LENNART LONNGREN

Implicit Verbs in Russian?

The most important concept on which I rely in this paper is that of
valency.? Valency is traditionally thought of as a property of verbs. I,
however, apply this concept to all kinds of linguistic signs—words, mor-
phemes, signs with non-phonemic expression and signs without ex-
pression. Closely related to valency is a sign's capability of functioning as a
predicate. “Predicate” is used here neither in its syntactic, nor in its logical
sense, but as a semantic term. Semantic predicates are linguistic signs
denoting “facts”, rather than “things”. The word “fact” is to be understood
in a broad sense, covering qualities, states, events, processes, actions and
so on. Only semantic predicates have valency, which means that they
presuppose certain dependent members, so-called arguments, or actants, as
I prefer to call them; these may or may not be present on the syntactic sur-
face.

In this paper I will concentrate on those predicates that lack phonemic
expression. They may have an intonational expression or no expression at
all. In both cases I refer to them as implicit. They can normally be traced
back to specific words. I will narrow the scope still more and deal only
with predicates that can be traced back to verbs. Instead of using the
possibly more accurate formulation “implicit predicates corresponding to
verbs”, I will refer to them simply as implicit verbs.

Implicit verbs can be more or less easy to “recover”, by which I mean
to identify in explicit terms. The easiest case is when the verb is recover-
able from the context, normally the preceding context. This means that the
identification of the implicit verb can be done directly from an explicit
occurrence, as in the following example:

1. [Masbumk mus1 CoK M3 cTakaHa, a ero] oTel—BHHO 3 ykepa.

1 A preliminary version of this paper was presented at the Arizona AATSEEL meeting
in Tucson, April 24, 1999.

2 For amore detailed account of my approach to this concept, see the monograph Lénn-
gren (1998).
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Here the verb numu (represented by the word-form rnua) occurs explicitly
only once, in the first clause, but it is no doubt present also in the sub-
sequent clause, this time implicitly. In both clauses the verb has three
actants, all with explicit expression. The prepositional phrase is treated as
one actant. I include in square brackets those parts of the sentence which
do not belong to the domain of the implicit verb.

Although the number of actants dominated by one predicate may well
be more than three (cf., for instance, Ona nepecmasuaa ysemwt co cmoaa
Ha okHo), this seems to be the maximum number of explicit actants domi-
nated by an implicit predicate. However, examples with a smaller number
of actants are quite normal. For instance, in

2. [Ona Gowrcst cobak, a] si—3Mmei.
the implicit verb has two actants; and in

3. [KTo Tam jasibliie mmypiiai, MHe ObIJIO BCe PaBHO, OH CKa3all, 4o

MbiIm. ITT.3
it has only one actant. If we recover not only the verbs as such but also the
word-forms by which they are represented, it is evident that on this con-
crete level there need not be an exact echo in person and number: with
regard to these categories the actual word-form is selected by the syntactic
subject. Thus, the word-form in example (2) “would be” 6orock, and in
example (3) wypwanu.

The next three examples contain implicit predicates which are not so
easily recoverable; there is no explicit occurrence of the verb in the pre-
ceding context. Nevertheless, it is possible to establish the verb (or, at
least, the most plausible verb) on semantic grounds. Here also, the
examples differ as to the number of actants; they contain three, two and one
actant, respectively:

4. XKena, [KoHEUHO,| MeHs 3a iBEPb, [cepmurcsi]... Up.

(“BbICTaBUTDL”)
5. Mue, [moxanyiicra,] Mosioka. (“aath”)
6. C npuesnom! (“nozmpasnsits”)

3 The following references to authors of examples are used: I'k: 1. I'pexopa; [c: ®.
Hocroesckuit; Uc: ®. Vckangep; JIm: 3. Jlumonos; Ma: B. Mensenes; IIT: JI. Ilet-
pymeBckas; Pmi: M. Pacconos; Pm: I1. Pomanos; Cs: H. ConosbeBa; Tk: B. Tokape-
Ba; Tm: JI. Toncroit; Yp: Cama YepHsblii.
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In this type I find it justifiable to give the implicit verb after each example;
implicitness is indicated by means of citation marks. I give the verbs in the
infinitive, although in the given contexts they would, of course, be realized
as specific word-forms: ebicmasua, oati(me), and noszopasasnio, respec-
tively.

