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1. Prélimimry remarks

- The content of this paper has developed from more specialised investig-
ation in other areas of semantics, particularly those of idiomaticity and
prosodic meaning. Much of it has been said before by others, though in different .
and more heterogenecus contexts. The central point, that natural languages
violate Frege's Principle (ef. §2), has been a commonplace of logic for a
century (Frege’s Begriffsschrift appeared just one hundred years ago); many of
the specific examples, too, have also received extemsive, if not definitive,
attention in many quarters. A unified account of these problems within a
practical descriptive framework is lacking, however, and this paper is in-
tended to contribute towards delimiting the scope of such an account. It is
suggested in the final section that there may be a unified strategy for solving
this apparently heterogeneous set of problems, using & specific conception of
context-sensitivity. | |

Neither is the descriptive field of contrastive semantics a new subject;
like other domains of linguistic discourse, it is nevertheless constantly in need of
systematic re-statement. There have been many detailed studies of semantic
similarities and dissimilarities between languages, in contrastive and in general
linguistics, particnlarly in lexical areas (e.g. verb valencies) but also on pro-
-blems of sentence semantics such as guantification, propositional attitudes,
. presuppositions. In this paper I shall present a slightly more general perspective,
and in order M do this I shall distinguish three of the possible views of what
the term contrastive semantics may mean before starting on the main body
of the paper. These views are: |
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(1) i. that contrastive semantics is plain semantics used to describe
two rather than one or nineteen languages; |
ii. that contrastive semantics is essentiall iptic
: sentially the descripti -
nation of translation; | e
lii. that contrastive semantics is the description and explanation of the

semantic gystem underlying the use of
: more than one I
persons In communities. b

These thref:’: perspectives may be thought of as being arranged mugm o
a soale of idealisation, The first has the least ambitious empirical u&]aybu:
the grea,ilaest chance of providing explanation rather than just degsﬂri ,tid
The ]a:at 18 empirically the most ambitious, and the least amenable at pfesezi;
| to strmgent.expla.na.tury description; it underlies approaches to second lan-
guage learning, bilingualism and diglossia. The intermediate category i
3101: Iuca,ted'.on a simple straight line of idealisation between these tﬁ:ﬁ;} 1:
it does prn‘mde a bridge between them: translation may be seen ab the ‘11’ , ;
end on this soale as a semantic operation over two languages; at the ‘lc?fr::’
end it ,z:na,y‘be‘ seen a8 a form of bilingual langnage activity. 'i‘he:re are other
-ways of bridging this idealisation gap; such notions as control of coﬁtextua,lly

determined langiage variation, stylistic and functional ‘code’ switching, would -

also pro:vide bridges of different kinds. Translation provides a convenient
perspective for present purposes, however, and also in many ways a reali iﬂ
gt_:ra,l foﬁr contrastive semantics, whether theoretical or applied. The re::a:iz
discussion has been developed with this perspective in mind thm.lgh pm‘?ticula,r.
arguments have been drawn mainly from the first of the atbcure perspectives,

and an explicit model of translation which i '
v includ Z :
is not developed. . cludes non-Fregean. translation

2. Frege’s Principle, idiomaticity and analysis

In a discussion of Montague grammar, Partee states the following (1978:52):

:.::e ﬁieaak of ;::; semﬂa:&mi:z [qha:ac‘iated with a particular syntax) is fo assign interpretations
| . smallest units and then to give rules which determine the inte ! '
unete on the basis of the interpretation of their parts.. L

Similar formulations are given by Cresswell (1973:75f.), who introduces the

term ‘Frege’s Principle’ for this fundamental s it
o ntal induct B
sitional semantics, defining it as uctive principle of composi-

the principle that the meaning of any complex expression is determined by the meanings .

of 168 parts. Or to be more precise, the meaning o T :
meanings of ils paris. L R SR S TR g e

Ellle pr_ovi('ie 1‘}wn explications of the principle, a weaker one simply stating
the function involved, and a stronger one based on the substitutability of
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synonymous constituents with preservation of the meaning of the whole con-
struction. The first will be used in this paper. In Frege’s works, the principle
wag more implicit than explicit; it seems clear (1892 (1962:49¢f.)) that he took
it to hold for the compositional aspects of sense (Sinn), but although in
introducing his ‘conceptual notation’ (Begriffsschrift) he uses an inductive
definition of the notion of having reference (e.g. 1893:46), it does not seem
that he goes so far as to claim that the reference of a sentence when asserted,
i e. its truth value, is a function of the references of its parts (i.e. objects},
contrary to Cresswell’s note (1973.75). Reference assignment to sentences
presupposes such references (of. ‘Vorausselzung’ in 1892 (1962:54)), but would
presumably not be taken to be a function of these presuppositions. Further-
inore, Frege points out in the same study (p. 52) -

dass die Bedeutung dea Satzes nicht immer sein Wakereﬂ 98f,

This being the case, the reference of a sentence cannot be said to be a funotion
of the references of its parts; in oblique (indirect, reported) contexts, its re-
forence is said to be its normal sense {gewdhnlicher Sinn). Both sense and
reference, our intension and extension, will be considered in the following
discussion. The payper is not concerned with Frege exegesis, however; the Partee
and Cresswell formulations will be taken to be suitable starting points, Other
terms associated with extensional aspects of Frege’s Principle are the following:
Leibniz’ Law; the principle of extensionality; the substitutability of equiva-
lents; substitution salva veritate. They refer to the fundamental notion in
extensional semantics that if a term with a given referent is substituted for
a term with the identical referent in some sentence, then the trith value of the
sentence is not affected by this substitution. Logics for which this aspect of the
principle of compositionality does not hold are called ‘intensional’.

