between predication-base
and predicate. The variation in morphosyntactical[y
predicative structures can thus be shown to pertain to two
parameters which partly overlap:
1> the degree to which challengeability is explicitly and
independently expressed, it being understood that
challengeability is hardly ever expressed in a pure form.
2 the degree to which a relation of aboutness is
linguistically established. The wvariation in this area is
governed by two complementary principles. The principle
of coherence pulls predicative structures towards thetic
form so as to allow for a cliearcut relation of aboutness
between an extralinguistic point in the universe of
discourse and its linguistic characterization. The
principle of partition pulls predicative structures
towards categorical form so as to turn the operational
relation of aboutness (pertaining to the predicative act)

into a linguistic relation of aboutness.



&

Bibliography

ﬁﬁjémian, Ch., 1978, "“Theme, Rheme, and Word Order. From Heil to
Present-Day Theories®, in: Historiographia linquistica
V:253-273

Arnault, #&./Lancelot, C., 31676, Grammaire générale et raisonné@

herausgegeben von H. BreKle (1%84), Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt
{Grammatica Universalis 12

Bally, Ch., 1922, "La Pensée et la Langue®, in: BSL XXII1I:117-137

~~~~~~~ ; 31953, Linguistique Générale et Linquistique Francaise, Bern

Benveniste, E., 1938/644, "La phrase nominale®, in: Benveniste 1944:152-
147

wwwwwww , 1952, °La construction passive du parfait transitif®, in: BSL
48/1:52~62

~~~~~~~ , 1966, Problémes de linguistigue aénérale, Paris

Bloomfield, L., 1917, Tagalog Texts with Grammatical Analysis, (3voels.),
Urbana I11.

2

Bocherski, J.M., “1962, Formale Logik, Freiburg/Minchen

Bossong, 6., 19B4, "Ergativity in Basgue®, in: Linguistics 22/23:341-392

Brettschneider, G., 1979, “"Typological Characteristics of Basque®, in:
Plank (ed.) pp371-384

------- : 1981, "Fuskaria, hizkuntzen tipologia, ta  hizKuntza
unibertsalak®, in: Euskalarien nazioartekKo Jjardunaldiak
(Bascologiststs’ international meetings), pp221-239, Bilbao:
EusKaltzaindia

Brettschneider G./Lehmann Ch. {eds.), 1988, Wege zur
Universalienforschung, Tibingen

Bihler, K., 1934, Sprachtheorie, Stuttgart

Bybee, J.L., 1985, Morphology, Amsterdam/Philadelphia

Chate, W.L., 1974, "Language and Consciousness®, in: Language 358:111-
133

“““““““ y 1976, "Givenness, Contrastiveness, Definiteness, Subjects and
Topics®, in: Li (ed.) 1974:27-55

Chen, P., 1984, A Discourse Analysis of Third Person Zero Anaphora in
Chinese, Bloomington

Clasen, B., 1981, Inhdrenz und Etablierung, akup 41, Kéln




&3

Dane¥, F., 1964, *A Three-Level Approach to Syntax®, iny TLP 1:225-2440

——————— ; 1978/1974, *Functional sentence perspective and the
organization of the text”, in: Danes {(ed.) 1974:184-128

