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In  1963 J. J. K atz and J. A. Fodor in  the ir »The S truc tu re  of a Se­
m antic Theory« encouraged sem antic studies and proposed to consider sem an­
tics as an in tegral p a rt of generative gram m ar. N ext year J. J. K atz and 
P. M. Postal in »An In tegrated  Theory of Linguistic D escription« tried  to 
in tegrate  generative concepts of phonology and syntax  proposed by  Chomsky 
w ith  sem antics; they also aim ed to provide an adequate m eans of incorpora­
ting  gram m atical and sem antic description of a language in to  one in tegrated  
description.

Of the th ree com ponents of any linguistic description syntactic compo­
nen t represents generative source, generates the  abstract form al structures 
th a t underlie  actual sentence; sem antic  and phonological com ponents operate 
on the  syntactic output, perform  independent operations on the  syntactic s truc­
tures and provide respectively sem antic in terpretation  and phonological repre­
sentation  to  each of the  form al structures generated by the  syntactic com­
ponent.

The syntactic com ponent m ust be a system  of rules th a t enum erates the 
infin ite set of abstract form al structu res; the rules assign one or m ore 
structural descriptions to each sitring of form atives.

The sem antic com ponent consists of a dictionary, containing m eanings of 
each lexical item  of a language, and a fin ite  set of projection rules. S tring of 
form atives is given the m eaning from  the  d ictionary; projection rules provide 
sem antic in te rp re ta tion  of each elem ent of the string, com bining th e  m ea­
nings according to the syntactic description of the string.

This paper explains the ir theory  and proceedings in  detail.

Since Chom sky’s S yntactic  S tructu res  (1957) m any generative studies 
concerning fo rm a l syntactic features of a language have been prom oted; 
how ever a few  o f  th e m  t r e a te d  th e la tions of the syntactic  s truc tu re  to 
the meaning. 

I t  was K a tz  and Fodor’s proposal to make semantics an in te g ra l p a rt 
o f generative gram m ar, contained in  »The S truc tu re  o f a Sem antic Theo­
ry « 1 (1963) th a t encouraged the sem antic studies. Since th a t tim e  i t  was 
genera lly  assumed th a t a com plete lin g u is tic  description m ust include 
m eaning.

Th is approach is developed and extended in  K a tz  and Posta l’s A n  
In teg ra te d  Theory of L in g u is tic  Descriptions  (1964)2 as an a tte m p t to 
in teg ra te  the generative concepts o f phonology and syn tax proposed by 
Chom sky w ith  th a t o f semantics.

1 J. J. K atz — Fodor, J . A.: »The S truc tu re of a Sem antic Theory«, Langu­
age, 39/1963, pp. 170—210.

2 J. J . K atz — Postal, P. M.: A n  Integrated Theory of L inguistic Descriptions, 
Cam bridge, MIT Press, 1964.
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The m a jo r K a tz  and Postal’s aim  is »to p rovide an adequate means 
o f incorpora ting  the gram m atica l and the semantic descriptions o f a 
language in to  one in tegrated description.« (X)

The present paper w i l l  ou tline  th e ir theory .3
A  lingu is tic  descrip tion  of na tu ra l languages a ttem pts to reveal and 

reconstruct the princ ip les unde rly ing  the speakers’ a b ility  to produce 
sentences and understand those produces by o ther speakers.

Theoretical reconstruction  is presented in  fo rm  o f »statements tha t 
represent the lin g u is tic  s tructu re  characteristic o f the language« (1); at 
the same tim e they enable the linguists to exp la in  sentence use and 
comprenhension.

In  constructing »an in tegra ted conception o f the na tu re  o f a lingu is tic  
description o f a na tu ra l language« (1) K a tz  and Postal state tr ip a r t ite  
theory corresponding to the three components of a lin g u is tic  description 
of a na tu ra l language: syntactic, semantic and phonological.

O f the three, the syntactic component appears to be o f the funda ­
m ental im portance; i t  is »the generative source in  the lin g u is tic  descrip­
tion  (. . .), i t  generates the abstract fo rm a l structures  u n d e rly in g  actual 
sentences.« (1)

These fo rm a l structures are made of fo rm atives  (a s tring  o f the 
m in im a l syn tac tica lly  func tion in g  elements) and o f s tru c tu ra l description  
»specifying the syntactic properties o f the string.« (1)

The other tw o components, i. e., semantic and phonolog ica l operate 
on the syntactic  ou tp u t and perfo rm  independent operations on the 
syntactic structures; they  provide, respectively, a sem antic in te rp re ta tio n  
and phonological representation  to  each of the fo rm a l s tructures genera­
ted by  the syntactic component.

The ( in te r Connections o f the syntactic and sem antic components are 
the m ain  K atz and Postal’s concern. So fa r  these re la tions have not 
been studied in  the satisfactory w ay p r im a r ily  because o f the contro­
versies o f Am erican lingu is tics  to regard semantic consideration im p lica ­
tive o f the syntactic component, and because o f the lack of clear 
conception of the in te rn a l s tructu re  o f the semantic component.

This s itua tion  changed in  1963, the year of the pub lica tion  o f K a tz  
and Fodor’s »The S tructu re  o f a Semantic Theory«. S ta ting  th a t the 
semantic and syntactic re lations no more inexplicab le , the m ethodologi­
cal base of a llow ing  to consider »the in te rn a l s truc tu re  o f one compo­
nent based on argum ents in  w h ich  considerations fro m  the sphere of 
the other component p lay  a s ign ifican t ju s tif ic a to ry  ro le« (3) were given, 
as w e ll as the e xp lic it proposal concerning the in te rn a l s truc tu re  o f the 
semantic component itse lf.

In  th is book K a tz  and Postal hope to accomplish tw o  objectives: 
firs t, to extend and revise the conception of the sem antic component o r i­
g in a lly  presented in  »The S tructu re  o f a Semantic Theory«, and second, 
to explore the im plica tions th a t these extensions and revisions m ay have 
fo r  the in te rna l s tructu re  o f the syntactic component.