Analogous principles have served from time to time in linguistic semantics;
Rloomfield’s semantics (1933} appears to be based on this principle, for ingtan®
ce. More recently, it has characterised the theories of Katz and Fodor (1963},
Weinreich {1966) and others within the generative approach, where the
principle has been discussed as a solution to the ‘projection problem’. It ig
hard to decide whether generative gemantics cBhforms to Frege’s Prineiple
or not, in view of its apparently uninterpreted deductive structure; it is
probably intended to conform to the principle in many of its central concerns,
however. :

Perhaps surprisingly, the standard dictionary definitions of one sense
of the word ‘idiom’ amount simply to the claim that idioms are those composite
expressions which do not conform to Frege’s Principle, as in the second pazt
-of the Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary definition (taking ‘conjoined’ non-

technically):
an expression; vn the usage of o language, that 18 peculiar to itself either in grammatical
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conatruciton or ¢n having a meaning which cannot be derived as @ whole from the conjoined
meanings of its elements. - :

This kind of idiom definition is quite common in linguistics; note Hockett’s
- woll-known definition (1958:1 72):

Let ua mamMy use the term “Y" for any grammatical Jform the meaning of which
8 not dedudible from its structure. Any Y, any in occurrence tn which it ¢s not G con-
stituent of a larger ¥, is an idiom. "

This definition ignores non-wellformed idioms’, and forces Hockett to regard
non-composite items, i.e. morphemes, as idioms, a highly .debatable point;

the phrase “in which it is not a constituent of & larger Y’ deprives putative

idioms of this status when embedded in a larger idiom. Similarly, Fraser sta-
ted (1970:22):

For the purpose of this diseussion I shail regard an idiom as a constiluent or geries af
conatituenis for which the semantic tnierpretation is not a compositional Junction of
the formatives of which it is compoged.

Since there are many other kinds of violation of Frége’s Principle than idio-
maticity {cf. §3), and since the descriptions of idiomaticity given here amount
to simple denials of Frege's Principle, they cannot be regarded as sufficient
conditions for idiomatieity, though they are necessary conditions, They are
therefore not, in any strict sense, definitions of idiomaticity at all, A similar
point, though not in these terms and in & more restricted context, was made
by Voitl (1969:206), who noted that the definitions also apply to metaphor;
one might add irony, allusion and a host of other systematic and stylistic
devices. It iy interesting to observe that Hockett included a variety of lin-
guistic forms in the category of idiom which at first gight seem, to overstretch
the meaning of the term: substitutes (i.e. indexical and anaphoric expressions),
®roper names, abbreviations, compounds (with qualifications) figures of speech
and slang. But however counter-intuitive some of these categories may he
as types of idiom, as Hockett described them they are all violations of Frege’s
Frinciple and their heterogencity is simply consequence of taking this prin-
ciple to be a sufficient condffion for idiomaticity.
More will be said on the subject of idiomaticity in the following two sections.
The mgin area of application of Frege’s Principle has been in the construe-

tion of ‘ideal’ or ‘perfect’ formal languages to explicate and replace suppo-

sedly inadequate natural languages for certain logical and methodological

purposes; it formed the basiz of the programme of analysis whose earliest

representatives were Frege and Russell, and which initiated one main branch

of analytic philosophy. Cresswell uses Frege’s Principle to mark a boundary
between natural and ideal languages (1973:76); - '

Frege'a PM}?IE does not hold foQ- ordinary language. Indeed, if might be plausible to
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maintain that this 13 the most crucial difference between the ar'ﬁﬁcfial languages we haw
been desoribing and the language we use in aﬁwday communicalion.

Tt is intuitively evident that, given two artificial interpreted languages

conforming to Frege’s Principle and having the{ BaIMe domalln; :l;j DEE;;I:::E:
of translation {(cf. 1ii. in §1) are easily sta:t-trad. Elther'the Emd&fljr_wmd o
in each language may be translated deﬁn{tmnally agin Wubr -the i e
tion, with the principle of cnmposit-im;f];ty Iizlojl:ceig;it;;o ge il ?:Ump,ﬂnen_.

imes of the two languages are aiffere . .
tiflisl);cll?iﬂitﬁffespect to thg domain, then translation III'EL}* tl?ke ilrﬁ:: i}fetf;?; _
constituents at different compositional levels. Then, in the w ‘ _

(1962 (1968:107)):

i i 1bi
The discipline of translation consists very largely in choosing the smallest possibler
unit that will admit of adequate matehing.

In natural languages this problem of ‘&def]u&te m&tchmg’,ll.e, ;E;nt;];l;a:;,
‘guage vergion of the synonymy problem, is far more anp zfi*teﬂﬂni g
issue in the present paper i1s that tlr}ere are areas where i s sl
| quate matching’ of constituents which hawe the same meaning _

may not guarantee the translatability of the whole. T;;E T?g't}:: ;};;151;211:&%”

by means of a referentially opaque 00.111':{31:{13- (cf : §3. 1.‘)‘. a i

lation of “Ceasar dixit, “Veni, vidi, viei”’? Is it (1) Ca,esda:rn 01: " “6&.&5&;‘

viei’”, or {2) “Caesar said, T came, I saw, I conquere ,d Ly
' l: ame, saw and conquered”’, or even (4) “Caesar reported on bis : .

?;dubzeivatil}ns and his conguest”? Wherever further contextual considera-
i

i pe’s Principle is infringed;
tions are required in order to make a choice, Frege’s Princip

this applies to puns, metaphors, idioms and related areas, being partic:ﬂazly:_
ublvinff with re.gart{ to loan idioms such as vice versa, chacun a son goit, 1oy

pﬂz?li‘,]f:; 'is not to claim that Frege’s Principie ig irrelevant to natural language-

18] COmmon
gsemantics. Yt iz gssential for characterising t-]:}e clea,r'eaaes whereie ok
gense, too, accepts compositionality; its function here is the comp mentary

one of delimiting the unclear cases.

