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Preface

The text of our joint contribution to Th. A. Sebeok (ed.), Current Trends in
Linguistics, vol. XII: Linguistics and Adjacent Arts and Sciences, The Hague
— Paris 1974, pp. 103-171, entitled: “Linguistics and Semantics. — Linguis-
tic, especially Functional, Semantics” is being published here as a monograph.
This text was to have been reprinted in the seventies by Mouton Publishers in
the collection Janua Linguarum, series minor,but because of the internal
reorganization of this publishing house the edition in question could not
finally be produced. The Gunter Narr Verlag Tiibingen has given us the
opportunity of publishing our joint work in this form and we are very
pleased that this project has now been realized.

We think that the republication of our text in its original form, i.e. going
back to the beginning of the seventies, is justified on the one hand by the
fact that structural semantics as presented here did not undergo any
essential modification during the last decade, so that our survey is still
basically valid, and on the other hand by the fact that structural semantics
as conceived by what Japanese linguists call “the Tibingen School of
Semantics” has unfortunately not yet met with a wide audience in the
English-speaking world. So we hope that by the publication of this mono-
graph our outline of structural semantics will become accessible to a larger
public.

With regard to further developments and applications of this type of seman-
tic theory, for instance the typology of lexical fields, the problems of lexical
gaps and of antonymy, the reader is referred to the following articles: H.
Geckeler, “Structural Semantics”, in: H.-J. Eikmeyer — H. Rieser (edd.),
Words, Worlds and Contexts. New Approaches in Word Semantics, De
Gruyter: Berlin (forthcoming 1981), and H. Geckeler, “Progrés et stagna-
tion en sémantique structurale”, in: H. Geckeler, B. Schlieben-Lange, J.
Trabant, H. Weydt (edd.), LOGOS SEMANTIKOS. Studia linguistica in
honorem Eugenio Coseriu, De Gruyter: Berlin — Gredos: Madrid, vol. III:
Semantics (forthcoming 1981).

For further orientation we have added a supplement to the bibliography,
which lists all the studies the authors of this book have published on this
topic during the last ten years.
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Finally we should like to thank Mouton Publishers for having returned to us
all the rights to our contribution to CTL, and offer special thanks to our
friend Gunter Narr for finding a place for our manuscript in his publishing
programme.

Eugenio Coseriu (Tiibingen)
Horst Geckeler (Miinster) October 1980.

TRENDS IN STRUCTURAL SEMANTICS*

0. At least three different tendencies can be distinguished in the use of the
term semantics:

0.1 Linguistic semantics, which has to do with the scientific study of lin-
guistic meanings, in principle is concerned with all kinds of linguistic mea-
ning, including grammatical meaning; traditionally, however, it is first and
foremost the study of lexical meaning which has been associated with se-
mantics. The survey given in this article will refer exclusively to this type of
semantics.

0.2 The semantics of logicians, as it is defined by R. Carnap (1942) and, to
some extent, by Ch. W. Morris (1938), affects only one of three possible as-
pects within the range of questions raised by semiotics: ‘If we abstract from
the user of the language and analyze only the expressions and their designata,
we are in the field of semantics.’ The other two are: ‘If in an investigation
explicit reference is made ... to the user of a language, then we assign it to
the field of pragmatics.’” ‘And if, finally, we abstract from the designata also
and analyze only the relations between the expressions, we are in (logical)
syntax.’!

0.3 General semantics, a trend initiated by A. Korzybski (1933), which has
had since 1943 as its most important mouthpiece the journal ETC.: A Re-
view of General Semantics,* ‘is a technique for correcting certain abuses of
language such as the uncritical use of ill-defined abstractions’ (Ullmann
1962:10); it proposes to fight against alleged detrimental consequences of
the ‘power of language over thought’ in human society. P. Guiraud (1962)
characterizes this approach as ‘une psycho-sociologique du signe’. This
trend, however, has rightly been severely criticized from various sides (e.g.

* The sections on E. Coseriu’s structural semantics (esp. 4.2.2.) were written by H.
Geckeler alone, who therefore assumes complete responsibility for the statements
contained therein.