------- y (ed.d; 1974, Papers on functional sentence perspective, Prag

~~~~~~ s 1977, “Some notes on ‘Predication’®, in: Acta Universitatis
Carolinae ~ Philologica 5:185-113

Dixon, R.M.W., 1972, The Dyirbal Language of North Queensland, Cambridge
up .

——————— s ted.), 1974, OGrammatical Cateqories in Australian Languages,
Canberra

_______ s 1977, & grammar of Yidiny, Cambridge UP

Drossard, W., 1984, Das Tagalog als Reprasentant des aktivischen
Sprachbaus, Tibingen

Dummett, M., 1973, Frege: Philosophy of Lanquage, London <{Duckworth>

Firbas, J., 19464, ®“0On defining the theme in functional sentence
analysis®, ins: TLP 1:2467-288

------- y 1964, “Non-thematic subjects in contemporary®, in: TLP 2:239-
256

Frege, G., 1879, Begriffsschrift, eine der arithmetischen nachgebildete
Formelsprache des reinen Denkens, Halle

Fuchs, A., 1988, “"Accented subjects in ‘ali-new’-utterances”, in:
Brettschneider/Lehmann (eds.} pp449-441

Gardiner; A., 21966, The Theory of Speech and Language, Oxford

Greenberg, J.H. (ed.), 1943744, Universals of Language, (paperback ed.),
Cambridge Mass.

Heath, J., 1974, *“‘Ergative/accusative’ typologies in morphology and
syntax®, in: Dixon (ed.) 1974:599-611

Helfritz, H., 31981, Indonesien,; Kéln

Heringer, H.J., 1948, Die Opposition von ‘Kommen’ und “bringen’ als
Funktionsverben, Disseldort

Hetzron, R., 1971, ‘"Presentative Function and Presentative Movement®,
in: Studies in African Linquistics, Supplement 2:79-183

"Hewitt, B.G., 1979, Abkhaz, Amsterdam (LDS, 2)

Hockett, Ch.F., 1958, A Course in Modern Linguistics, New York

Humboldt, W.v., 1834/1963, "Ueber die Verschiedenheit des menschlichen
Sprachbaues und ihren Einfluss auf die geistige Entwickiung
des Menschengeschlechts”, in: Schriften zur
Sprachphilosophie, herausgegeben von A.Flitner/K.Giel (Werke
in Finf Bianden)> 111:348-754, Darmstadt




&4

Jakobson, R., 1932, *2ur Struktur des russischen Verbums®, in:
Charisteria Gvilelemo Mathesio Bvwingvagenario, pp74-84, Prag

——————— , 1936/71, "Beitrag zur allgemeinen Kasuslehre: Gesamtbedeutung
der russischen Kasus®, in: Selected Writings, Vol.I1:23-71

——————— 1957/71, *Shifters, Werbal Categories, and the Russian Verb®,
in: Selected Writings, Vol.l1:138-147

——————— i1945/71, “"Quest for the Essence of Language®, in: Selected
Writings, Vol.11:345-35%

——————— , 1968771, "Language in Relation to other Communication Systems®,
in: Selected Writings, Vol.l1:6%7-788

Jespersen, 0., 1924, The Philosophy of Grammar, lLondon

Kaznelson, 8.D., 1974, Spachtypologie und Sprachdenken, Minchen

Knobloch, C., 1983Ms, "Besonderheiten der Subjektrelation, vor allem im
Deutschen®,; Ms eines VYortrages auf der Jahrestagung der DGFS
in Hamburg

Kramp, L., 1914, Das Verhdltnis von Urteil und Satz, Diss. Bonn

Kuno, §., 1972, °“Functional Sentence Perspective: a case study from
Japanese and English®, Linquistic Inguiry 3: 249-328

—————— y 1973, The Structure of the Japanese Language, Cambridge, Mass.

Kuroda, S.Y., 1972/73, "Anton Martin and the Transformational Theory of
Grammar®,; in: Foundations of Language %/1:1-37

———————— y 1972/73a, "The Categorical and the Thetic Judgement - Evidence