3. Violations of Frege's Principle in natural languages

The first thing to clarify in this context is the meaning of "meaning .

. Since a full discussion of this problein is not possible here, the simple Fregean .

distinction between sign, sense and reference will be used. 'The n{;:m.:rna t;fl ?::5;;
ciative or connotative and natural meaning may be hﬁak:n fl?an;-mih{} e
. ’ inciple in the first place, while to - g
the scope of Frege's Principle in : i , siciole wilk
functidﬁal or instrumental theories of ‘meaning as use’, the i’:"%ﬁlﬁ Ef e
geem to be a complete red herring; I shall use it as a heuristic toc{ : il |
following subsections will be oriented towards the Fregean meaning '
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The second thing to clarify is what counts, in a general sense, as a viola-
‘tion of Frege’s Principle. There are a number of ways in which meaning cornpo-
sition as a funotion of component meanings may fail; they will be numbered

-according to the following failure types:

(2) 1. absence of a value for a given set of arguments (opacity);
ii. presence of more than one value for a given set of arguments
(ambiguity); '
. absence of one or more arguments {(context-sensitivity);
iv, indeterminacy about whether arguments or values are present,
and if so which .(vagueness, fuzziness).

"This means taking Frege’s Principle quite literally as a statement about

a funetion in its strict technical sense in which the meamng of a given construc-
‘tion O is a function of the meanings of its constituents ¢',,... C

() For O=(Cy,c.. Cal, M(O)=I(HM(CY,... M(C)

"The subtleties involved in interpreting this kind of formal conception in terms
-of particular problems of natural language semantics were first, and perhaps

most clearly, aired by Weinreich (19686, 19664}, who also attempted to account
for some types of violation of the principle such as metaphor and idiom,

T

3.1, Opacity

If the range of the function containg no value for a given set of arguments,
this may mean, extensionally, that g composite fe.g. a sentence) has no ex-
‘tension (e.g. truth value}, or, intensionally, that it quite literally makes no
-sense. In the former cage, this holds with non-constative sentences if one accepts
Austin’s analysis of speech acts (1 962), since it is the defining feature of non-
-constatives to have no truth value. The Principle can be saved here, however,
if (a) all utterances are reduced to constatives;"or (b) serttence extensions
-are generalised to cover appropriateness values of other kinds, a more Austi-
“nian solution. | '
Similar are Frege's ‘ungerade’, Quine’s ‘opaque’ (1960:§30) contexts such
-a8 the embedding of sentences in guotation or reported speech, or in state-
-ments of propesitional attitude (e.g. belief) or in modal, future or other in-
-determinate statements. In these areas, no truth value may be assignable
becduse what is expressed by the sentence in the opague context is not literally
asserted to be the case. Furthermore, the interpretation of sentences in such
contexts requires reference to the context, whether of higher sentences or of
the situation, and thus removes the inductive bagis of Frege's Principle {ef.
§3.3, §4). Such contexts, if verbal at all, are indicated by a :variety of locutions
aligned on a scale of explicitness from full superordinate clauses with verba

; o .
Violationa of Frege's Principle 1

dicendi &c., to sentence adverbs, particles, parenthetic iten;s and t-a,gj I;:;ir'
¢ r | 7 eye
i : f opaque contexts may also be conv
various kinds, Some features o LR ey Smrgge
i i i t. gecur on anything like the ram
intonation, though this does no ' ke Sl
1C} i i llugively, by picking out a imi |
tness as with locutions but more & - :
f){:z:ﬂienf the context concerned. A survey of some of the less explicit devices

n German and English which are often used for signalling opaque contexts

is tu be found in Bublitz (1978; ci. also Gibbnn, 1976a):

, Table 1.

Hamples of -:::Bjec*hiuns to agseried prepoaitic.m (If}, to assertion of
proposition/belief (B}, and to pejoration (A).

English | Glerman

Objection P B A | Objection PDB A
come off it + + | wig katmlsi:- du nur? i
how could you? —- &]Zer ;::ht doch & :
Tan? e + i ;e?nat du wirklich? -

En [deﬁant} nee - j_+
no: (i.e. overlong) + 4+ 4+ | das atunmt.n]zc u ol
that’s not true + 7 dns gl:aube ich nic 3

do you really +. [ du spmnst-.woaﬂ T
well I don't 41 was, der sﬂol] liigen? ;

11 he isn’t 4 der und lagen? +
Wju’re crazy + wie kommst du denn |
i‘h&h? him lying? + darauf? 5
how do you know? -+

Tt is .instructive to examine how opaque cont:axts may fbenclve?it:lzl;l:;
dialogue in cases where theftr;;th v:lue cr; ﬂt;;g;z?};grg;lglg ;mﬂ:mgt e ey
oo : ion of the sentence ’ % : :
j ﬂ;ﬁﬁiﬁiﬁ;ﬁi English can meet with doubt or ﬂutnghttf:a:n;ﬂ?;:
tion in a number of ways. The contradiction of particular et{‘:'-f]l:;st;l ;:;e e
contrastive contexts will be excluded hfere; R ﬂ-l B}ie ﬂ-I‘BTS l;e called into
aspects of clanse-level meaning ;n ﬂ;;;:;iﬁfli: 1;?; oﬁg of the speaker’s
question: (1) denial of the ProLost i ' f ; jorative statement,
ling of the belief, or (3) objection to utterance of a 1]E’nra] ; :
Eﬁg;pnfetable a8 denial of the appmpriaj;enfasa mi_' the v&lueilubd_gn::lf'm Skl

