SEMANTICS

meaning and its manifestation in
(2 0% referred to as semantic. From the
nguit” gign’, signal; and the verb semains
r Ly nify’. The Shorter Oxford Dictionary
B o ';m-.nmanticsas'ralntin to signification or
SE2 g Broadly speaking, semantics Eﬁmt of
: “which deals with the relations between
Jarents (names  and referends (things)—that s,
linguistic levels (words, expressions, phrases) and the
s dhjets oF concepts or ideas to which they refer—and
&, vith the history and changes in the meaning of words.
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IMPORTANCE OF THE MEANING

d to study language

“Although the structuralists trie .
meaning has been

without meaning, Hw qrtance
recognized since U 1 e ere the words
ave meant one and the same

oternal, one word wou
ere”would have been no

thing in all the languages, th
comantic change, and men would not have felt any
necessity of learning words. Nevertheless, some western

scholars too have started talking about semantic
universals now-a-days,

and—today,—there—is—a—wide
agreement than-it-ever-was that meaning is the soul of

language.

DIFFICULTIES IN THE STUDY OF
MEANING

The problem of ‘meaning’ is quite difficult. It is
because of its toughness that some linguists went on 10
lt{l:-#xlent of excluding semantics from linguistics. A well

wnlstructuralist made the astonishing statement that
h ‘. Sysle ruage dm not inclu o Ne.
semantics. The system is abstract, it is a agnallinﬁ
i‘-’;:ézl:l.s:ng as ey ML study semantics we are n°

r studying la e but the
aasaeiated Sith 'anam?ma mﬁr?hw::m%

.
.
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lﬂv]ﬁ'em—iﬂ the various Dfﬂhlnm

cen , . _
1 f‘ﬂnti,-,r.-. is being studieq ,
gem

. ot 4 antics,

i B BRSPS, pavhier 0 i
al'chf%ilhﬂ?ﬁ. £ Sociologists Soe; ) |
ﬂ‘;‘__,..-r-“"f-_r-_i—-_ ¥

- F‘thlﬁrg hﬂ\'ﬁ lung Puz»
- what they rf-_prcsent,, Or how
of oy have at times wondereg
ol than objects, and they j,

. avp si

or S a

e of longer sen re ty
ysed as part 4 " ntences and how these se
e used. The meanings

A

of  sent
mponents are better dealt wi :
':l? how they function th
|
they refer to.

pically

» they become important 1
fanction they perform, the job they dq y the

A » the way they are
used in certain sentences. In addition to referencg and
function, scholars have also attached importance to
popular historical consideratio

: ns, especially etymology,
while studying word-meanings. Undo

ubtedly the meaning
of any words 1s casually th

e product of continuous
changes in its antecedent meanin

gs or uses, and in many
cases it ij ge collective product of generations of cultural
history. [Dictionaries often deal with this sort of
information if i1t is available, but in so doing they are
passing beyond the bounds of synchronic statement to the
separate linguistic yealm of historieal explanaticy

LMany different answers have been given to the

questions, related to meaning)Psychologists have tried to
#ssess the :vai?:bi]jty of?eg'rjthin kinds of respons:;s to
thiects, to experiences, and to words themse m
Philosophers have proposed a variety of systginihem |
eories account for the data that ‘“"'?’?_5 Gon
@munication scientists have developed in nr:lﬁai p
Beory g, that they can use mathematical hm: % st
:g'fi’t‘a;xacﬂy what Jg cpigd] ghm#nl:le?lnt?u:;lgi various
“*able when message are chann¢ie Ll
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MLEXICAL AND GRAMMATICAL MEANING

When we talk about meaning, we are tnlking aby,
the ability of human beings to understand gpe anila

when they speak This abilily is to some extent Conneq er

with grammar. No one could : ted
hat one the the but red green on bﬂ“ght tri
Mehmood td

while

Mehmood tried on the red hat but bought th
green or o causes no difficulties, 0

Yet there numerous sentences which are perfect]
grammatical, but mea ninglesy]'l.e most famoug Exnmpli
1€ Chomsky's sentence:

‘Colourless green ideas sleep furiously",
Stmilar other examples are:

“The tree ate the elephant.