3 AU diagram s and exam ples a re  taken from  the ir book. The num bers in 
brackets afte r citations refer to th e  Daae in  the book.
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The S yntactic  Component

»The syntactic  com ponent o f a lin g u is tic  descrip tion o f a na tu ra l 
language m ust be a system o f ru les  w h ich  enumerates the in f in ite  set of 
abstract fo rm a l s tructures w h ich  underlie  the sentences o f the language. 
(. . .) Such a system assigns to each s tring  of fo rm atives generated one 
o r m ore s tru c tu ra l descriptions  (SD henceforth) in  the fo rm  o f a f in ite  
sequence o f labeled bracketings —  phrase m arkers  (P-m arkers) and a 
trans fo rm a tiona l m arkers (T -m arkers) —  w h ich  ind ica te  the configura tions 
o f transfo rm ations applied in  the de riva tion  o f the s tring  o f fo rm a ti­
ves«. (6)

A  trans fo rm a tiona l syntactic  component contains tw o d iffe re n t k inds 
o f ru les:

1) ru les contained in  the phrase s truc tu re  subcomponent th a t ope­
ra te  on the fixe d  s tring  o f sym bols; each o f the ru les replaces on ly  one 
single sym bol o f the s tring  in  each successive line, beg inn ing w ith  the 
in it ia l  sequence, as in :

a) Sentence ->■ N oun Phrase +  V erb  Phrase
b) Noun Phrase ->  John
c) Noun Phrase tru th
d) V erb  Phrase ->  V erb  +  Noun Phrase
e) V erb  -► love +  s

tha t are transfo rm ed in  the fo llo w in g  w ay:
a) Sentence —> N oun Phrase +  V erb  Phrase
b) John +  V erb  Phrase
c) John +  V erb  +  Noun Phrase
d) John +  love +  s +  N oun Phrase
e) John +  loves +  tru th

H ere we see th a t the transfo rm ations operate on the P -m arkers in  order 
to produce new  P-m arkers.

2) I t  is ve ry  im p o rta n t to m ake d is tinc tion  between the P -m arkers 
th a t are derived by  the phrase s truc tu re  component fro m  those P -m arkers 
th a t are derived by  the trans fo rm a tiona l rules. The ru les o f the trans­
fo rm a tio n a l syntactic  component operate on ly  on the fo rm e r P -m arkers: 
th a t’s w h y  these are called unde rly ing  P -m arkers; they  derive new 
P -m arkers called derived P -m arkers. I f  we take fo r  exam ple the sentence

»does John sleep«
the d iagram  th a t fo llow s represents its  unde rly ing  P -m arkers:

Sentence

Noun Phrase Verb Phrase

Noun Auxiliary Verb

Tense
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This other diagram  represents one of its  possible derived P -m arkers:

Sentence

Auxiliary Noun Phrase Verb Phrase

Tense Noun Verb

do Present 'x - #  John & sleep #

The te rm ina l symbols of the unde rly ing  P -m arkers are called morphem es; 
»among the derived P-m arkers fo r  any sentence is the last one, w h ich  is 
the resu lt o f app lication o f a ll transform ations in  th a t sentence’s T -m a r- 
kers. This is re fe rred  to as the f in a l derived  P -m arker.«  (8) The elements, 
the last line  is consisted of, are form atives. The last line  is, then, the 
actual string  o f form atives, nam ely, the actual s tring  o f words the 
sentence contains.

The Semantic Component

The semantic component, seen as a p ro jective  device in  the sense 
Katz and Fodor a ttr ibu ted  to i t  in  th e ir  »S tructu re  o f a Sem antic 
Theory«, consists of tw o parts:

1) a dictionary, conta in ing a meaning o f each lex ica l item  o f the 
language,

2) a f in ite  set of pro jec tion  rules.

Lexica l items, a s tring  of fo rm atives tha t the actua l sentence consists 
of, are given the m eaning from  the d ic tiona ry ; p ro jec tion  rules provide 
a semantic in te rp re ta tio n  to each element of the s tring  o f form atives, 
com bining these meanings according to the syntactic  descrip tion o f the 
string, in  order to reach the »characterization o f the m eaning o f the 
w hole s tring  and each of its  constituents.« (12)

Lexica l items have to be presented in  a norm a l fo rm  in  the d ic tio ­
nary, e. g., contain a ll pieces of semantic in fo rm a tio n  re levan t to each 
lex ica l item, give the detailed analysis o f its  m eaning th a t results fro m  
the previous decomposition of the meaning » in to  its  most e lem entary 
components« (13), so tha t p ro jection  rules can assign the correct semantic 
in te rp re ta tion  to the s tring  of form atives.

The norm al fo rm  o f a lex ica l item  presented in  the d ic tiona ry  comprises:

a) syntactic marker(s), unenclosed,
b) semantic m arkers, enclosed in  parenthesis,
c) optiona lly, a distinguisher, w ith in  the brackets,
d) selection restric tion , enclosed in  angles.

The en try  m ay also be presented in  the fo rm  o f a tree diagram , as, fo r
P Y f l m n l p  i n  t h p  I p y i p a I  i t n m  "hnn h p Z s w •
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baehdur

Noun

[Serving under the standard 
of another) during the breeding 

time) |

< W4>< w2 >

Each com plete sequence, seen ve rtica lly , standing fo r  d is tinc t m eaning 
o f the lex ica l item , is re fe rred  to as reading. In  the above tree d iagram  
the lex ica l item  bachelor is represented as being fou r-w ays  sem antica lly 
ambiguous item , nam ely, hav ing  fo u r readings, fo u r d iffe re n t meanings.

a) S yntactic  m arkers  specify the senses o f a lex ica l item  according 
to th e ir  belong ing to d iffe re n t »parts of speech«; so they d iffe re n tia te  
the senses o f the lex ica l ite m  k il l,  w hen used as a Verb, fro m  the sense
i t  has w hen used as a Noun.

b) Sem antic m arkers  are fo rm a l elements em ployed to express ge­
nera l sem antic p roperties ; there fore  they can appear and, in  fact, do 
appear m ore than once in  the readings of the same lex ica l item  as w e ll as 
in  the readings o f o ther le x ica l items. See fo r  ex. the semantic m arker 
(Hum an) and (Male) in  the f ir s t  tw o  readings o f the le x ica l item  
bachelor, or (Hum an) in  the f ir s t  three readings o f the same item .

c) U n like  them, the distinguishers  are fo rm a l elements th a t represent 
w ha t is »id iosyncra tic  about the m eaning o f the lex ica l item « (14) and 
help to d iffe re n tia te  one le x ica l item  fro m  the o the r one th a t is the 
closest to i t  in  meaning. Therefore, the d is tingu isher appears on ly  once 
in  the d ic tionary . See fo r  ex. the d istinguishers fo r  the le x ica l item  
bachelor: [Serving under the standard of another], or [W hen w ith o u t a 
mate d u rin g  the breeding tim e].

