ey of a language contains 4 number of
vs khe semantic structure of which can he

,[ m of paradigmatic and syntagiatic
ns, or name-sense relationships which -~ be
ive categories -

'l'_' t‘l
nmyT and Inggm tybif ot T
mymy, Com leme and Converseness

\/.-a—"'

SYNONYMY

h several names 1= ynon
wus they have the s anm

urnmmh if they can
ded as syn pon

HIT‘\ fl'oll‘ 1S

'|‘II-‘.|'1
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I saw a maddy.
[ saw a bedlamite.

John Lyons, term ‘synonymy’ has two
QJPQ 5 Srdmﬂialn;:ﬂ ct};'f and a looser The |

‘ trated by him by means of
mtmpromtmn has been illus ‘Suppose we take the

uotation from Roger's Thesagy
:rurd :ugl Under it (in the Index) We wlll_l see.... varj
synonyms representing different shades o menning of the

o ms' given for nice in the In
word ‘nice”, The stOHY gl ¢, good, pl dﬁ!

fnstidi—muua and w All these words gy

EXProssions are ‘Synonymous’ with nice under the looge,

inter pretation of the _n_qétu_llﬂf synonymy.
a

MQUALIF ICATION OF SYNONYM

It is often suggested that synonym is a maﬂu ﬂr
degree; that any set of lexical items can be arranged on
a scole of similarit. and difference of sense, so that, for
example a and b might be shown to be ;demncal ins =
(strictly synonymous), a e relatively similar in sense
. (hosﬂl synonymous), a and d less similar h m and

50 on' (Imns,!mducﬁontaw )

-------
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A TR T
:’-—"' 'r“grll.l'\'e ﬂn"l } "'VI"" t".

lo

el = e " At -()“ ’
Fdlsm,clmn i | l“]ml-;lﬂris the term ta h‘..‘](_ basig of
. monyIns (w T
!lﬂtlu':ﬁ*'-'sﬂl_fl!’- n.all ¢ aomplete o not) wi. ¥my
0 angeabicAn-ati-contexts; and ygaq t} hich are
ey for_cquivalence of hoth T T———— L

YC Ay L )
) 1on ind fmot)ve

_]f'__'.‘).!-h': scheme of Il“gglﬁcu‘

st . : iakis allows

le kinds ol synonymy or_four,
5 3
Fﬂ

(OGNTTIVE AND EMOTIVE' Mg

(i1 complete and total Synonymy:
1) complete, but not total,

(iii) incomplete but total:

(v) incomplete, and not total

The distinction between “cognitive’ e
meaning 18 based on mental +far_'n_!tiE:; such ;:‘“i?‘tptim:th:;
e one hand, fmd the tmagimation and the emotions, o
g other. It is often said that by contrast with the
«cabulary of seientific n'nd technical discourse the words
of everyday language are charged with emotional
associations’ or 'c_onnotatmns', over and above their
grimary, purely ‘intellectual’ meaning. As cited by
Ullmann, liberty-freedom, hide-conceal are copnitively
gnonymous. One word may be preferred fo another
~ pecause of its different emotive or evocative assaciations.
" But the extent to which this is of importance varies
- onsiderably form one style or situation to another. Since
we are concerned with the more general principles of
 semantic structure , we would net discuss various factors
responsible for the acceptability of particular forms
rther than with their sense or reference Rather we
would prefer to restrict the term ‘synonymy’ to ‘cogmitive
Smonymy’,

HYPONYMY AND INCOMPATIBILITY -
Hnmm? ‘{T )4 If,-

: Hmnym' is fre uenﬂymw to as ‘inclusion’ 8
Wsification’ )!:"or é x:m pl _B;‘ m#fmeﬂ,ing' of scarlet is

e
.

L o el
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AN APPROACH TO 1.[;«;_._,_,_,13]!&

"ol 'l'f' ”H' I ani ]
«nid 1o be ‘included’ in the menning ”fi;’. o hh:::;l"nnw
. I A
ine v the ‘meaning P th
of red 18 ‘included, 1t | : | the
meaning’ of rose 18 anid to be included 10 *lh",,""’"'”n
f Nower; and so on This formulation of the “inclugj, .
1 H - - B
rests upon the notion of reference
The way of examining wwnlml;jrv IH ,|l'” rlu.i,. the
' 3 R N
ways in which a lnngunge clnssifies un:_t. | " 11:, ish, for
l L ] - ' Ll & L ] :l‘. r
oxample,, dogs and ents nre classihed a8 '"m.pulie
animals, Lions and tigers are clagsified Ingu-.l 1T undg,
the general heading ol animnals. And animals and

human beings both come under the heading of animgg,
beings.