“The pregnant bachelor gave birth to six girls
tomorrow.

*The table sneezed.

In a sentence such as Did you understand the
fundamentals of linguistics? a lingimist has to take
mto account at least two different types of meaning:

eanij W grammatical meaningFull wo r
have some kind of intrinsic meaning. They refer to

objects, actions and qualities that can be identified in the
external world, such as table, banana, sleep, eat, red
Such words are.said 1o have lexical eaning.

For extmple, and i3 used to join items, or indicates .
alternative, of sometimes indicates possession. M&-
A ' '
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.rhr]uuft to ﬂ"' r entifly words and thip nps fo

tor ad
tendency
in e ”“1 > s0Ime h”W l‘."ﬂll(‘fl'l.f" [‘llilflﬂq“—‘wofd
hink meaning $ re
thin

angerous’, ‘beautiful’ and g
would bo UIIIIIL('(I;:;I;I r:. r:: f‘ti’lll-‘l being ”'ﬁ'rr"?d to. Uon
instend of :mﬂ hack to Plato. To the old philosap Pherg
w“”p“”["l ';;n and Socr: ites, the qmnmlilc I"Elatmnghlp
such as rrlI  ing of simificant’. This lr'rdltmnm
e that n‘Irnllnn hip between name and lhlngg i
of “"', ,;,, ruprt'm‘llh"d by the triangle of ' s:gnlﬁmhum.
:rl:r-::;‘;::;;:’-s-rofvrrtd to as'the semiotic triangle

MEANING(THOUGHT/CONCEP T / SENCE / \MAGE / REFERENC E

FOR M(tiAME/ SYMBOL) REFF.REnn(mFouMAmu/mm

Analytical ::n- ‘Referential’ Approach
The traditional approach gave blrth iu
analytical approach. An important analytical ay

“the one by Saussure. Saussure's theory of me.
~ based on speech word relationship. S:msﬁum_

analogy of a sheet of paper whose one side is sot
other thought, and therefore thought cannot be
from sound nor sound from thought. Linguis!
operates on the borderland wher M :
and thought combine; their combinatios r
not a substance (Saussure, g@lﬁ_ :

‘signifier’, the thaughﬁia? h
signified .is the i

m aw'-
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The symbol (name or signi .

shape ”“'"’} word, the ﬂﬂund: 'ﬁiﬁﬁ“ﬁi’nﬁ'u‘"“ -y
other acoustic features such as accent. m:prg?d e
(sens€ p!’ thought), put in general terms w?:ﬁnm:
committing ones_clf to any psychological doctrine. is '(t:'lill
information which ‘thg name (symbol) °°“"eys'to thz
hearer’ whereas the ‘thing’ (significant or referend) is the
qon-linguistic feature or event we are talking about. The
lotter, as Wwe have seen, lies outside the l‘mg{ﬁgvs
province. Hence Blu.nmﬁeld's' famous definition (5). This .
definition refers primarily to the meaning of a whole
stterance, but the meaning of individual words is
obtained in the same way. According to the referential
definitions, therefore, ‘meaning’ is a ‘reciprocal and
eversible relation between name and sense’, it can be
nvestigated by starting from either end: but one can
start from the name and look for the sense or senses
attached to it, as do all alphabetical dictionaries: but one
ean also start from the sense and look for the name or
names connected with it (Ullmann Semantics, p.63).

