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"Generative semantics olalms that the underlyIng grammattaal
structure of a sentwwe Is the loglcal form of that 8entenoe, and
consequently that the rules  relatbg IOQfOal form to surfaoe fbrm are
exact/Y the rules of grammar,Vlb~ p8 183

It WI be o n e of the ortnctoal tasks of this paper to argue that
this claim Is false ) at least if Its words have anythlng llks thrf t
norrral rreanlngs,

general thesIsITwo lmrredlate comments are aporoprlate about thls
(a) about its consequences; and, (b) about Its ortginalltY~  The
conseWence3  of the thes Is, If-It Is true, seem to me not to have
been sufficiently aporeclated, For this thssls of LakofVs 1s tn a
sense a reductto ad absUrdUrn  of modern Ilnau\stlcqin that lt would
be reduced to a mere handmaiden of loglo dr worse,r whose, only
residual role would be to Provide the details of the translation Of
se~t3n~es Into logical form, wh I oh would then be the real@ or
or ImarY, 3trUctUre of language, If  Lakoff Is right !n thlg matter
then Momsky's whole enterprise  of the last 13 Year& to cbnstruot a
foma I linguistics independent of loalc, has been a radloal Iv
FisgUfded  one from the start, Some of u s oould oontemalate that
oosslbllltu PerhaPs, but not the other consequence of GS that tharce
cannot be any other, non=Chomskyan,  IlngUlStios IndePendent of IO&
either,

As to the orlglnaljty of Lakoff's thesls, It seems to me lntsrestlna
to point out that It fs not as novel or strlklng a s 1s aomettmes
aseumed:lt
in 1954C43,

conststs In taklng serlouslu aynld;$Ioated by l3arHfIleI
and to whjch Chomsky replied of his earliest,

least known, and best papersC73,$$

In order to make this point let me sketah briefly what $eems to m e
the f)oh of energies from IoQiu to llneulstics In this century, That
thera a r e differences between the analyses that grammarians and
logIcfans provfde of the same sentence8 has b0en remarked on ior
flillenlal And much of what, tn recent years, has been called the
difference between deep and surface struertures Is no more than a
relabellln8 of that djfferente, The dlstlnctfon took a sharper f6rm
when Russell and Whftehead Provided a notatton In whfoh tb make
POMS such as that "John /ovegf' and "John extsts" have the same

. Brafr.matlcal forms, 'fn some sense o f those words, but dlffsrent
lo9loal forms: In that " 1 oveg" could be represented bY some
oredlcate in the predfcat8 calcuI~3~ Mfle "sx~sts" could not,

S!5 1 am Indebted to Prof,Juilus Moravoslk for brlnglng thls Dawr to
my notIce,
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It IS not necessary to agree with that Particular Point of Russell
and Whl tehead’s t0 accept that the high point of that whole WY Oi
thinking ------that logic was rqdesper@'  than $rammar--- WBI Carwh
Logiaai Syntax of Language, where he..wrot9 t63:

"BY the !OSJiCai syntax of a language we mean th8 formal theory of the
IingUfStlc forms of that )anguage --F-the SYSt8matlc  Statement of
the formal rules which govern It, together with th8 d8VslOpm8nt Of
the consequences whjch follow from th8s8 rules, The d‘fff8Mnoe
betkreen syntactical rules In th8 narrower sense Gi ih8 l0Qtcal rules
of oeductton  is only the difference between FORMATION RULES and
TRA@FORMATION RULES, both o f which are 00mpletslY formulabk In
syntactioai terms, Thus we ar8 Justified in d8slQnatinQ as t*loUftal
syntax” the sYSt8m whloh comPr IseS the rules of formatton  and
transformat  Ion",

For Carnap the formatton rules of the IOgfCal syntax Of a LOGICAL
I angUage Were to b e the rules that Produced a l l and only the--.
we1 (-fOrmed formulas of the system, The best contemporary axamble
Was the Provision by Jaskowskf Ci43) of a set of Phrass $tfuOtUre
rules ProdUclng the formula9 of the ProPoSltionat  CalCUlUS,, In the
case Of a NATURAL language CarnaP thought Of the fOrmatIon rul8S as
anextensIon of Iingulstlc syntax (as THAT was then thought to bs)ttn
CarnaP’s view Ifngulstjc syntax would prohibit the string "Caesar is
and" wherea LOGICAL syntax would Prohibit "Caesar iS trjangula+,
while Producing "Caesar ls brave”,

It Was Bar-Hillel who, In the paper 1 mentlOn8dr rcbmlnded linQUlats
of this largely forgotten work of CarnaP. Bar Hillel argued that
soreone, a linguist presumablYI should extend Carnap's work In
detal I, and mor8ov8r that he should go further and us8 tha CarnaPlan
notion of tranbfO~tnat~Ot7  t0 bring much 07 cOnVentiOna(  IOgtc within
Ilngulstlcs, 8ar=Hfl(8l wrote! "There exists a concept of wn wb~
au9 to Carnab chat (s purely rormal(struo%ural)anq  ad@auitfB f n a
sense that the cOnc8pt  prevalent among American StrUGtUral I ingufats
IS n o t , This cOnc8pt\On 8ntaih a certain fUs\On between grammar and
loslc # with grammar treating approximately the formatIona) part of
syntax and lwk Its transformatlonal Part, The relaflon of
CCMMlJ~ABILITY  nay be a sufficient basis for formational rnalys!s, but
other relattons, such as that of formal CONSEQUENCE t murrt be added
for transformatlonal analYsls% C43

The maIn point Bar H; Iiel was making that concerns US her8 f$ hts
claim that the notion of IOQlcal conseauence has a Proper Plaoe
within Ilngulstlcs, It w a s  ChomskY who rePlf8d t o  th!s paper oi
Bath\ lIeI's, Polntfng out t h a t  t h e nottonS of inferen and
consequence have nothing at al I to d o with that ol) sYntaK or
weI I-formednsss, eXC8Pt In Carnap's own rather
s y n t a x  a s covering any formal operations

trtvfal s;;;wr;;
whatever,

imPortant and oloseiy related hIstorical Points should be noted here!
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11 When he replied to Bar-HI lIe Chomsky had not produced his now
well known theory of grammar, However, when he did so1 makIng use of
two wet I worn phflosophlcal metaRhor8 (Carnau’s of formatTon  vs.
transformatlon; and Wlttyensteln's of_surfaoe VS, deep grammar) Bar
Hi I Ial took Chomsky t o have been following ua hls own suggestion,
For lnaeed Chomsky had made use of the WORD "transfotmatfon~~  Just a 8
Bar-HilleI wanted, What Chomaky had NOT done was to make use of the
word's content, for ChomskY's transformatlons(Just lfke thaw o f
Harris before him) had only the form of Carnaptan  onestthat  1s t0 say
the Passage from one string to another, The Passage was not to be
interpreted a s On8 from truth to truth for the reasona ChomskY set
out In hls OrigInal reply to Bar-Hlllrl,