Such decom position o f the m eaning o f the lex ica l item  in to  syntac­
tic, semantic m arkers and distinguishers is possible because the m eaning 
o f the le x ica l ite m  is no t »und iffe re n tia ted  whole« (14); i t  is ra th e r 
an analyzable un it, w h ich  can be analysed in to  »atom ic conceptual 
elements« (14), in te rre la ted  in  d iffe re n t ways. Each semantic m arke r 
and each d is tingu isher stand fo r  one o f the atom ic concepts. The reading 
o f the m eaning o f the w hole le x ica l item  results fro m  the synthesis o f



S. SMODLAKA: ON KATZ-POSTAL IN TEG R A TED ... RFFZd, 24(1) (1984/85)

a ll atom ic concepts, o r to p u t i t  in to  K a tz  and Postal’s w ords: »Readings 
represent synthesizations o f a tom ic concepts.« (14)

d) A  lex ica l item  having more than one m eaning (reading) is said 
to be ambiguous. The am b igu ity  o f the lex ica l item  can cause a semantic 
am b igu ity  in  the syn tactica lly  unam biguous sentence, as e. g. in :

he enjoys w earing a lig h t su it in  the summer

»(. . .) therefore, each reading in  the d ic tiona ry  e n try  fo r  a lex ica l item  
m ust contain a selection restric tion , i. e. a fo rm a lly  expressed necessary 
condition fo r  tha t reading to combine w ith  others« (15); fo r  readings 
are combined w ith  o ther readings and the selection re s tr ic tio n  lim its  
th e ir  com binab ility , a llow ing  on ly  those com binations th a t are sem anti­
ca lly  acceptable.

The lex ica l item  honest, fo r  example, w i l l  contain, besides syntactic 
m arkers and semantic m arkers: A d jec tive  ->  (Evaluative) (M oral) 
->■ [Innocent o f i l l ic i t  sexual intercourse], also a selection res tric tion : 
<  (Human), and (Female) > ,  th a t imposes tha t th is  item , used as a 
m o d ifie r can be combined w ith , and m od ify  on ly  (nom inal) head, i f  i t  
(head) contain both semantic m arkers (Human) and (Female). The nom i­
nal head wom an  satisfies th is res tric tion  and com bination honest w om an  
can be derived, having sem antically accepted m eaning o f »a wom an 
who is not g u ilty  o f i l l ic i t  sexual intercourse.« (16)

On the con tra ry  the com bination such as honest geran ium  can no t 
be derived, because the head geranium  does no t conta in  the m arkers 
such as are requ ired by  the selection res tric tion  fo r  honest. Th is com bi­
nation  is said to be sem antically anomalous.

The in te rre la tio n  o f certa in  pairs o f semantic m arkers can be used 
to save the num ber o f th e ir  representations th roughou t d ic tiona ry ; na­
mely, in  order to avoid c iting  a ll semantic markers, on ly  some o f them  
m ay be stated, others being included in  the previous ones. Thus, fo r  
ex. the semantic m arke r (Human) is conceptually subcategorial to and 
included im p lic it ly  in  the categories already represented by  the semantic 
m arkers (Anim al), (H igher A n im a l) and (Physical Object). This, —  the 
category inc lus ion re la tion  — , i f  stated once a t the beg inn ing o f the 
d ic tionary, or specified w ith in  the general theory  of lin g u is tic  description 
need not be repeated fu r th e r  on.

A t  th is  stage a category inc lus ion ru le  can be fo rm u la ted : i f  a 
d ic tiona ry  fo r  a certa in  lex ica l item  »contains a sem antic m arke r (Ma) 
w h ich  is specified as representing a category th a t is inc luded in  the cate­
gory  represented by  the semantic m arker (M i), then th is  reading need 
not m ention the m arker (M i), since m em bership in  the category (M i) 
is im p lic it ly  determ ined by the presence o f (M2).« (17)

Besides th is practica l advantage o f avo id ing redundancy and saving 
symbols representing the semantic m arkers fro m  w h ich  the meanings 
of lex ica l items are b u ilt, such economy has its  theore tica l side too: 
i t  enables a general theory  o f lingu is tic  description »to state certa in  ab­
stract tru ths  about the d ic tiona ry  entries o f p a rtic u la r languages and 
about un iversa l semantic facts o f a ll languages,« (17) p ro v id ing  genera­
lizations of the semantic properties of languages.

Let us now discuss the operation o f p ro jec tion  rules, nam ely, »the 
process o f assigning a semantic in te rp re ta tio n  to a sentence.« (17)
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Be g iven the sentence
the boy likes candy

and represented in  a tree d iagram  as:

We a lready know  tha t semantic com ponent provides semantic in te r­
p re ta tion  to the syntactic  output. F irs t, i t  associates the readings to each 
o f the lex ica l item s th is  sentence consists of, b u t one should emphasize, 
on ly  those readings » that are com patib le w ith  the syntactic  categori­
zation« (18) o f these items. Thus, the lex ica l item  candy, being labeled 
in  a tree d iagram  in  syntactic  categorization as a Noun, w i l l  be g iven 
o n ly  the m eaning i t  has as a N oun and none o f those i t  has w hen 
used as a Verb.

N ex t step in  th is  process w i l l  be to combine the readings assigned 
to each lex ica l item s to others in  o rde r to fo rm  derived readings; these 
are la te r combined w ith  o ther derived readings u n t i l  the m eaning o f 
the whole sentence is reached.

We have seen so fa r  th a t syntactic  s truc tu re  o f a sentence plays a 
c ruc ia l ro le  in  th is  process o f operation o f p ro jec tion  ru les in  the  sense 
th a t it, p rov id ing  the fo rm a l re la tions between the le x ica l items, deter­
m ines w h ich  com binations o f meanings are possible and w h ich  are not 
in  a sentence. In  o the r words, i t  perm its  some of the semantic in fo rm a ­
tio n  of the le x ica l item  to be com bined b y  the p ro jec tion  rules, and 
fo rb ids the other.