The vocabulary of English is classified in this way
in Roger's Thesaurus. Fach entry lms_ under it a list of
hvponyms (i ¢ things classified under it),

266

Incompatihility

Incompatibility 1s general defined on the basis of
the relationship of contradictoriness between sentences,
For example, the following simple, and familhar example
from the colour-terms in Enghish; If someone says John
was wearing a red hat, this will be understood as
implicitly denying John was wearing a green (blue,
white, yellow, ete.) hat. And the substitution of any
one of the terms in the set green, blue, white, yellow,
ete. for red would also be taken as implying the denial of
John was wearing a red hat; The colour terms
therefore form a set of incompatible lexical items.

ANTONYMY, COMPLEMENTARITY AND
CONVERSENESS

_ Oppositeness of meaning has been one of the most
important semantic relations. In many languages there
are dlytlnqaries of synonyms and antonyms, the study of
opposites is quite complex. Some writers use the term
antonym for all types of opposite, other divide
oppositeness of meaning’ into three sub-categories:

(1) complementarity,
(it) antonymy, and
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. o _h_‘g‘_'zﬁz
coNVerSeness

Y I H[ '!'ll_tl'“ﬂ S e

. .ll-nlf'““”“-‘" 18 the relation of
( n"jiil'f" items where the denial of
g 0 ht‘il"' of the other and the asse
o H‘:imih" demal of the other. Thus

. W
nnl‘hi-lml implies -lunws. Is single; and James g
nlﬂrr_...d mplies James is not single. In the eae. of
'm;lIll jerms for which Lyons reserves the term

h lﬁpwun' (e g good-bad; high-low), Only the second
g ‘,ﬂ '

,.,_zl ” implications holds James is good implies the

al | }"““,q 1s hntl. lnlt. Jnmos is not gnml r![]pg not
L]

.|pn'.]l the assertion of James is bad.
mp y

PPositenesg

In
h{‘ one

| implieg
rtion of the one
Jamesg I8 not

. "
-"mm":]T;n,'.m v is the relation of oppositeness in pairs of
”“nnis where the assertion .nf one 1mplies the
“ of the other For example, big and small, little
fenia sch, few and many. These are ‘opposites, par
and T;l-lnl‘izl They are regularly gradable, that is, bound
E;c:-n;n the operation of comparison: eg.

exical !

i+ house is bigger than yours used to be '
impl'uv.-(s:t nd is implied by your house used tc:hb_e
maller than ours is; Our house is b:gger “nn
yours implied and 1s implied by your house is sm:d cte;
than ours; and our house is bigger than l:d “sto o
be implies and is implied our house us

smaller than it 1s (now).

Converseness ¢ ta frequently
“The third sense-relation v:'_h.lch ':‘whritctllx iy
deseribed in terms of "Oppositeness 1S tha

s Wi Se
etween buy and sell or husband and wife We will v

: : "he
the term converseness to refer to th 1 sell, is the

vird, buy, is the converse of sell, an
nverge of buy.” (John Lyons)

vrn Hﬂd

Since parallelisms exist be.t\}fe“':i B:(:r?ﬁhkz such

E?mm“'“{!ntarity, a number ﬂf'li"'g“'su.rn ositeness as
';:hu?ﬂiung and regard all relations © opp

¥ms', |

-
-
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AN APPROACH TO !.INGUIST;

R Ty
POLYSEMY

Polysemy o1 poly cpmantic is‘gn11!:=rzlrlill;\‘*aﬁlIr;-ﬁnnd as
"having several, often .m“w fhfr”?.nﬂ'" rI}u-rr'r:]Eg' al
derived from the basic idea or 'i“'“; l.“: hvmo nary q
Linguistics, 1954). the I”“'”gmpw'. IH % |y.. n}"ms as
different words, whereas polysemy 1s A 1lerm "M"'_ in
traditional semantics for the word I“-W“lg multip)e
meaning but given under one entry by the I"“”"_"{"“ler_
For example, human head', "head nfdt‘p:ﬁ lml_'nl , bridga.
head’. Hence polysemy means Il?nt one word can haya
more than one sense. The distinetion !wtwm n lu:mnnym}.
and polysemy is by and large n'.rlm_i-u.mnatp and
arbitrary, resting upon either the lexicographer's
judgement about the plausihilli!}* of lhr: assumeq
‘extension’ of meaning or some historical evidence hay
the particular ‘extension’ has in fact taken place