1 Carnap 1942:9. Cf. Morris 1938:21: ‘Semantics deals with the relation of signs to
their designata and so to the objects which they may or do denote.’ In later works
Morris modified his position; cf. his definition of meaning: ‘those conditions which
are such that whatever fulfills them is a denotatum will be called a significatum of
the sign’ (1955:17).

2 Itseditor is S.I. Hayakawa, of whose works cf. his 1949 and 1954:19-37.
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Black 1949:221-46; Schlauch 1943:130-2; and Coseriu 1958:113 and
1962 :esp. 237-8 in. 6).

0.4 Among the comprehensive summaries of semantics, none treats all
three directions with equal completeness. The works by Ullmann, Regnéll,
Guiraud, and George, however, give at least some information about ‘the se-
mantics of logicians’ and on ‘general semantics’.

As already indicated above, the following discussions will deal exclusively
with ‘linguistic (lexical) semantics’.

1.0 Before briefly illuminating a quite specific situation of linguistic seman-
tics as it existed before the various types of a structural semantics came into
being, we must first of all make a few preliminary observations on
terminology and on the delimitation of the object we are considering.

1.1 During the course of the development of linguistics since the end of the
nineteenth century, the terms semasiology and semantics both came to be
used to designate that linguistic discipline which is concerned with the study
of linguistic, especially lexical meanings. Nowadays, this competition has
been resolved in favor of the term semantics (Read 1948, Ullmann 1951).

The term semasiology was introduced into linguistics before 1829 by K.
Reisig (1839) and became current in Germany more than elsewhere, but did
also to some extent spread from there to Anglo-American territory.* This
usage can be followed from G. Stern (1931) to H. Kronasser (1952) and fi-
nally to K. Baldinger (1957; cf. Zvegincev (1957)), whose survey seems to
stand at the end of this typically German philological-linguistic tradition.
The term semantics,” which has served since the 1950s in international lin-
guistic terminology as the undisputed designation for the discipline, was to
originate in France. M. Bréal first used this technical term (1883) and it was
immediately taken over by A. Darmesteter (1887), but the real break-
through for this terminological innovation came as a consequence of Bréal’s
well-known monograph of 1897: Essai de sémantique (Science des significa-
tions). While Bréal defined semantics very generally as ‘la science des signifi-

3 The best syntheses have been written by S. Ullmann 1963, with more bibliographi-
cal material, and 1962. With strongly traditional orientation: see H. Kronasser 1952
and K. Baldinger 1957. Among the shorter introductory works may be mentioned
H. Regnéll 1958 and P. Guiraud 1962; disappointing from a linguistic point of view
is F. H. George 1964.

4 Cf. Read 1948: 82, and E. P, Hamp 1966. Cf. also 5. Ullmann 1946, who here still
employs semasiology for that which he consistently designates as semantics in his
later publications.

5 Cf. the titles of the works by S. Ullmann, H. Regnéll, P. Guiraud, and, further, the
different approaches to a ‘structural sermantics’, etc.
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cations’, as opposed to phonetics (‘la science des sons’) (1897:8, fn.1 — see
3rd ed.), Darmesteter, entirely in the spirit of the time, conceived of seman-
tics as ‘la science des changements de signification dans les mots’ (1887: 88,
fn. 1 —see 7th ed.).

In works on linguistics written in German, Bedeutungslehre has appeared as
a terminological constant at least since the time of K. Reisig throughout the
entire nineteenth century, and in the twentieth century as well from H.
Sperber (1923) up to E. Gamillscheg (1951) and H. Kronasser.®

Now there was no lack of attempts to differentiate the terms semantics and
semasiology.” But they remained only attempts, for at times both terms
were used as synonyms according to the authors’ preferences, or else only
one of the two terms was used for the entire discipline within a particular
philological-linguistic tradition. J. R. Firth (1957a:27, fn. 2), for example,
made the following suggestions for differentiating the terms: “Taking advan-
tage of what Coleridge called the “desynonymizing” process, I would use the
term “semasiology” for the historical study of changes of meaning.® Another
suggestion is that phonetics and semantics be regarded as branches of gene-
ral linguistics, the corresponding fields in special grammar being phonology
and semasiology.’ The terminological parallelism implicit in this quotation,
i.e. phonetics is to phonology as semantics is to semasiology , or, phonetics
is to semantics as phonology is to semasiology , was followed to some extent
(Hamp 1966:48, 54), but without any lasting effect. Since the relationship
between phonetics and phonology had not been uniformly defined before
the papers of the Prague school appeared,® no uniform - delimitations for se-
mantics and semasiology were forthcoming either.