2)Thls is not lnconsfstent  with the faot that oertain vestiges of
CaVvWlan transformatfonal CONTENT did rsmaln In chomsky's
tranSfOrmatlons--- the relation between Chomsky's paradigm cawa "John
I eves Mary" end “MarY IS loved by John )' WAS that of valid Inference
(CarnaPlan transformatton), ChomskY al30 hankered attar the
establishment of s-ijme relation between his kernels and IogicaI forma
t9r 0, 142J, However, these as 1 gald were vastlges, and need not
have been there, (Though It must be admitted that at various
subsequent times ) ChomskY has olaimed that transformat!ona ARE
melnlng-preserving, and thus are rules of valtd Infsrenoe,  ) With the
constructlon of hfs own system, ChomskY was genuinely eNtendIng the
rcrork Of Carnap, though not ln the way BarHIllel called for, AS
witI be seen from CarnaD’s example that I quoted, t h e  rajectlon  a s
lmbroper o f “Caesar IS triangulaf’, this Wag Just the sort of task
that Chomsky's transform&Ions were to carry out

3)Sor 1 shall argue that Lakoff’s  GS is, In a sense1 a return to Bar
Hillel's 1954 suggestion, rejected at the time by Chomsky, and fn nb
waY to be found I n Catnap hlmself, For CarnaP gsnerrtlonal
djfferences  In the formatlon rules of a loglcol syntax were
CateQorIaI (that is to say, phrase structure Imatters 8 and had no
obVlOus relatfonshfp to questlons  of logical form as Lakoff thinks
they do, For example, fn the triangular/brave  ease c the dfff@rence
would be expressed bY Carnap with the ald of oategor/es--for both
these sentences would be related to a localcal form P(c), or 3X, (XRG,
P(c)),- The difference between them would lie simply in the faot that
If c was Caesar then p could be Bravery but not TrIangUIarlty,

My points so far have not been Intended to defend Chomsky In any
Particular waY8 but only to Point out that ,wlth his thesis of
Gs,LakOff ls clafmlng what Carnap never considered, what Bar Hillel
adumbrated and ChomskY reJeoted, nearly twenty years ago, Moreover,
that controversy of 1954 in no way said the last word o n the
djfflcult auestlons fnvolved, particularly because the starting point
of Barkillel's argument was the now largely Irrelevant auestlon of
distributIonal  analysla, I n  addltlon, it will take sornq  ar ument on
my part In the body of thIspaper to establish my ?asaumPt on that
Lakoff’s G S not only considers logIcal forms to be Ifngulstioa IY
baslb but also considers the dertvations from tthem that establ  sh
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surface structures fn a natural language to have Infsrentlal  content,
And so that when Lakoff wrote of arammatical tules as Velating
loglcal form to surface form” he dld not mean stmoly rules of
translatfon, I shall have no dlfflculjy In establlshlng this from the
exarWes Lakoff uses, hence GS fs a thesis that does brtng the notlon
of consmuence Into lingulstlcs,  and in an even stronger form ,.than
Bar HI I lel looked for, For, in the oaoer I referred to, Bar Htllel
thouQht that conseuuence  would s>robabl.y not be necessary for what h e
Cal led @vformattonal analysis**,

I shal I arguer then, that the notlons of lnferenoe with wh’foh  Lakbff
is concerned are of no particular  IbJUbtlQ !ntereSt, Moreover, in
that many of the inferences with which he concerns him8elf are what
would normally be cal led lnduotlve lnferenoee, they are of no
oartlcular loglcal interest either,

By that- 1 intend to refer to the whole area of fnfsrenues that humana
make on th8 basis o-f what they see, hear, know, and remember, but
which are not VALID tnferences, In that they may well turn out to be
wrong, For example, if we hear someone say trPlease sit down", We may
Infer, as a matter of social habit, such thlngs as that there 1s a
chair In th8 presence of the‘speakertthat whatever fa Spoken to ts
huran; that fn Obeykg the reauest, ff he does so, the hearer wfll
rove downwards (though he may already be IYlng down), Any or all of
these Inferences may be true, and may moreover be usually true, but
maY ais0 be fake On any PartiCUk OCCaSlOn These Inferences are
al I lnductlve, habitual, emplrlcatr but hav; no interestlno logfoal
content, however, because they are not valid Inferences,

IfI and 1 shall show this below, the inferences Lakoff deals tn are
of this sort, then h!s system cannot be any sort ;irlogio, other than
a Probabillstfc lo&, which is not In question However, tt
seerr,s to me that In bringing linguistic attention ba& to the subjeot
of - general Infer8ncMWhlch 1 take to Include lnduotive
lnference)Lakoff may be doing a service, TOr the enterorlse  that IS
concerned 4th such fnferences Is neither logfc, nor I!nguistTos  a s
traoitlonally understood, but artificial !ntellfgenceCAIJ,  Af 1s much.

unders&ndi~~t&s:?~
concerned constructton of a human-(lke reasoning and

I and that Is no small or unworthy task,

MY view Is that such inductive rules can only be a useful part of a
mechanism which is able to FOLLOW UP these, oossfbly mistaken,
Merences to see whether or not they are .,!usttfied  by the
InformatIon reaching the system later, and hence Is able to abandon
erroneous inference where pQsslble, No suoh Procedure 1s ooss~ble
within the conventfonal  paradigms Of IOglc Or (lngUistlo8j certalnlv
not wIthIn inductive logic in the orobablllstic form in whfch those
Words are normal ly taken, Only wlthln some such context
artlflcial intelligence, then, does It make much sense to dfJcuss t:i
sort of dubious inference  IIam referring to, suoh as whether or not a
chair Wag present in the V)ease sit downvq example 1 gave earlier,
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NW, there should be nothing astonishine i n  ciaimlng that, I f
Lakoff’s work has a proper place it is withln Af, f0t most modern
IingUistics has been tundavental ly concerned with the construction of
a Possible mechanism, even if in a less oiear way than &kOff'.s work
is, ana even though the )\nguists  in"qtrestfon might utterly reJect my
description of What they have been UR to al I this time,

ChorrskY's sslf+nPosed task, it wi I I be remembered, was the
descriPtion of a Poss!bie mechanism that would generate all aqd Only
the language strings satigfYin8  Some criterion Of corrWtness, That
remains the fundamental descriptfon of what Chomsky was afm!nu at,
even though It is now cal led "weak generatfva ca~aokP,and the
criterion of correctness Itself has wobbled a b!t over the yea?St and
even though Chomsky has given Other desiderata that the meqhanism
also haa to satisfy; such a8 being a scientifk descrlptlon of data,
reducing them to order;describlng a pos8ible mchan !#rn by which
humans IN FACT produce language;formalising the structure that hUman
THIW their language has, and SO on,

