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Implicit Verbs in Russian1

The most important concept on which I rely in this paper is that of

valency.2 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. [å‡Î¸˜ËÍ ÔËÎ ÒÓÍ ËÁ ÒÚ‡Í‡Ì‡, ‡ Â„Ó] ÓÚÂˆ—‚ËÌÓ ËÁ ÙÛÊÂ‡.

1 A preliminary version of this paper was presented at the Arizona AATSEEL meeting
in Tucson, April 24, 1999.
2 For a more detailed account of my approach to this concept, see the monograph Lönn-
gren (1998).
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Here the verb ÔËÚ¸ (represented by the word-form ÔËÎ) 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, éÌ‡ ÔÂÂÒÚ‡‚ËÎ‡ ˆ‚ÂÚ˚ ÒÓ ÒÚÓÎ‡

Ì‡ ÓÍÌÓ), 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. [éÌ‡ ·ÓËÚÒfl ÒÓ·‡Í, ‡] fl—ÁÏÂÈ.

the implicit verb has two actants; and in

3. [äÚÓ Ú‡Ï ‰‡Î¸¯Â ¯Û¯‡Î, ÏÌÂ ·˚ÎÓ ‚ÒÂ ‡‚ÌÓ, ÓÌ ÒÍ‡Á‡Î, ˜ÚÓ]

Ï˚¯Ë. èÚ.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” ·Ó˛Ò¸, and in

example (3) ̄ Û¯‡ÎË.

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. ÜÂÌ‡, [ÍÓÌÂ˜ÌÓ,] ÏÂÌfl Á‡ ‰‚Â¸, [ÒÂ‰ËÚÒfl]... ó.

(“‚˚ÒÚ‡‚ËÚ¸”)

5. åÌÂ, [ÔÓÊ‡ÎÛÈÒÚ‡,] ÏÓÎÓÍ‡. (“‰‡Ú¸”)

6. ë ÔËÂÁ‰ÓÏ! (“ÔÓÁ‰‡‚ÎflÚ¸”)

3 The following references to authors of examples are used: ÉÍ: à. ÉÂÍÓ‚‡; ÑÒ: î.

ÑÓÒÚÓÂ‚ÒÍËÈ; àÒ: î. àÒÍ‡Ì‰Â; ãÏ: ù. ãËÏÓÌÓ‚; å‚: Ç. åÂ‰‚Â‰Â‚; èÚ: ã. èÂÚ-
Û¯Â‚ÒÍ‡fl; êÎ: å. ê‡ÒÒÓÎÓ‚; êÏ: è. êÓÏ‡ÌÓ‚; ë‚: ç. ëÓÎÓ‚¸Â‚‡; íÍ: Ç. íÓÍ‡Â-
‚‡; íÎ: ã. íÓÎÒÚÓÈ; ó: ë‡¯‡ óÂÌ˚È.
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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: ‚˚ÒÚ‡‚ËÎ, ‰‡È(ÚÂ), and ÔÓÁ‰‡‚Îfl ,̨ 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 ‰‡Ú¸ and ÔÓÁ‰‡‚ÎflÚ¸ in the latter two examples

contain three actants each, as we see in the sentences ü ‰‡Î ÂÏÛ ÏÓÎÓÍ‡

and ü ÔÓÁ‰‡‚ËÎ Â„Ó Ò ÔËÂÁ‰ÓÏ. 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., Padu™eva (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. [å‡Î¸˜ËÍ ÔËÎ ÒÓÍ ËÁ ÒÚ‡Í‡Ì‡, ‡ Â„Ó] ÓÚÂˆ—ËÁ ÙÛÊÂ‡.

Here not only the predicate ÔËÚ¸ but also the actant ÒÓÍ 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. [Ç˚, ˝ÎËÚÌ˚Â ‰ÂÚË, ÌÂ ËÒÔ˚Ú‡‚¯ËÂ ÚÛ‰ÌÓÒÚÂÈ, ÔÓ·ÂÊ‡ÎË,

Í‡Í] Í˚Ò˚ Ò [ÚÓÌÛ˘Â„Ó] ÍÓ‡·Îfl. êÎ.

9. [íÓÎ¸ÍÓ ˜ÚÓ ıÓÚÂÎË ÛÒÚ‡Ë‚‡Ú¸Òfl ÓÍÓÎÓ ÒÚÓÎËÍ‡, ‡] ãÂ‚ËÌ 

ÛÈÚË, [Í‡Í ‚Ó¯ÂÎ ÒÚ‡˚È ÍÌflÁ¸]. íÎ.