A distinction between semantics and semasiology based on such considera-
tions will not be made here. We call the entire discipline of the science of
lexical meanings semantics, which can be either of descriptive-synchronic

6 1952. The formation parallel to German Bedeutungslehre exists in Dutch, Norweg-
ian, Hungarian, and Finnish linguistic terminology (cf. Ullmann 1963:4).

7 On the specific relationship between semasiology and onomasiology cf. below.

8 By ‘semantics’, on the other hand, he means the descriptive, synchronic study of
meaning.

9 Before the Prague phonologists had clearly differentiated the terms phonetics and
phonology, phonology was used at times as a synonym for phonetics, at times for
the designation of a specific section of phonetics: this is the case especially in
Anglo-American tradition, where phonology appears for ‘historical phonetics’. Cf.
also F. de Saussure’s idiosyncratic terminology (adopted only by M. Grammont)
(1964:55-6): ‘phonologie’ in Saussure’s terminology corresponds to the present
conception of phonetics; his ‘phonétique’ corresponds to our historical phonetics.
On these questions, see N. S. Trubetzkoy 1967:12, J. Marouzeau 1961:176, F.
Lazaro Carreter 1962:192-3, and M. Pei 1966: 207.
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(analytic) or of historical-diachronic orientation. By semasiology we mean
only a sub-discipline with a very limited range of application: semasiology
takes the word qua signifiant as a point of departure and investizates the
contents (meanings) associated with it in their multiplicity and their change
(polysemy and change of meaning), while onomasiology'® proceeds from
the contents (signifiés) or concepts — in practice even, in part, from the ob-
jects of extralinguistic reality itself — and studies the various signifiants (de-
signations’!) which can designate the content in question (in diachronic
perspective = Bezeichnungswandel).

The traditional study of meaning, whether it was called semantics or sema-
siology, had, in practice, changes in meaning, i.e. our historical-diachronic
semantics, as its focal point. By comparison, there are far fewer efforts to-
wards a descriptive-synchronic semantics in linguistic tradition. A few such
studies will be discussed in connection with the precursors of structural se-
mantics in 3.2. — Among the achievements in the realm of descriptive se-
mantics must be counted lexicographical practice insofar as it concerns dic-
tionaries ordered according to concepts.!? This point will not be further
treated here. We also find a descriptive approach in onomasiology, which
has been developed — in opposition to semasiology in the narrower sense of
the term — as another kind of sub-discipline within the field of semantics.
Onomasiology (cf. fn. 10 above) will not be discussed here either.!3

1.2.0 In the following discussion we will restrict ourselves to a brief pano-
rama of a specific situation which had important historical consequences for
linguistic study. Before the appearance of the various forms of a structural
semantics, linguistic semantics within North American linguistics was in an
extremely peculiar situation, which can be explained chiefly by means of
the following factors:

1.2.1 North American structuralism in the wake of L. Bloomfield and par-
ticularly of his followers was shown to have been hostile toward meaning.!*

10 The term onomasiology has come into general use in linguistics since A. Zauner’s
publication (1902). B. Quadri gives an excellent survey of the onomasiological line
of research (1952). Cf. also R. Hallig und W. v. Wartburg 1963 and K. Baldinger
1964. On the theoretical bases of onomasiology, see K. Heger 1964 and 1969,

11 In 4.2.2 we will give a different definition of the term designation (Bezeichnung).

12 On this topic cf. K. Baldinger 1952 and 1960, F. de Tollenaere 1960, and A. Rey
1965. J. Casares’ Diccionario ideoldgico de la lengua espafiola (1942) can probably
be considered the best conceptual dictionary hitherto realized.