A n o th e r cond ition  determ ined by  the syntactic s tructu re  and im po­
sed upon the semantic in te rp re ta tio n  o f a sentence is th a t o f adequacy; 
nam ely, a syntactic  s truc tu re  g iven b y  the set o f P -m arkers and the 
T -m arkers in  the SD, the semantic in te rp re ta tio n  has to be accomplished 
on each and every constituen t o f the P -m arkers, b u t no t on any  o f th e ir  
substrings; m eaning has to be assigned as the reading fo r  the node th a t 
dom inates im m ed ia te ly  tw o constituents whose meanings are combined. 
F o r ex. the semantic in te rp re ta tio n  must, at f irs t  stage, represent the 
meanings o f the constituents o f the sentence

the m an h it  the ba ll
as: the, man, h it, the, ball, then proceed to the second stage and repre­
sent the m eaning o f: the man, h it  the ball, and f in a lly  a rr ive  to the 
m eaning o f the whole sentence: the m an h it  the ball. I t  m ust no t p ro ­
v ide the m eaning of substrings such as: the man h it, or h it  the.
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Type I p ro jec tion  rules  (henceforth P l)  combine »the readings o f 
low er-o rder constituents to fo rm  readings fo r  h ighe r-o rde r constituents« 
(20), i. e., to produce new, derived meanings, u n t i l  the m eaning o f the 
highest constituent -sentence- is obtained.

New, derived meanings are reached by  am algam ating and »by 
embedding readings in to  one another« (20), proceeding fro m  the bottom  
to the top of a P -m arker. B u t am algam ation affects on ly  those readings 
tha t are associated w ith  the nodes branching fro m  the same node labeled. 
Therefore, »amalgam ation is the operation o f fo rm in g  a composite rea­
d ing made up of a reading from  each o f the sets o f readings dom inated 
by a g iven node in  a P-m arker.« (21) I t  has to sa tis fy  the cond ition  of 
selection restric tion , too.

Thus, one has a case of amalgam ation produced by  P l  w hen we 
jo in  the reading o f
the m o d ifie r co lo rfu l ->  A d jec tive  ->  (C o lor)->  [Abound ing  in  con­
trast o r va rie ty  o f b r ig h t colors] <  (Physical O bject) v  (Social A c tiv ity )  
>  w ith

the head ba ll Noun ->  (Physical O b jec t)-^  (G lobu la r Shape)

to fo rm  the derived reading co lo rfu l +  ba ll ->  (Physical Object) ->  (G lo­
bu la r Shape) -> (Color) ->  [Abounding in  contrast o r va rie ty  o f b r ig h t 
colors].

A  selection res tric tion  w ould  prevent the am algam ation of the o ther 
reading of the m o d ifie r co lo rfu l, tha t o f - *  A d jec tive  ->  (Evaluative) 
->  [H aving d is tinc tive  character, vividness, o r picturesqueness] <C (Aes­
thetic  Object) v  (Social A c tiv ity )  >  w ith  the reading o f the head m en ti­
oned above, because the m o d ifie r co lo rfu l m ay be embedded readings 
fo r  the head on ly  i f  the reading of the la tte r  has semantic m arkers e ither 
(Aesthetic Object) o r (Social A c tiv ity )  ne ithe r o f w h ich  i t  has.

The P l  produce the sem antica lly in te rp re ted  P -m arkers. In  K a tz  and 
Postal’s theory  the Concept of sem antically in te rp re ted  P-m arkers  is 
defined as »a set o f pairs w ith  respect to the P -m arkers, one m em ber 
of w h ich is a node o f the P -m arker and the o ther of w h ich  is a set 
o f readings, each reading g iv ing  one o f the meanings o f the s tring  dom i­
nated by tha t node in  the P-m arker.«  (22)

Taking in to  consideration the d is tinc tion  between the ke rne l sen­
tences, i. e., the sentences having on ly  ob liga to ry  s ingu la ry  trans fo rm a­
tions in  th e ir  T-m arkers, and the sentences hav ing  also a t least one 
optiona l s ingu la ry  transfo rm ation  o r at least one generalized trans fo r­
m ation, o r ig in a lly  the P l are said to opereate on the f in a l derived 
P-m arkers of ke rne l sentences.

I t  was concluded in  the analysis tha t m any  o f the sentences produced 
by the optiona l s ingu la ry  transform ations have the same m eaning as the 
structures fro m  w h ich  they were transform ed, i. e., the op tiona l s ingu­
la ry  transfo rm ation  d id  not Change th e ir  m eaning. These sentences 
are regarded as belonging to equivalence classes o f sentences.

Therefore, i f  one m em ber o f these equivalence classes of sentences 
was provided a sem antically in te rp re ted  P -m arke r a convention may 
be stated tha t »every m em ber o f such an equivalence class has the 
same sem antica lly in te rp re ted  P -m arker.«  (23) The use o f P l  fo r  each 
m em ber o f the eauivalence class is no m ore necessary.



On the con tra ry , in  cases in  w h ich  op tiona l s ingu la ry  trans fo rm a­
tio n  o r generalized transfo rm ation  changed the m eaning the use of P l 
fo r  each sentence is necessary.

The m eaning being changed, the Type 2 p ro jec tion  ru les  (henceforth 
P2) are employed, as they are intended »to explicate the m anner in  
w h ich  such transfo rm ation  a lte r or b u ild  up meanings.-« (23) In  o ther words, 
hav ing  the P l produced m eaning o f both constituents and phrase struc­
tu re  o f the in te rp re ted  P -m arkers in  the ke rne l sentence, the P2 derive 
sem antica lly  in te rp re ted  P -m arkers fo r  a sentence th a t is transform ed 
e ithe r by an optiona l s ingu la ry  trans fo rm a tion  or by a- generalized one.

Le t us now  consider the notion o f sem antic in te rp re ta tio n  o f a se­
ntence in  K a tz  and Postal’s theory. They s ta rt w ith  a lready know n  sta­
tem ent th a t the same s tring  of fo rm atives m ay have tw o  o r more 
d iffe re n t SD in  the syntax. Take fo r  ex. the sentence

I like  l i t t le  boys and g irls
th a t have tw o d iffe re n t P -m arkers representing Noun Phrase l it t le  boys 
and g irls , as in  the fo llo w in g  tree d iagram

Noun Phrase

Adjective Noun Phrase Phrase

Noun Phrase- Noun p b ^

little boys and girls

Adjective

little

Noun NounI •II !
I 1 ■]

boys and girls

Therefore  K a tz  and Postal in troduce the te rm  sentoid to define 
a s tring  of fo rm atives th a t has a unique associated SD as opposed to the 
te rm  sentence, a s tring  of fo rm atives th a t m ay have more than one SD. 
As one sentence m ay represent n  sentoids, fro m  th e ir  po in t o f v iew  
the sem antic in te rp re ta tio n  o f a sentence is :

1. »set o f sem antica lly  in te rp re ted  P -m arkers such tha t each seman­
t ic a lly  in te rp re ted  P -m arke r represents one of the n ways In  w h ich 
S is syn tac tica lly  ambiguous;
2. the set o f statements about S th a t fo llo w  from  th is  d e fin itio n  
schema:
S is fu l ly  X  i f  and on ly  i f  S is X  on every sem antica lly in te rp re ted  
P -m arke r in  each sentoid w h ich  S represents.« (25)

A t  th is  stage i t  is necessary to emphasize w ha t semantic properties 
o f sentoid have to be m arked by  the sem antic in te rp re ta tio n  as w e ll as 
over w h ich  sem antic properties the va riab le  X  ranges.

