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Among the DaDCIS presented thıs workshop, Prof. Petöfi’s stands Ouf

erhaps ONn  'r of those richest in content Following clear exposition of OMIC

central issues in C}  ary Logical Semantics, he has presented wıth
valuable „anthology of quotations“ serlı1es of fundamental erıticısms of SOMMC of
the IMOTIEC wıdely publicize Versions of Oog1ica Semantiıcs applıed the study of
natural languages. Limitations of tıme have ineviıtably made ıt for Profi.
Petöfi leave Ouf In hıs discussion number of approaches relevant OUT topıic
and the workshop’s task ar hand But, ONC must bear in mınd that Logical Semantıcs
15 by unanımous OT nıfıed CamMmp. So Pro(f. Petöfi has certaminly had
make Ome hard choices. Due the arge number of questions addressed In hıs

and the ımıted tiıme avaılable, wıll have lımit MYy only small
number of the ManYy important 1SSues raised iın his

ollowıng Prof. Petöfi’s order of exposition, wıth 1erwisch’s artıcle
„Psychologische Aspekte der Semantık natürlıcher Sprachen“, well chosen poıint of
departure. Bierwisch ucceeds In addressing precisely those 1SSUeS 1Cc AIC of
relevance for anYy lınguist, ryıng 455C55 the relevance of Logical Semantıcs
linguistics. He throws in number of pragmatıc consıderations well in hıs
dıscussıon, and, whole, hıs approac 15 parole- OTr performance-oriented.
For PUITDOSCS of exposıt1ıon, divide Bierwisch’s artıcle into [WO 5 firstly, hıs
formalısm for the representation of utterances, theır contextual relatıons and theır
communıiıcatıve intent. Secondly, hıs OVerVieWw of the (ype of semantıcs that has ıts
Or1g1ins in the work of Gottlob rege, and hıis erıticısm of that approach.
TIo wıth, let us consıder Bierwisch’s three-layered yramıd of interpretatıion,
intended AaCCOUNTL for linguistic Uulterance condıtioned by given
cCommuniıcatıve purport 1n gıven cCONiext As Can be SsScCCNM from hıs schema, the
utterance 15 taken the basıc unıt, accumulatıng addıtional meanıng dAS contextual
and performatıve varıables aAIiIc successively instantıated.
Thıs scheme makes allowance for consıderable number of varıables 1C| have
play role In the interpretation of ufttferances and, presumably, ONn of these
varıables loses ıts value when deal ıth text fragments from the COTrDOTA of
languages longer spoken. But, callıng mınd the MOSLI lıkely potentıal of
the database, geles, translators and 1DI1cCa scholars iın general, wiıll they ındeed
fınd the scheme sufficıent for theır purposes? May W possıibly, antıcıpate
demand for addıtional eve of analysıs, the interpretational yramıd
and encompassıng addıtional conten(t, possıbly even severely constrainıng choices aft
each and CVEIY of the lower evels? have In mınd C.B. SOMEC tradıtional of
classıfication commonly used ın exegesI1s.
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The Song of Oongs, from 1C ıllustrations for thıs particular topic wWeTrTe drawn,
iıllustrates well OoOme of the 1SSUeSs be addressed Now, hat kınd of ork 15 the
Song of Songs? No ack of diverging AaNSWEeEeTS there What Was ıts ‚Sıitz im en ın
ancıent Hebrew soclety? Is ıt profane DOCIIN, collection of bıts of of
varyıng age? marrıage SONg, SONg of spontaneous love, NOL sanctıoned by
societal institutions (So Gerleman)? Assocıated ıth the cult? Partly of Egyptian
Akkadıan OT1g1N, condıtioned Dy eren relıg10us envıronment? Ihe dealings of
Ishtar and 1ammuz perhaps? By orıgın connected ıth Canaanıte relıgıon? Or are

