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1t has often been said that grammatical relations have no sense. Maybe but
they cover phenomena very different from a language to another, and these
phenomena pertain to semantics.

‘Thus subject-predicate relation covers different modes of attributing the
signified of the predicate to the signified of the subject of this predicate. The
sign + of the famous chomskyan f[ormula §-» NP + VP represents quite dif-
ferent things from a language to another. Subject-predicate relation cannot be
the same in languages where all the major parts of speech have exactly the
same behaviour as regards functions and in other languages where, for instance,
verb behaves a way of its own, quite different from that of nouns, and i»
necessarily present in all the predicates at least as a copula.

Observe firstly the identical behavionr of Tugalog nouns, udjectives and verbs
when predicate:

ex. 1 kumuha ng libro ang bata “a/the child got a book™

having-got  book child
ex. 2 kinuha ng bata ang libro “the book was got by a/the child”
being-got child book
ex. 3 rmaganda ang dalaga “a/the girl is pretey”
pretry girl
ex. 4 doktor si Pedro “Pedro is a doctor”
doctor

and when attribute (relativization):

ex. 5 bata-ng kumuha ng libro “child who got (haviug-got) a hook”
child  having-got  hook
ex. 6 libro-ng kinuha ng bata “book which the child gor (got by the chiid)”

book  got <hild
ex. 7 dalagang maganda “girl who is (being) pretuy”
girl pretey
maganda-ng dalage “pretty girl”
prety givl
ex. 8 st Pedrong doktor “Pedro the doctor”
doctor

Here the trimsformation will consist only in preposing the na muarker and {(ng
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after vowel) and in word reordering without changing anything in the form
of the relativized element itself. Let's observe now how the same parts of speech
behave after ang:

ex. 9 (ang doktor) ang kumuha ng libro “the one who got a book
laving-got book (is the doctor)”
ex. 10 (ang libro) ang kinuha ng bata “the one which was got by the child

book is-got child (is the book)"

ex. 11 (ang maganda (si Maria) “(Maria is) the pretty one”
pretty

ex. 12 ang doktor (si Pedro) “(Pedro is) the doctor™
doctor

Should we regard such homologies only as meaningless morphological accidents
although they are stable where they exist and widespread all over the world?
Can linguistics only state, or must it also explain facts?

But the problem is: how to explain sach facts? I'll answer: by semantics.

A first basic principle is not to wreat differently what is alike: the identical
behaviours of nouns, adjectives and verbs as to substantivizaton, relativization
and predicative function define a particular distribution and semantics of parts
of speech: as long as functions are concerned, they form only one “superpart”
of speech,

Il we translate or gloss all parts of speech by means of a “being X" or of a
“doing X7, all become clear. The verb itself is orientated towards the term to
which it refers like an adjective or a noun: dalagang maganda (ex. 7) can be
translated into “girl being pretty” and ang maganda (ex. 11) “a pretty one’™; so.
ang kumuha ng libro (ex. 9) can be translited into “the one having got a hook™.
The verb functions always as a kind of participle or verbal adjective: when it i
the predicate, the sentence must be understood as a kind of nominal sentence
with a participle as predicate and without copula as it exists in sanskrit: for
example (ex. 13): sa vas drgiavan (without sandhi) which means “he=having-scen
you”. So, kumuha ng libro ang bata (ex. 1) must be understood as “a/the child
(is) getting a book”. The Middle Ages rewriting rule (ex. 14) cantat=-est -
cantans is a reality and no longer a fiction in this type of languages except that
there is no copula but mere juxtaposition and preposing to mark the predicate.
And as the three major parts of speech, which all can be predicate, behave alike.
we can sav that they all must be understood everywhere as “being X" and even
ang dokior is basically “the one being a doctor”. Then we can understand why
verbs can Dbe substantivized or function as an attribute exactly in the same way
as noun and without anv change of form. All that defines a peculiar mode of
orientation.