The Referential theoreticians wish to confine
themselves to formal meaning because the contextual or
i suage is difficult to describe
vifeally. The ‘analytical’ or




According to this theory, there is no direct cong
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hings they stand for. gty
hetween words and the things they stand lor, the g
symbolizes’ a thought or ‘reference’ which iy ity urd
refers’ to the feature or event we are talking aboyy ™

This approach has its weaknesses ton |y Hivos
account of how the word acts on the hearer hut g4,
neglect the speaker’s point of view. For the heay,, ¢
sequence of events will be different and reverse ‘ﬁha
the word, say, dog, he will think of a dog and thl'lg
understand what the speaker was saying And this w‘}l
make him pronounce the word. There 5 therefyy, il
reciprocal and reversible relationship between name ,
sense’ which Stephen Ullmann (Semantics 1967 57) l'nlllid
meaning: if one hears the word one will )y of lh‘
thing, and if thinks of the thing one will say the g "
The choice of terms 1s, of course, of secondary Importane.
as long as the analysis itself is accepted The nnnlyti:;-
approach ignores this reciprocal and FOVErsible
relationship between sound and sense

Furthermore, by excluding the yeferent the
nonlinguistic feature or event referred to, semantics will
fall prey to an extreme esoteric formaliem The
structurahsts are unwilling to assume that Priov to the
utterance of linguistic form, there oceurs within the
speaker a non-physical process, a thought concept,
image, feeling, act of will, or the hke, and that the
hearer, likewise, upon regeiving the sound waves, Roes
throogh an | equivalent mental process’ Jiloonbichl
Langnage, p142) According to Bloomfield.  human
viterances are connected with eortain Sitast ons and
accompanied by certain responses. But  Bloomfields
modification too is untenable, which vistuallc equates
response’ with the ‘referent’. It takes no account of the |
mnumerable cases where the thing referred to is ot
present at the time of speaking - not to mention

“latements about abstract phenomena According 1
Bloomfield then how will a person underst:
“tatement about an earthquake thousands of niles awa
' he understands the meaning of a term B

corresponding to something
Lastly, referential theories of
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the rovision for multiple me e they need to

- a .
,nﬂkt’mher that words are not A880cia d e, Souid
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they are also associated with, ‘t,d with situations

alon® ther words

rhe ])igtrihut ional Apl‘rﬂﬂch

istributional :

Th:l tr:unlmont. of lin?:i.l{iséﬂm:; f“ﬂani‘“g i:" the
strt .Pnliﬁ(‘ study of meaning some "-n;ltrilf&']n facilitate
€ udy meaning as a phenomenon isolated from ?uTe"éd
0% § of human experience, that is to say, th side
wor d is to be understood r o dneamng
a wore - wod as the range of its
¢ currences in sentences consisting of other words. *Jyst
o here are probably no words exactly like in meaning in
q*H contexts, sO thll;‘r[‘ 'WI" rrobably be no two words in
;m, Janguage sharing e"ﬂcu)f the same lexical
1;.-immnont {dmtrlhull_nn]. This approach studies
m{lﬂn:ng as syntagmatic relations (collocation) and
":lrndimnahr relations (sets). ‘It uses statistical methods
and computer techniques l’l.hf} mechanical collection and
orting of data), considerable precision  and
\haustiveness in the study of semantics But the
:]jelrih““”""' approach to meaning fails fo ‘save the
hlP nomena. Meaning is everywhere understood an
nvolving the relation of lang_uage to the rest of the world

and such meaningfulness Is an assenl.m! part of any
definition of language. So this approach is inad -quate as

o complete freatment of meaning

Meaning of words in dictionary entries 1s derived on
o their relation to the whole of human

the basis of extra-linguists criterion and
| For this reason some

reconsider meaning i

the hasis
E!pl‘lil‘ﬂ['l‘, N1l
ansystematized COMIMONSPeNSe.
linguists have tried to redefine or 1 g Seowe
s far as it 1¢ relevant to lingws B
distribution. “That is to say, the meaning

. 2 ithin the strict confines
far as it concerns the linguist “;)?‘;nas the range of its

of this subject, 15 to be ““defs. other words. Just
oceuyrences in sentences cons ctly alike n meaning
as there are probably no words 83;13 ie no two words m
in all contexts, so there will probal ythﬂ came lexical
any Ianguag; charing exactly

E .‘ X
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Operational (Contextual or Functional) Apprba
pe