It is important to point out that when “counting” actants here I have in
mind explicit actants, expressed in the examples as free words. Clearly, the
valency frames of oams and nosopasaame in the latter two examples
contain three actants each, as we see in the sentences 4 daz emy moaoka
and 5 nozopasua e20 ¢ npue3oom. Thus, in examples (5) and (6) not only
the predicate, but also one or more actants lack expression.

As I have mentioned earlier, implicit predicates may have a non-
phonemic expression or no expression at all. If we look at the six exam-
ples given so far, we find non-phonemic expression, namely the intona-
tional pause (rendered orthographically as a dash) in examples (1) and
(2). In the remaining examples, i.e., (3)-(6), the implicit predicates seem to
lack expression altogether. But in all cases there is a syntactic slot for the
implicit verb. It is the presence of an empty slot that produces the im-
pression that these structures are syntactically incomplete, i.e., elliptical.4
However, as we shall see below, the presence of an empty slot is not a
prerequisite for postulating an implicit verb.

Now let’s have a closer look at the possibilities represented by the exam-
ples given so far, which are defined by two properties: degree of recover-
ability and number of explicit actants.

With contextually recoverable predicates it is possible to compare the
two clauses involved. Note that in (1)-(3) the valency frame of each im-
plicit predicate is realized with the same number of actants and the same
structural type of actants as the corresponding explicit predicate. For the
specific kind of symmetrical constructions represented by these examples
this is quite normal, but it is not necessary: the realization of the valency
frame of the implicit predicate need not be an exact copy of that of the ex-

4 The contextually dependent ellipsis demonstrated in (1)-(3) is sometimes
referred to as anaphoric; see, e.g., Paduceva (1992:60).
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plicit predicate. We can, for example, reduce the number of explicit actants
in (1) from three to two in the following way:

7. [Manbumk nuit COK U3 CTakaHa, a ero| oren—us3 gyxkepa.

Here not only the predicate numw but also the actant cok is recoverable
from the first clause.

The realization of actants in the clause with the implicit predicate can
even be richer than in the clause with the explicit predicate, as we see in:

8. [Bbl, 25MTHBIE IETH, HE UCTIBITABIINE TPYAHOCTEM, TTOOEKAITH,

Kak| KpbIChI C [TOHYyIIero| KopabJsi. Pi.

9. [TosbKO YTO XOTEJH yCTPaMBaTLCSI OKOJIO CTOJINKA, a] JIeBuH

yiiTH, [KaK BOILIeN cTapblil KHs3b |. Ti1.

Recoverable predicates with three actants are typically linked to their
explicit counterparts by the adversative conjunction a, as in example (1)
above, but asyndetic constructions are also possible:

10. [HekoTopbie BOCMIPUHIUMAIOT €r0 TIOCTYIOK KaK OMPAaBJIaHHBIIL, |

pyrue—|[Bce ero| noeejeHne Kak HEOMYCTAMOE.
Similar to the prepositional phrases in examples (1), (4), and (6), the con-
junction phrase kak Heoonycmumoe is treated as one actant.

With only two actants there are more possibilities, although connec-
tion by means of the conjunction a, as in (2), still prevails. Instead of a we
may find the conjunction u:

11. [Bce BO3HEHABHIEIN BCEX, M| KaXK/IbI KasK[0ro. MB.
or an asyndetic construction:

12. [[THu cTaHOBWIIMCH [ITHHHEE,| HOYH—KOPOYE.

The asyndetic connection is indicated intonationally by a pause (ortho-
graphically a comma sign). The implicit predicate can also be placed in a
new, syntactically unconnected sentence:

13. [Ona BGexaia B nogbe3n. | On 3a Heit. (“mobexkars”)

Note that the implicit verb here, nobexcamu, is not exactly the same as the
explicit one.

Quite common are also subordinate clauses introduced by the con-
junction xak, as we saw in (8) above. Here are two more examples:

14. [ 3aBuayro Konbuioy, kak| Canbepu Mouapry. Tk.

15. [On 3a6aBisisicst ¢ 3TuM SICHOrOPOBBIM, KaK | KOT C MBIIIBIO.
Contrary to example (9) above, the conjunction here is semantic, which
means that it does not form a conjunction phrase. In cases like these the
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implicit predicate normally leaves no intonational trace behind it. It is also
striking that if we explicate the verb in the second clause of these ex-
amples, we observe—besides the adaptation in person and number that I
have mentioned earlier—a shift in tense between the two verbs: either from
past to present, as in (8) and (15), or from present to past, as in (14).