There Seems to be a continuing confusion in current On
this point, in that, in their eagernesss to di8olaim any b!tentbn to
model the mind or brain or other wocerrses  of an actual sneaker, Sbme
I ip+ists have g%e too far and disavowed  the orig!nal gO8PSl Of
sentence production as well, The task of the I tnraulst iY then
thought to be to assign descriptions to individual sentences1 but by
methods which must remain whoI IY mYsteriou8 If he has already
rejected all specific analytic or productive Cl 93 aleorlthms,, As I
shall show, Lakoff himself is In danger of fal I lng Into this
PaWWlar procedural llmbo, Chomsky's original desori~t\on C83oi
his own enterprise was Undoubtedly productive, and even when he came
later to clarify the notion of VenerationfV he continued to draw the
ana I WY with Post derivations in logic [9r P, 93 which are
ParadiWrs of directed mechanical sentence production,

P&aps I have set rather a wide and extensive scene for the detailed
discussion that follows, but then Lakoff himself does oonsfdsr hf8
own contributions to be fundamental, and not merely perbheralr to
IingupWcs, I must now e8tabi iSh t h r e e  pofnt8 by detailed
reference to Lakoff's text, in order to Justify the rather Iaim
general claims of this introduction, They are (lIthat the thesig of
GS USeS conseouenoe to establish Iin~iatic wall formedness}(Z)The
nOtiOn of consequence used i8 CreWentiY lnductlvs
consequencej(3)That the thesis of CS unless
notational Variant of existing linguistic :heorY,

it ts merely a
is false whether Or

not it rests on a notjon of consoauence,

In the two sections that follow I first exambe the notion of a
natural logic and then proceed to the central thesis of GS,



II) THE NOTION OF A NATURAL LOGIC

It is proper to ask first what Lakoff mean8 by a natural logic, He
writes (16, P, 54): -.

“(tv) we want a l0h In NhIuh all the aonoepts expresslbla In
n a t u r a l  language can be eXPressed unemblguously,  that 18, In whloh
all non-synonymous sentences ------ have diff8r8nt logtcal forms.

w we want a logic which is oaoable of accounting for all eOtr8Ot
Inferences mad8 In natural !angua98 and whloh rules out lnaorrrot
ones, We will call any logic meeting the goals (above) a “natural
IO9 I c”“,

AgaIn (IbId, I p, 58):

“IF natural I39lc ) , ( . logtoal 8qUlval8nO88 oould n o t  just b e
arbltrarll~ S8t _IJown I rather they would be Julrt those nec898WY to
CharWterlze the notfon Wa I 1 d 1 nf8r8nce” for nature 1 I anwrge
arwm8fWPc

And again (Ibid, D p. 126):

” N’a t u r a I logic, taken together with IlngUist)o8# is th8 8mDlrioal
study of the nature of human language and human r8a60nhgn,

This ail sounds a Very nice idea, and gener’ally a good thing, but
what does It really come to? The38 auotatlonsr for eXamplf3, taken
together, 8XOfeSS a curtoUs ambtVal8nc8 toWardS formal loolo that
runs rtght through Lakoff’s paper@ Lakotf Wrft86 Of a natural IOgfo
In terms of the gQner@( study of human r8asonlnQ~ but thr fact fa
that most real human reasoning Is of a sort that b Of inter8St to no
one but PsychologIstsrand somet lmes Psychtatt~3t8, f?sai PWjDt8
0rAue rruch  of the tjme along the lfnas of "That man has a squfnt,
therefore he probably wants to mu9 m8f(, And, of coupse, som8tlm8s
they are rlaht In such Merenoes, The notlon Of tnfsrenor, a8 8Ugh,
has no real logical oontent$ inferences are Just the Inferences that
beOpl.8 actual IY make, Phtlosophers from Moore C203 to Lakoff Clbfd
P, 9.Pave crltlcised th8 basic oonneotlve if =) v , ot ,m$ter aii
ImPl Iiatlon, In the Propositional Calculusr on the grounds that ‘ft In
no way 8Xpr8sS0d the natural UfWJ6 Of “if,
language, beoause It allows any statement t;

then” in ordlnaw
irn& any othw, a3 long

a s  t h e  first fs n o t true whl 18 the s s o o n d  18 fal88, In the
PrOpOsitIonal Calculus one Oould PrOP8rly say that ‘We Adollb space
craft 16 nearlng the moon’r Imp I lss *‘I have a head-ache  gomln
Indeed I do, and that has always Seemed t0 me Quit8 a fa!r p ctUr8 OfI

on’ ‘f f

how People aotually reason in real Illa, 8Ut more !W1OUSlY, Lak6ff
a ! so refers, In th8 passages I quotedr tb Val Id” a n d  “correat”
Inference when setting out what a natural togto 1s t0 be,
“val Id” Is a reasonably well-understood term and Covers sucrh
hf8re”fYUS 0s “all i’s are g and all $0 are I, thereforq al I i's
are I", a s  Well as thOs8 IIke “John is a Younger 8onr thereiore  Jbhn
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has B brother",

we can msl IY construct a gense of “CO~r~Ot" infsrenoe, tear
different from that of "valid lnferenos )' but still of lntere8t to
logic For examPIe, and to use an 01-d loeloal favorite,  we oan inter
frOrt, '"This Is a creeture with a heart" that "This Is a oreature with
a lIver,r, We can do this because' the mlsslng premise 18 unlver8ally
true, slnoe al I creatures with hearts do as a matter of faot have
livers, though It does not depend on the meanlng8 of word8 a8 does
the 9TYounger sonO case, But auoh lnferanoes will be odrrect In sbme
clear sense In that they wIII twhllo the world 8tay8 roughly the same
88 noWI always lead from true premtae8 to true oonclusfons, and JO a
"natural IoglP should probably be oonoerned with them, But8 a n d
this 18 my Oolnt, what doe8 Lakoff think ~ogtoiana, trrdltlonal and
modernr have been up to, if not the d(8ouselon and lnve8tlgatlOn  of
such valldr and sometimes, correct Inference83

To be Precls@o does Lakoff present any va(Id or oorrect Inferences fn
his oaper, as Part--of a proposed natural loglo, that have not been
extenslvoly dlsoussed by loglolans In the normal oourse of thelr Jbb?
I Would think not, and thls leaves me oufzled  as to what Lakkff
Intends the dlstlnctlve contrlbutlon of his natural logto to be,