The m eaning of every constituen t o f the sentoid m ust be repre­
sented in  such a m anner so th a t i t  is e x p lic it:
one, i f  i t  is sem antica lly ambiguous, lik e  the N oun Phrase bank  and, 
consequently, the whole sentoid are in  the sentence:

the bank is the scene of the crim e
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the bank being sem antically ambiguous in  a t least th ree ways ( =  an 
establishm ent fo r  m onetary exchange; a steep a cc liv ity  o r slope; the 
ris ing  ground bordering a body o f w ater);

two, i f  i t  is sem antically anomalous lik e  i t  is in  the sentoid: 
the p a in t is s ilent

in  w h ich  the meaning o f its  constituents, when combined »do no t 
y ie ld  a cogn itive ly  coherent m eaning fo r  the whole sentoid« (25); o r  i f  
i t  is sem antica lly accepted, as i t  is in  the sentoid:

he paints s ilen tly

The semantic in te rp re ta tio n  m ust m a rk  c lea rly :
a) sem antic re la tions between one sentoid o ther ones that, regardless 
o f th e ir d iffe re n t syntactic s tructu re  o r m orphem ic constitu tion , are 
paraphrases o f each other, as fo r  ex. are the fo llo w in g  sentoids:

eye-doctors eye blonds
ocuklists eye blonds
oculists eye blonds
blonds are eyed by  eye-doctors
blonds are eyed by  oculists

b) the cases w hen tw o o r m ore sentoids are inconsistent w ith  each other, 
as the fo llo w in g  sentoid are:

blonds like  redheads 
blonds do not like  redheads

c) such semantic properties th a t render the sentoid to be ana lytic , i. e. 
when i t  is »true b y  v ir tu e  o f m eaning alone« (26) lik e  i t  is in :

spinsters are women

or contrad ictory, when i t  is »false b y  v ir tu e  o f m eaning alone« (26), 
as i t  is in :

spinsters are m arried

or synthetic, when, w hether its  being true  o t false can no t be proved 
by  the m eaning alone, bu t an add itiona l em p irica l evidence is requ ired 
to be so stated, lik e  in :

spinsters are nice

The P ro jection  Rules

One question s t i l l  remains unanswered: on w h ich  P -m arkers in  
the set o f a ll P -m arkers the P l should operate in  order to assign seman­
tic  in te rp re ta tio n  to the sentoid? Nam ely, should i t  operate a) on ly  on 
the u n d e rly ing  P-m arkers, b) on ly  on the f in a l derived P-m arkers, 
or c) on a ll o f them?

Obviously, in  case of f ir s t  tw o a lte rna tives P2 are to be applied on 
the rem ain ing  P-m arkers on w hich the P l  d id  no t operate; in  the th ird  
case no P2 are necessary a t all.

In  term s o f the d is tinc tion  o f tw o types o f transform ations th is 
question makes sense on ly  in  the case of transfo rm ations a ffec ting  mea­
ning, nam ely in :



1) generalized transform ations, and in
2) those s ingu la ry  transfo rm ations th a t do a lte r the m eaning ( it 

means o ther than  those w ith  a lte rna tive  w ord  order, passive constru­
ction, etc. in  w h ich  sem antica lly in te rp re ted  P -m arkers o f the ke rne l 
sentence are iden tica l to those of the transform ed one).

Sem antic in te rp re ta tio n  o f s tructures derived solely by the s ingu la ry  
transfo rm ations

K a tz  and Postal propose th a t the P2 do no t operate in  the sentences 
whose T -m arke rs  have on ly  ob liga to ry  transform ations, because these 
can be fu l ly  sem antica lly  in te rp re ted  by  the P l alone. They fu r th e r  cla im  
th a t the P l operate on ly  on the u n d e rly in g  P -m arkers, supporting  th e ir  
c la im  w ith  th a t: ». . .fundam enta l g ram m atica l re la tions lik e  subject, object, 
predicate, etc., corre la te  on ly  w ith  the features o f und e rly in g  P -m arkers,« 
(33) and independently  o f the facts th a t:

1. the u n d e rly in g  P -m arkers m ay be s im ila r  o r iden tica l w h ile  the 
derived P -m arkers are d iffe re n t;

2. the u n d e rly in g  P -m arkers are d iffe re n t w h ile  the derived P -m ar­
kers are s im ila r o r identica l, as in :

1. a. John d rank  the m ilk
b. the m ilk  was d runk  by  John

2. a. w ho h it  someone
b. w ho d id  someone h it

In  both cases 1. a. and 1. b. John  is the subject o f the verb, and 
miZ/c is its ob ject; in  2. w ho  is subject in  2. a. b u t ob ject in  2. b.; some­
one is ob ject in  2. a., b u t subject in  2. b.

The derived P -m arkers, then, do no t »represent in  a non-ad hoc 
w ay  the re la tio n a l equivalence« (34) o f w ho  in  2. a. and someone in  2. b. 
as subjects, and w ho  in  2. b. and someone in  2. a. as objects.

This re la tio n a l equivalence o f the elements o f the d iffe re n t sentoids 
as w e ll as the g ram m atica l re la tions between the elements o f the same 
sentoid are represented syn tac tica lly  o n ly  in  the u n d e rly ing  P-m arkers.

O ther convinc ing argum ents are those contained in  the examples l ik e : 
the  p ic tu re  was pa in ted  b y  the new  student 
the  p ic tu re  was painted by  the new technique

in  w h ich  »by phrase« once expresses the subject re la tion  o f the new  
s tudent to the verb  p a in t w h ile  in  the o the r sentoid i t  is a m od ifie r to 
the verb  pa in t, and the actua l subject is m issing.

