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Abstract

A number of tests used by linguists to distinguish ambiguity
from lack of specification are described and illustratedf=§T%%===
brief eritical commentary. The tests appeal to semantic, syntactic,
and pragmatic principles. Special attention is given to tests using
transformations whose applicability depends upon identity of sense;
these tests can help to decide the status of examples for which
other tests give no evidence. But there is a c¢lass of cases where
the identity tests predict ambiguity, even though common sense (and
tests not involving identity of sense) says that these cases involve
special yses of sentences, not meaning proper, and other tests for
ambiguity agree. These cases are characterized, and their anomslous
behavior is explained on the grounds thet they require suspension

of t?e sincerity prineciple of conversation {(that one means what one
says).

1. Background.
‘The notion of ambiguity plays a fundamental role in syntactic

argunentation. Indeed, much recent discussion turns on whether
parg}cular examples are or are not ambigucus, and if they are, in
what way. The existence of a rule of neg-Transportation depends
ultimately on whether sentences like

(1) I don't think she's bald.

are ambiguous (between a reading like that of It's not the case that
T think she's bald and one like that of I think she's not bald) and
the treatment of sentence types and speech acts involves a decision
about how many reedings examples like

{2) Why don't you ask her for help?

have (question and suggestion, in this case). The cases can be
listed for pages: phrasal conjunction, tough Movement, Psych Movement,
sloppy identity, referential opacity, and s¢ on. In each case,

the question i$ how many underlying {or semantic) representations
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shoild be assigned to = particular example;Jif‘there are two or
more, then transformational rules neutralizing these underlying
"distinctions must be posited. S o

The choice is between ambiguity, several underlying syntactic
(or semantic) regresentatiﬁﬁgfz%%fs%ij and (2) and similar examples,2
and a single representation corresponding to different states of
affeirs.3 This second situstion has been called generality (Quine
1960:125-32), vegueness (G. Lakoff 1970) and indefiniteness of
reference (Weinréleh 1966:412), though neutrality, upmarkedness,
and lack of specification would be equally good terms. The sentence

(3} My sister is the Ruritanian Secretary of State.

is unspecifiedh (general, indefinite, unmarked, vague, neutral)
with respect to vhether my sister ig older or younger than I am,
whether she acceded to her post recently or some time ago, vhether
the post is hers by birth or by merit, whether it hes an indefinite
tenure or will cesse at some specific future time, vhether she is
right-handed or left-handed, and so con.

On the other hand, examples like

(4) They sew her duck.’
{(5) He cooked her goose.

are clearly ambiguous; they must be anssigned two quite different
semantic structures. Many other examples are not at all clear on
first inspeetion. For these, lingulsts have developed a collection
of tests thet separate the clear caseg of ambiguity from the clear
cases of lack of specification, and so c¢an be extended, tentatively
at least, to the problematic examples. Like &1l grammatical tests
{those for constituency, category membership, and the like}, these
fail to apply in some situations, and they sometimes give unclear’
answers. Hevertheless, their range of applicability is wide enough
to make it worthwhile for us to give a list of the tests in common
use by syntacticians,

Qur aim hereb is primarily descriptive of current practice,
rather than prescriptive, although ve heve tuken some care to
exemine lines of argumentastion eritically. It should be noted that
grammaticel tests In genersl, and ambiguity teasts in particular,
reflect the theory within vhich they are framed, so thet we often
find it appropriaite to discuss the rationale behind particular tests -
(see especially sections 1.2.1, 1.2.2, and 1.3.3). Moreover, since
the tests are not theory-neutral, they can be seen es giving insight
into the central assumptions of the theories used by generative
grammariens; occasionslly, as in section 1.3.3, we consider meta-~
theoretical 1ssues arising from the connection between theory and test,
though such issues are not our main concern here.

1.2, Semantic tests. |
It will not do, of course, to argue that a sentence iz ambiguous
by characterizing the dlfference between two understandings.
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Sentence (3), for instance, isn't many-ways ambiguous Just because
we can perceive many distinct classes of contexts in which it
would be appropriate, or because we can indicate many understandings
by parsphrases. A difference in understanding is & necessary, but
not a sufficient, condition for ambigulty.
Wevertheless, philosophers perenially argue for ambiguities
on the basis of & difference in understanding slone, and even lipguists
are not immune. Thus, Zwicky 1969 maintains that

(6) Melvin became as tall as any of his cousins.
(7) Melvin became tmller than the average Ohioan.
(8) Melvin became the tallest linguist in America.

have two semantic representations each, one 'in which Melvin changes,
one in which other circumstances change so that Melvin's relative
heizht changes' (293)--but without any support heyond the articulation
of this difference in understanding.

In certoin circumstances, however, some evidence as to ambignity
or the lack of it can be obtained from observations about semantics.
The following subsections treat three such rases.

1.2.1. Appesls to semantic differentise.

Sentences~~like (3)--that are unspecified with respect to scme
distinction have otherwise quite similer understandings, so that the
distinction in question must be the sort of thing that languages
could plasusibly fail to specify. Conseguently, the burden of proof
falls on anyone who insists that v»ntences like (%) mnd (5) are
unspecified rather than ambiguous, Take (L4). The distinction between
the two understandings 1s thet between two understandings of the
object phrase her duck--a certaln sort of bird belonging to a woman
and a certain kind of action performed by a woman. First, we know
of no language in which there is a regular, formal indication of
Just the difference between the understandings of {4). This argues
either that we have either o luck of specifiecation or an unsystematic
ambiguity. But, second, the twe understandings of (4) have little
in common, so that a lack of specification is implausible.

The first argument refers to the plausibility of systematic
ambiguity: if & distinetion in understanding is a2 systematic ambiguity
in some laenguage, then that distinction is potentially realizable
by a formel mark in some other language:9 conversely, a distinction
not formally reslizable is either o systemetic lack of specification
or an unsystematic ambiguity. If languages don't formally mark the
distinction between some sort of bird belonging to a woman and some
sort of action performed by a woman, then this difference of under-
standing in eny particular language (like English) is either =
systemetic, that is general, failure ¢ specify the difference between
sorts of birds belonging to & woman end actions performed by & woman,
or else it is an {unsystematic) ambiguity.

The second argument refers to the plausibility of lack of
spegcification: if some distinction in understanding is s systematically
unspecified in language, then it must be a simple distinction. 0
This argument is customarily used in a negative form, as above:
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distant and complex semantic differentime point to ambiguity rather
than lack of specification.ll '

Hote thet from the facts that & particular semantic differentis
is simple and that it is formally marked in some lenguage, we can
conclude fothing about the status of this distinction for any
particular example in any language; both lack of specification and
systematic ambiguity are consistent with these facts. Por instance,
from the facts (a) that the older sister/younger sister understandings
of (3) differ minimally, and {b) that there are languazes that mark
this difference formally (by different suffixes, or by a series of
different lexieel items, smy), the strongest conclusion that can be
drawn is that it is not implausible that the difference in under-
standing is &an ambiguity; but these fmets are consistent with both
lack of specificastion and ambiguity. The fzet that age differences,
sex differences, specificity in noun phrases, inclusivity in plural
pronouns, factivity in complement clauses, and so on are formelly
marked in some languages tells us nothing about the status of particulsr
exemples in English; we are not entitled to dismiss a elaim of ambiguity
out of hand, but the plausibility of the differentiame doesn't choose
between embiguity and lack of specification.

This caveat sbout appeals to differentiae holds even within a
lenguage. Thanks to the fact that English distinguishes & set of
lexical items that are mesculine (mam, boy, king, etec.) from
ecorresponding items that are feminine (woman, girl, aueen, etc.)
and the fact that English pronominal reference systematically
distinguishes between mesculine and feminine, the differentis
masculine/feminine plays & part in the semantic system of English.
But from this we can conclude nothing about the status of lexieal

tems like person, actor, chairman, secretery, dog, or goose, all
of which can be understood as either masculine or feminine; the
existence of & systematic distinction elsewhere in English says only
that a claim of ambiguity for such items it not implausible, but it
doesn't tell us whether any one of them is or is not ambiguous.