from Japanese Syntax®, in: Foundations of Language 9/1:153-
183

Lafitte, P., 1942, Grammaire basque, Bayonne

Launey, M., 1979, lIntroduction & la langue et & la Litterature
fztegues.tome 1: grammaire, Paris

Leech, G., 21981, Semantics, Harmondsworth

Lehmann, Ch., 1984, Der Relativsatz, Tibingen

Lemaréchal, A., 1982, *Sémantisme des parties du discours et sémantisme
des relations®,; in: BSL 77/1:1-3%

Li, Ch.N., (ed.) 1976, Subject and Topic, New York (AP}

Li, Ch.N./Thompson, S.A., 1974, °Subject and Topic: a new typology of
language®, in: Li {ed.) 1976:457-489

——————— y 1981, Mandarin Chinese. A Functional Reference Grammar, UCP
Berkely/Los Angeles

Lohmann, J., 1948, °"M. Heideggers Ontologische Differenz und die
Sprache®; in: Lexis 1:49-184



&3

——————— sy 19894, “Randbemerkungen zu den grammatischen Kategorien®, in:
Indogerm. Forsch, é1: 17-28

——————— s 1965, Philosophie und Sprachwissenschaft, Berlin <{Erfahrung
und Denken Bd. 13>

Lohmann, J./Brécker W., 1948, "Zur Wesensbestimmung des Satzes", in:
Forschungen und Fortschritte 31:356f

Lopez, C., 1937/77, *Preliminary Study of Affixes in Tagalog®, in: Lopez
1977:28-184

——————— s 1977, Selected MWritings in Philippine Linquistics,
E.Constantino (ed.), Quezon City

Martinet, A., 1948, Eléments de linquistique générale, Paris

Marty, A., 18B4-95/1%918, "iber subjektlose Sitze und das Verhdltnis der
Grammatik zu Logik und Psychologie® (7 Artikel), in: Marty
1918:3-387

------- y 189771918, "iber die Scheidung von grammatischem, logischem und
psychologischem SubjekKt resp. Pradikat®, in: Marty 19218:389-
344

------- y 1918, Gesamme]te Schriften, Bd 11,1, Halle

Mathesius, 6., 1929/83, °“Functional Linguistics®, in: Vachek <(ed.)
1983:121-142

——————— s 1975, A Functional énalysis of Present Day English on a General
Linquistic Basis, The Hague

Milewski, T., 1958, "La structure de 1la phrase dans les langues
indigénes de 1’Amerique du Nord®, in: Ling. Posn.2: 162-287

Mosel, U., 1975, Die syntaktische Terminglogie bej Sibawaih, Diss.
Minchen

——————— y 1985, Ergativity in Samoan, akup 41, Kdln

Moyle, R., 1981, Figogo Fables from Samoa in Samoan and English, Oxford
up -

Naylor, P.B., 1988, "Linking, Relation-Marking, and Tagalog Syntax®, in:
Naylor {(ed.) 1988:33-49

——————— (ed.), 1988, Austronesian Syntax, Michigan {Papers from the 2.
Eastern Conference on Austronesian Languages)

Owens, J., 1984, *Structure, Class and Dependency. Modern linguistic

‘ theory and the Arabic grammatical tradition®™,; in: Lingua
64:25-42

Plank, F. (ed.), 1979, Erqgativity, London (AP)

——————— y (ed.) 1984, Objects, London {(AP)



&é

Rebuschi, 6., 1983, “Autour du Parfait et du Passif Basques", in:
Piarres lafitte’'ri omenaldia, ppo45-3558,
bilbo:Euskaltzaindia

——————— , 1984, Structure de 1’énoncé en basque, Paris (SELAF)

Runggaldier, E., 1985, Zeichen und Bezeichnetes. Sprachphilosophishce
Untersuchungen zum Problem der Referenz, Berlin

Sandmann, M., 1954, Subject and Predicate, Edinburgh {UP)

Sapir, E., 1921, Language, New York

Sasse, H.J., 1982, ‘“Subjektprominenz®, in: Heinz/MWandruszka (eds.),
Fakten und Theorien, Tibingen