13 E. Coseriu makes critical statements concerning the theoretical basis of onomasio-
logy, 1964:162 and 1968a:4,

14 However, a line which starts with E. Sapir and continues via B. L. Whorf to the
ethnolinguists must be clearly separated from Bloomfield’s line.

il
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In his striving to bring to linguistic analysis the rigor of the methods ?t; the
natural sciences, and guided by mechanistic-behavioristic premises, L:
Bloomfield encountered a difficult obstacle, namely linguistic meaning:
In order to give a scientifically accurate definition of meaning for every form of a lan-
guage, we should have to have a scientifically accurate knowledge of everything in tt}e
speakers’ world. The actual extent of human knowledge is very small, compared to thlls.
__ The statement of meanings is therefore the weak point in language-study, and will
-remain so until human knowledge advances very far beyond its prese_:nt state. In prac-
tice, we define the meaning of a linguistic form, wherever we can, in terms of some
other science. (Bloomfield 1965:139-40; cf. 1943, 1960.)
According to this, the investigation of lexical meaning, and therefore se-
mantics, would lie outside of the actual domain of linguistics.

Under the weighty influence of Bloomfield’s Language (first published New
York 1933), ‘semeophobia’ (A. Reichling) crystallized among the quth
American structuralists, and with it came the tendency to eliminate lexical
meaning from linguistic analysis, as for example in the work of B. Bloch and
G. L. Trager (1942:6, 68) and, most consistently, in the work of Z. S. ng-
ris (1963), who believed he had found a reliable basis for the formal descrip-
tion of language in distribution,'® which could dispense with any reference
to meaning:

However, this differentiation of life and rife on the basis of meaning is only the hngu
ist’s and the layman’s shortcut to a distributional differentiation. In principle, meaning
need be involved only to the extent of determining what is repetition. If we know that
life and rife are not entirely repetitions of each other, we will then discover that they
differ in distribution (and hence in ‘meaning’). It may be presumed that any two mor-
phemes A and B having different meanings also differ somewhere in distribution: there
are some environments in which one occurs and the other does not (Harris 1963:7, fn.
4).

Since the beginning of the 1950s, voices were increasing among the very
structuralists in the USA to rethink the problem of meaning within the
framework of linguistic analysis. It was the contribution of Ch. C. Fries
(1954; cf. Fowler 1965) to have checked, according to the texts, the hostili-
ty towards meaning ascribed to Bloomfield, which in the meantime had be-
come almost a myth, and to have brought back a proper perspective. Bloom-
field’s ‘efforts to achieve statements in physical rather than “‘mentalistic”
terms do not lead to the conclusion that he “ignores meaning” orthat“‘he takes

15 A fundamental discussion of the principles of the mechanistic approach in linguis-
tics can be found in E. Coseriu 1954.

16 Cf. also Harris 1954. A comprehensive discussion on the theme ‘“The importance of
distribution versus other criteria in linguistic analysis” with two reports by P. Dide-
richsen and H. Spang-Hanssen, as well as numerous contributions to the cliscugsion
by leading linguists can be found in the Proceedings of the Eighth Imemqnonal
Congress of Linguists, 156-213 (Oslo 1958). Cf. further on this topic: H. Frei 1954
and P. Naert 1961.
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no account of meaning” ’ (Fries 1954:59). ‘With Bloomfield, no serious
study of human language can or does ignore “meaning” ’ (p. 60). Basically,
North American structuralism had, according to Fries, arrived at its ‘repu-
diation of meaning’ through ‘inferences drawn from a somewhat super-
ficial reading of (Bloomfield’s) discussions of mentalism and mechanism’ (p.
58). However, one gets the impression that Fries was primarily attacking ex-
pressions with which others had characterized Bloomfield’s procedure, since
he could not do away with the fact that Bloomfield simply excluded the in-
vestigation of Jexical meaning from the field of linguistics.