It will be useful here to give some terms for two familisr types
of distinetion in understanding: polar opposites and privative
opposites. Two understandings U and Up are polsr opnosites with
respect to some sementic feature F if they are identical except that
Uy can be represented as having +F where Up has -F, or the reverse.
Mother and father have understandings that are polar opposites with
respect to a gender feature. VUj end Up are privative opposites 3
with respect to F if Uy can be represented as being identical to Up
except that Uy includes some specification for F which is lacking
in Us. Parent and mother have understandings that are privative
opposites with respect to a gender festure; so do the techmnical
term dog 'male canine' and the ordinary-language term dog ‘'cenine’.

Note that polar opposites are contradictory, while ome privative
opposite (the more specific understanding) implies the other (the
more general understanding). As we shall see in later sections,
the logiec of privative opposites makes it difficult to distinguish
ambiguity from lack of specification whenever & privative opposition
is in guestion.
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1.2.2. Contradiction.

One way of detecting an ambzguity between privative opposites
uses the fact that one sementic representation is more specific than
the other., As a result, it should be possible to assert the general
while denying the snec1f1c without contradiction. 'To see this,
compare

(9) That's a dog.

vhich our intuitions (an@ all standard dictionaries) would suggest
is awbiguous, with

(16) That's a lion.

where we have no such intwitions (nor do dictionaries). Asserting
the general while denying the specific gives us, respectively:

(11) That's & dog, but it isa't a dog.lh
(12} 7That's a lion, but it isn't a 1lion.15

or, in a aimple sentence:

(13) Thet dog isn't a dog.
(1%) ?That lion isn't a lion.

Observe that (11) and (13) are not contradictions, while (12} and
{14) are; =dditional informetion brings this out:

(15) That dog isn't a dog; it's & bitch.
(16) ?That lion isn't a lion; it's a lioness.

Example (15) can be understood as asserting that some animal is &
canine but not & male canine, in fact that it is female, This
possibility depends on dog having two semantic representations. (16),
on the other hand, is = contradiction, which indicates that there is
no way to assert one understanding of (lO) and deny &nother. Even
supplying the specific difference in understanding, as in (16), will
not help. It is not, of course, necessary tc give the appearance

of paradox, as in (ll)—(lé), to test for ambiguity by investigeting
conbradiction, It is sufficient to assert the general understanding
and supply meterinl that implies the. denial of the specific under-
standing, as in

(X7) That isn't a dog; it's = bitch.
(18) ?That isn't a lion; it's a lioness.

or

{19) That's a bitch, not a dog.
{20) ?That's a lioness, not a lion.



1.2.3. Inctonstancy under substitution,
Other ‘things being equal; synonyms, near-synonyms, and {(in
general) semantieally related lexical items have similar privileges
of occcurrence. In Engligh, must and have to, chrysanthemuyn and
flower, bull and cow can be expected to ‘cccur in pretty much the
same linguistic environments. If there is an environment in which
only one of & pair can oceur, and if this difference in d:stribution
can't be attributed either to such meaning differences as are present
in the items or to simple exceptionality, then we should suspect
that the environment includes a&n idion involving one of the items.
This test can be used to support arguments from implausible
differentise {as in section 1.2.1). Thus, we expect that (5) is
ambiguous rather then unspecified, since the distinetion between the
praparation for eating of z fowl belonging to = woman, and the
irretrievable undoing or ruining of a women is not the sort of thing
lenguages fail to specify. Also, substituting bake for its hypernym
cook, or swan for goose, eliminates one of the two understandings of
(57—

(21) Fe baked her goose.
(22) He cooked her swan.

--and this inconstancy of (5) under substitution supports the argument
from implausible differentise by poigtlng to an idiem in (5)
involving the words cook and goose,
Similar arguments from inconsteney of substitution are given
by Sadock 1972 in support of the cleims that all of the following
ere ambiguous rather than unspecified:17

{23) That was a grest idea.

(2k) You bet it's cold.

(25) wnhy don't you feed the emun?

{26) What was the name of Poul Revere's horse?

Sadock also gives the reverse argument, that constancy of
understanding under substitution indicstes lack of specification
rather then ambiguity, with reference to

(27) 'That was & brilliant idea,

{understood either literally or sarcestically}, in contrast to

{23) (with great understood either like excellent or important).
However, the appeal to constancy of substitution is valid only

insofer as we are not prepared to countenance systematic ambipuities

in the lexicon. There are three alternatives: (a) each positive
evaluative adjective (brilliant, smart, clever, good, intelligent,
neat, enlightening, etc.) has two sementic representations associated
with 14, but these representations are related by & 'lexical
implicatzon rule'—--a case where "the existence of one lexical item
implies the existence of another' (McCawley 1968:130); (b) there

iz a transformational reletion between sentences with one understanding
of (27) and those with the other understanding (like the transformational
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relation that has been asserted bétween the inchoative and causative
understandings of verbs like codl, melt, burn, freeze, etc., as in
G. Lakoff 1970a:32-43); or {c) there are double semantic repre-
sentations for the entire class of positive evaluative adjectives,
without any statement at all in our grammatical description of
English about the relationship between the two ¢lasses of semantic
representations. For (27), a transformational relation is unlikely,
since there is no independent motivation for it, and simply to posit
double semantic representations leaves a generalization uncaptured
by any prineiple of grammer. Consequently, a lexical implication
rule {(if we are willing to admit such rules) would be the only way
to save the position that (27) and similar examples are ambiguous
rather than unspecified.

Note that if there is other evidence indicating that (27) is
wunspecified rather than ambiguous, an argument from constancy of
substitution is godd supporting evidénce. Standing slone, however,
constancy of substitution merely makes & claim of laeck of specificaticn
plausibdble.

1.3. Syntactic teztsg.

A number of types of tests for ambiguity use syntactic evidence.
The assumption here is that, other things being equal, sentences
with two distinct syﬁgactlc structures alsc have two distinet .
semantic structures.

1.3.1. Intersection of patterns.

A syntactic test closely related %to inconstancy under substitution
uses the fact that smbiguous sentences often exhibit two different
structures, each of which is visible in unambiguous ex&mples.lg This
test has been discussed by Hockett 1954 and is emphasized by Kooi)
19T1. To argue thet {b) is ambiguous rather than vague, we adduce
unamblguous sentences like

{SPETIOW,

(28) They saw her turkey

(29) They saw her {¥&ndery
orate

(30) They saw {2§m} duck.
his
(31) They saw {oup) duck.

(32) They saw her duck down into the cellar.
{(33) They saw her huge duck.

Exemples (28) and (29) suggest that duck belongs to two different
syntactic classes, ¥ and V, while (30) and (31) suggest that her
belongs to two different syntactic classes, Objective Pronoun “and
Genitive Pronoun. These differences in category are also illustrated
in (32) and (33), which can be used to argue that her duck in one
wnderstanding of (4) is an NP, in the other an NP Iheri followed by
a VP (duck). Taken together, the"e observationa sugpest that (L)
represent.s two different surface syntactic patterns, which happen



(by accident) to intersect:

(34) /S\\ | (33) 8
LP YP NP VP
. _ ,ff“’h‘x\_
Y NP VP v Ne
[
Objective V . Det N
Proncun I
Genitive
Pronoun

The elaim that two understandings represent different patterns
can sometimes be supported by sentences in which both patterns occur
as parallel constructions. If these sentences ar€ Erammatical, and
not semantically redundent, they give evidence that the constructions
are indeed different. This is the major line of argument21 Chomsky
1965:101 gives for the ambiguity of

(36) He decided on the boat.

He notes that the two constructions realized in (36)«~NP V+Particle
NP and P VP Preposition+NP--can oceur together:

(37) He decided on the boat on the boat.
1.3.2. Speeial distribution.

A test that will not work generslly is that of adding material
to sentences to force one understanding. It won't do to cleim that

{38) She wore a sweater.

is ambiguous between understandings inmcluding 'colored sweater' and
'white sweater' on the grounds that it is 'disembigusted' by the
addition of the modifier colored or white. If (38) is merely
unspecified, the added materiel will supply the necessary semantic
content, and if (38) is embiguous, the added material will gelect
the necessary semantic content. That is, the extra elements fail
to distinguish between amgiguous and unspecified examples.

Despite its inapplicability in general, the appeal to added
material ('cooccurrence restrictions') is quite common in the
literature. For instance, Sadock 1972 supports his claim that (24)
is embiguous rather than unspecified by saying that ‘it occurs
unambiguously in contexts whic¢h exclude one or the other meaning'
(333}, citing

(39) You bet it's cold but you didn't say it was.
(Lp) You bet.it's cold, so why didn't you wager it.