attending „h1eros gamos” here? Such suggest10ns and others have been made.
TIhe exegele MUSL surely take stand these 1Ssues and others. Terms lıke
„context“ and „communicatıve intent“ wıll ineviıtably be condıtioned by the choices
made In the lıght of assumptions such these, and the choices made mMaYy be
inherited rıg] down the eve of interpreting exıcal unıts. Add thıs the
number of connected ıth the Documentary Hypothesıs. Durıing the
discussions here, wıshes for the inclusıon of such A well etymological
information have been expressed. Thıs 15 becoming long lıst, but MY question 15
How much of thıs wiıll ant SCC In ruly useful database?
Thıs 185 mentioned aASs ıllustration of practica questions 1C m1g conceivably
arlıse, and the task supposedly eing prepare: by thıs workshop 15 eminently
practical undertakıng; VIZ. the creating of powerfu database system from 1C|
scholars will want retrieve information of varıed character and for multiplicı
of PUrpOSCS. In the lıght of that fact, how ManYy of the varıables gıven In Bierwisch’s
scheme WOUuU ıke SCC NCIude': parameters for information retrjieval?
of them? richer set? Some of them perhaps? Or, possıbly, totally dıfferent
formalısm? TIhe day wıll surely COM hen such questi10ons wiıll have be ace:
leave such questi0ons OPCN well the question of the desirability and, ındeed, the
easıbı of appropriately coding for retrieval ıtems ıke ulterances, contexft
varıables and the rather elusıve Concept of communicatıve intent. Gıven the SIZEe of
the » the undertaking Herculean. And, ıth CYC the wıde
dıvergences of opınıon held Dy Old Testament scholars the Context and
communicatıve intent of the host of utterances In the ıt 15 hard SCC hOow
things of thıs nature Can be ea ıth everyone’s satısfactıon.
Bierwisch S0OCS gıve outlıne of the salıent features of that school (or
schools) of Logical Semantiıcs 16 traces ıts herıtage back the writings of
Gottlob rege COINMON eature characterizing thıs school IS the yel unfulfilled
dream of integrating lınguistics, semantıcs and OgIC ınto sıngle dıscıplıne. The
dream 15 old ONC, ıt BOCS back ON undred Frege’s „UÜber Sınn und
Bedeutung“. Thıs artıcle Was part of Frege’s endeavour fiınd basıs for
mathematıcs In OgIC; formalısm appropriate for relatıng ONC purely formal system

another. Ihe central from rege, 1CcC Bierwisch bases hıs
dıscussion, aATfe the CONcept of „Logıical form“®, the intension /extension dichotomy and
Frege’s princıple of compositionalıty.
Bierwisch’s definıtions (p 38 of hıs article) wıll uffice for OUT PUTDOSC here: „Dıe
Bedeutung oder Extension eiıner ußerung ist das, worauf si1e verweıst; der Sınn,
bzw. Intension ıst die Art, In der Ss1ie auf die Extension verweist.“ These aAfe the
tradıtional, time-honoured definıtions. Next, efined relatıve extensiıon and
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ıntension, utterance has ogıcal form, rege tells And ogıcal ıt 15 in the
enN: that ıt Can be tested A truth-functionalıty, 1.e€ utterance Can be eıther
irue alse. Tertiuum on datur. Fınally, the Fregean notion of compositionalıity
states that the intension of utterance 15 function of the meanıngs (the logical
forms) of ıts plus the WdYy in 1C they AI combined, 1.e€. theır The
task ıtself. It lıes accordıng Bierwisch (p 37) m kontrollierten
Aufbau formaler Systeme, beı denen die ogische orm (und das heıißt nach der
oben getroiffenen Annahme dıe semantische Struktur sem) mıt ıhrer syntaktıschen
Struktur zusammenfällt
Finally, add thıs the requırement, that order be of interest wıthın the
Fregean scheme of things, utterance MUStTt have logıcal form 1C| that
ıt must be truth-functional. Combinıing thıs ıth the above, arrıve at the
equatıion, supposedly applicable an y gıven utterance (u)

If(u sem(u) Syn(u
Most lınguists WOUuU be reluctant statements of thıs kınd As linguists,
arc, of COUTSC, concerned ıth the truth values of the statements MaYy make
MmMatters lınguistic. Rut d1iC NOL overly interested in the truth value of the
ufferances uUsec OUTr ubject atter. After all, deal ıth ManYy 1n of
ufferances 1C truth value Can be assıgned. Imperatıve performatıve
sentences certaıinliy end themselves easıly linguistic analysıs anYy other
utterances ccordıng the Fregean school of hought and going Dy the book, such
senfences WOUuU CcCm ack ogical form and there WOU. presumably, remaın

hope of dealıng wıth theır semantıcs in anYy meanıngful WaYy
Consıder agaın the of extension and intensıon. 1erwisch’s description