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. [çÂÍÓÚÓ˚Â ‚ÓÒÔËÌËÏ‡˛Ú Â„Ó ÔÓÒÚÛÔÓÍ Í‡Í ÓÔ‡‚‰‡ÌÌ˚È,]

‰Û„ËÂ—[‚ÒÂ Â„Ó] ÔÓ‚Â‰ÂÌËÂ Í‡Í ÌÂ‰ÓÔÛÒÚËÏÓÂ.

Similar to the prepositional phrases in examples (1), (4), and (6), the con-

junction phrase Í‡Í ÌÂ‰ÓÔÛÒÚËÏÓÂ 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 ‡ we

may find the conjunction Ë:

11. [ÇÒÂ ‚ÓÁÌÂÌ‡‚Ë‰ÂÎË ‚ÒÂı, Ë] Í‡Ê‰˚È Í‡Ê‰Ó„Ó. å‚.

or an asyndetic construction:

12. [ÑÌË ÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ËÎËÒ¸ ‰ÎËÌÌÂÂ,] ÌÓ˜Ë—ÍÓÓ˜Â.

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. [éÌ‡ ‚·ÂÊ‡Î‡ ‚ ÔÓ‰˙ÂÁ‰.] éÌ Á‡ ÌÂÈ. (“ÔÓ·ÂÊ‡Ú¸”)

Note that the implicit verb here, ÔÓ·ÂÊ‡Ú¸, is not exactly the same as the

explicit one.

Quite common are also subordinate clauses introduced by the con-

junction Í‡Í, as we saw in (8) above. Here are two more examples:

14. [ü Á‡‚Ë‰Û˛ äÓÔ˚ÎÓ‚Û, Í‡Í] ë‡Î¸ÂË åÓˆ‡ÚÛ. íÍ.

15. [éÌ Á‡·‡‚ÎflÎÒfl Ò ˝ÚËÏ üÒÌÓ„ÓÓ‚˚Ï, Í‡Í] ÍÓÚ Ò Ï˚¯¸˛.

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 Í‡Í is a frequent connector between the explicit and the

implicit part of the sentence, as we see in:

16. [ó‡ÁÓ‚ ÍÛÚËÎÒfl, Í‡Í] ·ÂÎÍ‡ [‚ ÍÓÎÂÒÂ]. å‚.

The single actant has to be supported by an adjunct, in this case the prepo-

sitional phrase ‚ ÍÓÎÂÒÂ, in order that the second actant of the conjunction

Í‡Í be apprehended as an elliptical clause, and not merely as a nominal

phrase, as it is, for instance, in the sentence éÌ ÛÚÓÌÛÎ, Í‡Í Í‡ÏÂÌ¸.

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

as in:

17. [ü ıÓÚÂÎ‡ Ó‰ÌÓ„Ó: Ë‰ÚË ‚ÓÚ Ú‡Í, Ó·Ìfl‚¯ËÒ¸, Ë, Í‡Í] ·‡·Ó˜ÍÛ

  [‚ Î‡‰Ó¯ÍÂ, ÌÂÒÚË ˝ÚÛ ıÛÔÍÛ˛ ÊËÁÌ¸]. íÍ.

Note that in this sentence the implicit predicate precedes the explicit one.

The prepositional phrase ‚ Î‡‰Ó¯ÍÂ does not belong to the valency domain

of “ÌÂÒÚË”; it is an adjunct, fulfilling the same function as ‚ ÍÓÎÂÒÂ in

(16).

Similar to (13) above, the next example contains an implicit predicate

placed in an independent, although, of course, elliptical, sentence:

18. [— èÓÈ‰ÂÏ ÁÌ‡ÂÚÂ ÍÛ‰‡?] ç‡ ‚ÓÍÁ‡Î. ÉÍ.

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. [fl ... ‚ÁflÎ ¯ÎflÔÛ Ë ‚˚¯ÂÎ, Í‡Í ·˚ ÌÂ ÒÓÓ·‡Ê‡fl. èÓ Í‡ÈÌÂÈ

  ÏÂÂ, ÌÂ ÁÌ‡˛, Á‡˜ÂÏ Ë] ÍÛ‰‡. ÑÒ.