~~~~~~~ ; 1984, *The Pragmatics of Noun Incorporation in Eastern Cushitic
Languages®, in: Plank {(ed.) 1984:243-248

~~~~~~~ s in prep., °®"The Thetic/Categorical Distinction Revisited®, MS
Minchen

Schachter, P.; 1974, "The Subject in Philippine Languages, Topic, Actor,
Actor-Topic or None of the Above®, in: Li {(ed.) 1974:4%91-518

——————— ¢ 1977, "Reference Related and Role Related Properties of
Subjects®, in: Syntax and Semantics 8:279-364

Schachter P./0Otanes F., 1972, # Taqgalog Referrence Grammar, UCP
Berkeley/Los Angeles

Searle, 194%, Speech Acts, Cambridge UP
Seiler, H., 1977, Cahuilla Grammar, Malki Museum Press, Banning Ca,

——————— y 1979, “Language Universals Research, Language Typology, and
Individual Grammar®, in: Acta Linguistica 29:353-367

------- y 1982, “Das sprachliche Erfassen wvon Gegenstidnden®, in:
Seiler/Lehmann {eds.) pp3-1ii

~~~~~~~ ; 1983, Possession, Tibingen

——————— y 1984, Die Dimension der PARTIZIPATION, Vorlesungsmanuskript WS
1983784, Universitdt Koln