; ¢
he 1950s, a new and v.ntrrolyl d'ifrereh
In & ing began to take shape ingida , Mt
conception of meaning eived its most pointed ang .M
. ; eved 10 and
tside linguistics. It rec e oy
putsl of mtll?lti”n in L, Wittegonste Nns f}!lfﬂ.ﬂ'{)},hi
p'm.m‘-n“;'h":.? which was published p”q”“”n”llsl c‘
{l_-:;:;?fiﬁ'l:ri ;th'e.nr}’ was also advocated by Malinowg) anm
JR Firth. It emphasized purely operational charaggg,
écivntiﬁc concepts like 'longth, time’, or ‘energy’ :
contextual theoreticians said that meaning or COncap
was a set of operations: ‘the true meaning of a word jg
be found by observing what a man does with 1t, not why
he says about it So the meaning of a word 18 1S use i,
the language. From this emerged .?uh§t|l,utmn methgd.
And Firth defined the word as a ‘lexical substitygjg,
counter’. So the words were to be studied according ,
their functions, in the contexts I:he;r occurred. Ag ,
matter of fact, the operational thepry 1S concerned wigh
meaning in speech, the reflerential with meaning i,
language. The functional approach treats word.sf as toglg,
It incorporates the speaker and hea.rer, the actions
are performing at the time and various external ohjects
and events. It studied meaning in space and time
with not only the relevant objects and actions taki
place at the time, but also the knowledge shared by the
speaker and hearer of what has been said earlier. It must
also be taken to include the tacit acceptance by the
speaker and hearer of all the relevant conventions,
beliefs and presuppositions ‘taken for granted’ by the

- members of the speech-community to which the speaker
and hearer belong. ‘

In terms of contexts of situation the meaning of
utterance includes both ‘reference’ (denotation) of
individual words and the meaning of the whole sentences.
So it deals with the total utterance as a whole.
Differences of personal status, family and social relations,
flegre'es of intimacy, relative age, and other such factors,
irrelevant to the considerations of sentences as ° i
expression of logical propositions are all dealt with nnder
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EMA NTIL o

| fm]"_”mq«, of the context of situations. As stated by
thi® '

yINs
ol Meaning in ‘li'”’lﬂ”“l!f‘- 18 theref
relation or a single sort of relat;
of multiple and various relatioy
the ulterance and its parts and the relevant
features and components of the environment ’html.
cultural and physmz}l, and ﬁ}rming part nfihls-' ’
xtensive system nfmlerpersnnnl relations inv:;::s

e nol a single
on, but involves set
18 holding between

| sxistence of h bt "

in the exis uman societies. " (2

i guatics, 1967-) reneral
Hence sentences are brought into multiple

relat.i{:-lﬁhil’s with the irrelevant components of the
onvironment, Language is studied functionally. To
mention only a few uses of language, one can distinguish

oetry of all kinds, thetoric, narrative and historical

ecords, ritual and ceremonial utterances, the forms of
egal, political, commercial, and administrative
operations, the professional inter course of technical
learned, and academic persons. J.R. Firth has suggested
a typical uutl!n.E con}ext_to bring the utterance and its
parts into relationship with the following categories:

(1) The relevant features of participants (persons
personalities) '
(a) The verbal action of the participants.
(b) The non-verbal action of the participants.
(2) The relevant objects.

(3) The effect of the verbal action.

Since words may overlap with others in their
possible contexts, as does house with hut, home, etc. it
I§ lire}ter to deal with sets of words, rather than with
individual word alone. In such study, the words, which
fall into a context or set of contexts are referred to as an
iSsociative field". This point has been illustrated by

?‘v’lnfr:ad P.Lehmann (Historical Linguistics, 1966) in the
ollowing diagram: '
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The right section of the circle represent
meaning of house as 'habitation’; sections on the
represent its meanings as '‘a building belongin
university,” ‘a governing body,” and ‘a group Dr““lﬂokew
leaving space for still other meanings. Similar sets of
circles could be produced to represent the meaningg o
various words and fields throughout the language

the
lepy
g to g

This approach requires a live and first-hand ‘fie|q
knowledge of languages as they are actually used; bhut ¢,

date it has produced little to rival the various analytica|
approaches.