20. [— è‡ıÌÂÚ Ï‡ÒÚËÍÓÈ, — Ì‡ÍÓÌÂˆ ÒÍ‡Á‡Î ÓÌ. — Ä Ú˚ ıÓÚÂÎ,

  ˜ÚÓ·˚] ˜ÂÏ? — [flÁ‚ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓ ÒÔÓÒËÎ óËÍ]. àÒ.

The connection with the explicit clause can be effected by means of a

relative pronoun, as in:

21. [ëÓ·‡ÍË Ó·Û˜ÂÌ˚ ‚ÒÂÏÛ,] ˜ÂÏÛ [ÏÓÊÌÓ].
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22. [é·ı‡ÊË‚‡Î] ÍÓ„Ó [ÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡ÎÓ]. êÎ.,

the last example with no antecedent to the pronoun. Note that in these

examples the implicit predicate is in a subordinate position, governed by

ÏÓÊÌÓ and ÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡Ú¸, respectively. In (21) the explicit counterpart is a

participle; the form imposed upon the implicit verb would be the infinitive

(“Ó·Û˜ËÚ¸”).

In addition, there are also numerous cases of asyndetic connection, as

in:

23. (Ó ÒÓ·‡ÍÂ) [íÓ Ó‰ËÌ „Î‡Á ÓÚÍÓÂÚ, ÚÓ ‰Û„ÓÈ,] Ó·‡ [Ò‡ÁÛ]—

  [ÎÂÌ¸]. ó.

24. [á‡ıÓ˜Â¯¸ ‰˚ÌË—‰˚ÌË ·Û‰ÛÚ ‡ÒÚË,] ‚ËÌÓ„‡‰Û—[Ë

  ‚ËÌÓ„‡‰ ÔÓÔÂÚ]. êÏ.

The last example has asyndetic connections also within each part of the

sentence.

Now let’s turn to constructions with contextually unrecoverable implicit

predicates.5 Examples with three actants, as in (4) above, are quite rare.

Here are three more:

25. éÎËÏÔË‡‰‡ [àÌÌÓÍÂÌÚ¸Â‚Ì‡] Ô‡ÎÂˆ Í „Û·‡Ï, [Ì‡ ÏÂÌfl

  Ó·ÂÌÛÎ‡Ò¸, ...] ó. (“ÔËÎÓÊËÚ¸”)

26. óÚÓ ÏÌÂ ‚ ‚‡Ò? ó. (“Ì‡ÈÚË”)

27. íÂ·fl [·˚] ÍÓ ÏÌÂ ‚ÌÛÚ¸. ÉÍ. (“ÔÛÒÚËÚ¸”)

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. ü Ó ÚÓÏ [ÊÂ]. (“„Ó‚ÓËÚ¸”)

29. [çÛ, Í‡Í] ÚÂ·Â Ì‡˜‡Î¸ÌËˆ‡? (“Ì‡‚ËÚ¸Òfl”)

30. [Ö˘Â ÔÓÒÏÓÚËÏ,] ÍÚÓ ÍÓ„Ó. (“ÔÓ·Â‰ËÚ¸”)

31. ë ÚÂ·fl ·ÛÚ˚ÎÍ‡! (“ÔË˜ËÚ‡Ú¸Òfl”)

32. ç‡Ï ‰ÓÏÓÈ. (“Ë‰ÚË”)

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. ì‰‡˜Ë ‚‡Ï [‚ êÓÒÒËË]! (“ÊÂÎ‡Ú¸”)

34. ë ÔÓ‚˚¯ÂÌËÂÏ ÚÂ·fl! ë‚. (“ÔÓÁ‰‡‚ÎflÚ¸”)

Certain verbs are especially amply used, for instance „Ó‚ÓËÚ¸, Ë‰ÚË,

ÊÂÎ‡Ú¸, and ÔÓÁ‰‡‚ËÚ¸, the latter two with the implicit subject fl.

Intonationally expressed predicates are not so common, but with certain

predicates they do occur, as in the impersonal sentence:

35. êÂ¯ÂÌËfl [Ô‡ÚËË]—‚ ÊËÁÌ¸! (“‚ÓÔÎÓÚËÚ¸”)

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. [çË] ‰Ìfl [·ÂÁ ÒÚÓ˜ÍË]. (“ÔÓıÓ‰ËÚ¸”)

37. ò‡È·Û! (“Á‡·ËÚ¸”)

38. óÂÂÁ [ÏÓÈ] ÚÛÔ! (“ÔÂÂÒÚÛÔËÚ¸”)

39. [çÂ] Á‡ ˜ÚÓ. (“·Î‡„Ó‰‡ËÚ¸”)

In the last example the verb is often recoverable from the context, at least

semantically (for instance, the context may contain the word ÒÔ‡ÒË·Ó).