------- s {983a, "Diversity, Unity, and their connection®, in:
Seiler/Brettschneider (eds.) pp4-18

~~~~~~~ sy 1985b, “Linguistic continua, their properties, and their
interpretation®, in: Seiler/Bretischneider (eds.) ppl4-24

——————— y 1986, Language, (biect and Order. The Universal Dimension of
Apprehension, Tibingen {LUS 1/1112>

Seiler H./Lehmann Ch. (eds.), (982, Apprehension. Das sprachliche
Erfassen von Gegensti3nden. Teil I.: Bereich und Ordnung der
Phanomene, Tubingen <{LUS 1/12>




&7

Seiler H./Brettschneider G. (eds.), 19835, Language Universals and Mental
Operations. International Interdisciplinary Conference held
at Gummersbach/Cologne Germany, Tibingen {LUS 53

Speck, J. (ed.), 1972, Grundprobleme der grofen Philosophen Philosophie
der Gegenwart 1, Gdéttingen

Steinthal; H., 2189%, Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft bei den Griechen
und Roémern, Bd.I, Berlin

Strawson, P.F., 1974, Subject and Predicate in Logic and Grammar, London

Sundén, K.F., 1916, Essay 1. The Predicational Categories in English;
Essay II. A Category of Predicational Change in English,
printed in: Uppsala Universitets Arsskrift 1918 Vol.l,
Uppsala

Thiel, Ch., 1972, "Gottlob Frege: Die Abstraktion®, in: Speck (ed.) 9-44

Tugendhat, E., 1974, Vorlesungen zur Einfhrung in die sprachanalytische
Philosophie, Frankfurt

Ulrich, M., 1983, Thetisch und Kateqgorisch, Tibingen

Vachek, J. (ed.), 1983, Praquiana, Bloomington

van Valin, R., 1981, “"Grammatical Relations in Ergative Languages®, in:
Studies in Lanquage 5:341-394

Weinreich, U., 1943, “On the Semantic Structure of Language®, in:
Greenberg (ed.) ppl42-214

Wehr, B., 1984, Diskursstrategien im Romanischen, Tibingen

Williams, E., 1988, "Predication®, in: Linguistic Inquiry 11:283-238

Whort, B.J.L., 1956, Language, Thought and Reality, (J.B. Caroll ed.},
Cambridge Mass.




In der Reihe akup erscheinen die Arbeiten des K&lner

Universalienprojekts (DFG-Projekt, Leitung Prof. Dr.

Hansjakob Seiler). Die Nummern 1-15 sind erschienen
als Linguistic Workshop I-III (LW I, LW II, LW III),
Miinchen: Fink 1973-75.

10.

11.

12.

13.

140

15.

Seiler, H. 1973, "Das Universalienkonzept", LW I, 6-19.
Lehmann, C. 1973, "Wortstellung in Fragesdtzen", LW I, 20-53.
Ibanez, R. 1973, "Programmatische Skizze: Intonation und
Frage", LW I, 54-61.

Brettschneider, G. 1973, "'Sexus' im Baskischen: Die
sprachliche Umsetzung einer kognitiven Kategorie",

w 1, 62-72.

Stephany, U. 1973, "Zur Rolle der Wiederholung in der
sprachlichen Kommunikation zwischen Kind und Erwachsenen",
Lw I, 73-98.

Seiler, H. 1974, "The Principle of Concomitance: Instru-
mental, Comitative and Collective (With special reference
to German)", LW II, 2-55.

Seiler, H. 1974, "The Principle of Concomitance in
Uto~-Aztecan", LW II, 56-68.

Lehmann, C. 1974, "Prinzipien flir 'Universal 14'",

Lw II, 69-97.

Lehmann, C. 1974, "Isomorphismus im sprachlichen Zeichen",
Lw II, 98-123.

Seiler, H. 1975, "Die Prinzipien der deskriptiven und der
etikettierenden Benennung", LW III, 2-57

van den Boom, H. 1975, "Zum Verhdltnis von Logik und
Grammatik am Beispiel des neuinterpretierten}&- Ope-
rators", LW III, 58-92.

Untermann, J. 1975, "Etymologie und Wortgeschichte",

Lw III, 93-116.

Lehmann, C. 1975, "Strategien fiir Relativsdtze",

ILw 111, 117-156.

Ultan, R. 1975, "Infixes and their origins", LW III,
157-205.

Stephany, U. 1975, "Linguistic and extralinguistic factors
in the interpretation of children's early utterances",

LW ITII, 206-233.



21.
22.

23.

24.
x® 25.

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

31.

% 32.

Ultan, R. 1975. "Descriptivity grading of Finnish body-
part terms".

Lehmann, C. 1975. "Determination, Bezugsnomen und Pronomen
im Relativsatz".

Seiler, H. 1975. "Language Universals and Interlinguistic
Variation”.

Holenstein, E. 1975. "Semiotische Philosophie?".

Seiler, H. 1976. "Introductory Notes to a Grammar of
Cahuilla" (To appear in Linguistic Studies offered to
Joseph Greenberg on the occasion of his 60th birthday).
Ultan, R. 1976, "Descriptivity in the Domain of Body-

Part Terms".

van den Boom, H. 1976. "Bedeutungsexplikation und materiale
Implikation™. )

Seiler, H. 1977 (a). "The Cologne Project‘on Language
Universals: Questions, Objectives, and Prospects"”.
Seiler, H. 1977{(b). "Determination: A Functional Di~-
mension for Interlanguage Comparison"  (final version
of Seiler, H. 1976. "Determination .+.", published as