Now we have arrived at constructions with only one actant. Here, too,
the conjunction kak is a frequent connector between the explicit and the
implicit part of the sentence, as we see in:

16. [Ya3oB kpyTuics, kak| Oenka [B kosece]. MB.

The single actant has to be supported by an adjunct, in this case the prepo-
sitional phrase 6 ko.ece, in order that the second actant of the conjunction
kak be apprehended as an elliptical clause, and not merely as a nominal
phrase, as it is, for instance, in the sentence On ymonya, kak kameHw.

The single actant can be the syntactic subject, as in (16), or the object,
as in:

17. [4 xoTena OHOrO: WITH BOT TaK, OOHSBIINCH, U, Kak | 6ab0uKy

[B majiomike, HECTH 3Ty XPYIKYIO KU3Hb |. TK.
Note that in this sentence the implicit predicate precedes the explicit one.
The prepositional phrase 6 .1adouwke does not belong to the valency domain
of “necmu’; it is an adjunct, fulfilling the same function as 6 xo.ece in
(16).

Similar to (13) above, the next example contains an implicit predicate
placed in an independent, although, of course, elliptical, sentence:

18. [— IMoiem 3naete kyna?] Ha Bok3ai. T'k.
where a prepositional phrase corresponds to an adverb in the preceding
clause.

As we saw in example (3) above, the clause with the implicit predi-
cate can be syntactically subordinate. This subordinate clause can be placed
within an independent sentence:

19. [s1 ... B3suT muTsINy W BBIIIEN, Kak ObI HE cooOpaskasi. [1o kpaitHei

Mepe, He 3Haro, 3a4eM u] Kyma. JIc.

20. [— IMaxHeT MacTHKOI1, — HaKOHEI| CKa3ajl OH. — A ThI XOTell,

uT0OBI| yeM? — [s3BUTENBHO cnipocui Yuk . Hc.

The connection with the explicit clause can be effected by means of a
relative pronoun, as in:

21. [Cobaku oGyueHbI BceMy,| uemy [MOKHO].
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22. [O6xaskuBan| koro [caenoBano]. Pi.,
the last example with no antecedent to the pronoun. Note that in these
examples the implicit predicate is in a subordinate position, governed by
moxcrno and caedosamu, respectively. In (21) the explicit counterpart is a
participle; the form imposed upon the implicit verb would be the infinitive
(“o0byuumv”).
In addition, there are also numerous cases of asyndetic connection, as
in:
23. (o cobake) [To omuH ria3 OTKpoOET, TO APYroit,| oda [cpasy|—
[ens]. Yp.
24. [3axouelilb IbIHI—IBIHE OYAyT pacTu,| BAHOrpagy—|u
BUHOTpajt monpeT|. Pum.
The last example has asyndetic connections also within each part of the
sentence.

Now let’s turn to constructions with contextually unrecoverable implicit
predicates.> Examples with three actants, as in (4) above, are quite rare.
Here are three more:

25. Onummnuagia [IHHOKeHTheBHA | masiel K rydam, [Ha MeHst

00epHyJIach, ...| Up. (“npunoxurs”)

26. Yro mHe B Bac? Up. (“Haiitn”

27. Tebs [6b1] KO MHE BHYTPB. ['K. (“mycTnTs”)
The latter two constructions are impersonal (thus, the infinitive is here the
appropriate explicit realization). In (27) the prepositional phrase and the
adverb are two exponents of one semantic role (“goal”); we can call such a
phenomenon “actant reduplication”.

Much more common and diversified are constructions with two
actants, as in example (5) above. Here are some more examples:

28. 41 o Tom [xe]. (“roBoputs”)

29. [Hy, kak] Te6e Hauansuua? (“HpaBUTHCS)

30. [Ewe nocmoTpuMm, | KTo Koro. (“nodemuTs”)

31. C 1e6s Gyrbuika! (“npuunrarhes’)

32. Ham pomoit. (“uprn’)

5 This type of non-anaphorical ellipsis seems to be especially abundant in classical Lat-
in; cf., for instance, Ex ungue leonem; Per aspera ad astra.
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33. ¥Ypaunm Bam [B Poccuu]! (“xenars”)

34. C nosbimernem Tebst! Ca. (“mo3apaBisiTs”)

Certain verbs are especially amply used, for instance 208o0pums, uomu,
aenamsb, and noszopasumob, the latter two with the implicit subject s.
Intonationally expressed predicates are not so common, but with certain
predicates they do occur, as in the impersonal sentence:

35. Pewienust [maptuu|—s Xu3Hb! (“BOIIIOTHTH”)

Quite common are also contextually unrecoverable implicit verbs with
only one explicit actant, as we saw in (6). Here are some additional ex-
amples:

36. [Hu] nus [6e3 cTrpouku]. (“npoxoauts”)

37. llait6y! (“3a6uTH”)

38. Yepes [moit] Tpyn! (“nepectynuts”)

39. [He] 3a uro. (“Gmarogaputs”)

In the last example the verb is often recoverable from the context, at least
semantically (for instance, the context may contain the word cnacu6o).
Note that 6uazo0apume is the most plausible, or rather frequent, explicit
counterpart. In a specific context, some other verb may be appropriate, for
example rakazameo.

The implicit predicate can be in a subordinate position:

40. [Ona xouer] B [Tapuxk. (“noexars”

41. [Onum cobuparorcsi] Ha Beuep. (“umru’”)

42. [4 cornacen| na6opanTtom. (“padorarts”)

43. [Yem Goratbi], Tem [u pajpi]. (“yrocTuts”)

44. C keM [umero yecTh, paspeumre cnpocuts|? (“roBoputs”)

In (42) and (43) the implicit predicates are governed by adjectives, in (44)
by the phrase umero uecme.

In the next example the implicit predicate is governed by a participle:

45. [Papoctn, oberatormecsi| OT [Takoil| >KeHIIUHbI, [peBbIILaI

BOOOpaskeHNE PycCKOro Mykumubl]. JIm. (“mosyunts”)
In this case, however, there may be an alternative analysis: the preposi-
tional phrase can be understood as a non-standard realization of the first
actant of the verb o6ewams (instead of the regular instrumental of the
passive voice: 9moil HeeHUUHOLL).

Finally, the presence of only one explicit actant is typical of so-called

speech-act verbs, which, when implicit, are expressed intonationally. The
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default speech-act verb is, of course, “zosopums”, marked by neutral
intonation, the so-called IK 1. This predicate has at least three actants: the
agent (plus the source, fused in one actant), the addressee, and the object
(the message), represented by the rheme element of the sentence under its
domain. This element is normally the only explicit actant: both the
agent/source, identical to the speaker (s), and the addressee, identical to the
listener (mwt), are implicit. Such an implicit speech-act verb is present in
the following example:

46. [Ha Bok3ase meHst Bctpetuina] Haa. (“roBoputs”)

The implicit predicate “cnpawusams” has likewise three actants: the agent

(plus the addressee, fused in one actant), the source, and the object (the

content of the question). This verb is intonationally expressed in a more

marked way, namely by the non-neutral intonations IK 2 or IK 3, as in:
47.Tne [oren]? (“cipammBats”)

48. [Mom—| 6para? (“cripatmBats”)

The dash in the latter example does not correspond to the implicit
predicate, but to the copula slot, the introduction of which turns the nomi-
nal phrase dom 6pama into a sentence, either with IK 1 or IK 3 (Jom—
6pama. or Jom—6pama?). The copula 6bume is empty, or syntactic, as I
prefer to call it; it has no valency and is not a semanticpredicate.® Note that
the predicate uniting oom and 6pama is not a free word, but a semantic
inflectional morpheme, namely the genitive case ending (meaning ‘own’,
‘belong to’). Alternatively, it is possible to identify not an explicit
morphemic predicate, but an implicit verb “xums”, extracted from the
noun dom. The analyses, however, are semantically equivalent only if ‘he’
(6pam) both owns the house and is living in it. In any case, neither pred-
icate is capable of functioning as a rheme, since they cannot carry the
sentence stress.

In the examples given so far, there has always been a syntactic slot for the
implicit verb, even if this slot is not always intonationally marked, and even
if it is not always possible to fill it with an explicit verb and get an
acceptable sentence; cf., for instance, (37), which is clearly phraseological
and cannot be modified. Speech-act predicates are special in this respect:

6 Cf., Schoorlemmer (1994:131): “The copula has no arguments.”
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their slot is situated outside the clause containing the explicit actant and
there is, therefore, no ellipsis.

However, there are also cases with no syntactic slot at all for the
implicit predicate, which is, consequently, impossible to insert. Such im-
plicit verbs are usually more difficult to recover. Consider this example:

49. [Tatesina xnana] Cepexy u3 rocreit. Tk. (“mpuiitn’)

The actant Cepeaca is shared by both the explicit and the implicit verb, but
its form is determined exclusively by the explicit verb. The reason for
postulating an implicit verb here is the same as in example (45) above: one
actant, in this case u3 2ocmeti, does not fit into the valency frame of the
explicit verb.