But if (24) is unspecified with respect to whether it's an expression
of the speaker's agreement with a statement of the addressee'’s or a
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report of & wager, the sdded materizl in (39) and (0) would simply
supply enough information to exclude one of these understandings;
and if (2b4) is ambiguous (as indicated by other tests}, the added
material selects one semantic representation in each example.
The added material tells us nothing about the status of (2h).
However, in especially fortunate circumstances—--when the
distribution of the sdded material is restricted in ways that are
not explicable on semantic grounds alone--this test can give real
evidence.
For example, there is a well-known double understanding displayed
by nominals such as

(41) the shooting of the hunters

Here hunters can be understood either as msgent or patient. Notice
that on either understanding the phrase describes an occurrence
and can therefore appropriately take point-time adverbiasls. Example

(k2) the shooting of the hunters last week

still has both understandings. Furthermore, on either understanding,
prenomingl modifiers are permitted:

(43} the illegal shooting of the hunters

But prenominal modifiers related to voint-time adverbials succeed in
eliminating one understanding of such phrases;

(L) last week's shooting of the hunters:

has only the understanding where hunters is the direet object of
shooting. Therefore, since the agentive understanding of (44) is

not ruled out on semantic grounds--that is, it is not contradictory--
some structursl difference must be imputed to the source of (L1) on
the sgentive understanding and its source on the patient under-
standing, so that the grammer caen correctly associsfe the genitive
time adverbial with one of these and not the other.

It is characteristic of good speciml distribution arguments
that they use arbitrary features of the syntax of a language. The
restriction on genitive time adverbials appears to be an idio-
syncracy of English. The same is true of the distributiaon of post-
nominal else as reviewed in Zwicky (to appear) and various phenomena
surveyed in Sadock 1972--the obligatory absence of that in (2h),
the location of stress in (24) and (25), postposed please in (26),
and expletive the heck ete. inside wh-phrases in (225 It is not
necessary to heve an explanation for the special distributions of
these items; we need only be satisfied that the distributions don't
follow entirely from what the items mean. However, since the arbitrary
aspect of special distribution arguments is essential, there will
often fail to be pertinent items to detect reel ambiguities in a
language. The existence of an item whose distribution is in part
arbitrary and in part dependent upon the presence of a particular
element of semantic representation is a happy accident.
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1.3.3. Transformationsl potential.

The previous two types of syntactic tests can be used by
linguists of meny persuasions. These lines of argumentation would
be accepteble to traditional grammarians, structuralists, and
transformationalists alike. However, they have quite restricted
domains. Intersection-~of-pattern arguments can deteect only those
ambiguities that are menifested in surface syntactic differences--
immediate constituent division and membership in syntactic categories.
Special distribution arguments can detect ambiguities with no surface
syntactic reflexes, but only in a few lucky cases. There are more
sensitive--and more theory-bound--tests, which can be extended to
some of the many problematic examples not amenable to the other
tests. These widely used tests call ypon transformational operations
to detect mmbiguities.

The argument goes as follows: if the semantic representations
for certain sentences lack specification of some piece of meaning,
then the applicability of transformations to them cannot possibly
depend on whether or not this piece of meaning is present. If =
sentence is unspecified with respect to some distinction, this lack
of specification must be preserved by every transformational
operation. But if a sentence is ambiguous, then it is possible for
a transformetion to apply in some, but not all, of the cases, so
that the effect of the transformation is to eliminate one or more
understandings of the sentence.

' For instance, no transformation applied to structures containing
the structure of (3) affects the multiple understandings of (3):

(L) Is my sister the Ruritanian Secretary of State?

{46) What my sister is is the Ruritsnian Secretary of
State.

(47) My sister is the Ruritanian Secretary of State,
isn't she?

(48) My sister, (who is) the Ruritanian Secretary of
State, is a turophile.

(49) I ¥new my sister to be the Ruritanian Secretary
of Stsate,

gre all consistent with my sister's being yvounger or older than I
am, with her having acceded to the post recently or long ago, and
s0 on. On the other hand, the understandings of (L) are affected
by some transformations:

(50) Her duck was seen by them.
(51) It was her duck that they saw.
(52) Her duck, which they saw, had a bright green head.

have only one of the two understandings of (4). This indicates
thet (L) is ambiguous, while (3) is unspecified.

An argument from transformational potential requires an
independently motivated transformation, of course, Just as a specisgl
distribution argument requires en element whose distribution is not
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completely predictable from its meaning. It would not do to eclaim
that

{53) Susan and Matilda talked.

is ambiguous between a sententizl conjunction understanding and a
phrasal conjunction understanding on the grounds that the rule of
Conjunct Movement eliminates one understanding. It is true that

{(54) Susan talked with Matilda.

has only one of the understandings of (53). But it is the very
relationship between (53) and (5k) that motivates the rule of
Conjunet Movement in the first plece. Unless there is independent
evidence for Conjunct Movement, it cannot be used to argue for the
ambiguity of (53).23

The structure of argumenis from transformational potential is,
in fact, even more complex. Consider s familiser sort of example:

{55) We expected that the psychosemanticist would
examine George.
{56) Ve expected the psychosemanticist tc examine George.

The question is whether (55) is ambiguous as to who is the object of
our expectations, the psychosemanticist or George, or whether it is
wnspecified. Sentence (55) has both understandings, sentence (56)
only the former. We can cone¢lude from these observations that

if (i) Reising doesn't 'change meaning',

and if (ii} the applicability of Railsing depends only upon
its input structures, or at least upon some set
of syntactic structures or semantic representations,

and if (iii) there is independent evidence for the transforma-
tional rule of Raising,

then either (iv) (355) has two syntactic structures, and Raising
applies to only ome of them,

or (v) (55) and (56) have somewhat different syntactic
structures, being relsted as privative opposites,
and Raising applies only to the structure of (56).

Let us take these clauses one by one.

First, if some transformations can 'change meaning', then it
is possible that Raising is such & transformation. It might be that
applying Raising to (55) 'changes the focus' and yields (56).
Unless we can argue on independent grounds that Raising is not a
meaning-changing transformation, the difference in understanding
between (55) and (56) sheds no light on the ambiguity issue. 1In
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theories that prohibit meaning-changing transformations, the
understandings of (55) end (56) must bear on this issue, subject
to the following qualification.

Second, if the applicability of some transformations depends
upon material not in semantic or syntactie structures--if, for
instance, the applicability of some transformations depends upon
purely pragmatic considerations--then it is possible that Raising
is such & transformation. It might be that the applicability of
Reizing to (55) depends upon who the speaker of (55) has in mind.
Unless we can argue on independent grounds that Raising is not
dependent on pragmatic consideraticns, the difference in under-
standing between (55) and (56) sheds no light on the ambiguity
issue. In thecries that prohibit pragmatically conditioned trans-
formations, the understandings of (55} and (56) must bear on this
issue, subjJect to the previgus qualification.

It follows that in relstively unconstrained syntactic theories—-
those sllowing meaning-changing trensformetions or pregmatically
conditioned transformations--it is very difficult, if not Impossible,
to apply ambigulty tests using dransformationasl potentiel. In fact,
theories permitting pragmatically conditioned transformetions alse
make difficult the tests from intersection of patierns and specirl
distribution, since in such theories pragmatic considerations might
have influences at any level of grammer. Since we are treating
normel argumentation, in which transformational potential is taken
to be significant, we continue this discussion by assuming a
constrained syntactie theory.

Third, 1%t must be established on independent grounds that
there is a rule of Reising. If there is no evidence for Raising,
or if arguments for Raising are besed entirely upon the relation
in understanding between (55) and {%6), then facts involving
Raising don't lead to any clear result about the ambiguity of (55).

If all the preceding conditions are satisfied, we are still entitled
only to one of two conclusions: either that {55) is ambiguous by
virtue of having two distinct syntactic structures, or that (55)
has & somewhat simpler synteetic structure than (56}, the difference
in structure being the element that conditions Raising for (56).

For if Raising can't be demonstrated to map the structure of (55)
into the structure of (56}, or if the only evidence that Reising
performs this mepping comes from the realtion between (55) and (56),
then {mgain) facts involving Reising don't lead to any clear result
gbout the embiguity of (55). We can posit different structures for
(55) and (56}, parallel to current analyses of interrogatives,
negatives, imperatives, passives, and the like.