akup 23, 1976.

(To appear in: Papers from the Gummersbach Conference

on Language Universals. The Hague: Mouton) .

Moshinsky, J, 1976. "Measuring Nominal Descriptivity"”.
Seiler, H. (ed.) 1976. "Materials for the DFG Inter-
national Research Conference on Language Universals”.
Walter, H. 1976. "Das Problem der Deskriptivitdt am
Beispiel deutscher Verbalderivation”.

Seiler, H. 1977. "Two Systems of Cahuilla Kinship Ex-
pressions: Labeling and Descriptive" (To appear in the
Festschrift for Madison S. Beeler).

Holenstein, E. 1977. "Motive der Universalienforschung".
Virkkunen, P. 1977. "Zum Ausdruck der notivischen Be-
stimmtheit im Finnischen. Mit einer SchluBbemerkung zum
typologischen. Vergleich des FranzOsischen und des
Finnischen von Wolfgang Raible”.

Koblver, U. 1977. "Nominalization and Lexicalization

in Modern Newari".

van den Boom, H. 1978. "Paradigmenwechsel als Nota-
tionswechsel: Saussure = Chomsky". .
Holenstein, E. 1978. "Von der Hintergehbarkeit der

Sprache (und der Erlanger Schule)".



e &k

* % x%

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

Ramét, Paclo. 1978. "Y a-t-il une typologie profonde?
(quelques considérations théoriques (et pratiques)”.
Kdlver, Ulrike. 1979. "Syntaktische Untersuchung von
Numeralklassifikatorenim Zentralthai”.

Holenstein, Elmar. 1979. "Zur Begrifflichkeit der
Universalienfoschung in Linguistik und Anthropologie".
Lehmann, Christian. 1979. "Der Relativsatz. Typologie
seiner Strukturen. Theorie seiner Funktionen. Kompendium
seiner Grammatik".

Serzisko, Fritz. 1980. "Sprachen mit Zahlklassifikatoren:
Analyse und Vergleich".

Barron, Roger. 1980. "Das Phdnomen klassifikatorischer
Verben in nordamerikanischer Indianersbrachen: Ein
typologischer Versuch'".

Seiler, H. 1980. "Two Types of Cahuilla Kinship Ex-
pressions: Inherent and Establishing”.

Stachowiak, Franz-Josef. 1981. "Zum funktional-operationalen
Ansatz in der sprachlichen Universalienforschung aus
psycholinguistischer Sicht".

Lehmann, Christian. 1981. "On some current views of the
language universal".

Serzisko, Fritz. 1981. "Gender, noun class and numeral
classification: a scale of classificatory techniques'.
Clasen, Berndt. 1981. "Inhdrenz und Etablierung". ’
Seiler, Hansjakob. 1981. "POSSESSION as an Operational
Dimension of Language”.

Seiler, Hansjakob. 1982. "Possessivity, Subject and Objekt."
Mosel, Ulrike. 1982. "Possessive Constructions in Tolai".
Lehmann, Christian. 1982. "Rektion und syntaktische Rela-
tionen".

Lehmann, Christian. 1982. "Twenty-four questions on linauis-
tic typology and a collection of answers".

Heine, Bernd/ Reh, Mechthild. 1982. "Patterns of grammatica-
lization in African languages".

Lehmann, Christian. 1982. "Thoughts on Grammaticalization.
A programmatic sketch. Vol. I™.

Kdlver, Ulrike. 1983. "Indonesische Verbalprdfixe. Ein
Beitrag zur Dimension INHARENZ und ETABLIERUNG".

Mosel, Ulrike. 1983. "Adnominal and Predicative Possessive
Constructions in Melanesian languages".

Ostrowski, Manfred. 1983. "Zur Nomen:Verb-Relationierung im

Wogulischen, Jurakischen und Jukagirischen".



52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

van den Boom, Holger. 1983. "Zum Verhdltnis von Logik und
Linguistik im Bezug auf UNITYP-Grundsdtze”.
UNITYP~Forschergruppe. 1983. "Beitrdge zum Problembereich
Skalen und Kontinua".

Heger, Klaus. 1983. "Akkusativische, ergativische und
aktivische Bezeichnung von Aktantenfunktionen"”.

Ostrowski, Manfred. 1984. "Zur Lokalisation im Wogulischen,
Jurakischen und Jukagirischen".

Kolver, Ulrike. 1984. "Local prepositions and serial verb
constructions in Thai". ‘
Serzisko, Fritz. 1984. "ORIENTIERUNG (Beitrag zur sprachlichen
Dimension der PARTIZIPATION".

Mosel, Ulrike. 1984. "Towards a typology of valency".
Drossard, Werner. 1984. "Abstufungen der Transitivitdt im Taga-
log—- Ein Beitrag zu den Techniken Valenz und Orientierung”.
Mosel, Ulrike. 1984. "Abstufungen der Transitivitdt im Palauischen!
Brettschneider, Gunter. 1984. "PARTIZIPATION verkniipft mit
NEKTION". '

Heine, Bernd & Mechthild Reh. 1984. "On the Use of the Nominal
Strategy for Coding Complex Complements in Some African
Languages”.

Drossard, Werner. 1984. "KAUSATIVIERUNG und TRANSITIVIERUNG

im Tagalog."”

Matsubara, Takayuki, 1984. "Das Problem der KAUSATIVIERUNG am
Beispiel japanischer Kausationsausdriicke."

Samuelsdorff, Paul-Otto. "Das Kausativmorphem im Suaheli™.

Mosel, Ulrike. 1985. "Ergativity in Samoan”.