The comparison between equative and non-equative sentences enabies us to
understand another side of the semantics of parts of speech. Through non-
cquative sentences {as ex. 1, 1), we are only told that Pedro has the quality of
heing a doctor or of getting a book, while through equative sentences (ex. 9, 12)
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we are told that the child or Pedro is the same person as the one who las been
previously identified as a doctor or as having got a book. ang indicates persons
or things as individualized while @—that is to say every major part of speech
used alone—indicates the quality of being something; ang indicates substances
and ¢ attributes in the traditional philosophical sense of the words; I preter
to name this superpart of speech “qualificatives” in order to aveid any niis-
understanding.

Such distribution and meaning of parts of speech have implications s 1o
semantics of all grammatical relations. The subject-predicate relation is a rela-
tion of equivalence between two qualificatives. In ex. I, as well as in ex. 9,
bata and kumuhae ng libro are in fact two equivalent designations of one and
the same object of the real in a given situation, that is why both can bhe sub-
stantivized in order to name this object.

Tagalog and English or French, for example, use very differcnt wass to
express the relation between the child and the action itself of getiing. In
Tagalog, there is on one side, a relation of equivalence between “child” and
“(one) having got”, and on the other side. the relation between “having got”
and the action of “getting” as an abstract idea without particular orientation:
there is in Tagalog a series of what I have called participles expressing the
qualities of the different possible participants in a given process, such as actor,
paticnt, beneficiary, goal, location, purpose, and all the other well-known focuses
proper to Philippinian languages, but all these qualificatives, derived from a
same stem by ditfevent affixes. are always in the same relation of equivalence
with the word they qualify.

In irench, {or example, in Uenfant obtient, obtient is orientated towuvds the
prime actant‘or subject which is the actor like the tagalog kumuha, but the
mode of orientation is quite different and, as obtient is not oblenrant or ui
obtient, it is not possible to speak of equivalence relation in the precise seuse
in which I have used this word herc.

How does Tagalog express relations other than those expressed inside of
the verbal qualificative? Tagalog distinguishes only three relations between the
elements of the real as expressed by words: firstly, the already mentioned rela-
tion of equivalence—between subject and predicate and between the two terms
linked by means of na; secondly, a relation marked by ng, and thirdly, another
one marked by se and other markers containing sa. These markers mtroduce
noun extensions us well as governed complements and even adverbials and
predicates in the case of se. Thus ng is a genitive accusative and actor marker!

We are again in front of puzzding homologies. Semantics appears agiin o
provide the key of the mystery. Instead of considering these markers to be
purely grammatical and even to constitute as many homophonous items us there
are functions, it is preferable to look for a constant meaning proper to cach
marker throughout its different uses since function is sufficiently marked by the
sequential constraints: noun, adjective, numeral extensions are postposed to
head noun, adjective or number: predicate sa phrases are at the first place in
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the sentence as all predicates; verbal complements and adverbials are not inte-
grated, but in spite of some sequential freedom, there may be significant
preferential word order.

ng expresses close relationships such s possession. relation between a part
and the whole, intrinsic characteristic, when introducing a noun extension; when
introducing a verb extension, ng expresses the relation between actor or patient
and the action, since they are the closest participant (ex. 1,2). sa expresses
looser relationships such as direction and circumstances when  introducing
complements, as well as adverbials or predicates.

Thus there are three relations: equivalence versus close reiationship versus
loose relationship. To choose between them is a matter of real situation: it de-
pends upon the situation that Pedro is identical with the doctor or that the car
is belonging to Pedro, and so on. It is a matter of situation once given the
categorization of the real according o which the language, as every language.
must classify the elements of the real.

Is this semantics? Yes it is if categorizations are the very basis from which
the informal reference is transformed into something discrete and articulate
which can be communicated. It is grammatical us far as the classification of the
elements of the real into parts of speech and subclasses of parts of speech as
well as the dassification of the relations between these elements ave facts of
language. But the expression of these real relations and the indication of the
hierarchy of the utterances {through topicalisation and subordinations ot all
kinds) are not the same thing and here. the word “grammatical” is. as olten,
ambiguous.

Semantics has been the only wav, fustly, for preserving the logic of the
system of the language and even lor.identifving a certain kind of information
communicated by the language (an abstract, logical one such as categorization
of the elements of the real und of the rclations between them), secondly to
found a general linguistics or a typology capable of explaining and not only
stating the homologies and other specific facts.