It may also be the case that the position natural for the implicit verb is
already occupied by an explicit verb:

50. [—Yro, Tebe apyrux] mayo?—|[3aropoau aBeps| xo3siuH. BH.

(“cripocutn”)

Identifying an implicit verb can be a way of accounting for the val-
ency structure of a sentence. For instance, B. Levin (1979) compares the
sentences John broke the vase with a hammer and John broke the vase
against the wall: “Levin argues that assigning INSTRUMENT to hammer
and LOCATIVE to wall [...] does not say anything about the manipulation
of the objects. In the first sentence the hammer is being manipulated, and in
the second sentence it is the vase itself.”” In my view it is quite obvious
that both sentences contain one predicate besides the one expressed by the
syntactic predicate. In the first sentence it is the (semantic) preposition
with, which is synonymous with the verb use. This predicate takes ham-
mer as its second actant. In the second sentence there is an implicit pred-
icate, corresponding to a verb of motion, for instance “throw”. For the
Russian translation we can choose the verb “yoapumu”:

51. [TxoH [pa36us| Ba3y o creny. (“ymaputsb”)
with three explicit actants, one of which, o cmeny, is not shared by the
explicit verb.

The following example contains an actant incorporated in a verb but
not depending on this verb; rather, it is the second actant of an implicit
verb:

7 Quoted from Palmer (1990:63).
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52. Mama yTtok[una py6aiuku]. (“uncnons3obats”

Efforts have been made recently to account for unexpected valency
frames using a set of “argument structure constructions” with very general
meanings of the type “X causes Y to receive Z”; see Goldberg (1995). As
I have demonstrated above, I prefer to look for specific, though hidden,
verbs (and other predicates).

So far, all implicit predicates have been located in a sentence frame. But
when we are talking about predicates which are not recoverable from the
preceding context, we also have to take into account nominal phrases. In a
phrase like vumameas xkHu2u we can extract a morphologically incorpo-
rated predicate out of the noun wumameaw, corresponding to the verb
yumames. This incorporated predicate is represented by a morpheme, not
by a free word, but it is nevertheless explicit. However, there are also
numerous cases with implicit predicates hidden, so to speak, in a non-
morphemic form. For example, in the phrase

53. aBrop KHury (“Hamucars”)
the choice of the implicit verb is determined by both actants.

There also occur three-actant constructions of this kind:

54. Tenerpamma cryienTa orny (“mocaars’)
where meaezpamma is the second actant of the implicit predicate extracted
from this very noun. The nominal phrase contained in example

55. [Emy Obunu HenpusiThbi| ciioBa Tamapst o Tpycoctu. P

(“ckazarp”

is somewhat different. The second actant of the implicit verb is expressed
twice, as caoea and as o mpycocmu; cf., the paraphrase: mo, umo Tama-
pa ckasaaa o mpycocmu. We can look upon this as an actant reduplica-
tion. In many cases this process converts the nominal phrase into a sen-
tence; thus, (53) can be extended into:

56. Own aBrop kuuru (or: ABrop Kuuru—WBaH).
What we have done is to introduce a new actant in the subject position by
means of actant reduplication. Aémop and Hean are coreferential and they
both fulfil the role of the agent in the valency frame of the implicit verb
“Hanucamy’; cf., the paraphrase Knuey nHanucana Hsan. Here is a similar
example:
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57. Io 4actu [kypoproB]| Haps [GonbLuoii]| cretmanuct. Po.
(“3HaTh”),
with the paraphrase: O kypopmax Haoa mHozo 3naem. In the next exam-
ple, with reduplication of the second actant, there is quite a different syn-
tactic distribution:
58. Ubst ato upesi? (“npuaymars’)
Cf., the paraphrase Kmo amo npuoyman?

Let us return, however, to cases without actant reduplication. Here are
some examples with two actants, illustrating different combinations:

59. mopora nazaj (“Bectu”); cf., mopora, Befyiiiast Hazaj

60. aBrop rona (“3abuts”); cf., TOT, KTO 320U TOJ

61. HayanbHUK OxpaHbI (“Bo3rmasisTs”); cf., ToT, KTO

BO3IJIABIISIET OXpaHy
62. poman Toscroro (“nanmcars”); cf., poMaH, HaNMCaHHbIH
ToncTbiM
63. Baza u3 crekia (“u3roroButh”); cf., Baza, M3rOTOBIICHHAS U3
CTeKJIa
As can be seen from the paraphrases, there is a slot for the implicit verb,
located in the attribute position. However, this slot can easily disappear in a
sentence frame. Thus, in the famous line by Pushkin: K nemy He 3apac-
mem HapooHaa mpona, the prepositional phrase k Hemy has been de-
tached from its head mpona and is syntactically dominated by the pred-
icate sapacmem. This predicate has, however, no prepositional phrase in
its valency frame. Semantically, k Hemy depends upon the same kind of
implicit predicate as was identified in (59) above, i.e., “secmu”.