There aret fn his papert a considerable number of relaCion8hlPs
establIshed of the sort that have constltutrd one of l&off’s
aontrlbutlon8 to Ilngulstlcsl auoh aa that we can go from "Last nloht
Sam smoked pot" [ibid c 13 43 to "Sam 8moked Dot l a s t  night", but
not n~cessarlly from "L&St night 1 realized Sam smoked DoV to "1
reallted Sam smoked pot last night" All of whloh Is Perfectly true,
but the first example la not, 1 sh6uld have thought, what a bellever
In a natural logic would want to call a valid InferanoeIln  that
Inferring 4 trlvlal synonym from another ls the sort of thing that
lo9lolans do, and l.akoff complaln8  of, rather than a real Ih
natural Inference, For who would aotually say @'Sam smoked pat last
night, therefore last night  Sam smoked potV

NOW there are indeed Inferences to be found in Lakoff’a Daper 4 that
are real world lnferenoe8,  but would not be found in a loOlo book.
However, they also haye the drawback mentloned earl tar1 that they are
not valid, or even oorreot, In the sen8e defined above,

Lakoff writes Clbid, 4 P# 4231

Y34la, Nlxon refused to try to shut Agnew UD# I (34a)
entalls (35a), I , , , (35Ia. Nlxon didn't try to e~ut'Ag~ew'up~q,

I f  Lakoff is using "entall" In Its normal sense to cover val td
Inferences1  those Where the conseguent must be true If the anteordent
1s~ then what he claims Is Just not 30~ fo refuse to d o  someth!ng
Is to deollne, to perform a verbal aotr and 18 so desortbed  In both
American and Brltlsh dlctlonarles, ft 18 WrfeotlY oossfbls t o
refu8e to do x and then to do ltr even though a8 a mattlrr of faot tt



may be usual not to do x once you’ve refused to,

Again Lib/d, 8 PP, 8-10;l Lakoff argues at length that the sentenoe
N ne more bear, and I'll leave” Is dqlved from a sentenoe oontalnlnu
79 9 ftf Such aS "If I drink One more beer then I'll le0va*', and the
force of the exams I e Is that there IS a relation of oonssauence
between the two sentences In the derivation (of one from the other),
In which c a s e he ls saying that Vf I have one more beer than I’ll
leaveVc ental Is "Ona more beer and I'll  leavers, But that agaln 'fs
not so, for I might neither have another beer nor leave, in whloh
case "If 1 have another beer then I'll leave,* Is still true, but
tt~Oi I have one more beer and I'll leave” (a natural meaning of the
consequent) is false, and so there can be no entailment, shoe the
antecedent  with VVff@ 1s true, and the consequent is false,

NOW, 1 nay have i tn erpreted the whole notion of GS wrongly (see below
part III) in that the derfvation relation here Is not Intended to be
oonsequentiai, 8ut IF IT I$ then here agab 1s Q very shaky form
of inference  at th6' heart of the system, and one which@ 11s I argued
in the first section, wtll Just not fit Into the standard lbglcal Or
IinQUistfC derlvationai paradigms, but only into one that has the
caoaclty to find out that It has Inferred wrongly and to try aaak

Wh‘l le oolntfng out that modern logic Is still oonaerned  wfth valid
Inferences, it must also be admitted that much of Lakoff's crltlclsm
of its preoccupations Is true, Hfs demonstretlons of the WaY8 in
which ioglcai calcuil fail to capture the awkward prOlffWafiOn8  Of
I anguage are farnillar to readers of Moore, Wittgensteln and Aust‘fn,
but nevertheless valuable as reminders, In that the arroganoe of
loglclans about language blossoms again In every generation  08 if ft
had never been fxlmmed, Again, much of the preoccupation of
loglcians with the axlomatlsatfon of loglo 1s hard to understand for
those concerned with the DrOblems of language, and Indeed Meal0 Cl51
has t3ointed out that there is something rather odd about wanting to
axiomatise  logic itself  (which Is where much log/oaf energy h a s gone
in thbs last fifty years): axlomatisatlons always used to be of some
area of subject matter, such as geometry, using the technlausa o f
ioglc,

But here a g a i n ,thfngs are not as bad as they might seem, and even
the most foundational logicians are Ware that thefr formal systems
fwst respect the valfd Inferences of some area Of di8oours@, The
trouble is, from ths point of vleW of those interested ln language,
that tt7s area of discourse that many or all foundatlonal iOQiOiW78
are interested in IS mathematics, not natural IansUJage,

But some of these foundatlonal concerns should be of ultimate concern
to Lakoff in the construe It on of a natural lOgtO, SuPPosIng  he were
able to do what aDDears to be hfs ah; to Put together an enormous
number  o f postulates or rules of Inference for natural lrn9ua9e
armfleW, It would sure& be important to know lf they were
coWstent: for the fact that speakers felt sure about each of them
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lndlvlduolly  would not guarantee that QonststenOY at al I, At bne
Dolnt, though, ttbid, I o8 943 Lakoff does refer In pas&g to OM of
hl$ Pogtulatss as a theorf)m, and theorems are dOrIved from ailarnsr so
berhaw he does have In mjnd some ult.lmata axtamatlsatlon and tt?8t of
aoWstenoY, However, there are other more lmmedlate barriers In
the way of such an assemblage of postulates, When I wro e abovs,of
Lakoff's amblvalenoe t o w a r d s  loglo, I h a d  In mfnd his uw toh from,4
o f ten 'Justlfled, orftlclnms  of f o r m a l loglo to a n  axtraordInary
degree of aoceptanoe, One form of It in thls paper is an aasumpt'fon
that One oan assemble an aixJregate of Postulates by Dloklng and
ohooelng from different  areas of Ioglc,

The overall format of Lakoff’s paper ls In fa0t a aantle meander
through different areas of loglot auantltler8, mernfnu oostulatos,
modal loglo, model theory, But thero Is no system suosmt~d at any
oolnt, only an agpfratlon and a new notation With every rubssotfon,
It Is not tf; a;lieself;lf;~dent that all these notIons can be useful Iy
oomblned Meaning postulates and modal theory, for
example, representvery different ways of going about doing log/o,