Arguments for ambigulty then depend very much on arguments for
the form of transformational rules., Well-established rules like
wh~Question Movement provide an excellent basis for transformational
potential arguments. Rules like Passive and Raising are less
useful, because the examples we are most Interested in are Just
those that are crucial in deciding the form of the rules.

A few words on arguing for lack of specificstion by means of
transformetional potentisl: such arguments are ex silentio;
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to claim that a particular exemple is unspecified, oh the basis

of transformational potential, is only to claim thet we know of

no transformations that eliminate one of the understandings of

the example (as in the discussion of (3) earlier in this section).

Arguing in this way is suggestive, though not (of course) deecisive.
We now turn to an especislly interesting subclass of trans-

formationel potential tests.

1.3.4. Identity tests.

These use certain rules that refer to identity of constituents--
pronominalization and deletion rules requiring identity of senge
{rather than identity of reference). The utility of Conjunction
Reduction for this purpose has been recognized in generative grammar
since Syntactic Structures, where this rule was used to determine
the boundaries and the category of a constituent (Chomsky 1957:35-6}.
Roughly, ta be eligible for reduction, two conjoined clauses must
be of the forms X — A -~ Y and X ~ B - ¥, where A and B are consti-
tuents of the same type. This condition on A end B can be used to
support arguments distinguishing smbiguity and lack of specification,
es in the case of {4). 1If (4) is ambiguous, then her duck in one
understanding is not of the same type as her duck in the other; one
is an NP composed of Det plus N, the other is composed of the two
constituents NP and VP (recall {34%) and (35)). The sentence

(57) They saw her swallow.

has the same two understandings. It follows that Conjunction
Reduction should be possible only when (4) and (57) have matching
understandings;

(58) They saw her duck and (her) swallow.

should have two understandings, not four--which is correct. The two
non-matching, or crossed, understandings, are excluded by the
condition that A and B be of the same type.

With respect to the material X and Y which must be identical,
ConJunction Reduction provides sn even more stringent test. If

(59) Morton tossed down his lunch.

. were unspecified, rather than ambiguous, as to whether Morton
bolted his lunch or threw it to the ground, then the parallel example

(60) Oliver tossed down his lunch.
would also be unspecified, and the reduced sentence

(61) Morton and Oliver tossed down their lunches.
would have four understandings, not two, Because the identity

eondition on Conjunction Reduction ecan't require identity of elements
that aren't part of syntactic structure. But (61) lacks the crossed
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understandings {except as a jJoke)}, and we conclude that (59) is
ambiguous. To support our intuition that (61) lscks the crossed
understandings, we can add contextusl information so as to favor
different understsndings in the two predicates:

{62) 7Morion, as always & greedy eater, and Oliver,
who continued to refuse focd on principle,
tossed down their lunches,

Contrast the long-standing versus recent understandings of (3),
which are paralieled in

{63) My sister is = prominent composer.

tut vwhich are not eliminated by the identity eondition on
Conjuncetion Reduction:

{64) My sister is the Ruritanian Secretary of State
and a prominent composer,

has all four understandings, as we c¢an see by eppending contextual
information forcing different understandings in the two predicates:

(65) My sister is the Ruritenisn Secretary of State,
and has been for years, and o prominent composer,
thanks to her Concerto for Bassoon and Tympani
that was published last week.

I (64) lacked the crossed understandings, (65) would be anomalous.
Other deletion-upon-identity transformations give the same
reaults. The sentences

(66) She called Jane a cab,
{(67) He called Jane a dog-cart.

each have two understandings, and the result of Gapping--
(68) She called Jane a cab, and he a dog-cart.

--still has only two {again excluding obvious jokes), Similarly,
VP Deletion, as in

{(69) I wouldn't pall her a cab, but George might,

excludes the crossed undersitsndings.

G. Lakoff 19T70b has increased the stock of rule tests by
reference to identity transformations that yield pro-forms, in
particular a rule that gives so, as in

(70) I called her a cab, and so did George.

to which we mry add the rule that gives do so as & pro-form for
activity ¥Ps--~
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{71) I called her a cab, but George wouldn't do so.

and some rule or rules generating the same (thing)--

(72) Margaret sbhors Melvin's cooking, and the same
(thing) goes for Selma and Sherman.

{73) Yesterday my best friend was denounced as a
Bloomfieldian counterrevclutionary, and today
the same {thing) happened tc me.

(74) This morning my sister sold her self-portrait,
and this afternoon I &id the same {thing).

It is importent to note that the identity tests support the other
tests, in the sense that they never predict lack of specification
vhen other tests predict ambiguity. In certain instences the
identity tests seem more stringent than other tests; these are
treated in section 2.3 and the appendix. We continue our discussion
of the identity tests in section 2.1 below.

1.4. Pragmetic tests.

A limitation on the use of the identity tests for ambiguity
erises from the possibility thet some crossed understandings are
excluded by virtue of pragmatie, rether than sementic, considerations.
Let us vonsider an example in some detail.

HeinBm#kils recent treatment of hefore clauses like the one in

(75) John shut up before Harry got mad at him.

tries 'to show that the context determines which one--the before-
clause or its negation~-is understood to be a valid inference'
(Hein@miki 1972:140), without taking a stand on whether the two
understandings of (75) are distinct in semantic representation. An
identity test seems to indicate ambiguity:

(76) John shut up before Herry got mad at him, and
so did Chuck.

doesn't allow the crossed understandings (in which Harry didn't

get mad at John but did at Chuck, or the reverse). However, as
Richmond Thomason has pointed out to us, it might be the cese that
there is only one before in semantic strueture, and that this before
is usable in two different classes of contexts, being roughly
paraphraseble by and then in one class of contexts, by and so...not
in the other. Thomason also points out that there is & testable
difference between the pragmatic sccount and the sementic one: in
the pragmatic account, the crossed understandings should be absent
in the unreduced sentences.2¥ The question is then whether sentences
like

{77) Mary shut up before Bill left, and Jane shut up
before Barry got angry; Bill left, and Harry
didn't get angry.
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are anomalous or not. Our own Judgment in this cmse is that (77)
is no more anomalous than sentences like

(78) Julia declined o cockteil, and then Iris declined
an irreguler verb.

{79} BSten crosked Clike & frog), and then Ollie croaked
fdiedl.25 '

which have two homophones, differently understood, in close proximity.
Presumgbly the difficulty in obtaining the ecrossed understandings in
such csses has to do with psychological set and not with differences
in contextual conditions; this view is supported dy the fact that

the anomaly of examples like (78) and (79) can be alleviated by
supplying e previgus discourse favoring the crossed understandings,
e.g., for {79):

(80) Stan hes often amused us with his imitetions of
animals. Unfortunately, Ollie had both & weak
heart and a& violent fear of frogs and toads,
Stan croaked, and then 0llie crosked.

The same is true of {77):

(81) Bill announced that he was about to leave, and Harry
said that he'd be furious if Jane didn't shut
up. Mary shut up before Bill left, and Jane
shut up before Harry got angry: Bill left, and
Harry didn't get angry.

We cannot conclude that there are no cases for which & pragmetie
account of non-crossing is correct--only that (76) seems to require
a semantic account.

One way in vhich pragmatic considerations ecertainly do eliminate
erossed understandings is in the application of transformations
requiring identity of reference, as Conjunction Reduction does for
defTinite NPs. Both (3) and (63) can be understood as referring to
a younger sister or an older sister; the reduced conjunction (64)
does not sllow en understanding in which a younger sister is the
Ruritanian Secretary of State and an older sister s prominent
composer, or the reverse. HNon-crossing here follows from the fact
that Conjunction Reduction requires identity of reference for the
two occurrences of my sister. The pragmatic reflex of this requirement
is that the two occurrences of my sister must be understood as
referring to the same person in every context in which (64) is
sppropriate; consequently, the two occurrences cannot have different
properties.

2. Identity tests for ambiguity.
2.1. Introductory remarks.

In the recent literature (following G. Lakoff 1970b) identity
tests have been much used to decide caszes for which other tests for
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ambiguity are inapplicable or unqlear 26
argues from identity tests that

(82) KXen drives & truck.

s 21 whys Lewler 1972:250

is ambiguous, not vague, between a habitual and an occupatlonal
reading, while Green 1972:92 argues that

{83) Miranda hammered s cosnthanger,

is vague, not ambiguous, with respect to whether the resultent state
is flatness or straightness.