Field Theory of Meaning

Sausgure demonstrated that each word in a
language is surrounded by :
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ted

n the third _and fﬂurth ‘legs’ are liﬁkednym" The words
the suffix ~ing’, which they all share The words of th
purth leg are a miscellaneous, accidental groupin .
comprising nouns adjectives, ete, The words of thepﬁngl-:
|sg'show opposite relationships.

The ﬁel.d tht;ory visualizes the vocabulary as a
mosaic on a gigantic scale, which is built up of fields and

higher units in the same way as fields are built up by
words. The associative field of a word is formed by an

mtricate network of associations, some based on
similarity, others on continuity, some arising between
senses, others between names, others again between
both. The field is by definition open, and some of the
associations are bound to be subjective though the more
tentral ones will be largely the same for most speakers.
Atempts have been made to identify some of these
‘ntral associations by psychological experiments, but
they can also be established by purely linguistic methods.

e identification of these associations by linguistic
Methods is done by collecting the most obvious synonyms,
"onyms of a word, as well as terms similar in sound or .
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which enter into the same hﬂb'hu“
. 1iong. Many of these nssnr_ml_itmﬂ are i'_;:}m.']"*‘d :

:1“”“”-!”"]nguﬂ_l'(‘ metaphors, gimiles, proverhs, idig

, e 1 A = e ' . ‘

figurative  The Tumber of nssot mtr‘mm centred |

and the fin% be extremely variable and for

word will 0@ o ms it may he very high.
vy common terms 1t may ) \
[ |

As nne of Saussure’s _["Ui’”-q “””"Zﬁm-‘d ltq_'ﬁl‘hl] is 5
 alo which surrounds the sign and WPII.:;(*I!'J.!U‘TI”T rrl.ng‘!a
in‘-vmm‘ nu'-ruvd' Th"r"'.ﬁ“ld 18 furmw: )y an "!t'”f?.al_@
network  of associations: sifm_lnrltg..m cflntlguum
censation, name. The associative held 1s by. an
;lgﬁniti(}n open, that is, no finite limits can be ASSigneg
to any given field. Hence the aptness of the concep
field which serves an analogous purpose in physicg.

According to this approach, 'wnrdsf hogiq t0 be
conceived of as concentrations within a linguistic field,
with direction and momentum but with no isolateg
identity other than that Capﬂh‘? of dlcllpnary definition,
Words belong in never ending chan}-sequences to
phrases, sentences, contexts to the fabric of the entire
language. The analogy is a limited one, but ‘they ay,
crudely similar to what is known about the individya|
atoms of a complex molecule, displacement of a single one
of which will affect the nature of the entire complex tg 3
greater or lesser degree’.

200 —

1P
in sense, and those

Hl'l.n—m

In recent years, a lot of work has been done in
semantic field. Scholars have investigated lexical systems
in the vocabularies of different languages, with particular
reference to such field (or domains) as kinship, colour,
flora and fauna, weights and measures, military ranks,
moral and aesthetic evaluation, and various kinds of
knowledge, skill and understanding. They have amply
demonstrated the value of structural approach to
semantics, and have confirmed the pronouncements of
such earlier scholars as Von Humboldt, de Saussure and
Sapir that the vocabularies of different languages (in
certain fields at least) are ‘non-isomorphic’. That there
are semantic distinctions made in one language which
are not made in another, that particular fields may be

categorized in a totally different way be different
languages. As an illustration of this notion we may !ﬂkﬂ ’
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' ' ' . ns _
.If'lt"'”""“d- or ‘informed’, in Englix} r|i']|?dr:qn|:1 how it is
e held of col
lour

has been illustrated by a nym}
. " - y [..r
" ample for a detailed discussion of scholars (for

i””mflu‘flnn fo rj',"ipnnvrl('ﬂf L’ng'”‘-'fu--;819572'10}“1 [,ynng_
),

The etymologist, the lex;
of gemnnhc chnn_gp stand tlinﬁ‘::‘i;]”'
ﬂpprﬂﬂph to me_mn’ng. This lhl‘:!nry h;m
Neo jfumboldtian’. Some of its idens
““mbuldt according  to  whom
anguage: should be looked upon as

ent from all the rest and
ndl"fdllﬂl.ity.nrthe people speaking it, it is ch it
pne nation s_psyrhe, and indicates the pec aracteristic
h that nation attempts to realize the idenlitl?'r way in
erson, Language). of speech”.