A short selection of such rejoinders is given In '.]ja.ble b o t of the truth
value assigned is symbolised by “P”, fo the basis fﬂ]:‘ anlng]J;le;ilstS ol
value by “B” and to the appraisive cqmpﬂnent b}-T = 1 t: ah(};\? that the
obviously not syﬁtﬂm&tiﬂﬁﬂ}’ correlated and are mcomplete,

ressions involved vary considerably from the one language

stereotypic exp y do illustrate the

$o the other, as do their applications as ohjections, but the
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simple point that opaque contexts have
status in natural languages and are not jus

An illustration of the differing
and English may be found in the vse of %
(and dock) as against no (and
tend to be used as answers to questions; in other contexts
e.g. Yo no, ke isn’t. The German particles may be used wit
contexts, as Table 1 shows for nee and no. T recall being s
by their use in German to operate into the narrower sco

t logical construets.

' (4) A. Es handelt sich um einen statistisch

en Nnrmbegriﬂ'". 3
B. Das glaube ich nicht. '

A, Doch!
The related English sequence is odd; a disambiquating response is required,
such as “Yes, it i’ ]

(8) A. His conception of the norm is a statistical one.
B.-T don’t agree.
A, Yes!

The isolated “Yes!” if interpreted as o
not penetrating into it; under the P
dialogne conventions I took the wider scope (th
native speakers often have similar reactions).
the well-known ‘noi-transportation’
the scope of negation is narrower t
syntax of the opaque context (6ii):

sittation in English and German, where

{6) 1. Ich glaube, daB es sich nicht um
hnadelt,

1. Ieh glaube nicht, daB es sich um einen statistischen Normbegriff
handelt. :

The ambiquity is between the ‘P’ and the ‘B’ readings of Table 1, with the
‘B’ or truth value gap reading overridden — property of natural langusge
which would no doubt have delighted Russell, .

These examples illustrate something about opaque contexts in the some-
what extended sense of the term used here which is often left
This is that in ordinary give-and-take dialoque, as opposed to

books in which an omniscient logician may judge beliefs assigne
persons to be true or false by the yardstick
(whether of ‘belief’ or of

logic text-
d to third
of his own knowledge, statements
‘knowledge') are always relative to the speaker making
them and thus for the other participants always opaque — errare bumanum est.

systematisable, if formaily elusive

treatment of opaque contexts in German
he disagreement particles neinfnee
yes) when used in izolation. The English particles
they are expanded,
h a broader range of
urpriged at one time

Pe inside an opaque
context:

perating on the opaque context itgelf,
ressure of interference from English
ough I am assured that German
The problem is closely related to.

han would be expected from the surface

einen statistischen Normbegriff

unspoken.

~ Violations of Frege’s Principle s

The isolated quotation contexts of text-book exa‘,mples E}TSHMEM&;?]; eir;bn;

p.ra-gma,tric considerations {a case of meta-opacity, per &PS)bIEm

obscure this point; opacity is clearly nm}}l :d pun:egj;en;iniﬂfi; o . .
The preceding discussion has touc ainly i e ure}§

where intensional and exfensional problem_s come -mto conflict . o c};rt&m

intengional cases where a composite is _la.ck_lng in (ht_eral} meaning a o

idiom and metaphor, and semantioc anuma,lfe's, which require the use

z?zadggt;iiﬂ principles Ef interpretat?nn. The provision gf l;n).ﬁiif ;';rl;x;:;

malous readings has been diacussed. bI‘lBﬂ'}' by Katz. (19"{ :951.);

are metalinguistic and therefore (intensionally) opaque:

7 1 Prepogitions feel oily. (Odd) o _
) it Thepsentence “Prepositions feel oily” is conceptually absurd (Accep
table)

Weinreich (1966, 1966a) has attempted to come to grijpa with such sele;tmnal -
flexibility problems, in metaphorical and idiomatic contexts. And even

Chomsky’s notorious colourless green ideas sleep furiously has found its way

in various supposedly ungrammatical permutations into a number of poetastic
I(a;nd in a-less tangible sense opaque) contexts in which it appears to ma,ke Sense
and regain grammaticality.

3.2, Ambiguity

If the range of the supposed funciiﬂ:;l hE-s tmoizlizii 3}110;i1ﬁhf§:;;?

argument, then there is no func:tmn L §. Prhiohi bhisre,
is case is essentially that of ambiguity, of w
Ilrlet;r;uns}’oliifgiu ;%?;ﬁlﬂjnso: all be accounted for in_ detail here, So_me of the
imst popular tﬂ,rgets have been the verb be, quantitfiers a-ndf :{:‘ﬁifﬂlﬂﬂ;?}:
junctions, and the ambiguous scope Cif Dpera,tors: There, are }?ﬂh e Emly Ee
ausges of ambiguity (such as metaphor, irony, punning, &e.), whi
2 ion i ging.
megzﬁi&gﬂi&fsfungcﬁon gtatus can Df’:ﬂtlll" by stipulating one :E{“ttif:lizn}z
the value of the function; in the lingustic fr?‘me D.f ref?rence e Eure is to
e foaslolion, w0 it i St geostom |
e fun

augmenttt}le :ZT;&LM?I‘:;]:E: :he gelectional restrictions on possible v’alue's,
:zg?}::;l iilsni: claimed that, for example visiting aunis G“"”"bﬂ d'fmqefﬂ'uihlz
unambiguous in context. If disambiguation is recon{atmﬂtﬁt‘i i Pk “(EL -
irrelevance of objections that such sa'nte:ncea are unam?nguou; hl: - .bg
to the problem of constructional ajmb1.gu1ty_ becomesl oby l1;::.1»1154. 5 c(}ntext;
any and or will be used to illustrate this point; bhe disambiguating

involved will not be commented on explicitly, but in general they involve
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:hets-eleflilsiunal i'est-rictiqns of lexical entries in the immediate sentential
extin the case of be, the auxiliary complex and ] ion | .
: , syntactic i :
of any, and the categorial context in the case of a:.m PRSI toane
In the case of be the following main kinds of context can be provided. -