There ere still other cases where the identity tests bear on
the truth of some uncbvious claims. TFor inst&nce, Dahl 1972
maintains that sentences like

(84) Bill loves his wife, snd so does Harry.

are not ambiguous dbetween an understanding in which Harry loves his
own wife and one in which he loves Bill's wife (as all other writers
on the subject have assumed). However, the position that (8b) is
unspecified is not verified by identity tests:

{85) Bill loves his wife, and so does Harry, and the
same thing goes for Sam and Mike.

has several understandings, but not one in which Harry loves Bill's
wife while Sam and Mike each love their own, nor ome in whiech Bill
and Harry each love their own wives while Mike loves Sam's. These
crossed understandings should be possible if (8lL) were unspecified.

There are cther cases where application of identity tests yields
no significant results. Lakoff and Peters 1969 analyze both

{B6) John and Martha left.
{87) John mnd Marthe are married.

as ambiguous between sentential éoajunction and phrasal conjunction,
the latter corresponding to sentences like

88) John left (together) with Martha,
89) John is married to Martha,

respectively. David Dowty, Larry Martin, and Carlota Smith have
suggested to us that identity tests indicate that (86) is unspecified
and (87) ewbiguous:

(90) John and Martha left, and so did Dick and Pat.
{91) John and Martha are merried, and so are Dick and Pat.

According to them, (90) allows the crossed understandings, (91) does not.
But i1t seems to us that the crossed understandings are available

for (91) as well, since anyone who is married is married to someone.

Similarly, it is not surprising that (90) can have crossed under-

standings, since anyone who has left together with someone has left,

and the faet that soméone has left does not exclude the possibility

that he left together with somecone. We sre deamling here with

privative oppositions, so that no matter what the linguistic state

of affairs, by applying identity tests we will always conclude that
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we are dealing with a lack of specification; the existence of the
less specific understanding gusrantees that we will get sll possible
understandings.

The same is true of other cases of privative oppositions.
Censider the sentence

(92) I saw a dog, and so did Harold.
es & relevant datum bearing on the putative ambiguity of
(93) I saw a dog.

Now (92) is to be derived by an identity-of-sense transformation
from
(94) I saw @ dog, and Harold saw a dog.

which has four understandings in which the phrase & dog is understood
to be nonspccific:ea

(95) I saw g dog, and Harold saw & dog. UNDERSTANDING #
+MALE +MALE 1
+MALE - no gender indicated 2
no gender indicate +MALE 3
no gender indicated no gender indicated 4

The identity-of-sense condition on so should eliminate understandings
2 and 3. But how can we tell? Even 4if we have strong Intuitions
about what (92) and (9%) say, how could we elucideate these intuitions
to someone who doesn't share them, or is puzzled about them? No
eppeal to contexts will help, because every context in which the
crossed understandings (2 and 3) are appropriate is also a context
in which the parallel understanding b is appropriate. Therefore, we
can't test the possible understandings of (92)--or (94), for that
matter--by supplying & context that forces one of the crossed under-
standings, as we did in the discussion of (61)~(62) and (75)-(76); if
we eliminete the parallel understandings, we also eliminate the
crossed understandings.

Yet ancther example involves verbs that may be understoogd
factively, but are not necessarily so understood (Kiparsky and
Kiparsky 1970:163)., If someone hypothesizes that a sentence like

(96) The police reported that the culprit had fled.

has & factive understending and an understanding with no commitment
as to factivity, we cannot use identity tests to support or to
attack the hypothesis; the factive understanding implies the other.

In fact, ambiguities involving privative opposites will be
extremely difficult to argue for with apy syntactic test. Intersection-
of -pattern arguments will be very hard to come by, since we will need
not only a diegnostic element with s distribution that is syntactically
constrained in part, but also one constrained semantieally to cecur
only with items having the more genersl understanding; s restriction
to occurrence with the more specifiec understanding would not be
detecteble, since any sentence with the more specific understanding
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is consistent with the more general understanding. Thus, in the
case of dog we would need an element constrained to occur only
with nouns whose gender is not indicated (person, lion, friend,
neighbor, and the like) and nouns with one semantic representation
in which gender is not indicated (dog. goose, duck, and so on),
and constrained syntectically in addition. Much the same is true
for transformational potential tests other than those using identity
of sense: we would need a transformation whose applicability
depended upon the ocecwrrence of the more general understanding,
hence which e&pplied only to structures that lacked indication of
the value of some semantic feature. It isn't clear that there are
any such transformetions, or even that these are any diagnostic
elements with the required sort of distributional restriction.

In contrast, a very promising area for the application of
identity tests is that of illocutions end perlocutions. For the
purposes of the following discussion, we will use the term illocution
to refer to those speech-act types that are distinguished in the
semantic representations of a particular language. It follows that
one of the ways in which languages can differ is in their sets of
illocutions, and this seems to be so. For any particular lenguage,
our task is to decide what its illocutions are and how they are
renlized Iin terms of linguistic form. Some illocutions will have
forms unique to them, like the English reduced sentences that are
vnambiguously suggestions: '

(97) Why not move to Chicago?
(98) How about giving yourself a treat?

Much more commonly, however, the surface forms of different
illocutions will coincide in part, and we are confronted with the
problem of deciding which sentences are illocutionarily ambiguous
and in what ways. This problem i1s made more difficult by the fact
that & given sentence will have many different understandingsz, as
far as its possible uses are concerned, but that only some of these
require representation in semantlc structure. Those uses which do
not require representation we term Eerloggggggga30 We now turn to
an examination of the propertiles of perlocutions with respect to
identity tests.

2.2. The unexceptional perlocutions.

We wouldn't expect identity tests to be sensitive to perlocutions,
since these effects (or the intention of the speaker to acecomplish
them) are not part of the semantic representations of sentences.

In most cases this expectation is fulfilled. Suppose, for example,
that the assertion that Bill dated Martha would surprise an addressee
in some circumstances. Then In these circumstances, the same
addressee would be surprised by any of the following sentences:

(99) Bill dated Martha and so did Harry.
(100) Herry dated Martha and so did Bill.
{101) Bill and Harry dated Martha.

(102) Harry and Bill dated Martha.
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(103) Bill dated Martha and Harry Cynthia.
(104) Herry dated Cynthia amnd Bill Martha.

Notice in particular that the surprisingness of the eassertion that
Bill deted Martha is entirely independent of whether or not the
other conjunct is surprising. That is, the crossed understandings
are available regardless of what reduction rules have applied.
Observe also that a speaker might intend either one, or both, or
neither of the underlying conjuncts in the sentences above to be
surprising, so that the creossed understandings having to do with
the speaker's intentions are available as well.

Many other typical perlocutions share this behevior. Thus,
either of the conjuncts in (99}~(104) can be intended to mislead
and could succeed in misleading. In a suitable context any conjunct
in (99)-(104) could amaze, please, offend, or hurt the addressee,
make the speaker seem petty, forthright or ridiemlous. In all of
these cases the reduction tests glve believable results: sentences
are not many-ways ambiguous as to perlocutionary intent or effect;
they are unspecified.

2.3. The exceptional perlocutions.

In isolation, any strong assertion is open to both a literal
and a sarcastic understanding; the stronger the assertion, the more
plausible the sarcasm. Thus

(105) Grobman is a real genius.
can be used to convey scomething on the order of
(106) Grobman is a complete idiot.
Now consider the-following sentences:

(107) Grobman is a real genius, and so is Chomsky..

(168) Grobman and Chomsky are real geniuses.

(109) Grobman is & real genius and Verhalt an absolute
prince.

(110) Grobman and Verhalt are a genius and a prince,
respectively.

The second conjunct in (107) and (108) has been chosen so that the
sarcastic understanding is far-fetched. The result is that the
first conjunct cannot be understood sarcastically either. In {109)
and (110), where we have no special prejudices which could influence
the understending, the conjuncts mey be litersl or sarcastic. But
both must be literal or both sarcastic; the crossed understandings
do not exist. According to the identity tests, then, we must adjudge
the difference between a literel and a sarcastic understanding as an
amblguity. This result it tentemount to the problematic claim

that the noun genius (and all similar lexical items) is ambiguous
between an understanding 'exceptionslly intelligent individuel!

and en understanding ‘exceptionally stupid individual'; compare the
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discussion of brillisnt in sectiomn 1.2.3.
Let us consider metaphor next.