Note that ·Î‡„Ó‰‡ËÚ¸ is the most plausible, or rather frequent, explicit

counterpart. In a specific context, some other verb may be appropriate, for

example Ì‡Í‡Á‡Ú¸.

The implicit predicate can be in a subordinate position:

40. [éÌ‡ ıÓ˜ÂÚ] ‚ è‡ËÊ. (“ÔÓÂı‡Ú¸”)

41. [éÌË ÒÓ·Ë‡˛ÚÒfl] Ì‡ ‚Â˜Â. (“Ë‰ÚË”)

42. [ü ÒÓ„Î‡ÒÂÌ] Î‡·Ó‡ÌÚÓÏ. (“‡·ÓÚ‡Ú¸”)

43. [óÂÏ ·Ó„‡Ú˚], ÚÂÏ [Ë ‡‰˚]. (“Û„ÓÒÚËÚ¸”)

44. ë ÍÂÏ [ËÏÂ˛ ˜ÂÒÚ¸, ‡ÁÂ¯ËÚÂ ÒÔÓÒËÚ¸]? (“„Ó‚ÓËÚ¸”)

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

by the phrase ËÏÂ˛ ˜ÂÒÚ¸.

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

45. [ê‡‰ÓÒÚË, Ó·Â˘‡˛˘ËÂÒfl] ÓÚ [Ú‡ÍÓÈ] ÊÂÌ˘ËÌ˚, [ÔÂ‚˚¯‡ÎË

  ‚ÓÓ·‡ÊÂÌËÂ ÛÒÒÍÓ„Ó ÏÛÊ˜ËÌ˚]. ãÏ. (“ÔÓÎÛ˜ËÚ¸”)

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 Ó·Â˘‡Ú¸ (instead of the regular instrumental of the

passive voice: ˝ÚÓÈ ÊÂÌ˘ËÌÓÈ).

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, “„Ó‚ÓËÚ¸”, 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 (fl), and the addressee, identical to the

listener (Ú˚), are implicit. Such an implicit speech-act verb is present in

the following example:

46. [ç‡ ‚ÓÍÁ‡ÎÂ ÏÂÌfl ‚ÒÚÂÚËÎ‡] Ñ‡¯‡. (“„Ó‚ÓËÚ¸”)

The implicit predicate “ÒÔ‡¯Ë‚‡Ú¸” 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. É‰Â [ÓÚÂˆ]? (“ÒÔ‡¯Ë‚‡Ú¸”)

48. [ÑÓÏ—] ·‡Ú‡? (“ÒÔ‡¯Ë‚‡Ú¸”)

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 ‰ÓÏ ·‡Ú‡ into a sentence, either with IK 1 or IK 3 (ÑÓÏ—

·‡Ú‡ . or ÑÓÏ—·‡Ú‡?). The copula ·˚Ú¸ is empty, or syntactic, as I

prefer to call it; it has no valency and is not a semantic predicate.6 Note that

the predicate uniting ‰ÓÏ and ·‡Ú‡  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 “ÊËÚ¸”, extracted from the

noun ‰ÓÏ. The analyses, however, are semantically equivalent only if ‘he’

(·‡Ú) 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. [í‡Ú¸flÌ‡ Ê‰‡Î‡] ëÂÂÊÛ ËÁ „ÓÒÚÂÈ. íÍ. (“ÔËÈÚË”)

The actant ëÂÂÊ‡ 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 ËÁ „ÓÒÚÂÈ, 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. [—óÚÓ, ÚÂ·Â ‰Û„Ëı] Ï‡ÎÓ?—[Á‡„ÓÓ‰ËÎ ‰‚Â¸] ıÓÁflËÌ. ÇÌ.

 (“ÒÔÓÒËÚ¸”)

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.”7 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 “Û‰‡ËÚ¸”:

51. ÑÊÓÌ [‡Á·ËÎ] ‚‡ÁÛ Ó ÒÚÂÌÛ. (“Û‰‡ËÚ¸”)

with three explicit actants, one of which, Ó ÒÚÂÌÛ, 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. å‡Ï‡ ÛÚ˛Ê[ËÎ‡ Û·‡¯ÍË]. (“ËÒÔÓÎ¸ÁÓ‚‡Ú¸”)

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 ˜ËÚ‡ÚÂÎ¸ ÍÌË„Ë we can extract ‡ morphologically incorpo-

rated predicate out of the noun ˜ËÚ‡ÚÂÎ¸, corresponding to the verb

˜ËÚ‡Ú¸. 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. ‡‚ÚÓ ÍÌË„Ë (“Ì‡ÔËÒ‡Ú¸”)

the choice of the implicit verb is determined by both actants.