To be sure, Bloomfield acknowledged the importance of the content-level for

‘the study of language (one need only refer to his terminological framework
in Language, 1965:264), but he saw no way for it to be methodically stu-
died according to a rigorous linguistic approach. In Bloomfield’s linguistic
system, ‘meaning’ always shows up as a point of reference but he does not
make ‘meaning’ an object of linguistic investigation. Because of methodolo-
gical scruples which originated in a falsely understood, rigorous scientific
ideal, he sacrificed the investigation of lexical meaning. M. Schlauch (1946)
pointed to the fact that the hostile attitude with respect to ‘meaning’ and
‘mentalism’ corresponded to an early phase of behaviorism which Bloom.-
field took over without later taking into account the differentiated further
development of this theory.

Already in E. Haugen’s ‘Presidential Address’ to the Meeting of the Lingu-
istic Society in Chicago (on Dec. 29, 1950),!7 criticism of the attitude of
many North American structuralists to the question of meaning comes
through: ‘The minimizing of meaning as a factor in linguistic description
was at first a healthy reaction against the misuse of meaning in establishing
linguistic categories, but has now become almost a fetish with some linguists.
It is curious to see how those who eliminate meaning have brought it back
under the covert guise of distribution’ (1951:219). In 1951 an article by E.
A. Nida appeared, with the title (unusual for the situation then current in
North American structuralism): “A system for the description of semantic
elements” (Nida 1951). This study suggests, for the first time, a comprehen-
sive and coherent terminology for the description of meaning.'®

Although the well-known North American introductory linguistics hand-
books by Ch. F. Hockett (1958), H. A. Gleason, Jr. (1961), A. A. Hill
(1958), and R. A. Hall, Jr. (1964), still give only minimal space to seman-

17 Published under the title, “Directions in modern linguistics”’, see Haugen 1951.

18 Basing his distinctions on L. Bloomfield and on E. A. Nida, J. H. Greenberg pro-
vides, somewhat later (1954), a likewise coherent contribution to the terminology
of semantics (1963:esp. 7-8).
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tics,'? this development slowly reversed during the fifties, so that concepts
such as ‘meaning’ and ‘mentalist’, which were then regarded as dirty words,
have once again become respectable in the most widespread North American
scholarly circles. We owe the definite victory over this attitude of hostility
towards meaning, which had completely paralyzed investigation in the area
of lexical content for many years, to the onset of generative linguistics.*°
against the already undermined position of doctrinaire Bloomfieldianism. 2!

1.2.2 A second important factor is the equation, often found in North Ame-
rican linguistics, of ‘meaning’ and ‘thing-meant’ (cf. A. Gardiner (1951:29-
33)), i.e. a reducing of the linguistic content to extralinguistic reality, whe-
ther it be as thing (cf. for instance Bloomfield’s example salt — ‘sodium
chloride (NaCly (1965:139)), or whether it be as situation (Ch. W. Morris,
on the other hand, arrives at a distinction between thing and meaning).
Thus, this erroneous view also underlies Bloomfield’s definition of meaning:
We have defined the meaning of a linguistic form as the situation in which the speaker
utters it and the response which it calls forth in the hearer (/bid.).

By uttering a linguistic form, a speaker prompts his hearers to respond to a situation;
this situation and the responses to it, are the linguistic meaning of the form (Bloom-
field 1965:158).

In practice, however, linguistic investigation has never fully traversed the
path of the determination of meaning via the sum of the situations, so that
the question must arise as to whether or not it can be done. D. Abercrombie
(1965:116) denies the possibility of such a procedure and, in connection
with this, speaks of a ‘pseudo-procedure’. For additional illustration of this
conception of meaning, corresponding statements by B. Bloch and G. L.
Trager, and A. A. Hill may be citéd as examples (cf. also Nida 1951 :4 and
Harris 1963:190):

The MEANING of a linguistic form (a word, a part of a word, or a combination of
words) is the feature common to all the situations in which it is used. Meaning is thusa

matter of the practical world around us — a matter of social and cultural relations as
well as of purely objective ‘reality’ (Bloch and Trager 1942:6).
Meaning proper is ultimately correspondence between a linguistic item and an item in

the nonsymbolic world, or between a linguistic structure of many items and a similar
structure in the nonsymbolic world (Hill 1958:410).