(8) ' 1 Identity: John is Brian’s father;

1, Class-membership/property ascription: Rosie is pregnant;

Hi, Role-ascription: Tim is a teacher (treated in practice i:’or mé,ny

iv, Class inelusion/materia,lpﬁ{;f:;til;ﬁ? ;:31; are mam 31'

V. Simpl‘e'd'e:ﬁnition: A philatelist is o stampmliectorm .

vi. I?eﬁmtmn by genus proxvimum et differentia 83:166?;}%{}&' Funkanl
31:?353 elektrische Sendeeinrichtungen sowie elekirische -E fa i
ﬂ;ckt‘amgm, bei denen die Ubermittlung oder der Empfan ﬁfﬂ ﬂ?’: ﬂ:i
richten, Zeichen, Bildern oder Tonen obne I’e?bindungalegtu nen 3; :
gnter. Verwendung elektrischer, an einem Leiter entlang ?;ifﬁhzrtz:
: Ichww-zgungen stattfinden kann (BRD, Gesetz iiber Fernmeldenanlager

- in which the meanings of the constituents of the deﬁm?en: =
assumed to be evident or known by previous definition. =

rd

Quantifiers and articles '

provide the b e _ '

ambiguity is often coupled with use in E;; ;S:E;naénf&fzvleklesttﬁeld, sinee their
ori - Fi rague contexts. Th

notorious example in English is any, whose major uses are as follows: ® fpe)

(9) i. univerg&l quantifier in general, opaque modal or future conte. ts:
any philosopher knows kis Aristotle, angone can do thai {or th e
to the last sentence in §3.4. below); o mext

li. explicitly or implicitly universal ifier i
| 1 quantifier in non-opa, :
he accepled anything he was given, anyone canie: PR
iii. ‘existential’ quantifier in non-asserki :
‘ ve contexts: dn’
- anybody, did you see anybody?; S 8 e
- Iv. a8 an. appraisalfquality-marked existential quantifier in contra
tive dialogue contexts, as in A: Did you manage to get any cheese!? -
B: Yes, but not just any cheese — I got Red Windsor. B

I_N ote thﬁat in the last example it is not sufficient simply to specify ‘contrasti
1n’g_nna1:mp’ here, since the variety of intonation contours whjrf;l P
m:e not j.")E?' e contrastive. It is the dialoque context which deﬁﬁegm&y Gﬁeu-r
ﬂt}:"; assignment of contrastivity to intonation alone is a tvpical contrasti-
ﬂDtlD]‘;lﬂ;l fallacy in intonation description, in which notionaffer ek o
la_bel mtonation forms which are then assumed to be identifi 5‘1 . H;e e
adduced to iliustrate the notion: a vicious eircle {¢f. Gibbon 19;1 and are then
The fact that several different factors, each of which ma;: et
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to violation of Frege’s Principle, simultaneously determine the meaning of
quantified items makes the translation problem extremely complex and pre-
haps even of the same order ag idiom translation, as the following examples:

show.

" (10) E. Any philosopher knows his Aristotle.
G. Wer Philosoph ist, kennt seinen Aristoteles.

-{11) E. Anyone can do that.
G. Das kann doch jeder.

(12) E. Anyone came.
-G. Alles/jeder kam.

(13) E. He accepted anything he was offered.
G. Er nahm alles, an, was ihm geboten wurde.

(14) 1. He didn’t see anybody.
G. Er hat niemand{en) gesehen.,

(15) E. ... but not just any cheese...
(+. ... aber nicht irgendeinen Kise ..

These problems are related to the question of context-sensitivity dealt with:
in the following. section. h -

The ambiguity of conjunctions may be illustrated by or, as follows (in
German, oder additionally occurs as a question tag):

(1.6) i. truth function: p=g¢ (inelusive or};

ii. truth function: —(=¢q) (exclusive or);

iii. pragmatic negative conditional: stop it or L'l leave;

iv. appositive definition: the furdus musicus, or songthrush;

v. discourse correction: Tom, or rather his dad, ...

vi. other non-sentential disjunction: és it in or on the box?

A fourth type of logical ambiguity, scope ambiguity, was discussed above

in connexion with opaque contexts and is particularly interesting when the
scopes of two operators (e.g. two quantifiers, or quantification and negation)

are concerned, as in (18) and (19).
| (17) He’s not leaving because it’s late.
(18) Everybody isn’t coming.
(19) i. Everybody loves somebody.
ii, Somebody is loved by everybody.

In (19), each of the exa.inples is potentially ambiguous, though the linear order
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0f the quantifiers tends to create
greatly here, however. .

The more narrowly linguistic types of ambiguity,
transformational ambiguity, require no s
Ppart with the types of ambiguity mentio
#ecope ambiguity of lexical items, roughly speaking).