(111) Irving has jumped into a pit of alligators.

could be used to signify something on the order of the literal
sense of

(112) Irving has embarked on a dangerous course of
action.

Now with this metaphorical interpretation, notice that only a
parallel metaphorical understanding is available for the second
underlying conjunct in any of the following sentences:

(113) Irving has Jumped into a pit of alligators and

: so has Gebhardt.

(11s) Irving has Jumped into a pit of alligators and
Gebhardt has too.

(115) Irving and Gebhardt have jumped into a pit af
alligators,

Thus the reduction test informs us that the metaphorical sense of
the first conjunct iz one pole of sen embiguity. But there is no
obvious bound on the number of metaphorical uses of & given sentence,
so the identity tests tells us that every potentially metaphorical
sentence is infinitely ambiguous.31

. Similarly, the following sentence cannot be taken as & non-
literal insult followed by a serious assertion:

(216} Your father drives a semi and so does your
brother Mark.

Hor is there any understanding of
(117) The Polish Academy of Sciences just announced the
first successful appendix transplant and so
did the Bulgarien Academy of Sciences.

in which the first conjunct is s joke while the second is a state-
ment of fact.

(118) ?There are about a million students in my
introductory cless and about a half million
people in Greater Winnipeg.

is likewise odd unless the first conjJunct expresses a reasonable
estimate of the size of the class. And finally,

{119} ?7A1fred eats like a horse aznd so do zebras.

can only be taken as indicating that Alfred is a grazing animal or


http:cannot.be
http:a.mbiguous.31
http:metaph.or

22

something of the kind. These examples illustrate that insults,
Jokes, exaggerations, and similes work like metaphor in limiting
the understanding of subsequent reduced conjuncts,

Seversl of these perlocutions share an additionsl behavior
with respect to the identity tests, a behavior that mskes it
certain that the tests need revamping: if the first conjunet is
understood literzlly, a second reduced conjunet may be understood
nonliterally. That ig, for severel of these perlocutions, mn
identity test yields neither the straightforward result that the
difference in understanding is sn embiguity (two understandings),
nor that it is a lack of specification (four understandings).
Instead, there are three understandings. To see that this is so,
consider sgain example (116)}. This sentence can certainly be
understecd as & serious assertion of the beliefs or as o double
insult. In the latter cese it could he felicitously uttered when
the speaker does not believe that either person in fact drives a
semi. As has already been pointed out, (116) doesn't have an
wnderstanding in which the first conJunet is nonliteral bHut the
second conjunct is literal. But if the speaker of (116) believes
that the addressee's Father does indeed drive @ truck and that the
addressee knows he believes this, he could well intend the second
conjunet to be understood nonliterally as an insult. The first
conjunct, the litersl one, would serve to soften the addressee up
for the blow of the second, nonliteral, conjunct.

One totally unacceptable interpretation of the faet that some
reduced seniences have three understendings would involve the claim
that the range of ambiguity of underlying clauses is partislly
dependent on whether they are first or second conjuncis, Such a
conclusion could be accommodated in & generative grammer only by
means of 8 novel sort of semantic well-Tormedness constraint.

2.4, An interpretetion of the facts.

It is clemsr first of mll that there is s property shared by
all of the snomalous perlocutions which distinguishes them from the
rerlocutions thet bBehave in the expected manuer, The anomalous
perlocutions involve & suspension of & Tundementel principle of
conversation: the sincerity principle (Grice's supermaxim of
gquality: 'Try to meke your contribution one that is true'). Joking,
irony, sarcasm, metaphor, simile, and nonlitersl insults all involve
the speaker's saying something he does not literally mean,32
Furthermore, the speaker wants the addressee to recognize that he
is not speeking sincerely. In contrast, the unexceptional
perlocutions either require no suspeansion of the sincerity principle
(as in pleasing, shocking, offending, etc.) or else involve the
spesker's concealment of a suspension {as in misleading, lying,
some flattering, etec.).

The fact that the spesker wants the asddressee to recognize his
insincerity can help to explein why the anomelous perlocutions can
be signalled nonlinguistically by winks, jabs in the ribs, and sc
on. There is also s tendency for these perlocutions to become
partiselly conventionslized in the forms of the language~-that is,
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for them to become illocutions. Thus a dielect of American English
which employs nasalization to indicete sarcasm has been reperted.
Similarly, it is possible to mark an utterance as a Jjoke by puttingh
on 8 W. C, Fields or Groucho Marx scecent. In English and Russian,
literal comparisons can be distinguished from similes.

(120) He eats like a bear does.
(121) On Jest kak medved'.

can only be literal, whereas

(122) He eats like & bear.
(123) On jest medvedenm.

can also be exaggerated similes. Of course when these intentions

become cocdified, the original effect is weakened or lost. A joke

is better if told with a straight face, and sarcasm is more biting

if the pretense of seriousness is maintained. Hence there is a%so

a tendency for differences between the literal and nonliterel inten-

tions to disappear. Hote that there is no form in English or Hussian

that signels that an utterance is to be teken as a nonliteral simile.
Now observe that the ways of understanding (103)-(105) ere just

those available for the upreduced sentence

(124) Irving hes Jumped into a pit of alligators, and
Gebhardt hes Jumped into a pit of alligators.

The same is true for examples imvolving the other exceptional
perlocutions. In each case, the absence of one crossed reading is
a pragmetic phencmenon, not a semantic one; recall the earlier
discussion (section 1.b) of Thomeson's suggestion. Thet is, identity
tests for ambiguity are irrelevant for cases like (103)-(105). But
why should the anomalous perlocutions-—those involving the suspension
of the sincerity condition and amn intent on the part of the spesker
that this suspension be recognized--fail to have one crossed under-
standing in examples like (124)f%

A plausible line of explanation is the following. Once a
conversational principle has been violated, the hearer has no way
of telling when the rule will be back in force and tends to assume
that the vioclation will continue for some time. Thus, the viclation
persists through some stretch of discourse. For certain conversationsal
principles, those concerning politeness, for instance, the span of
violation is considerable. Once & speaker has failed to 'keep his
distance', he cannot easily resume a polite stance. Conseguently,
once he has asked & personal question, it is strange for him to use
the formulas if you don't mind my asking to introduce mnother personal
guestion; he has already been presumptuous: '

{125) A. How much did thet dress cost?
B. Twenty dollars.
A, ?7If you don't mind my asking, where did you
buy it?

liote that the same questions, but with the formula first, are in no
way odd:
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(126) A. If you don't mind my asking, how much did
that dress cost? ‘
B. Twenty dollars.
A. VWhere did you buy it?

The same persistence effect explains why the unreduced exsmple
(12k) lacks the crossed understanding metaphor-literal statement,
snd why

{127) There are abtout & million people in San Antonio
and there are about a million people in my
introductory class,.

lacks the crossed understanding hyperbole~literal statement, and why

{(128) ?There are about a million people in my
introductory class and there are about a
million people in San Antonio.

is odd.

The anomalous perlocutions, then, do not provide trge exceptions
to the identity tests for ambiguity; their properties seem to follow
from their nature and from the pregmatic considerations sketched
sbove,
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Appendix. Intentionality and idegtiﬁy tests.

The problem of intentional versus nonintentional understandings
of sentences like

(129) John cut his arm with a knife.
(130) John hit the wall.
(131) Bruce stumbled coming down the stairs.

is considered by G. Lakoff 1970b, who argues for an ambiguity by
applying the identity test with so;

(132) John cut his mrm with a knife and so did Harry.

(133) John hit the wall and so did Harry.

{134) Bruce stumbled coming down the stairs and so
did Herb.

are said by Lakoff to lack both crossed understandings. He cites
one language, Cupeilo, that appears to distinguish intentional from
nonintentional understandings by morpholeogicsl means, thus offering
the defense that the differentia between the understandings of (129)
={131) is not impleusible {compare the discussion in section 1.2.1).
Lakoff's conclusion hes been disputed by Catlin and Catlin 1972,
There are seversl difficulties in these discussions. First,
there is some terminological confusion; the terms intentional (versus
nonintentional or ggig&entional), volitional (versus nonvoligiggg;),

and purposive or purpeseful (versus ponpurposive or acgid%gggg)
have been used by one writer or ancther. But these words do not mean

gulte the same thing in English, end it is not clesr which of thenm,
if any, correctly describes the difference between the understandings
of (129)-{131).