There also occur three-actant constructions of this kind:

54. ÚÂÎÂ„‡ÏÏ‡ ÒÚÛ‰ÂÌÚ‡ ÓÚˆÛ (“ÔÓÒÎ‡Ú¸”)

where ÚÂÎÂ„‡ÏÏ‡ is the second actant of the implicit predicate extracted

from this very noun. The nominal phrase contained in example

55. [ÖÏÛ ·˚ÎË ÌÂÔËflÚÌ˚] ÒÎÓ‚‡ í‡Ï‡˚ Ó ÚÛÒÓÒÚË. êÎ.

  (“ÒÍ‡Á‡Ú¸”)

is somewhat different. The second actant of the implicit verb is expressed

twice, as ÒÎÓ‚‡ and as Ó ÚÛÒÓÒÚË; cf., the paraphrase: ÚÓ, ˜ÚÓ í‡Ï‡-

‡ ÒÍ‡Á‡Î‡ Ó ÚÛÒÓÒÚË. 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. éÌ ‡‚ÚÓ ÍÌË„Ë (or: Ä‚ÚÓ ÍÌË„Ë—à‚‡Ì).

What we have done is to introduce a new actant in the subject position by

means of actant reduplication. Ä‚ÚÓ and à‚‡Ì are coreferential and they

both fulfil the role of the agent in the valency frame of the implicit verb

“Ì‡ÔËÒ‡Ú¸”; cf., the paraphrase äÌË„Û Ì‡ÔËÒ‡Î à‚‡Ì. Here is a similar

example:
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57. èÓ ˜‡ÒÚË [ÍÛÓÚÓ‚] ç‡‰fl [·ÓÎ¸¯ÓÈ] ÒÔÂˆË‡ÎËÒÚ. êÎ.

  (“ÁÌ‡Ú¸”),

with the paraphrase: é ÍÛÓÚ‡ı ç‡‰fl ÏÌÓ„Ó ÁÌ‡ÂÚ. In the next exam-

ple, with reduplication of the second actant, there is quite a different syn-

tactic distribution:

58. ó¸fl ˝ÚÓ Ë‰Âfl? (“ÔË‰ÛÏ‡Ú¸”)

Cf., the paraphrase äÚÓ ˝ÚÓ ÔË‰ÛÏ‡Î?

Let us return, however, to cases without actant reduplication. Here are

some examples with two actants, illustrating different combinations:

59. ‰ÓÓ„‡ Ì‡Á‡‰ (“‚ÂÒÚË”); cf., ‰ÓÓ„‡, ‚Â‰Û˘‡fl Ì‡Á‡‰

60. ‡‚ÚÓ „ÓÎ‡ (“Á‡·ËÚ¸”); cf., ÚÓÚ, ÍÚÓ Á‡·ËÎ „ÓÎ

61. Ì‡˜‡Î¸ÌËÍ Óı‡Ì˚ (“‚ÓÁ„Î‡‚ÎflÚ¸”); cf., ÚÓÚ, ÍÚÓ

  ‚ÓÁ„Î‡‚ÎflÂÚ Óı‡ÌÛ

62. ÓÏ‡Ì íÓÎÒÚÓ„Ó (“Ì‡ÔËÒ‡Ú¸”); cf., ÓÏ‡Ì, Ì‡ÔËÒ‡ÌÌ˚È

  íÓÎÒÚ˚Ï

63. ‚‡Á‡ ËÁ ÒÚÂÍÎ‡ (“ËÁ„ÓÚÓ‚ËÚ¸”); cf., ‚‡Á‡, ËÁ„ÓÚÓ‚ÎÂÌÌ‡fl ËÁ

  ÒÚÂÍÎ‡

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: ä ÌÂÏÛ ÌÂ Á‡‡Ò-

ÚÂÚ Ì‡Ó‰Ì‡fl ÚÓÔ‡, the prepositional phrase Í ÌÂÏÛ has been de-

tached from its head ÚÓÔ‡ and is syntactically dominated by the pred-

icate Á‡‡ÒÚÂÚ. This predicate has, however, no prepositional phrase in

its valency frame. Semantically, Í ÌÂÏÛ depends upon the same kind of

implicit predicate as was identified in (59) above, i.e., “‚ÂÒÚË”.