A number of natural language ambiguities often seem to be beyond the

edge of the range of present
d as not conforming to Frege’s
i8 that many of them, especially the more

scope of formal explication or at least at the
techniques. Idioms have already been mentione
Principle; one of the reasons for this
conspicuously idiomatic ‘tournures’ (Makkai, 1972), are ambiguous between
their literal snd idiomatic meanings. In fact, in the idiom theory of Chafe
{1968; 1970) idiomaticity was reduced in effect to a special form of paraphrase

and, complementarily, ambiguity, which may be represented by the following
arrangement: i

120)

(put vie cart before~——ZLIT— put the cart before
the horse) - the horse

1D

2

(set false priorities)— LIT— - gef Jrlse priovities

The abbreviations ‘LIT" and ‘I’ mean literal
relations respectively. -

These intentional ambiguities may be supplemented by the types of exten-
sional ambiguity found in Hockett’s discussion of monomorphemic ‘idioms”
(1858:310ff), mentioned in §2 above, in particular ‘substitutes’ (items such as
pronouns, and other indexicul or class terms such as numerals, which have
anaphorie and other ‘constant shifting’ of reference), and personal proper
names which, in addition te non-unique reference (differing in this from strietly
logical proper names, which do not exist in natural languages), often have
intensional idiomatic status by virtue of the différence between
actual use — Smith, Bakep, etec. Though this has been suggested for my own
surname it is, perhaps fortunately, merely a diminutive of (Filbert and homo-
nymous with a lean word from a South-East Asian language, rather than an
idiom or even a metaphor. Extensiona] ambiguity has becn seen as a property
of the indefinite guantifiers @, any, some, many, few, &e. (ef. Russell (1919:167)
on ‘indefinite (or ambiguous)’ descriptions). There is a well-known class of
tole-aseription terms (cf. 8jii, above) in which German, French e other

and idiomatic meaning-form

ctvmology and

preferential interpretations. J udgments vary

ie. lexical, phrasal and
petial mention here; they overlap in
ned above (6.g. phrasal ambiguity is
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languages differ from English in Jacking the ‘ambiguously referrirg’ article:’

(21) E. He is a teackher,
G. Er ist LelLrer.
F. 1l est professeur.

The subclass covers socially fixed, (positively or negatively) appraisive

characteristic roles, and even affliction by chmnicf&iimefnﬁ& S.uch {;‘::ren :zc;;lf‘;
ific and some of the following -

jons are language (or culture) specl : ;

t:;? tions I:iu]%l have an article in French or be expressed aby a 13011 iﬂ;i’r;ml:g-
:ivalpeircumlncut-iun in English. (e.g. ‘suffers from asthma’ for ‘ist As

tiker’): f | |
22) Er ist Lehrer/Ingenieur ;’PolitikerfSﬂzia,list-f?&terj_Brlefmarkeni;hﬂth
( sammler{Hobbyjdger/Irinker (i.e. alcot.olic)Spieler (i.e. gambler) Asth-
matiker,

This ‘ambiguous’ use of the indefinite article is yerhaps ht;tter th:;ui f;i‘ ;; ;i

-referring use, the nominal being a gene?al term. There a | :
e reiled [—l—speciﬁc] but ambiguous, ‘unidentified” (so-called [T-dﬁﬁlll fi] uﬁﬂar
E(E; {:isn Strawson, 1950 (1968:83)) ksum:l‘f‘:laﬂ. ,t!' Ean:if::sz; :iadiji go;it;,r:lr;;i 3

i j but further identificat: isid

;ifflrilelajgi?zi:e;fzzzt}l;non-identifyir,g referer.ces @a.y be E&l(.]li to be p;"ﬂ I:g[:}:
tically unambiguous for the speaker but pragmat.ma,lly lg?;ﬁgmi m?ot ';e
hearer; a detailed pragmatic rather than semantic exp

given here, however.

3.3. Contexi-sensilivity

If one or more arguments are absent, there can be_po valu;: as:;genn;eerjﬂl::lys
the function. Examples have been given adf various .I}ulnts}unkfard ;f Pmblem
' dings, and, taken at face value, thm. is precisely the kin p e
Eul:thea ; ; Principle was designed to delimit; the case which 1131::;31: readily
Whl'Ch Ftl:}ei?iid ig that of truth value gaps due to Sill’lplE.'J preau.ppumtmn fa;l;l;"e
aprﬁg:lgn the opacity discussion in §3.1 ')'. Outside tlfe 1:!:11mt?:d1f1.te_s?{}tpe Fvie::
{Ilf_i' ipl d considerably more interestir.g from tLe lirguistic point of vie
PCanmPEE, &TGSI) are absent but recoverable argument names, 1.e. elthpm?,, .
'Evh;?ller ’zvertly ;untext-determined by anapl c-ra;luf ?a?ﬁuﬂﬁfﬂ,‘ :Irn %?gitils ;
db general conventions of other type's a8 w1?h referen ._Yy o0 e
]::::Ejecti of. Jack's eating (something), or imperatives, as in (You{wr
’9"—"“1 i“ziginal and anecdotal, case in which presupposition failure is 80 hf}
times deliberat’:el}* used in a natura?l lar.gu: ge'cigltelx:e ]:J:;ay I‘I:IJ::E-,E sle;:a:; Bq,hﬁg“
counts as ‘permitted’ verbal deceptions on April Fools™ Day. ke s
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only permitted verbal deceptions are those based on presupposition failure
not on assertion of a falsehood: this is true of the West Riding of Yorkahire’
where I grew up. One could say, for instance, Look out of the window!, or What’.;
thatt and, if the addressee looked and there was nothing there, exclaim April
Jool! Should he protest But there's nothing there, you liar! the standard escape
would be I never said there was, did I It was considered unfair to assert some-
thing falsely, as in Look, there’s a circus just gotng past! In many places the
r'.ules of the game appear to be less rigid, and falsehood rather than presuppo-
sition failure is permitted. In German, where the ritual unmasking phrase
April, April! ia used, similar considerations apply.
. Tha-. most import it property of solutions for cases in which arguments or
argument names are lacking is, as has already been noted, sensitivity to con-
text: the remaining arguments, or an additionally adduced contextual argu-

ment, are ut lised in order to recover the ‘missing’ information. Thig approach

may perhaps be seen as an attempt to bridge thLe divide between contextnal

and non-contextual theories of meaning. One special area which may be exa- -

mined with this strategy in mind is that of speech act idioms.