Second, it is hard to tell how the negative terms are to be
understood: do they indicate polar oppositions or privative
oppositions? Both Lakoff and the Catlins seem to take the former
position, but without any argument on the point. Note that in the
latter position the identity tests would be inapplicable, as ve
pointed out in section 2.1.

Third, it is not obvious that the differences in understanding
exhibited by (129)-(131) mre = matter of intention alone. Sentence
{130), for example, might be claimed to exhibit two different under-
standings of the subject (John versus John's body), & difference
in agentivity, a difference in the sense of hit, or a difference in
deleted adverbials (with his fist versus with his body, or either of
these versus no adverbial element in semantic structure). Sentence
(130) might, in fact, have more than two reasdings in semantic
structure. COne posgsibility, based on analyses in Dowty 1972:ch. 5,
is that (130) has three semantic representations3’--intentiona.
agentive, nonintentional agentive, and nonagentive. In the intentional
agentlve understanding, John intends to hit the wall and accomplishes
this; in the nonintentional agentive understanding, John intends to
act, but doesn't necessarily intend to hit the wall; in the non-
agentive understanding, John doesn't necessarily intend to act. Note
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that the distinetion between intentional and nonintentional agentives,
as well as the distinction betveén pgentives and nonagentives, is &
privative rather thes a polsr opposiiion, so that identity tests

will not be sypiicabls.

Fourth, 4ifferent speakers give somewhat different jJudgments
_on the ways in vhich aentendes like {125)-{131) can be understood.
Catlin and Catlin clzim that the two understandings of (129), like
those of (130) correspend to two guits different physical acts,
'John's nicking his =rm while peeling votastoes versus gouging his
arm to the bone' (507). Our own lesling is that the difference in
the sctions doesn’t correlate st ell with intenticnality, that (129)
hes all four possibie undzrstandings.

Furthermore, on rsductions with 3o, ibe Catlins disagree
directly with Lakoff, who claims that {132} ‘can involve two pur-
poseful, or two accidentel, cuttings. But {132} csnnot mean that
John accldentelly nicked his srm (whils ulicing notatoes) and Harry
purposefully slashed away at hiz, nor the reverse' (350}, The
Cetlins say that in kjtaﬁ, Harry 'in s particulariy violent episode
of sleep~walking cax have non?ailtionaliy...cut nis arm with a
knife, in a manner sufficiently similer to John's varallel inténtional -
actions that the conluncition with zo + Aux is perlectly scceptable’!
{507}, The questicn is then whether sentences like

(135) 2John, intended to commit suicide, cut his axm
with s knife, and s¢ did Harry, vho accidentally
ran inte e bresd knife vhile sleepwalking.

are peculier becsuse they involve an internal self-contradiction.
Our own scceptability judgment on (135) is that it merits at

best a guestion mark. Lakof? should relect it, the Catlins accept
it, given their respective positions on {132). Our opinion of the
other crossed understending is the same:

(136) %Jetn, zacidentrily running into a bread kKnife
while slespwalking, cut his arm with a knife,
and se did Barry, vho tried to commit suicide.

is quite peculiar.

Fifth, different identity tests give different results. Identity
tests using deleiion appesr to be more stringent than those using -
50 and do 50, since the crossed understandings of

(137} John and Haryy (both} cut their arms.
{138) John cut his arm, and Herry his leg.

are quite impossible for us.

Sixth, different examples have different properties. Example
(129), for which both crossed understandings sre peculiar, contrasts
with (131). We agree with the Catlins that (134) may report a
situstion in which 'RBruce may have drunk oo much to make his way

down & flight of stairs without mishap. Herb wants to demonstrate
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how elumsy Bruce looked coming down ‘the stairs and revneats Bruce's
performance, this time stumbling on purpose' (506). Thus,

{139) Bruce, the drunken oaf, stumbled coming down
the stairs, and so did Herb, who was cruelly.
making fun of Bruce.

isn't odd. But the other crossed understanding is much more
difficult:

(140) ?Bruce, illustrating how he portreyed a drunk
on stage, stumbled coming down the stairs,
and so did Herb, who was so interested in the
demonstration that he wasn't loocking where
he was going.

is somewhat odd.

The difference between (129) and (131) can be accounted for
if (as David Dowty has suggested to us) stumble on purpose is
treated as & nonliteral phrase. If the meaning of stumble
specifically involves lack of intention, then stumble on purrose
ought to be m much odder phrase than cut on purpose, end using it
should require some extension of the literal sense of stumble.
Certainly it is odder. Its nonliteral character is iIindicated by
the oddness of the unreduced sentence corresponding to (1L0):

(141) ?Bruce, illustrating how he portreyed a drunk on
stage, stumbled coming down the stasirs, and
Herdb, who was so interested in the demonstration
that he wasn't looking where he was going,
stumbled caming down the stairs.

That is, saying stumble on purpose is a sort of itemporary redefinition
of stumble; this temporary redefinition shows the same properties '
a5 the other exceptional perlocutions discussed in section 2.3.
The difference hetween deletion rules end pro-formation rules
is general and has a plausible explanation. Consider the exceptional

perlocutions of section 2.3-~hyperbole, for instance. The unreduced
sentence

(142) Astorville has sbout a million people in it,
and Penntown has about & millicn people in it.

can be understood as two literal stetements, two exaggerations, or
g literal steatement followed by an exaggeration. A pro-formation
rule applied to (142) ylelds a surfece sentence with two VPs and
having the same three understandings as (142):

(143) Astorville has about a million people in it,
and so does Penntown.

A deletion rule epplied to (1.43), however, ylelds a surfsce sentence
with only one VP:
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(144) Astorville snd Penntown (each) have about &
million people in then,

To obtein the crossed understandings, a hearer must perceive &
single occurrence of the VP have about a million people in it as
both literal and nonliteral, whieh is, of course, 4 fficult. This
perceptual difficulty dccurs in (137) and (138) as well.

The difference between speakers is harder to account for,
Perhaps different speekers have somewhat different sets of semantic
interpretations; such variation has been attested for other
constructions in English. However, this difficulty is overshadowed
by the problem of determining exactly wnat the readings of (129) and
(130) are for any particular speaker. If the suggestion above is
correct for {130}, there are more interpretstions than Lakoff and
the Catlins give, and jdentity tests will shed no light on the
subject. In any event, the discussion by Lekoff and the Catlins is
guite inconclusive, end new sources of syntactic evidence are needed
to decide the issues.,

Footnotes

#¥Phis is & considerable revision and expansion of 'Failing the
Ambiguity Test?, read before the Linguistic Society of Americea at
Ann Arbor, Michigan, in August 1972. During 1972 and 1973 versions
of parts of this paper were presented to several sudiences at the
Ohio State University, the University of Chicago, the Univeraity of
Edinburgh, end the Linguistic Institutes {at the University of Nerth
Carolina, Chepel Hill, and the University of Michigan)., We thank
our auditors for their comments and criticisms. VWe thank especially
David Dowty, Orvokki Heinfmiki, Crhistopher Longuet-Higgine, John
Lyons, G. K. Pullum, David Stampe, Richmond Thomason, snd Robert Wall
for their comments on earlier versions. Our work wag supported in
part by the John Simon Gupgenheim Memoriel Foundation and im part by
a Naetionel Science Foundation grant to the Mathemstiecal Socisal
Sciences bBoard.

1. Most of what follows applies equally to underlying {or deep)
syntactic representetion and to semantic representation. Consequently,
the discussion below uses only one term, semsntic representation
(also known as semantig siructure, (semantic interpretation,
(semantic) readine, sementic description, logi cal reurgsen*ation,

. ;ggggg;=§§ggg§3£g, sense and meaning by various writers).
When a distinction might be important, there is brief discussion in
a note.