Tha t the P l  should operate on ly  on the u n d e rly in g  P -m arkers is 
p a rticu la ry  necessary in  the three types o f transfo rm ations tha t d is to rt 
the u n d e rly in g  s truc tu re  w h ile  de riv ing  a new  one. These are: perm u­
ta tion  (and o the r orderchaing ing transform ations), deletion  and ad junc­
tio n  o r addition.

a) The order-chang ing transfo rm ation  denies the poss ib ility  o f de ri­
v ing  g ram m atica l re la tions fro m  the f in a l derived sentence, the f in a l 
line  o f w h ich  m ay contain » in te rrup ted  lex ica l item « (40), no t presented 
in  th a t ( in te rrup ted ) fo rm  in  the d ic tionary, lik e  in  sentoid:

he looked the num ber up
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In  order to trea t these d iscontinu ities the d ic tionary  e n try  m ig h t 
provide e ithe r add itiona l ad hoc readings or »a whole new type  o f p ro ­
jec tion  rules fo r  these cases o f discontinuous items« (40) has to be 
form ula ted.

Being the sentence
he looked the num ber up

paraphrase o f the sentence 
he looked up the num ber

because they both have iden tica l unde rly ing  P -m arkers w ith  non-d iscon- 
tinuous lex ica l item , the so lu tion  m ig h t be, and in  fac t i t  is, th a t P l  
assign a semantic in te rp re ta tio n  to the second one and then be the same 
in te rp re ta tio n  applied to its  paraphrase w ith  the discontinuous le x ica l 
item . In  such way, bo th  add itiona l ad hoc readings fo r  d iscontinuous 
items and in troduction  o f new type o f p ro jec tion  reles are avoided.

b) A fte r  th is  pe rm uta tion  o r pa rtic le  invers ion trans fo rm a tion  le t 
us consider the deletion  tha t proves once m ore w h y  P l  m ust no t operate 
on the derived P-m arkers. The ne x t tw o  sentences and th e ir  representa ti­
on in  a tree diagrams c lea rly  and undou b tly  show th a t i f  P l  had been 
applied on the derived P-m arkers no correct semantic in te rp re ta tio n  
could have been obtained:

1) eat the soup
2) John plays chess as w e ll as Sidney

Sentence

Noun Phrase

Sentence

Verb

John plays

Verb Phrase

Verb Phrase

In  the f irs t sentence the second-person elem ent is m issing; in the second 
sentence no syntactic re la tion  shows tha t S idney is the subject of Verb 
Phrase plays chess. These re lations are represented in  th e ir u n d e rly in g  
sentence, fo r they provide syntactic  in fo rm a tion  necessary fo r  the cor­
rect semantic in te rp re ta tion , as in :

1) you w i l l  eat the soup
2) John plays chess as w e ll as S idney plays chess



I f  we t r y  to app ly  P l  to the derived P -m arkers and s t i l l  w an t 
to ob ta in  correct sem antic in te rp re ta tio n  there exists a p oss ib ility  of 
adding some new p ro jec tion  ru les such as:

1. »When the f ir s t  elem ent in  a derived P -m arke r is an un in flected  
verb, th is  P -m arke r is to be treated sem antica lly  as i f  i t  had a Second- 
person N oun Phrase subject and an a u x ilia ry  conta in ing w ill.

2. W hen there is a derived P -m arke r of the fo rm  N oun Phrasei 
+  V erb  Phrasei +  as +  w e ll +  as +  N oun Phrase2 i t  is to be treated 
sem antica lly as i f  i t  w ere o f the fo rm : Noun Phrasei +  V erb  P hra ­
sei +  w e ll .+ as +  N oun Phrase2 +  V erb  Phrasei)«, (44)

B u t i t  is obvious th a t such special ru le  fo r  every  deletion tra n s fo r­
m ation in  every  n a tu ra l language w ou ld  enorm ously and unnecessary 
com plicate the conceptual apparatus; besides, i t  w ou ld  represent a forced 
(and m ethodo log ica lly  u n ju s tifie d ) a ttem pt to app ly  the P l  on derived 
P -m arkers and derive semantic in te rp re ta tio n  fro m  its  s truc tu re  by  a ll 
means, by  in troduc ing  add itiona l p ro jec tion  rules.

The last type o f d is to rtin g  transform ations - th a t o f ad junc tion  or 
add ition -  is achieved by  adding meaningless elements to the derived 
sentence, as is added the elem ent does in  the exam ple:

John does no t go home
in  w hich i t  contributes no m eaning th a t had no t arleady been assigned 
to i t  by the elem ent not.

This trans fo rm a tion  has increased the num ber o f elements in  the 
derived structure, b u t these, being meaningless, are not contained in  
the unde rly ing  P -m arkers.

A l l  these argum ents have shown not on ly  th a t the P l  have to operate 
on und e rly in g  P -m arkers, bu t also th a t »P1 should app ly  on ly  to  under­
ly in g  P-m arkers,« (45), and on a ll u n d e rly ing  P-m arkers, because the 
necessary in fo rm a tio n  fo r  the correct operation o f P l  is contained 
in  them.

Sem antic in te rp re ta tio n  o f structures derived w ith  generalized  
transfo rm ation

The s im pliest was o f p rov id ing  semantic in te rp re ta tio n  fo r  the 
sentences w ith  generalized transfo rm ations w ou ld  be to extend  to them  
the previous conclusions va lid  fo r  the sentences w ith  s ingu la ry  tra n s fo r­
mations. Indeed, they are true  fo r  those sentences, which, before the 
app lica tion  o f generalized transfo rm ation , had undergone s ingu la ry  trans- 
fo rm atinos. Nevertheless, the requ irem ent th a t the P l  operate on under­
ly in g  P -m arkers has d iffe re n t im p lica tion  fo r  these tw o types o f trans­
form ations.

The d iffe rence reside in  the fact th a t the semantic in te rp re ta tio n  of 
the sentence w ith  s ingu la ry  trans fo rm ation  is com plete ly and un ique ly  
determ ined by  the app lica tion  o f P l,  because i t  (tha t sentence) has on ly  
a single u n d e rly ing  P -m arke r  »whose semantic in te rp re ta tio n  can be 
taken as the sem antic in te rp re ta tio n  o f the sentence as a whole « (47). 
F o r the sentence w ith  generalized transfo rm ation  th is  cond ition  is nece­
ssary, bu t not su ffic ien t, because i t  has more than one und e rly in g  P -m ar­
ker. As stated before, each P -m arke r has to receive sem antic in te r-
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pretation, b u t also the sentence as a whole has to be sem antica lly 
in terpreted.