Another form of Lakoff's over-confldenoe In log10 I!# htr apparent
assumption that a number of logfoal oonceOte offv firm tools +Or the
Job he has In mind, One suoh 1s entaflmenL whioh Lakbf? sbmowhat
mlaunderstands as we saw, The basic notIon of entailment Is falilv
o(ear, but lt oannot be pressed to0 far or lt all~a throuuh the
fIngers,Some ~hllosophers would oertafnly  argue that thq so~oalled
"paradoxes  of entaf IrnerWf have this effeot,and,from  another POlnt of
Vbh QuIne C23J has given m u c h  time t o  arguing  t h a t  tha notion  b e
dropped, though If one dld 80 lt !S not 8asY to 80. how we would
oontlnue t o  descrfbe many of what seem to be perfectly o(ear valtd
Inferences In natural I anguage, Another case it that oi
PresupPoaltlon~ whfch Is an extrem~(Y dlffloult  not’ibn partly
beoause the usual definltlon of lt, suoh as Strawson% Is i n terms
of- Wtallment: C271 9 presUPPobe8 S' lf and only If '5 la t r u t h
valued" sntalls SF fh!s Is a very dtffloult  notlon to apply tb r e a l
I angua9e examples, and most of the looiotans who have made ube of a
forma) notlon of presupposltlon have kept It aaf8lu wIthIn orlou&
But Cakoff u s e s  'ft blIthelY w h e r e  antallmrnt  would geem more
approwlate, He tells ub Clbld, I P@ 51J t h a t  "Sam rrallzes  t h a t
HatrY la a fink" presupposes that "Harry Is a fink", whloh sounds
alright In an everyday sense of presuppose but lf Harry 1s not a f!nk
do we really want to say that "Sam reallzs8  @to, '9 has no truth
value?. It see;ns to me muoh more 3tralMWorward  to say that it Is
NOT TRUE In that case that Sam realbes etc, 8 baoauas he only thinks
he realIzea eta, And If It Is n o t true then we do not have a
Or33UpPo3ltl0n~ but somethIng more llke an sntallmant,

A footnote Cibld,, P, 1333 suswwt8 that Lakoff Is aware of
deflnltlons  of ~~pre3upposltlon" I Ike the one of $traWllon's Quoted
abbvefi and
Morsoverr

that there l;h;omen;;tnto beware of
h e  e;yly of the

Z~e3uPP0slt1on * some care, and contrasts Its
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cases with the transltivlty of ontallmentU,hough t h a t  fa dkvwkcad
too, of oourae, but let us lOnor@ that), But thsn oome such reverllng
footnotes a8 tit8 p,235n,J where hs says that some phflosophers
might p r e f e r  t o  use "pra9matlc !molloatlorP  for what he talk
OresUpPosItIon 1 think oerhabs Lakoff Is right, and that Indeed la
very muoh whit I wrote sarller when I aooused him of oonfus?no
entailment with mere jnduOtlV8 Inferanoe,  And, as I argued there,
that Is a very damaging crltlofsm of Lakoff's whole case about
lo9la--even If it oOmes  au an admlsalon from his own hand, For
neither llnoufstlcs nor iooia proper can really handle an !nduotIvs
io9lc that may Infer wrongly at any po!nt,And,evefl If therlr oould
an lnductlve ioglc adequate to such a taskAt would be an odd da lP
that mastery of English al80 requlrcld ma8terY of that loalo',

So then, I do not see why Lakoff ol!ngs so strongly to the notjon of
~resupPositlon In his ilngulstio dosoriotion and to olalms auoh as
Cibld, P, 521 "An account of the logloal form of a aontenoe must
Include a n  acooun,t o f the oresuooosltlons of that sentente~';and
Clbld,, p, 53.3 "Then w e  will say that the surfaoe form $1 can be
related to the log!cal form Ll ONLY IF VW oadtals) the rrlatlon,

&nOi,
holds between I.1 and L2, m a e ( ( I*, For these olalms Jusi

be Justlfled in terms of the notlon of bresupdosltlon as
normally understoodjeven though In oerta!n  oaseb, suoh a s Russell's
Theory o f  Deflntte DesorlPtiOns, there are well known arguments iOr
Inoorporatlng  oerta'fn existence  assuwtlons Into a loetoal form,yqt
those cannot be called Presuobosltlons In Strawson's or Lakoff's
sensw3 of oourse, because for Russell, if there is Ktn9 of
Franae,then the statement  that the Prasent Kln9 of Franoi'is  bald 1s
FALSEgot Just wlthout truth value,And,as Is well known bf oou se,
StrawsOn's notlon of PresuPposltion was s~eolfloally dfrsotrd a9 nstF

'

that dootrlne  o f RU3?33ll’b, But lf Strawson has some other
tiear,non-Ru8sei  i lan,notatlOn for Inoorooratlng  PresuPPosltlons into
io9lcal forms he does not really set It Out,What he g!Vos us 1s a
notatlOn for presuopos!tlons due to HornCsae 25;! Whloh olalms to be a
formallzatlon of a nOtIon of AustIn'srand IS ln any ease dlffersnt
frorr the Strawsonlan deflnitlon that Lakoff rromet  lmes seems to
embrace ti,e,lbld,,o,i3iL

On HOh’s VleW presupposltlon  a n d  @ntallrnent are to be dlstlngutshed
as follows;

If (S-W) and (44') then S presupposes S',

then S entalls S,

this is different f r o m  Strawson’s  defln!t[on  --fn that It Is not a
deflnftlon  of Presupposltlon In terms of antallment,and It doss not
make US9 of the nOtfan of belns truth valued---but llks lt ,lt Is
lnoonslstent wlth the Theory of DesorlotlonsCsee 253, HoweverJts
weak Point Is the unaxp la.lned "*" ,fOr what h this to be?It cannot
be even as strong as materlai Implloatlon,for  if S' 1s f a l s e  w e
oannot Infer -S (as we oan with SW) If we are to oressrve  a notjon
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af preaupposltlon different from that of entallmrnt  on the baa18 of
those two dsflnitlons, For If 4' allow8 us tb Infer 4 then the tW0
notlons,by t h e  dsf!nitlOn  o f entailment glvrn above,Oannot b e
dlstinOt, I would then argue that, If w e a k e r  t h a n  matedal
1mPlicatlon, LakofVs a n d  Horn9 ,,*,*"oan onlv be o u r  o l d  bduotlve
Inference agaln,wlth all  t h e  t r o u b l e 8  f o r  a  dsrlvatfonal  IbvW8tbs
that I have mentioned already,

As a general thesis about ths tranalatlon of sentenoss Into i’oafcai
form LakoffQ claim a b o u t  presupposltlon, ouoted a b o v e ,  fs surely
unaccePtabie, Fo, example, there 18 the Problem Of the reo8,810n  04
~r~W3Pobltlons in aulta straightforward BentenOe8t 8hbuld every
8Vt@nCe about a physIcal ob.jeot , SuOh as "The boy threw the stone,,
have a preaupposltlon ?3omethlno 0% ISti“ smbodded In Its ~odoal
fom? (And the prefix 3% dOas not quite do that), I do not 84W how
Lakoff -can avoid do'fng this wlthout rO8Ort to an arbitrary cuboff  of
PresupPosItIonal  level,

But Of course there. is no need for any guoh nonrrenae, for all that
Lakoff deSoribeS  as pr88uPpO3ltlons oan be handled PerfrotiY w8ll bY
InduOtive inferences wlthout any embrddlngs in LF's, and he admtts  a8
muoh in the footnote 1 quoted, The only trouble from his point of
view 1s that the handling must be a? part of an artfflefai
intelligenoe system,