..dıe Beziehung zwischen Intension und Extension wiırd] beıi dieser
Betrachtungsweise ZUur Bezıehung zwıischen ZWEe1 komplexen Strukturen, un die Art
dieser Beziehung bestimmen, äaßt sıch als ıne mathematiısche Aufgabe
ormulhieren.“
On the preceding pPagc he has Sa Yy thıs the of the extension of
utterance: „Dıe FExtension einer Außerung sınd also OIfenbar die ınge,
Beziehungen, Sachverhalte der Umwelt (im weıtesten Sınne), auf die verwiesen
wırd Und dıe Intension eıner Außerung kann als ıne (komplexe) ege| aufgefaßt
werden, die diese ınge, Beziehungen und Sachverhalte ıdentifizıert“.
Note here: In the first quotation Bierwisch describes the VIEeW held Dy ManYy logical
semantıcısts that the relatıonshıp obtainıng between extension and intension Can be
construed relatiıonshıp between {[WO complex Siructiures So SIrucCiure (definıtion
begged) taken he property of extensLions here. TOom the latter quotatıiıon note
the PrOVISO „(im weıtesten Sınne)“ In the wıdest But how ıde sense?
Wıde enough NCOMPDASS C.B. the SLOTY of Alıce In Wonderland? And, considering
examples such the above, Can We >Sd y that they DOSSCSS extensional SIrTUCIUre in anYy
sense Given the above-mentioned concept of relatıonshiıp between extensional
structures and iıntensional struc{ures, ıt 15 hard SCC hOow an y meaning Can

frultfully be attached such CONCeEeDL of intensional siruciure ın natural language.
And Bierwisch, indeed, have rouble ıth these
Bierwisch concludes that ıt 15 naıve and CITONCOUS postulate SOMEC pre-existent
classıfıcatıon of realıty into  S objects, classes and states-of-affaıirs, 1.e structure
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1C| OUT CONSCIOUSNESS reflects, and indırectly, OUTr anguage reflects in Omne

passıve sort of WaYy (p. 51) E meıne Ihese ist NUunN, daß das innere der
Extensjionsbereich sprachlicher Außerungen ist, daß ıhren Kontext und

ZUu ıhm die Außerungsbedeutung gehört. Kurz, das worüber WITr sprechen, ist
das interneedıe auf die Realıtät projizierte Struktur.“ Thıs, inevıtabiy, €ea!|
hım the bıg question (p 56) ob dıe Unterscheidung zwischen diesen beiden
Repräsentationen [Intension und Extension] damıt nıcht eın rteia wırd.“
So the rather negatiıve result of hıs discussion boıls down the assumption that
intension and extension dIC both internal the human mınd and, evıdently, anYy
networks of relatıonshıps lınkıng the wıll be equally mınd-ınternal. Thıs, M'  9

ımely and healthy scepticısm the limiıtations of much of Logical Semantıcs
4A5 commonly applıed lınguistics, and the relevance of the VIeWws dıscussed the
task of OUT workshop cc hıghly questionable. In the 1g of Profi. Petöfi’s
exposıt1on, imagıne, that he, LOO, shares Bierwisch’s doubts

At the end of hıs expositon, Prof. Petöfi suggesits formalısm for dealıng wıth
sımple propositions. NOow, wıth OM reservatıons, these m1g be compared the
„infons“ of Sıtuation Semantics, the kernel sentences“ efined Dy ulon Wells,
Zellıg Harrıs, early transformatıonal-generative STa well 4A5 the kernel
sentfence concept central Nıda’s eorYy of translatıon. Some questions arıse here:

How do unıts In the system combiıne ıth each other form INOTITC

complex wholes?
How do unıts in the Ssystem combiıne ıth negatıon?
Why AI the parameters of tiıme and DAaACC (St, sl) placed outsıde the
formula?
Can proposıt1ons OCCUT In the slots ın thıs formula?4  5 Is the Order of the unıt slots 1Xe.|
sıng [F} OVC| symbol for o  Nn  9 verbs and conjunctions

call for OIM explanatıon.
Can be certaın, that EVETY natural language word-class 1S ouched
for iın thıs system d Profi. Petöfi tates”?