To this group belong also cases where one argument is morphemic,
incorporated in an adjective, which itself takes over the predicate position.
Such phrases are not immediately, but transformationally, related to impli-
cit verbs:

64. kKaMeHHbIi oM (= “mocTponTs”); cf., oM, TTOCTPOEHHBII 13

KaMHSI

65. MamuHbI 67HBI (- “ncneus”); cf., OJIMHBI, HCTIEYECHHbIE MAMOT

If, however, an isolated word denotes the first actant (the agent) and
the second actant is incorporated in it, the postulation of an implicit verb is
justified:

66. crekonbimk (“BeTaBisTh”); BcToprika (“mpenoiaBars’”)
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The key word can also denote an object of a state, as in:

67. mundanuH (“XUTh”); HOMEHKIATYpuwK (‘“TipuHajIeRaTs”)
where the incorporated second actant corresponds to a prepositional
phrase (6 Muncke, k HoOMeHKaamype).

If we compare the more analytic expression npenooasamenav ucmo-
puu with the more synthetic ucmopuuxa, we see that the same predicate
that is incorporated in npenooasamean, is implicit in ucmopuurxa. The
word morphologically incorporated in ucmopuuxa, i.e., ucmopus, is the
second actant of the predicate. For another such pair, cf., xumear Mun-
cka and MUHYAHUH.

Several more combinations are possible. In example

68. cMepTHUK (“TIPUTOBOPHUTE”)
the key word denotes the object of an action; the third actant is incor-
porated and corresponds to a prepositional phrase (k cuepmu). It may also
be the case that the incorporated actant denotes the second actant and the
key word itself the third one, corresponding to a prepositional phrase:

69. cBuHapHuK (“gepxarb”)

The key word and the incorporated actant may belong to different valency
frames, which leaves us with only one explicit actant:

70. vkop[runna] (“mogasarn”)

Hropruya has incorporated the second actant of “nooasams”, but the key
word itself depends upon another predicate, the implicit preposition “8”;
cf., mo, 8 uem nooarom uxpy.

We now realize that, since implicit predicates can be identified also in
connection with isolated words, the procedure for extracting such predi-
cates can be turned into a general device for lexical description. This is also
true, of course, when we come to cases where the key word is the only
explicit actant. The key word can be an agent, as in:

71. nruua (“nerars”); ppida (“ruaBaTh”’); nanay (“ka3HUTH”),
an object of an action, as in

72. nenerar (“nocnare”); akcrioHar (“nokasats”’); HOX (“Ucnolb-

30BaTh”
or a location (the actant corresponding to a prepositional phrase), as in

73. rapax (“xpanuts”); xneB (“mepxkarn’”)

That an actant is not expressed does not mean that it is undeterminable.
Naturally, deprived of context, we have to rely on our “knowledge of the
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world”. For instance, in the last two examples we can identify the second
actant as (typically) mawuna and ckom, respectively.

Similar to what we saw in (64) and (65), the only explicit actant may
be incorporated in an adjective, which by transformation takes over the
position of an implicit verb:

74. KapaH/alHbIA PACYHOK (- “HCHOIBb30BaTh”)

Kapanoaw is not, of course, an actant of the explicit (but incorporated)
predicate pucosame.

Finally, I will show a couple of examples with zero actant:

75. [Hox] (“pesars”); [Tomop] (“pyouTs”)

The word Hox is semantically described by means of two different, but
connected predicates, namely ucnoav3osams and pezames, but it is an act-

ant only in the first case. That is why it is included in square brackets in
(75) but not in (72).

In conclusion, I am firmly convinced that valency-oriented semantic de-
scription, of which I have tried to give a sample in this paper, is superiour
to still popular approaches that are based on semantic features and/or com-
ponents. At the same time it must be admitted that in this paper no attention
has been paid to many aspects—communicative, referential, logical—
which are required for a full account of these structures.
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