Note that 1 am not saying for a moment that I am sh8ddlng any I roht
On these difficult  notlons, such as preeuPposltfon and entailment,
but only pointing out that they are diffloult  and unalear, have VeicSd
loglOian$  and philosophora, and ata not nloe clean tools that Lakoff,
or any other llngufst, can just plak UP and get to work With, They
need a l o t  o f  conceptual  clean?ng  UP themseives, and l.ako!f ghows no
sign of being Prepared to do that, Another term In this category 18
the central one 0f l05Uoal form, Lakoff uses the term freely all
the way up to [ibid, , p, 533 before he admIta that "it makes 88nSe
to speak of IogiOal forms of aentenoes only With respect to sbms
syst@m of logic,,,

the logIcal form (LF) of a sentence 1s the form It rrqufres to t a k e
Part 'In deduotive relatIona, Some logicians would also hold that
the LF is in addltlon the real msanlng, or strugture, Of a 8entenoe.
This one could call the V~baokbone’~ view of LF, Lakoff is tempted by
both these polntg of view and, shoe he 18 a ItngUist not a lo i&n,
this haves an important ambiguity in what CS means (See Sect on! 111
belowL

The very flr8t example In Lakoff's  long  paper fa!Is to

fundamental relation of LF to deduotion, He wrftes Ctbid,
nottoe
0 P, 1JI

"(l)The member8 of the royal familv are vlsltlns dlgnitarles,.

the

(2)vislting dignitaries can be boring,
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' @ ' corresponding to e a o h  of these grammatloal  analyaea (03 1) w e
;ind a  p a t t e r n  of deduCtionR9,

But that is Just not so, We cannot deduoa two conolustans #ram the
above sentences, depending on the preferred grammatical anaiY8ls of
(11, because we cannot deduoe anythIng  until the sentenoss are I n
some reoCgnlzable  LF, A”d that LF does not have to be
syflbO(lc~indeedO o n e  could say that the h e a r t  o f Artstotolean logic
oonsists I n  trying t o  saueeze sentenoesr imto Arlstot(efs  rebarbatlve
Predicate form 0 all of whloh was wholly 9XPte88sd in the n a t u r a lr language of Verrns@~, OnlY when something equtvalent  to that ha8 been
done can we begin to taik of dedUctfOr!, EM0 bf oourse, Inw Tjng tt
the g r a m m a t i c a l ambigUltY LakOff'8 eXamPIe requires 9' have
USaPpeared,

Lakoff Warns US that LF only makes aen6e with reclpeot to a partloular
loBic, but then, wfthout  w a r n i n g , 8Qttifm fbr a modiffed  PrediCate
Calculus fC;h;;pr;;M;ing sentenoe strUotUras I one with predfeatea  and
arguments t h e m s e l v e s  be P r e d i c a t e s , He then us08 thfs
format, when It is appropriate to the system h o I s  discussing, b u t
exPres8ed in tree form, there 1s no rea8on why a Ijngulst should
not express  predicate formulas by trOa8 rather than strlngs  If h e
wlsh@st all that make8 this o d d  18 that Lakoff a lso  m a k e s  UWB at
other Points Clbid, 0 PP, 14, 15 for examples of standard phrase
structure trees, and w r i t e s  o f t h e m  a s  LFf8, which leaves one In
conslderable doubt a9 to what Lakoff th(nk8 a lOgloa( form 18, He
has not pinned down the Predicate Calculus format he 8eems to have
adopted clo$eiY enough for one to know whether or not it 1s Capable
Cf expressing the Iingulst!o variety that he, espeoially, woul'd want
to get into it,

In the matter of cjuantifiers, too, one's fatth In the
0omVnsenslCallty of Lakoff’g natural logic 18 not inoreased by his
in!tial battery of e x a m p l e s  whloh starts with;[ibid,  8 p, $23

91) The arohaeologfst disoovered nine tablets*',

This@ Lakoff claims, 1s ambiguous b e c a u s e  *’ It can mean either  t h a t
the @rchaeologlst dtscovered a group of nine tablet8 or t h a t  t h e
number  of tablets he dIscovered altogether total led nine, though they
may not have been in a group”,

But, one i8 tempted to repiY, it might Just as usefully be argued
t h a t  t h e  wntence is ambiguous depending on whether or not the. arohasologlst is an offloiali~ certificated onetwhat Lakoit hayo;y;e
here Is to take a dIstinCtion fundamental in mathematics and
that between a set and its members, and to Glabn that it ha;

l amPiricai  3lgnlficance  in a natural I angua9e, But that IS an
extraordlnary procedure I and doubly so for an advocate air a NATURAL
loglo, one free from the preoccupations of mathematicallv Oriented
IoglClans---for what normal speaker oouid 8ertously  consider the
CuCted sentence amb‘fguous?
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It Is Important to be 0 I ear here t h a t  Lakoff's point Is aulte
different from a recurrfng one of Wine's ;that we understand oertain
grammatioal structures and dfstlnotions better b y  8se‘ino them
tlluminated by logioal desortpt!.on  Csee for WamPle 23, 0, 443
Qulne assumes, In order to make this point, pro-existing grammaffcai
dlstlnctions to be illuminated, and does not @rlvfsaQe a SEARCH f o r
mathematical dlstinctjona In the operation of natural language,

But 8ome advances are present in Lakoff'83reatment of quantlfleis:
It Was beoomlns we( I
oould not handle the

known that standard tramformat~bnal  tkebl::
notions ot var iabie and quantlilerc

oarticular, so a s  to gfve two teadIngs to such old logtta'l ohrrsfnuts
em "WarYbodY loves someoneqq, Most P@OP(O can be got to see that
this Wmtenoe oan be i n t e rp re ted  to mean two aUlte different thlngs,
that cou Id b e  assocfated with the Predicate  Caloulus formulas
(3WYULYXI and (W3YHLXY) resoecttvelY, oven though they Would
not normally express the two messagem Involved bY means of that bne
sentence If they wanted to be undergtood,
Particular exampj&

Now Lakoff d!seuss88  thfs
and disPlaYa two toonvsntlbnal Phrase-qtruoturr 1

tree8 for the sentenoe, but (and this seems to me the vftai pofnt) he
gives no bottom4evel rules that show how one could take the sentence
and de r i ve two reading8 for It, That is the serious test In thfs
,8ager and the trick we all want to see done, While Lakbff 1s
discovering loolc Moravosik and GabbaY have provid8d a strong set-
theoretic logic with grammar ruleetl26213that does d o  Juet that.
SancPJwa I I 1243 and S~mmonaC263  have also%ov~dsd  modified Prrdtoate
Calculus notattons  that deal with suoh example8 fn a piooedurally
determinate  manner,