The term 'semftntic field' was intr

psen :n 1924. According to Duchacek, the FET:I:‘I:E':IH(‘:] iesﬁ
ysed before !PSEH By A Stohr 1910 Trier also did some
aseful work in semantic fields. The progress of the field
theory Was delayed by the war and its aftermath. In the
1960s, however, there was a considerable revival of
interest in 1t, and in the 1960s it was one of the most
active branches of semantics.

Meillet was among the first to argue that one
cannot know the exact shade of meaning of a sword of
oven a century ago in one's own language without a close
study of the period concerned. _An etymt_)lugiat has to be
stecped in social history and history of ideas, as well as

1 the literature of the period under consideration.

Componential Analysis Approach

Componential analysis approac

oL : d by Katz and \
linguistic theories developed bY 9) and others. It is @

Weinreich (1966), Beirwisch (196 :
technique for the economical sm.tamminﬁr bﬁfﬂﬁ
semantic relations betwe cal items :
Entences containingbtllwm-_ o an of
¢ structure of vocabu ary In '

. ning ¢
wt of very general elements of ant.':l“theilg ey e

omponents’ markers’, oF ‘sememes,

the

t And the student

most from this
been described as
are surely from
each  separate
an organic whole
eXpressing the

n "
whlf
(Jesp

h underlies the
Fodor (1963),
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i hinations o units out of whi h
-sjble comD! (o meanng o th
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ords appe
set of w.:;mm" cogments of vocabulary cap
i) :

this method, for example, kinshi
wstems, colour terms, and Snmel‘imiga
. various kinds of flora and fﬂnna
analysis, we can seek to ﬁnd Ul.li
.-n-nl{ulnry of a langunge n md&r

Jassify reality by referring to certain P“'ﬂ}f]“i’-ters of
to classil <an establish how parameters such ag Sex,
n:;aﬂr:ll:;ifl-nv;q and generation are used to proy; de
51 S8,

componential meaning

The term 'componential analysis’ in semantics
means of a simple example b,

P
systems, P  SY
words for discussig

Through | amponen! ial
: "
how speakers use the

best explained by
linguists

(1) man woman child

(2) bull COw calf

(3) ram ewe lamb

(4) drake duck duckling

When we consider these sets of English words we
can, on the basis of our intuitive appreciation of the
sense of these words, set up such proportional equations
as the following:

‘man . woman : child :: bull : cow : calf”

This equation l;mars proof to the fact that, from the
semantic point of view, the words man, woman and
child, on the one hand, and bull, cow and calf, on the
other, all have something in common. What man and
bull have in common is not shared by woman and cow,
and what calf and child have in common is not shared
b eitl.er bull and man or cow and woman. What these
dlﬂ‘erpnt_ Rroups of words have in common is called a
Fﬁlm““"‘," component (other terms uged for it are
I t‘i‘e'eo“:{] STemEme, semantic marker’, ‘semantic

gory'). Thus the sense of man, according to
VSIS, is th nent
Male), (adul), (human); thitprt;duet o %y comp.onentl
Ofoduct 60 TR . e sense of cow is the
¢male), (adult) and (equ;
equine); and so on.