The most prevalent type of polysemy s the resyl
of ordinary contextual shifts in application. Adjectives
are particularly prone to this kind of shift. For instance
the different meaning of red in red ink, red deer, red
cabbage and Red Indian.

Specialization in milieu is another common canse of
polysemy, e g. partner, in business partner, marriage
partner, partner in crime, room pariner. Partner
contains the basic meaning of a type of a relationship

between two (or more) people. But a business partner
1s not what a marriage partner is.

Another, and very frequent type of polysemy, is that

created by metaphor, ¢z human body, heavenly
body, body politic, body (of a liquid), ete.

‘COLLOCATION.

While studying the structure of abulary
Follucaliion can be defined as the associ:tjt?i?mvziq : lexicgi
item  with ﬁthe:: lexical items It refers to the
?t{:t}ﬂ.'{nﬂﬁc. horizonta) relationship of lexical iterms

1 ttl;l*\r(%d form the Latin colloco to be in same place
with). Ink, for example, collocates with (is found with)
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 quucTURE— D

M as l)(’nu Pﬂper. |etter, ““te-h“ K i 4

e P r o

ﬂ,fllﬁ :‘l:fl, grp(’ng I"ﬂ_\:’tll. hlue_ ete, RE(‘ CI‘;I'I:I;:WL

W' re blood, ink, apple, tomato ates
y» ele. Sea

|||£" 55 i
plis oS rough, cruel, raging blue, etc. Climb

“'Ill.‘ . .
IE-'T with mountain, hill, tree, peak.

l'ﬂ] t-:‘il.eh
coll® cation (Syntagmatic)

Collo
mountaineer climbed to the top of the

ANV

care chould be taken while studying idioms
o mmpuund words which pose problems, ami

I i :
sected satisfactorily.

; a
iwnﬂ“t be di

SETS

The rplntinnship of collocation enables us to group
< into lexical sets. The lexical set 18 formally defined
{ words having approximately the same

grouping 0 _
4 aving the same contextual range,

of cn"m‘nlinns, h i |
in the same situation typce Whereas

the syntagmatic relationship, set
rofors to pnradlg'malic, vertical relationships of lexical
ns. A lexical set, therefore, 18 group of lexical items

together’ Each

ie
from @ similar class which seem to belong
' relation to the other

items 1n set 18 defined by its place in
members of the set. Adolescent, for example, 15 the
stage of growth hetween child and adult. Cool is the

temperature between cold " Gimilarly good,

bad, nice, excellent, fair

|ﬂ.ﬁlﬁ] [IN'I.E ] ICOlﬂ

o001 ¢ " lr.u-'.mm] !coou.' laoao

' AIR
CHILD IEAR ARR ,...-.I

jlem
g5 @

range vt
ﬁ:nrhnnm?{

| [gactLLEnT

aooLzcim) | PEACH Ho! NICE
ane |

ADuLT
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AN APIROACH TO l._m_i_:_l_:_i*i‘rlr-g

5
LA

270 — o
IS 1 ss1on should
From the above table this impre 101 by,

. ‘o divi hke a
formed that a semantic field 1s dnniml.uii,r. 'S -: h;m"’th
mosaic, In fact, the items overlap, leave gaps ang hay,

fuzzy edges 1 do

Furthermore, in two sels thn?i: - "rf:;- :ﬂn,
stairs: and (2) a, the, down the, , | one (a e
stairs) is of content words and the ad ”n" ;”lf t A, the,
down) is that of structure :wnrds ne Il”” .( tII Wordg
refer to ‘things’, actions’ or ‘evenis n T;f' real worlq,
whereas the structure words do not have this quality 1,
the former set, all the words can be inflected, dﬂli‘," and
stair for ‘plural’ (dogs and stairs’ and run for ‘pag
tense; (ran); But in the latter set, i, tllw, m.ul down
rnnnﬂ;t be inflected. Thirdly, the first set 1s an open’ set
whereas the second set is a ‘closed set’, that is wordsg
capable of taking inflections are being added Lo {he
language continually as new nouns and verbs are
created, but, no new determiners (a, the) or preposition
(down) are being created in the same manner. A closed
set of items is one of fixed and usually small
membership: e.g. the set or personal pronouns, tense,
genders, etc. An open set is one of unrestricted,
indeterminately large, membership, eg the class of
nouns or verbs in a language. Thus grammatical items
belong to closed sets, and lexical items, to open sets (also
see Chapter 16).