2. The term ambigulty is used here oply in this sense. For
a survey of the variety of mpplications of the terms ambiguity and
¥agueness, see Binnick 1970,

3. For the distinction, compare the discussion of smbiguity
in Katz 1972:59~63, in response to Weinreich.

4. The following discussion uses the term yngpecified
throughout.
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5. This useful example is due to Dennis Stampe, with the
collaboration of Thomas Patton.

6. Sections 1.2.1, 1.2, 3, 1.3, and 2, 1 sre based upon section
2 of Zwicky {to appear)

T. To argue for a difference in semantic representations is
also to argue for a difference in underlying syntactic representa-
tions, in some (but not 211) theories of grammar. If it is possible
for a single underlying syntactic revresentation to correspond to
two or more semantic representations, by virtue of rules relating
the former to the latter, then an argument for a difference in
semantic representetions will not necessarily count &s an argument
for a difference in underlying syntactic represent&tions. There
might, for instance, We = rule saying that every underlying syntactic
representation of type X corresponds to semantie representatlons of
types X' snd X". In theories that countenance such interpretive
rules, only syntactic tests are truly decisive. !

8. From here on the count noun understanding &s s neutral term
to cover both those elements of 'meaning® (in a broad sense) that
get coded In semantic representations and those thatedo not. Fach
understanding corresponds to a class of contexts in whlch a linguistic
expression is sppropriate-- though, of course, & class of contexts
might correspond to several understandings, as in examples like
Someone is remting the house (courtesy of Jerry Morgsn).

9. The assumption referred to here is the s bstance principle,
discussed in Zwicky 1971.

10. There is more to be seid here. A partlcular systematic
lack of specification might invelve the product of several distinections,
of course {right-handed younger sister vs. left-handed older sister
in (3), for instance). Also, the reference to 51mple distinctions
presumes at least a rough classification, on the part of linguists,
of the universe of meaning distinctions.

11. Plausibility of lack of specification is treated by
Richman 1959 as the sole (and rather unsatisfactory}*criterlon of
ambiguity:

The dispute over [a general term] T's ambiguity arises

presumably because that T denotes can be divited into

two (or more) classes, o and 8, with defining character~

isties ¢ and Y respectively. The question of the ambiguity

of T turns on the question of whether or not a and 8 are

sub-classes of a larger class, or of whether ¢ and v have

some characteristic in common. The obvious answer that o

and B are sub-sets of aVR, or that ¢ and ¢ share the

characteristic '¢V¢' is not intuitively satisfactory. The

question is this, are ¢ and ¢ sufficiently alike (in some
unspecifiable way)}? If they are, T is unambiguous; if

not, not. (91f.}

12. Yor ease of exposition here, we make the simplifying
assumption that understandings can be compared by means of binary
semantic feamtures.

13. ‘'Privative Oppositionen sind solche, bei denen dss eine
Oppositlionsglied durch das Vorhandensein, das andere durch das
'Kichtzo§handensein eines Merkmales gekennzeichnet sind' (Trubetzkoy
1958:67).
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1h. Some speskers will have difficulty in accepting (11},
because of the repetition of the word dog with two different
meﬁnings. Compare the discussion of psychological set in section
1.4, ;

15. The question mark (here and throughout this paper)
indicates an anomaly other than ungrammaticality, in particular
internal contradiction or inappropriateness.

16. Implausible differentise and inconstancy of substitution
are the methods used by Alaton 1971:38-42 to distinguish different
senses of run. Alston's treatment includes a nice discussion of
the way in vhich these arguments depend upon a systematic development
of the semantics of & language, and of how they can nevertheless
be used (provisionally) in the absence of a fully developed semanties.

17. Thus, That wes an excellent idea has only one of the
understandings of (23), You wagered it's cold only one of the under-~
standings of (2k), ard How come you don't feed the emu? only one
of the understandings of (25). 7The ambiguity of (26) is supported
by reference to other sentences with interrogative form, some of
which have paraphrases lacking one of the understandings of (26)
(true guestion vs. 'requestion'): Is it reining (please}?, Do you
suppose it's raining (*please)?

18. Compare Leech 1970:269--

Many ambiguities will manifest themselves in separate

deep grammar representations for the same formal item,

The guestion of what ambiguities should be distinguished

in deep gragmar is largely a question of the "economics™

of the total language descripticon...All we &ssert by means
of CTour definltion of ambiguity as the 'condition of

one formal item satisfying more than one semantic

description' (29)71 is that they have to be distinpguished

in semantics,

15. Weinreich 1966: L0k remarks that

The typical examples of syntectic ambiguity are of a

"bifocal' kind, ¢.g. The statisticien studies the whole

year or le left his car with his girl friend. That is

to say, if an insufficiently delicate subcategorization,

as in {(9), were to be brought to a degree of

(9) /‘s_\\
NP VP ,
l -/,./"-\\
He v NP
| —
studied Determiner Guant N

a |
...__thle ¥hole year

deliceey at which the ambiguity were to be exhibited,
two interconnected revisions would have to be made:
Verbs would have to be divided into transitive and
intransitive, and NPs would correspondingly have to
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be divided into objects, dominated by VP, are adverb-

lixe Temporals. The great rarity of wnifocal

ambiguities in grammar--even in languages with very

poor morpheloegy...--is itself an interesting comment

on the design of Janguage. However, unifocsl synt&gtic

ambiguities do exlist, as do bifocal semantic ones.t
Footnote 18 cites She threw a ball and He arranged the music.

20. Unambiguous in the relevant respect. (28) is still
ambiguous, since it can be used to report habitual acts of sawing
birds, and {37) can also describe the {rather unlikely) escorting
of a duck into a cellsar.

21. Me also gives an argument from transformational potential
{section 1.3.3), based on the fact that the phrase on the boat
can be preposed only on one understanding aof (36).

22. It mmy well turn out that the faects surrounding the
distribution of prenomingl genitive adverbials deserve a trans-
formational account. The restriction may turn out to be one on
2 rule of grammar which produces the genitives from adverbial
gource structures. But from the point of view of methodology-~which
is the main concern of this paper--simply the distribution of these
adverbiels relative to understandings can be used in sound arguments
for the existence of syntactic ambiguity, without commitment to any
specific analysis of the relevant phenomena.

23, The discussion of phrasal conjunction in Lekoff and Peters
1969 uses Conjunct Movement in just this way.

24, A simllar point is made by Dieterich 1973.

25. This sentence must be read with full stress on the second
oceurrence of crosked. Destressing repeated occurrences of a
lexical item is itself an identity-of-sense transformation.

26, We discuss Lekoff's cases and the response to them by
Catlin and Catlin 1972 in an appendix; the phenomena are much more
complex than would appear from this exchange.

27, An interesting question whiech will not be pursued here
is why identity tests work as well as they do in distinguishing
ambIZuity. There is no obvious reason wvhy at least some reductions
could not take place blindly and subsequent to the fslling together
of two source structures. In such cases, the tests would fail to
reveal gepuine ambiguities.

28, For ease of exposition we disregard the speeific under-
standings of (92)-(9h).

29. These examples are to be read without contrastive or
emphatic stress. The main stress in (97) falls on Chicago, in (98)
on treat. With stress on not and about, respectively, the examples
are both ambiguous between suggestion and question.

30. We adopt this terminology as the simplest for our purposes
here. In Badock ms., following L. J. Cohen and others, perlocution
is used as a general iterm encompsssing illocutions. -

31. There is a way out of this trap. 1t could be clelmed
that the ambiguity the identity test leads us to postulate between
& literal and s metaphorical intent does not involve the specific
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interpretation of the metaphor in guestion but only the fact
that the sentence is to be taken metaphorieally. That is, one
might claim that one of the literal senses of example (111) is
accurately captured by a paraphrase such as Metaphorically speaking,
Irving has Jumped into @ pift of slligstors. '

32. Compare Austin 1961:45--

When we make an assertion such a8 'There is & goldfinch

in the garden' or 'He is angry', there is e sense in

which we imply that we are sure of it or know it

{'But I took it you knew', seid reproachfully), though

what we imply, in & similar sense and more strictly,

is only that we believe it.
Searle 1969:57 treats sincerity as one of the 'mormal input and
cutput conditions' on utterances.

33. By B. Lekoff in oral presentations.

3k. Por English see Morgan 1972. The Russian examples were
pointed out to us by Willimm Daniels.

35, Dowty's erguments do not carry over direectly to (130),
since they eoncern the understandings of accomplishment verbs with
by-phrases.
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