Lakoff’s f a i l u r e  t o  Provide  any sort of sy8tem of rules, however
miniaturlsed in 8cope, 18 an Important oner as I argued 8arljer, For
It leaves an Important doubt as to Juet what a natural 10~10, or
iqdead a geqmative  semantics, 1s intended to aaoompli8h with regard
$0 some body o f senterlces in a natural language. And, 'ft 18 not
Possible f o r Lakoff to take refuge here In sbma
oo~petenoe~Perf0rmanoe distinotion and to say that of oourse he 1s
not attempting to model a speaker's aerformrnoe etc. etc, drrotselu
because that Is not what he is being aoous8d of, Th8 Lequ88t for
determinateness and PreoisfOn is in no way to b e  OOnfU8.d with a
demand for osyohoiogtoal  hitatlon,

It Is perfectly true, of course, that loglclans Import struoturea;
into their Work and Inform their readers that those strucfuiea
rePresent oertaln natural language sentenoes, without ever alv!ng a
hint of a determinate translation procedure that would take us from
the sentenoea to the struotures, But I do not think that Lakoft oould
take shelter with the logician8 here, for there fs an
dlfferenos logiotans'

Imljortant
between the rnterprlsr a n d  his own, The

loglclan is oonoerned above all with the formal relation8 between the
structures he derive8 tthe exaot relation between the structures and
the natural language they "hook onto'" is seoondaw even though
Vital IV important, But Lakoff, on the other hand, desorlbes  hle task
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generation of Sentence9 a I ong wjth
their 3tructures,
must be, central,

SO, for hlm, the mtsslng determ\nataness Is, and

I hY WI1 Tot have done Justice  td’ the w e a l t h  of Lakoff's example5
In this paper, But it should be said that there are oertain Wlte
gratuitous  dlfflcultfes In the way of dolns so,in partfcrular LakOff's
cur lws treatment of the status of llngulstlc examples, It has been
rerafked In d e t a i l elsewhere bY LlndsaYC38J h o w  bizarre t h e  Q
notation" Is when considered Ih~uistloqlu
l I legitimate,

Used t0 mark senten&J
add two 9~083~s t o those

ilhWtr8te
Let me Orltfct$mS to

the additional dlfflcultles present In the work of
Lakoff's under discusston,

In the present paper Lakoff also uses the 'VU' t0 mark LOGICAL i terns
that he considers falser Or logIcallY falSe8 For exampl’e, the
a s t e r i s k  ls a t t a c h e d  t o  PE$IITO(,  Y, s;i) 3 REQ I$(X, YI ~1) tlbld. P
b 75 t0 1ntjlcat.e  atl Inference that doe3 not Y
concl slons,a

n general lead to true
But the statement oan hardly  be called unarammatloal

in any sense, unless that hardworked Word IS to carry an even hervler
I oad:

Lakoff also displays an opposite technlwe In this prper!opposlte
that 13 to the arbitrary exclusion  of eXamP/es, For it amounts tQ the
aroltrary acceptance Of examples, TWO qu0tatfOns from footnotes
shotild ;ive t,ld fl?vJr of c,ha .:ler,nJd;

the author3 speech, Readers whose idloleots dlsasree with these
examPIes can easf IY construct slmllar examples In their own speech, N

“Sentences I ike (1) are not norma I in standard English, and are
restricted to certa\n dialects, These are most common tn Urban
w3nters In which there are, Or Wsre, a large number of Ylddksh
spWW3, Again, the facts given here are from the author’s native
dialect and the argument Is based on the existence of a dfalect In
which such facts hold" Clbld, I PP, 13fl-1313

It’s hard to know what to say to this, except that he must surely gee
that If hls examples depend on the particular  dialect and cannot be
reproduced In standard English, then It throws consIderable doubt on
w h a t  he is arguing for, I myself cannot “easily” reOroduce his
exan.Oles In my dialect and, moreoverr se8 no rea3on why 1 should,
s i n c e ha Is writing the paper and It ls his job to conv/nte me, On
the other hand, if the examples can be reproduced easily In standard
Engl 10, then It Is sheer perversity, in a paper aDearentlY IN
standard English, for the author not to do SO, I referred to hls
pethod a s the arbi trarY accebtance of examP(QS tanalogous to the
arbltrarr exclusion  wfth 'f@") because, If one does not understand  the
author's dialect,, ona feels that there are no holds barred and that
an author could make any arbitrary point about Engllsh in this WRY,
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In the end 1 feel a sense of digapPointment about Lakoff’s d+!soussTon
of natural losic, Partly beOause 1 do not get the feeling that brhlnd
t h e  ragbag of bits a n d  pieoes t h e r e  is a real h a r d  s y s t e m  of analysb
c0Mng into being, and Partly beoause there is so much bf roai
(non-formal-logic) argumentation in natural language that Lakoff dbrs
not even aonsider, He considers only the struuturo of slmdle
sentences and SlmPle Inferenoes, w h e r e a s the real stiuoturn of
informal argument seems to me to takeover a muoh larger soale, 4nd
here  I a m  thlnklng f the considerable work ,f Austin C21 and
BaFbroUgh C33 to & down the notion of Informal arsumentj Hesse’s
Cl32 efforts to give a forma I definftion o f analoDlaal
arsument;passmore’s [223 analyses of basis forms of argum8nt tn
ohflosophy and Orjlqary dlsoourse that seem to elude oonventJOn+l
forrEal descrlptfon----suoh  a s the Reductlo ad AbsurdumiColby’s
(113 computer-oonstructfon  of dlsoourses  and tnferenoes aboro4ate
to certain forms of mental disorder)Anderson  and Belnap’s[l> efforts
to formalize enthymatlc, or Inoomplete,  arguments;as well as my own
efforts t303 to=, trace ,formal(y,the sense shifts in argument, based
o n  sOme imoortant ideas o f  Bosanquet f,s 1, All the8e seem to ma to
deserve some conalderatfon in the context of a real natural loglo, to
suoplement mere(y wandering through what the oonventfonal formal
logicians have to offer as Lakoff has done,

I‘11 GENERATIVE SEFlANTfCS

Lakoff’s thesis of GS can be dtscussed  separately from natural loaic
because natural logic Is clearly about the explfcit inferences paoble
make, for better or worse, when they reason, GS, on the other hand,
Is about the more standard Ilnguistic task of pinning down the
PrOductlon of well formed sentences ) or, if one prefers to soeak in
a psychological mode, about ImPI icit inferenoes m a d e  in the
generation process for sentences,

c,S can be discussed briefly here because heavywelght analysfs would
be out of p(sce until Lak0ff says more clearly what he moans by It.
As I quoted earlier, he writes that '@the rules relating the ioar at
torn:  to  the surfaca,  f o r m  are e x a c t l y  t h e  r u l e s  of Srammar~~, 1 th n kP
we c-en take the V*exactly" as having only rhetorloal force here, sinoe
any such perfeot coincidence would almost aertainiy  have been notioed
before the year of our Lord 1970,