Sadock (1974) sugges ed that amongst the indirect speech acts two types
may be“dist' nguished which have the properties of idioms and metay hors
rs;apectively Hig coneey t on of idiomaticity is not entirely explidit; it ig partly
diackronic, with idioms (his example is down i the dumps) nfiginating in the
metaphorical use of a loci.t'on which in time because its fixed mea-ning. Syn-

chronically, the tred ‘ional definition by denial of Frege’s Principle (ef. §2)

Beems to be implied by the formulition ‘aspects of semantic structure can be
idiosynerat'cally substituted for to form idioms’. A synchronic distinction
between met1phor and idiom is ascribed to the syntactic frozenness of idioms in
'mnfirarst to the syntact'e freedoms available to metaphors. Sadock shows that
the ind rect speech act type Will you shut the window is more ‘frozen’ than the
Pypﬂ When will you shut the window, each being superficially ambi.guuus though
mtem:ied a8 requests. The quéstion which ariges here is whether the n’ntiun of
meaning used in Frege’s Prineiple ecan be stretched to cover locutionary force:
With explicit performatives there is no problem: meaning and illocutionary
foree coincide, It seems to me that the answer to the question for other speech
act types must be negative, since the only relatively explicit attempt to
cha:ra.cterise illocutionary force (Searle, 1969) is clearly a pragmatic theory
which refers to speaker, hearer, normal mmputfoutput conditions, and other
contextual factors. Both ‘gpeech act idioms’ and ‘speech act metaphors’ are
explainable as being sensitive to context, the idiom eriterion of “frozenness’
!:)Eing s;,r{ltaetic stereotypy rather than semantic idinmaticity. Searle (1976) has
also eriticised Sadock’s view, pointing out that there are other kinds of locu-
tion which would qualify as speech act idioms in a stricter sense; an example
would be How about a coffee break? Indirect speech acts, whether stereotvpic or
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not, share with other violations of Frege’s Principle the preperty of smbiguity;
the addition of a contextual argt ment to tke function (specifisble in an &1 pro-
priate theory of conversational ellipsis, cf. Grice’s ‘conversational implicature’,
1975) makes this kind of violation of the principle soluble by analogy with
treatmer.t of other kinds. -

3.4. Vagueness

Next to ambiguity, vagueness in natural langueges has been most frowned

on by logicians and is perhaps the most general kind of violation of Frege's
Principle. Vagueness amounts to not being able to give boundary criteria for
membership of a set: where does acquaintanceship stop and friendship begin. or
(assuming the scale is a simple one) where does friendship stop and love
begin? Or, to take an example from relative terms with more conerete domains,
when does an object cease to be warm and become hot? Vagueness (indetermi-
nacy, fuzziness) was pointed out as a problem for linguistic semantics by
‘Bolinger (1961; 1965), and the removal of natural language vagueness by
‘analysis’ or ‘explication’ was part of the programme of the constructiviatie
branches of analytic philosopby. It has received much attention by logicians and
lingnistic semanticisis in the past two decades (cf. Lewis (1972) and the survey
and elaboration in Eikmeyer and Rieser (1978}). Vagueness should not be
confused with ambiguity, where tke cloice between membership of two sets is
determinate, or with Lyperonymy (generality), as with if was an animal vs,
¢t was ¢ mole, TLere are vegueness markers in many areas of language, from
degree sadverbs (about, fatrly, somewhal, &c.), to the natural existential
quantifiers (some, many, most, &c.) and metacommunicative parentheces
like...or something, you know, &e., or dummy nouns (e.g. thingummy). Structu-
ral vagueness, or ‘squishes’ (e.g. ‘nouniness’ from proper names to de-senten-
tial NPs), will not be considered here. |

For contrastive semantics, some of the greatest problems to do with
vagueness occur in word semantics, particularly in tte fact that different -
vocabularies {whetker different tecknical registers of tke seme largusge, or
different dialects and langusges) not only ‘slice up’ the world in different ways,
they also anchor the words tkey contain at different points on various semantic
scales such as those of magnitude, generality, and vsgueness, which represent
possible parametrisations for the ‘adequate matchirg’ problem of §2.

A siitable illustration may be found in English political, with relatively
restricted collocability, in contrast to German politisch whick may be collocated
in compounds with a wide variety of terms referring to different aspects of
gocial structure for which a government may feel itself responsible: familien-
politisch, aussenpolitisch, kirchenpolitisch, verkehrspolitisch, steuerpclitisch,
parteipolitisch, &c., of which only the last has a close cognate in English. The
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borders are further delimited in English by policy vs

dEubi:?ua bilingua! c%-iteria,, that German Politik is ambiguous. As any teacker of
n'%h?h @ﬁws', 113.13 often hard to persuade German stvdents of this ‘al-mbi-
guity’, which is in fact a complex distinction of generality, vegueness and

ambiguity. It would be too complex a task to explicate thLe relation of va-

gueness to context-sensitivity Lere; a detailed analysis on such lines is given by

politics, implying, by

Eikmeyer and Rieser (1978).
4. Conspectus and conclusions

_ ' . . 5 ;
t Freg: ! Prfnm;)le was used m the preceding sections to provide a backeloth