Difference between Collocation and Set

Collocation is outside grammar; it has no
connection with the classes of the word. I IS syntagmatic.
Set is the closest analogy to the Erammatical system:; it
's a set of possible terms available for chojce under the
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y(‘,()m PONE NTIAL ANALYSIS

<tud: of collocation, sets, synonyms opposite
The 5 ation polysemy, hymonymy enables a []qerls;
c|.'lg:.~=1"ﬂ‘m| relationships between lexical itemg to |I)Ip
d of inte Al there still remains a problem. How in 1
.Lffl,wn llf',n:il)*.qu:, can one account for the fact “l';l
it a lap? Cow, and woman and tigress,. I':;r

r"1' l{"r
h“'"ﬂll l’q” contain some element of femaleness. Bull
ntain some element of bovineness Calf

‘.;]T“lTle" };”'h 0 :
.’lﬂd“:‘ppv and baby all contamn an element of non-
P -

ing has led to attempt to split items up
g Jent parts, or features Woman, for
0 the! . said t0 contain the semantic features of |

pxnrﬂf‘l"' 1 [UMAN. ADULT. Cow has the features of '

FPF‘IRL‘L‘I_:' BOVINE, ADULT. The list of features is
M Ao

mt:xhaustiw‘ . s
This type of analysis is comparable to distinctive
in phonology. This technique has only

analysis 10 | | ]
{Zit: rsxp]oitt):d recently by linguists, and is known as

rnmponential analysis.

!
M;CI{ICAL STRUCTURE OF
S

1C FEATURES

ade recently to
Several at%m s have been mt,oa hierarchy,

dassify the features in certain fields in e tapran

. near
nwhich more general fea,turesll?}l";’?,gﬂ owing diagram IS

more specific ones lower down. o Jinguistic circles:-

widely used to illustra! this po
n
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e

2?2 ——— —-—r""":"r_ P
Uheng Tl e 7N
' ATE
(Ch-.-.{'-ln'/ufwr?ﬂL'"v‘h“f"J A"il“ \ ND:I ANIMATE

s

k

] NIMAL
r‘t'.' yono ‘-h'lm. ¢ ~
L bkt e s N\ MoRANIMAL

(Four W animals! NON-VERTEBRATE
QUADRUPED

' PED
Eﬁjﬂnnf 1o hnm.\/ nNoN- QUADRUPE
EQNIHE NoN-EQUINE I\
I
l NON- HUMA N
L}

HUMAN
]

'
' ]

HORSE (LION ETC.) : i
MAMN  (GORILLA ET()

a8 _
It is olﬁ{fnus from lhec %p drawing that the

number of semantic features varies from lexical item 1y

lexical item. Fairly general items such as human being,

animal, foodstuff have relative]x_\l&ew cmnprmenti.“Bu

-}.:cdg ?:!2 specific items such as bggM_m;s. giraffe,
se have a larger number

e ——

And more specified features (features low sown on
the tree) imply more general features (features higher up
on the tree). So the feature implies al e

feature QUADRUPED,VERTEBRATE, ANIMAL and

ANIMATE.
doubolo

But binary splits are not always possible In some

semantic fields, pairs w‘!‘mlt to identify—and may
0

be non-existent A notorions exam '
A n ‘ ple is the field of
colours. Another problem 15 that features cannot always

be organised hierarchically| In features such as MALE
?er::l'uAnAU[?r’ there is no reason to suppose that the
5 th::; - Ulf.:l‘ 15 more general than the feature MALE
o i ADE eature MALE is more general than the

re ADULT. Neither implies the other, s they cannot

be a hierarchy Features
: : ; S such as t 18
hlerarch:ca.lly classified 1n rela:in:e:: : g cﬂ:nﬂt -
nown as classifying features. T it
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