It may well be the case that certain of the rules to which Lakoff has
draw attention In thfs pawr do have a Part to play in a n y general
language-to-logic translation AND in any reasonably general grammar,
of whatever sort, But Chat Is a far ory, of course1 from the burden
of Woof required by t h e  Exactly” i n  the  last quotattan, If It Is
reel ied that the quotatfon  expresses only a Oonjs0turerthen It seems
clearlY  a false one@ since it is not hard to find --for two such
orlrra facie  different tasks  as grammatical productfon a n d  translatjon
to logic ""*"m examples of rules that wfll certainly function tn one
enterprise and eaually certainly not in the Other, I do not believe,
for example, that the grammaticality, On any sense of that word, of



sentences oontalnlng ~~oosslbly" oan reaulre a rule relatfng that word
to some Primltive&ymbol express(n9 the oonoeDt of oertalnty, Yet
translation of such sentences Into modal loglo wl ll reoulre some suoh
rule ----or the complement of It, where "certa'fn"  reblaoes 'VbosalblV
mutatl% mutandts, Surely l.akoff's conJecture-assertlon  about r u l e
ldentlty excludes this possibilky?

Agatn, L a k o f f ’ s d e f e n s e of GS at this wdnt involves some WtY odd
form3 Of argllment indged, The followin$  seems to be esaentlal to hfs
JustlfloatlontClbld, I pa 113

"It should be noted that the above conclusions Cthrt Is, GSJ depend
Upon a form of argumentation uoon which Just about all of Che
Ilngulstlca of the Paat decade and a half depends, namely, thet 13 a
given theory necessarfly requires that the same rule be stated twice
then that theory Is wrong, Not Just inelegant,  but amolrlaally
InCorrect,  ?'

we1 Ir If t h a t Is trueI then perhaps SO muoh the w o r s e for reoent
IinQuistlCs, For that form of argumentr If oorrect, would dut
linguistics ln a unjque theoretlcal oosltion among the sctencrs and
hurrane dlsclollnes, There are very cornDIe%  dlsousslons in the
oontemoorary philosophy of science a b o u t  w h a t  exaotly  it means to 8aY
t h a t one t h e o r y  1s more economlcal than another1 ln t erms of
excluding more alternative Posslbillties and so being more testable .
In some defined sense, P a r a d i g m s of such argument ooncern, for
example, whether th 8 hypothesis that the olanats have ctrcular orbits
IS more or I ess economIcal than the alternative In term8 of
ellibtlcal orblts, gut no one, to my knowledge, has suggested the
employment  of the prfnclPle referred to by Lakoff  I t h a t  a  l e s s
economic theory, In any sense, Is not Just lass eoonomlc (with
respect to the s a m e  data) but is ergo EMPIRICALLY WRONGI

W_ith  CS, as with all suoh theses1 there ae two ways of (ooklng at
themt one is to take the words as meanjng what they apDear to mean!
the o t h e r  Is to assume that they mean somethlng quite dffferent, The
first approach gives us what 1 shall call the TRANSLATION vfew or the
CONSEQUENCE view depend1 nQ on how we take the word Ve(ateq' In that
last: Wotatlon, The seoond aporoach would gfve what 1 o u l d c a l  I
the RENAMING view, B Y that I mean that when Lakof'7 speaks of
loglcal form he doesn't mean that ln any standard sense, but a s some
llngulstfc structure, elthar familiar or of his own devlsjng, In
either case, on the renaming view, GS would not really be ABOUT 1081~
at all, and disputes about lt would be wholly an Internal matter ior
lingulstlcs, khen Chomsky ClOJ writes of GS as Qotathal  vrrlant”
of his own work he fs takfng the renaming view,

The consequence view 1s the most obvlous posslbl llty, namely that the
“r8 1 atea” Is by inference,  valid or otherwise, and that the well
formedness of sentences Is settled by whether or not they can b e
inferred from IOgloal fortis, MY points in the Introduction abbut
Barhlllel assumed that this was Lakoff's View-, Much of the evidence
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for this assumptton 1s circumstantial because Lakott rarely actually
discusses GS I n  g e n e r a l t e r n s , But it la reinforced by his.
IntrcdUctfOn  of rules of fnferenoe with "It fs char that there 1s
more to representing meanlngs than Simply provldlng  IOgfcal forms of
sentences*V tlbld, ) p, 752, That ‘ouotatlon seems to me tb rule but
the translation View: that logloal  forms are the meaning I or
v*backbOne~v, of sentences and can be related to them by mere rules of
translation, T h e  t r a n s l a t i o n  view also becomes l e a s  plausfble w h e n
One remembers how much of the paper is about Interen ; I? GS were
really about  translateon Into loglcal form then lnferenoe w&I'd have
no p l a c e  at all in a dtscussfon of natural IOQIG, Sb then, the
consequence view must be Lakoff’s vlew if he has a firm view, TWb
clear and simple considerations tell a8ahst ItI

(1) There is just nc clear notlon available of inference going from
IoCIlcal forms to sentences, Rules that orOSS t h e  logioal
forvsentenoe boundary are rules of translation,

(2) There I s th'e problem of Veverse dfreotlonY how oould w e
ana l yse sentences wtth reverse Inference rules to Produce IOdoal
forfrs? Reversing  Inference r u l e s  I s  t o  p r o d u c e  false,hood,  as tn '(if
this is not colored then It Is not red , tt What possfble !ntarpratatjon
oould We attach to such a Procedure In the context of GS?

In addition  there Is the general lmplausibllity  of bellevlng  that the
forK or meaning of what we say 1s determlned In any way by operations
lnvolvlng the not/on of truth, This Is a seoarate and dstat ed
bh~lOsOphlcal matter, o f ooUrse, o n e  InaPproDriate  f o r  d!soUSs o nf
here, but which should,1 believe,by now be considered e&tied I n
favor o f the common sense posltlon,The auest!ons  Involved have been
much discussed,but Strawson'sC283is an excellent reoent restatement
of that posltlan,

The possible a n a l y s e s of GS I have offered, and the knOckdOwn
&gurwnts 1 have produced against lt when so Interve
criticls8d as cavalter and inadequate, T h a t  ‘fs true, 1
I not how Justlce can be done until Lak
con~~derables~~a~;ficatton  o f  GS1 a t  t h e  top IeVe!,  If 1
oh r aIse a It should a l s o  be a d d e d ,  In falrneas, that
n;entA  oned the many fundamental points, suoh as th
serrantlcs

----- 4
and the fmportance  o f what Is now c a l l

decomposlt/on~vp on whkh 1, l i k e  m a n y  unreconstruoted Pr
watr)y  a p p l a u d  Lakoff’s  recent  POSltlOnS.

ted, may be
am sure, but

off produoes
may use that
I have n o t

4 t3r i maCY  -of --_
sd- +m&al
e-Chomskyans,
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