urther specıfication of the term „basıc unctor“ AS described in
Profi. Petöfi’s and used In hıs interpretation of the eginning of
the Song of Songs 15 needed How arge sefi f these 15 envisaged?

shall indıcate the possible relevance of SUOIMNC of these quest1ons In the 1g
of Prof. Petöfi’s applıcatıon of hıs formalısm the opening of the Song of
Songs. Here fınd d  » wealth of ınformatıon condensed ınto  O ONC ormula
Particıpants dIiC indexed, performatiıve aSDECIS Ar accounted for, and in each CasSc

fınd kernel proposıtion expande: proposıtion by replacing „constants by
„basıc functors“. 5O, underlyıing the INnNOCUOUS-lookıng ySqny mnSyqwt Dyhw, fıve
proposıtional ernels and five proposıtions AT lurking One [NMaAYy agaın ask 100
much LO0 ıttle? Certainly, ıf all of the Hebrew scrıptures WCIC be eal ıth in
thıs Wädy, the amount of analysıs be carrıed Out o  es the mınd Not that hold
thıs informatıon be ırrelevant. The formalısm, however, 15 extremely CO-
Consuming, and ıt certamnly does rıing mınd C.p. SOMMEC of the ork published by
adherents of the school of Generative Semantıcs. Takıng closer o0k at the three
words of the Hebrew text, SCC that in the formalısm adopted, the ast words
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(mn$yqw DPyhıw afre inserted A the last proposıition lısted Now, the
generative semantiıcısts WOU. nOt have been appYy wıth thıs at all Theiır PUrpoOSC
Was ManYy WaYyS sımılar what Prof. Petöfi’s formalısm 15 ıntended
accomplısh, 1.e. do Justice the semantiıc Content of utterance Dy makıng
explicit iıts underlyıng implicıt proposıitions. The number of these tended SI OW

such proportions wWerTre replace bDy propositions, that Prof. Petöfi’s
solution quıte moderate in Comparıson.
Prof. Petöfi’s lecture referred Murphy  S commentary the Song of Ongs.
And urphy finds ıt relevant for OUT understandıng of the book remınd uüs that
the ancıent Egyptians practiced nose-kissıng well mouth-kıssıng. And May
well UÜSsSC d Yes/No question tool for elicıting truth values and imagıne
Egyptian askıng another: „Does he kiss yYOUu wıth the kisses of hıis mouth?“,

1C the other mig| conceıivably reply „No prefer NOSC rubbing“. NOw, ıt
takes proposıition the frue from the alse, and Can well imagıne
lınguists wh WOU insıst seeing underlyıng proposıtion here. Sımilar

mig be puL forward A egards the of tıme, and particıpant
indexing in Petöfi’s formalısm. Another ansSsSWerTrT the above question from
Hebrew housewiıfe mi1g| be „No, he stopped oing that long ago”. Or „No, NOW

he’s runnıng after the servant gırls all the time' If put OUT ın Yes/No
quest10ns indıcatıve of the number of mplıcıt proposıt10ns, WOU wınd u
ıth VeC riıch description iındeed NnOTL encouragıing thıs, though the approac)

have ıts meriıts. We must draw the line somewhere. Ihe question 15
Where? The question Iso remaıns, HhOwWw much of the theorizing have been
indulging in here wiıll SUrVIive the encounter ıth the It 15 known be
sobering experıence al times. ace face ıth the purring machıne, ManYy
glor10us dıfıce of hought has me a-tumblın) down ıke the alls of eriıcho dıd aft
the as! of Joshua’s That, of COUTSC, Was delıghtful CWS5S5 the Hebrews.
The European t(axpayers, wh: AI NOW payıng for discussıng gran eOTY, wıll
possıbly be somewhat less elg  e

Abstract

Gıven that the stated end-purpose of UTr workshop 18 the creation of data ase of the
Hebrew Scriptures tagged for retrieval by semantıc criter1a, attempt 15 made ere A4S55C55

the adeqacy that task of the ıdeas discussed in Professor Petöfi’s outstandıng The
feasıbility of replacing lınguistic analysıs wıth aprioristic logic-inspired schemes 15 briefly
dıscussed el the applıcabıilıity of Petöfi’s formalısm the data plea IS entered for
less cumbersome, MOIC viable and lınguistically orıented WaYy of presentatıon.
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