' |
"0 order to understang the meaning of a sentence
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iLs semantic relations ¢, othe

Feéxnreaginne
an! r the , Pressions, one must
oW not ""l" . ""ﬂ!Hn': of I8 loxie: |
kﬂ h”“, ”-“—\‘: ”"‘-'I!’!‘I*n‘. “ ] Xien "h‘lnﬂlﬂ_ﬂ_ IHT',
A : ) esides ¢
also e elarari 5 commonness of
rmnpnnt‘l;t.ﬂt.” :1ln(~h ;I,lu':" nts  of the \'rnr*nlmlnry are
L] Ll » -
1.fmrlf-‘fl“ ) relation’ ”. I;"‘ fl”]pt‘ Ir‘h‘lllnll‘-i such as
5l ntrl [} ¥ S i"l f ) : . . s
rtinel ot on  restrict 3
P 1 "Semantics . stnctions’  (see)
”IP“.I}.[ II' LJl Iﬂﬂ ¥ r‘(l Il"“'l.q. NF”'_II!”' "z””h‘l ]!]72 J

Basic AsSUMPLIONS of componeamg: )
nantics: The assumptions r:ll}z:]ﬂillil_l:morwsnl’
se ‘al theories of T which  current
onentia 1e0nes ol semantics are |
comp . o Aare based or with
which they are [requently associated, the first is the
ccumption that the semantic compons N
n.- s PR L] [13]
“u]pppndpnt._ nrI [.”"‘." :.snl . The semantic Srmnoneists
may be combinec ”.‘ \ c”ll‘”l.f{llﬁ ways in difTferent Innmmqu
ol th{)}. w{)llid hl‘ l(ll"l\tlllnhl!' as tll'l' I!’~i-'il'l‘ll["'II {Tnlnl;n“p!“c;
1 the analysis of the vocabularies of all languages. As

nts are language-

Katz says;

‘Semantic  markers (ie. semantic
components) must. __be thought of as theoretical
constructs introduced into semantice theory to
designate language invariant but language linked
components of a conceptual system that is part of
the cognitive structure of the human mind".

In matters of kinship, colour, artificts, needs and
functions of physical qualities semantic components may
be universal, but they are not universal in many other
areas.

The second assumption is that propositional
equations with respect to the sense of lexical items
should be established. These propositions are cognitively
valid, and can be set up on the basis of introspection. As
Bierwisch says, ‘all semantic structure might finally be
reduced  to  components  representing the basic
dispositions of the cognitive and perceptual structure of
the human organism’.

Whereas other semantic approaches regard the
Meanings of lexical items as unanalysable or undefinable
"holes, this approach defines the meaning of a lexical
;!h‘"“"’“t explicitly in terms of semantic components.

"¢ components or categories are not part of the
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- itself, but rather the,
the language ! acoribe At
UOCHbﬂ'ﬂqugtulated in ord'Ef to ll’:l;llc;:-lbta tg.: 3p
elemfmts o iher axmal e ents of g |
relation | These components m_?onn_acted_’ P |
- nple, Bierwisch’s follg,.”
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relationshi

FH_I;II'!I“ F l‘t“l}[] W "y '
g r;"‘nllnwmﬂ sentences: B words. For example, in

5 i
tht

That's a fond hope
The house remain,
The cat dhoed

The man spoke

'd l'"]]“_}.

it may chose to gge

[ingu! N at least . .
i ".Ir}'l'lllr features Lo thﬂ n”'ll'llﬁ '”" rl‘lun“nng
:""1. L]
[h“'l’p I :h{lllﬂe t l[‘“t I !n‘“n ]
|+noun | 1+noun | L4noun I T4noun

|.concrete | [+concrete |
animate > <-animate -

£

|-human | [-human I homan

.connt | |+count | [+count

[-de

—
*

[4+eoncrete | l4concrete

<t+animate s <4animnte

l

|

|

I [4+human |
| 14count |
|

fnite ] [+definite I [sdefinite | |+definite

TYPICAL QU ESTIONS

What 1s semantics?

State the major diffic ultie

: s faced in the study
gf meanirig,

Distinguish between lexical

. and grammatical
meaning.

Discuss briefly the major semantic theories.

Comment on semantic Features. What do you

understand by componential theories of
semantics?

There have been, in recent years, notahble
altempts to study all the various relationships
of meaning which exist between words in
particular language, an approach known as
Structural semantics”.
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