A t th is stage P2 are requ ired  to »provide a means fo r  com bin ing 
the separate semantic in te rp re ta tio n  o f the set o f u n d e rly in g  P -m arkers 
(.. .) in to  a single semantic in te rp re ta tio n  fo r  the sentence as a whole.« (47)

In  the fo llo w in g  pages K a tz  and Postal specify th e ir  conception 
o f the operation of the generalized transfo rm ations: the type o f embed­
ding transfo rm ation  is taken as representative of the generalized trans­
form ation. T he ir concepts develop Chom sky’s ea rlie r theo ry : em bedding 
transfo rm ation  operates on a p a ir of P -m arkers and produces a new, 
derived P -m arker by embedding pa rt o f one in to  another. The P -m arker 
w h ich receives embedded p a rt is re fe rred  to as the M a tr ix  P -m arker, 
that one w hich provides the embedded pa rt to the M a tr ix  P -m arke r is 
said to be C onstituent P -m arker.

K atz  and Postal extend this theory c la im ing tha t a ll M a tr ix  P -m ar­
kers are characterized by  »the presence o f one or m ore specified dum m y  
elements in  th e ir  last line,« (48), and argue th a t te rm in a l s tring  of 
unde rly ing  P -m arkers o f a ll languages comprises these dum m y elements 
(which, o f course, have no reading), re fe rred  to as M a tr ix  dum m ies (md 
henceforth). The embedding transfo rm ation  then operates »by substitu ­
tin g  the Constituent P -m arkers fo r  some occurence o f md.« (48)

They fu r th e r  specify th a t »a ll syntactic components conta in  among 
the nonterm ina l symbols o f th e ir  phrase s tructu re  subpart a specified 
set o f constituents, inc lud ing  a t least two, called R elative (Rel) and 
Complement (Comp). Each of these constituents is developed in to  an 
occurence of m d as its  te rm ina l representative.«(48) E lem ents Rel and 
Comp are, therefore, subparts o f the constituents like  N oun Phrase, V erb  
Phrase etc. In  o ther words, Noun Phrase, V erb  Phrase etc. also dominate, 
besides lex ica l heads such as Nouns, Verbs such elements like  Rel and 
Comp.

As stated before, the func tion  of embedding trans fo rm a tion  is to 
substitu te  the constituent P -m arker fo r  the m d representa tive o f ele­
ments like  Rel and Comp. A t  th is p o in t we have a rrived  to a new 
question: how  do P2 provide semantic in te rp re ta tio n  analogue to th is  
syntactic procedure o f com bining Constituent P -m arke r w ith  M a tr ix  
P -m arker?

I t  is obvious tha t the procedure o f p rov id ing  sem antic in te rp re ta tio n  
w i l l  no t be as easy as i t  was in  syntactic com bining and also th a t i t  
w i l l  no t consist in  simple association of semantic in te rp re ta tio n  o f the 
Constituent P -m arker w ith  the semantic in te rp re ta tio n  o f the M a tr ix  
P -m arker. This is so p r im a r ily  because the P -m arkers w h ich  fo rm  the 
basis fo r  embedding transfo rm ation  need not themselves be und e rly in g  
P-m arkers, b u t m ay resu lt fro m  the o ther previous transform ations.

The next d iagram  w i l l  illu s tra te  the w ay in  w h ich  P2 m ust operate. 
Triangles  represent P-m arkers, the symbols UP  and D P  inscribed in  
them  stand fo r  respective ly unde rly ing  and derived P -m arkers. Rectan­
gles represent transform ations, symbols T s and Tg mean respective ly 
s ingu la ry  and generalized transform ation. Fo r the sake o f s im p lic ity  i t  
w i l l  be assumed tha t each P -m arker contain on ly  one occurence of 
md, except the U P i, w h ich  w i l l  contain no md.



s final derived P-marker of sentoid

I t  c lea rly  demonstrates:
1) th a t a sentoid ( =  f in a l derived P -m arker of sentoid, a t the diagram ) 
m ay have m ore than one u n d e rly in g  P -m arke r;
2) th a t i t  m ay resu lt fro m  several embedding transfo rm ations o f P -m a r- 
kers in  each other;
3) th a t each p a ir  o f u n d e rly in g  P -m arkers »may undergo a f in ite  set of 
s ingu la ry  transfo rm ations to y ie ld  a p a ir  o f new  derived P -m arkers. 
Th is  p a ir  m ay then undergo a generalized trans fo rm a tion  w h ich  embeds 
one in  the o ther to derive a single new derived P -m arker,«  (50) and 
again th is  one m ay undergo o the r s ingu la ry  transfo rm ation , and tha t 
one derived m ay be applied some generalized trans fo rm a tion  etc. etc. etc.



The operation o f P l is fo llo w in g :
They operate on every unde rly ing  P -m arker in  SD. As U pi does not 

contain md element(s) i t  w i l l  be ju l ly  in te rp re ted  by Pl. B u t the other 
UP w il l  not. As they contain md elements (w hich have no reading, as 
m entioned before) every tim e P l » try«  to derive a new reading by 
com bining some reading w ith  tha t o f a md, th e ir  operation w il l  be 
blocked and Pl w il l  provide on ly  p a rtia l semantic in te rp re ta tion .

A t th is stage —  when the operation of P l is blocked -—  the P2 are 
required. » ( ...)  the task of the P2 can be characterized as tha t o f p ro v i­
d ing a set o f derived readings fo r  the constituent tha t im m edia te ly  
dominates the occurence o f m d in  U P j on the basis o f the readings 
assigned by P l to U P i. In  other words, the semantic analogni' of the 
syntactic process o f embedding is (. . .) the association o f the readings 
fro m  the unde rly ing  P-m arkers which are the basis fo r  tire C onstituent 
P -m arke r o f the embedding w ith  a constituent in  the  und e rly in g  P -m a r­
k e r w h ich is the basis fo r  the M a tr ix  P -m arker o f the embedding.« (52)

The P2 w i l l  combine fu l l  semantic in te rp re ta tio n  o f U P i w ith  tha t 
constituent in  UP2 w h ich  dominates im m edia te ly  m d elem ent; there fore  
in  the positions where ea rlie r md occurred now  readings have been 
inserted and the operation of P l is no longer blocked in  tha t determ ined 
P-m arker. The process o f unb locking then proceeds, embedding by  em­
bedding, m aking P l applicable to each P-m arker.

So far, a ve ry  im po rtan t po in t has been om itted  on purpose: tha t 
o f ordering. O bviously the order in  w h ich  P -m arkers are combined and 
embedded is o f some im portance.