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. Í‡ÏÂÌÌ˚È ‰ÓÏ (← “ÔÓÒÚÓËÚ¸”); cf., ‰ÓÏ, ÔÓÒÚÓÂÌÌ˚È ËÁ

  Í‡ÏÌfl

65. Ï‡ÏËÌ˚ ·ÎËÌ˚ (← “ËÒÔÂ˜¸”); cf., ·ÎËÌ˚, ËÒÔÂ˜ÂÌÌ˚Â Ï‡ÏÓÈ

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. ÒÚÂÍÓÎ¸˘ËÍ (“‚ÒÚ‡‚ÎflÚ¸”); ËÒÚÓË˜Í‡ (“ÔÂÔÓ‰‡‚‡Ú¸”)
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The key word can also denote an object of a state, as in:

67. ÏËÌ˜‡ÌËÌ (“ÊËÚ¸”); ÌÓÏÂÌÍÎ‡ÚÛ˘ËÍ (“ÔËÌ‡‰ÎÂÊ‡Ú¸”)

where the incorporated second actant corresponds to a prepositional

phrase (‚ åËÌÒÍÂ, Í ÌÓÏÂÌÍÎ‡ÚÛÂ).

If we compare the more analytic expression ÔÂÔÓ‰‡‚‡ÚÂÎ¸ ËÒÚÓ-

ËË with the more synthetic ËÒÚÓË˜Í‡, we see that the same predicate

that is incorporated in ÔÂÔÓ‰‡‚‡ÚÂÎ¸, is implicit in ËÒÚÓË˜Í‡. The

word morphologically incorporated in ËÒÚÓË˜Í‡, i.e., ËÒÚÓËfl, is the

second actant of the predicate. For another such pair, cf., ÊËÚÂÎ¸ åËÌ-

ÒÍ‡ and ÏËÌ˜‡ÌËÌ.

Several more combinations are possible. In example

68. ÒÏÂÚÌËÍ (“ÔË„Ó‚ÓËÚ¸”)

the key word denotes the object of an action; the third actant is incor-

porated and corresponds to a prepositional phrase (Í ÒÏÂÚË). 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. Ò‚ËÌ‡ÌËÍ (“‰ÂÊ‡Ú¸”)

The key word and the incorporated actant may belong to different valency

frames, which leaves us with only one explicit actant:

70. ËÍÓ[ÌËˆ‡] (“ÔÓ‰‡‚‡Ú¸”)

àÍÓÌËˆ‡ has incorporated the second actant of “ÔÓ‰‡‚‡Ú¸”, but the key

word itself depends upon another predicate, the implicit preposition “‚”;

cf., ÚÓ, ‚ ˜ÂÏ ÔÓ‰‡˛Ú ËÍÛ.

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. ÔÚËˆ‡ (“ÎÂÚ‡Ú¸”); ˚·‡ (“ÔÎ‡‚‡Ú¸”); Ô‡Î‡˜ (“Í‡ÁÌËÚ¸”),

an object of an action, as in

72. ‰ÂÎÂ„‡Ú (“ÔÓÒÎ‡Ú¸”); ˝ÍÒÔÓÌ‡Ú (“ÔÓÍ‡Á‡Ú¸”); ÌÓÊ (“ËÒÔÓÎ¸-

  ÁÓ‚‡Ú¸”)

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

73. „‡‡Ê (“ı‡ÌËÚ¸”); ıÎÂ‚ (“‰ÂÊ‡Ú¸”)

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) Ï‡¯ËÌ‡  and ÒÍÓÚ, 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. Í‡‡Ì‰‡¯Ì˚È ËÒÛÌÓÍ (← “ËÒÔÓÎ¸ÁÓ‚‡Ú¸”)

ä‡‡Ì‰‡¯ is not, of course, an actant of the explicit (but incorporated)

predicate ËÒÓ‚‡Ú¸.

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

75. [ÌÓÊ] (“ÂÁ‡Ú¸”); [ÚÓÔÓ] (“Û·ËÚ¸”)

The word ÌÓÊ is semantically described by means of two different, but

connected predicates, namely ËÒÔÓÎ¸ÁÓ‚‡Ú¸ and ÂÁ‡Ú¸, 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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