~ to & systematisation of some problems of contrastive semantics, in particul
ambiguity, idiomaticity and contextual recoverability of meajnir ; ;‘F] : it
formal eontrastive perspective was provided by tke field of t-rﬂ,nslai:ii. (;e of
tfm methmzlolog.ical points raised at tke beginning of tte paper was whle]ﬁ ;:Z}?f
:}nn.of;l a violation of Frege’s Pl:inciple provided a unified domain of inv;astfg;

ion; the f:qmplementary, domain, that of Frege’s Principle itself does provid

such a, llI:LlﬁEd f:iomain with respect to the ‘clear cases’ of semantics. In trecﬂnh:
of the discussion of particular types of possible violation of the prim;ipleg it
appeared that the key to this point was the notion of context-sensitivity: a kind
of .cc_mte?ctlual ‘re-Fregeanisation’ was suggested for the interpretation };f &a, 1;}1'
guities, l'dmms, opaque contexts and vegue contexts. Tle inductive F ek
t;_rp.e of interpretation may be illustrated by means of the structural r‘igeml

(231), and that of contextual interpretation by means of schema { 23*;}?‘3 i

(23) i. i

5 .

% A
7N
B c

}'11 {23,%) the meaning of 4 is assigned as a function of the meanings of B and O
in {23ii) the meaning of 4 is assigned as a function of the meanirlg: of B Bgfl {fi
E; the ?chemat& may be Hlustrated with reference to exa,mplensg(‘?i) E,I;.d 3;1
respectively, where the unacceptability reading of prepositions Jeel oil I i (tll: : |
"ﬁmt case does not hold in the (opaque) metalinguistic context the aentefcen 'i
;?::gtuffy a-baz:ard. In E!{Gh cages the interpretation function has to r-e;:h
e jm&;:l -eyclma} dcmain of application in order to provide a reading for

The notion of context wag systematically used in the Katz & Fodor theﬁry |
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of semantic interpretation (1963; 1972) for the specific purpose of disambigua-
tion. Their use of context was strictly Fregean, however: withir the domain 4,

" O was taken as a context for the possible readings of B; in Weinreich’s theory

of idioms a central point was mutual selection of B readings by € and of C
readings by B (1966). Oddity of the reading for 4 resulted from incompatibility
of the readings for B and €. This kind of context-sensitivity may be termed
local context-sensitivity. In sckema (7ii), on the other hand, a different kind of
context-sensitivity is involved, which may be termed non-local context-sen- .

- gitivity. The suggestibn may therefore be made that it is just such & notion of

non-local context-sensitivity of semantic interpretation which characterises
the various violations of Frege's Principle. This suggestion cannot be taken
further here, but it seems likely that some problems of domain-bounding which
lie on the borders of syntax and semantics and which have received considerable
attention within generative lirguistics in recent years (cf. Koster 1978;
Chomsky 1981) have more than a superficial structural similarity to the
problems of violation of Frege’s Principle which have been discussed here, and
that the notions of local and non-local context-sensitivity may provide a con-
ceptual bridge between the two areas. If this is 80, then a generalised notion of
locality as postulated here must be explicated, as a next step, in terms of
possible well-defined domains: subcategorisational, clausal, sentential and
discourse domains, each relevant for a subset of violations of Fregean semantic
interpretation,

The Katz and Fodor theory may be taken ag a point of orientation for the
aspect of translation, too, despite the reservations which have been expressed
on many sides about the structure and scope of the theory, and turning into
a virtue one criticism which Lewis (1972:169) made: - |

Sewmantic markers are symbols: items in the vocabulary of an artificial language we.
may call Semantic Markerese. Semanéic interpretation by means of them amounts merely
to a transiation algorithm from the object language o the auxiliary language Markerese.

Critics of the theory overlook the model-theoretic intentions of Katz and Fodor
(1968:183); the realisation of tlese is not immune from criticism but does -
indieate a possible line of investigation for translation theory which is not
unrelated to earlier work on idioms in the context of translation by Bar-Hillel
(1955), who was later one of thLe strongest critics of the Katz and ¥odor ap-
proach. Dictionary entries (cof. also Katz, 1972) are sets of functions {i.e. sets
of ‘paths’) from words to sets of semantic components (markers, distinguisk ers,
disjunctions of local context-restrictions) and projection rules are functions
from pairs (in a binary P-marker) of sets of components to sets of components,
the projection functions take local context-sensitivity into account. This
formulation makes clear both the model-theoretic character of the tleory and
the import of Lewis™ description: intensions in the Katz & Fodor theory are
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paths and projection rules; extensions’ are sets of components. If, as with
Lewis, the markers are given linguistic ratter then some othker ontological
status, then we have an elementary and inexplicit model theory interpreted as
a translation theory. If, as Katz & Fodor presumably intended, they have

model may be associated with, for

some other kind of status, then the semantic
instance, a psychologistic ontology.

The ontological issue is not of central importance in linguistic semantics,
however, though it is certainly in need of more clarification than it generally
gets. The most appropriate stance for a linguist on this issue is probably that of
the agnostic. If a semantic theory makes it possible to state problems and
seek solutions in such areas as translation, or idiomaticity and other areas
where Frege’s Principle is violated, or in developing a useful notion of context

in semantic interpretation, then this is justification enough. Ontological

issues need not be too worrying; indsed, the linguigt might derive comfort
from the fact that these problems are not completely solved either in the Tar-
skian or Carnapian leaps between formal and material modes of speech, or
between state descriptions and states, in logical semantics itself.

Postscript

The first version of this paper waa presented in Boszkowo, Poland in May 1979;
eredit for whatever improvements thers may be in this version is due to those who con-

tributed eritical interventions on that occasion, particularly Bob Boreley, and to Thomas
Gardner, for innumerable extensive discussiong,
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