Consider the next tw o sentoids conta in ing the same set o f unde rly ing  
P -m arkers whose difference resides in  the order the P -m arkers have 
been successively embedded:
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1) I  know  tha t the boy who John likes hates M a ry
2) the boy who I  know  tha t John likes hates M a ry

Consider now diagrams representing th e ir P -m arkers: 
Sentence Sentence

Noun Phrase Verb Phrase Noun Phrase Verb Phrase

Verb Noun PhraseVerb Comp Determiner

I / d
know that md

Noun

Rel

Diagram No.l

the md boy

Diagram No.2

hate Mary

Diagram No,3

Sentence

Noun Phrase Verb Phrase

Verb Noun Phrase

T n l i n 111__
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O bviously, the f ir s t  sentence results a fte r the P -m a rke r in  the diagram  
No. 3 has been embedded in  th a t of the d iagram  No. 2 and the resu lt 
in  tha t of the d iagram  No. 1.

On the con tra ry  the second sentence is the resu lt o f em bedding the 
P -m arke r fro m  the d iagram  No. 3 in to  th a t o f the d iagram  No. 1 and 
th e ir  resu lt in  th a t o f the d iagram  No. 2.

T ha t is w h y  K a tz  and Postal suggest th a t SĐ generated by  syntactic 
com ponent should specify »the order in  w h ich  transfo rm a tiona l ope­
ra tions on u n d e rly ing  and derived P -m arkers occur« (55) in  com plex 
sentoids w h ich  contain several applications o f generalized transfo rm a­
tions. T -m arker, —  a subpart o f SD — , is ava ilab le  to pe rfo rm  this 
task and ind ica te  the o rder o f successive embeddings. K a tz  and Postal 
propose the fo llo w in g  representation o f th is  procedure: »Succession of 
an u n d e rly in g  P -m arke r and a transfo rm a tion  w i l l  be in te rp re ted  to 
mean the app lica tion  o f tha t trans fo rm ation  to th a t P -m arker,«  (56) as 
shown in  the nex t diagram , in  w h ich  the num bers 1. 2. 3. stand respecti­
ve ly  fo r  P -m arkers in the previous diagrams No. 1., No. 2. and No. 3.

The same procedure m ay be represented in  some other way, too, 
nam ely in  the fo llo w in g  d iagram  in  w h ich  the substrings tha t underlie  
the M a tr ix  P -m arkers are to the le ft  o f those w h ich  underlie  the Con­
s tituen t P -m arkers. Both  are to the le f t  o f the generalized transfo rm a­
tions.

X X Tg2

20% X X

N o.l + No.2 + No.3 + T ,+ Tre) T 'comp

This f ir s t  d iagram  illus tra tes  th a t the f ir s t  sentence is form ed by 
em bedding P -m arke r fro m  the d iagram  No. 3 in to  the P -m arke r in  
d iagram  No. 2 by  T rei and the resu lt is embedded in to  P -m arke r fro m  
the d iagram  No. 1 b y  T ComP.

X X Tg2

X X Tf?i
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This second diagram  shows th a t the second sentence results fro m  
the embedding of the P -m arker fro m  the d iagram  No. 3 in to  P -m arke r 
of the diagram  No. 1 by TComP and fro m  the embedding o f the  resu lt o f 
i t  in to  P -m arker o f the d iagram  No. 2 by  T rei.

In  such linearized representation T -m arkers illu s tra te  the o rder of 
successive embeddings and show th a t the d iffe rence between the tw o 
previous sentences lies in  the d iffe re n t o rdering o f T-m arkers.

A t  th is po in t one should ask where  the C onstituent P -m arke r is to 
be embedded. The authors specify these tw o conditions w h ich  have to 
be m et in  order to answer th is  question:

»1) In  an embedding, the C onstituen t P -m arker is inserted at the 
po in t of the le ftm ost occurrence o f m d in  M a tr ix  P -m arke r;
2) I f  any P -m arker contains an occurrence o f m d i t  can not, fo r  th is  
reason, be the Constituent P -m arke r o f an embedding.« (60)

The f ir s t  condition c learly  illus tra tes  the o rdering  o f the substitu tion  
o f m d; the second one guarantees th a t no P -m arker can be embedded 
unless the occurrence of m d contained in  i t  is removed.

In  the last bu t one chapter A pparen t Counterexam ples (pp. 71— 157) 
K a tz  and Postal deal w ith  possible counterexamples to th e ir  conception 
o f semantic component in  the sentences both w ith  s ingu la ry  and gene­
ra lized transform ations.

The last chapter Conclusion  (pp. 152— 172) is dedicated to the sub­
stantive and fo rm a l universals o f language.

Snježana Smodlaka: KATZ-POSTALOVA INTEGRALNA TEORIJA 
DESKRIPTIVNE LINGVISTIKE

S a ž e ta k

J. J. Katz i J. A. Fodor su 1963. u The Structure of a Sem antic Theory  potakli 
sem antičke stud ije i predložili da se sem antika razm atra  kao in tegraln i dio gene­
rativne gramatike. Sljedeće godine su J. J. Katz i P. M. Postal u A n  Integrated  
Theory of Linguistic Description pokušali in tegrira ti Chomsknjeve generativne kon­
cepcije fonologije i sintakse sa sem antikom ; nastojali su također da iznađu ade­
kvatne postupke kojim a bi inkorporirali gram atičke i sem antičke opise jezika u 
jedan sveobuhvatni opis.

Od triju  kom ponenti svakog jezičnog opisa sin taktička kom ponenta  predstav lja  
generativni izvor; ona generira apstraktne form alne strukture  koje stoje u osnovi 
određene rečenice; semantička i fonološka kom ponenta  operiraju  n a  sintaktičkom  
izlazu (output), izvode neovisne operacije na sin taktičkim  struk tu ram a i generiraju  
sem antičku interpretaciju, odnosno fonološki prikaz  za svaku od form alnih s tru k ­
tu ra  koje je generirala sintaktička kom ponenta.

Sintaktička kom ponenta je  sastav ljena od sistem a pravila  koji navodi besko­
načni niz apstrak tn ih  form alnih s tru k tu ra ; ta  prav ila  p rip isuju  jedan  ili više 
stnukturalnih opisa svakom jeziičnom znaku.

Sem antička kom ponenta se sastoji od rječnika  koji sadrži značenja svakog 
leksem a u jeziku, i konačnog niza projekcionih pravila. Jezični znak u rečenici 
dobiva značenje iz rječnika; projekdiona pravila sem antički in te rp re tira ju  svaki 
elem ent posebno, a zatim  kom biniraju  značenja svih elem enata prem a  sin tak tič­
kom opisu.

O v a i  n a n i s  i z n o s i  d e t a l i n o  n o s t u n k e  K a t z - P o s t a l o v e  t e o r i i e