The relations between linguistic sign, signifié, signifiant, and extralinguistic
reality become clear when one distinguishes resolutely between signification

19 The most comprehensive discussion of meaning known to us in the North American
linguistic publications of this time can be found in Pike 1954-60:ch. 16 and particu-
larly in E. A. Nida 1964:30-119.

20 N. Chomsky’s estimation of the role of ‘meaning’ and ‘intuition’ for linguistic ana-
lysis has undergone basic changes from his first publications up to the present time.

21 H. Geckeler gives a somewhat more extensive survey of the position of semantics in
North American linguistics (1971a: chapter I).



14

(Bedeutung) and designation (Bezeichnung), cf. 4.2.2. This essential distinc-
tion is ignored by transformational-generative linguistics too (see Coseriu
1970a), and this misconception is thus a heritage of ‘taxonomic’ North
American structuralism which has been unconsciously carried over.

The conception of meaning (lexical meaning) in North American structura-
lism just outlined led certain linguists to separate the investigation of this
phenomenon from linguistics itself (= ‘microlinguistics’) and to assign it to a
new discipline called ‘metalinguistics’“* or ‘exolinguistics’ (J. B. Carroll
1961:29).

1.2.3.0 Up to the most recent times, one found, in the United States, the
beginnings of a descriptive semantics among the anthropologists (respective-
ly ethnolinguists) and psychologists rather than among the very linguists
themselves.

1.2.3.1 The most prominent position is here occupied by the North Ameri-
can ‘school’ of anthropologists and ethnologists (or ethnolinguists). Their
tradition goes back to A. L. Kroeber, and they operate to some extent with
procedures similar to those of the European type of content-analysis. This
school’s most significant representatives may be said to be H. C. Conklin
(1962), W. H. Goodenough (1956), and F. G. Lounsbury (1956, 1964)
whose works have been assessed e.g. by U. Weinreich as ‘tide-turning pa-
pers’2* with respect to the ‘concept of semantic component’. In the investi-
gation of certain clearly delimited areas of vocabulary (especially systems of
kinship relations,?’ disease names, names of colors, folk taxonomies, etc.)?®

in various languages (often in North American Indian languages) these scho-
lars, partly with predominantly anthropological-ethnological interests, part-
ly with predominantly linguistic interests, have created an apparatus for
linguistic analysis that has no equal in the field of North American linguis-
tics. We have found the most precise formulations in F. G. Lounsbury’s Re-
port to the 9th International Congress of Linguists (Cambridge, Mass., Aug.

22 Trager 1950. In more recent times, however, we can discern an altered conception
in Trager. The investigation of lexical meaning in ‘semology” is again included with-
in the framework of linguistics (1963).

23 We will return in another context to the more recent studies by M. Joos, S. M.
Lamb, U. Weinreich, and the semantics of transformational-generative linguistics.

24 1963a:148. Cf. also Pike 1954-60:1I1. 98: ‘The most significant recent attempt to
treat meaning structurally lies, in my judgment, in the work of Lounsbury (1956),
and Goodenough (1956). They have each, independently, attempted to illustrate se-
mantic analysis by way of kinship systems.’

25 On the method of componential analysis in its application to the vocabulary of kin-
ship relations cf. A. F. C. Wallace and J. Atkins (1960).

26 However, it must be remarked here that L. Weisgerber had concerned himself, long
before the ethnolinguists, with certain of their preferred areas of research (e.g. kin-
ship terms, names of colors).

15

27-31, 1962), and would like, therefore, to cite some representative defini-
tions from it. Lounsbury regards the system of kinship terms in a given
language as a ‘semantic field’ and states:

A Kinship vocabulary can be regarded as constituting a paradigm. It can be subjected to
a kind of analysis similar to that given other paradigmatic sets in alanguage (1964 :1073).
Thus, he conceives of the semantic field as a paradigm; cf. our definition of
the lexical field as a lexical paradigm in 4.2.2. Lounsbury defines the para-
digm as follows:

We shall regard as a paradigm any set of linguistic forms wherein: (a) the meaning of
every form has a feature in common with the meaning of all other forms of the set, and
(b) the meaning of every form differs from that of every other form of the set by one
or more additional features. The common feature will be said to be the ROOT MEAN-
ING of the paradigm. It defines the semantic field which the forms of the paradigm

partition. The variable features define the SEMANTIC DIMENSIONS *7 of the para-
digm (1964:10734).

Lounsbury makes the following statement on ‘componential definitions’:

A term belonging to a paradigm can be defined componentially in terms of its coordi-
nates in the paradigm. The definition represents a bundle of features ... The com-
ponential definition of a term is the expression of its significatum (1964:1074).
Although we are not going to pursue this line further here, we assume that
this brief outline will have shown clearly enough how close ethnolinguistic
componential analysis (specifically, in the case of Lounsbury) is to the most
modern structural semantics of European tradition (cf. 4.2).

1.2.3.2 Another, though less important contribution to descriptive seman-
tics, this time from the field of psychology in the U S.,is represented by the
psychosemantics of Ch. E. Osgood and his circle.2® Here, with the help of
the so-called ‘semantic differential’,?® meanings are supposed to be mea-
sured. What is then in fact measured is not linguistic meaning, but rather the
reactions of hearers to linguistic utterances, i.e. not further differentiated
reactions, which are delimited by means of prescribed oppositional pairs of
adjectives. The purely linguistic value of such investigations may be assessed
as relatively minor, since only the area of connotative meanings (Rosiello
1962:38) is here appealed to. This, however, can become important for sty-
listic analysis.

27 The concept of the ‘semantic dimension’ has been further developed and applied in

H. Geckeler (1971a:ch. VIII).

28 Cf. Ch. E. Osgood, G. J. Suci, and P. H. Tannenbaum 1957. This work was prece-
ded by a series of articles by Osgood; cf. on this topic, R. Wells 1957. On this ap-
proach see U. Weinreich 1958, and the answer to this by Osgood (1959), with re-
joinder by Weinreich (1959). Cf. also the comprehensive discussion by J. B. Carroll
(1959).

29 ‘By semantic differentiation, then, we mean the successive allocation of a concept
to a point in the multidimensional semantic space by selection from among a set of
given scaled semantic alternatives’ (Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum 1957: 26).
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2.0 The more recent and most recent developments in semantics have, re-
spectively, been understood to be structural or have been termed structural.
Three possible types of ‘structural’ semantics can be distinguished:

2.1.0 ‘Structural’: understood as the structure, or better, as the configura-
tion of associations of one sign with other signs in the vocabulary. These as-
sociations depend on similarity or on contiguity3® between signifiants, or
between signifiés, or between signifiants and signifiés. Associations may,
however, be based on the co-presence of things in extralinguistic reality, too.

2.1.1 F. de Saussure (1964 :173-5), in his treatment of the ‘rapports associa-
tifs’, analyzed French enseignement as an example of a ‘série associative’ or
‘famille associative’ (we can here omit Saussure’s well-known schema).?! In
this, he comes to the following important conclusions:

Donc il y a tantdt communauté double du sens et de la forme, tantét communauté de
forme ou de sens seulement. Un mot quelconque peut toujours évoquer tout ce qui est
susceptible de lui étre associé d'une maniére ou d’une autre . . . les termes d’une famille
associative ne se présentent ni en nombre défini, ni dans un ordre déterminé ... Un
terme donné est comme le centre d’une constellation, le point ou convergent d’autres
termes coordonnés, dont la somme est indéfinie (Saussure 1964 :174).

2.1.2 F. de Saussure’s ‘rapports associatifs’ or ‘séries associatives’ certainly
formed the point of departure for Ch. Bally’s ‘champ associatif® (1940:195-
197). Bally characterizes this particular type of a field as follows:

Les signes qui déterminent plus particuliérement la valeur de celui qu’ils entourent dans
la mémoire forment son *champ associatif’: notion toute relative, puisque tout, dans la
langue, est, au moins indirectement, associé a tout. . . . Le champ associatif est un halo
qui entoure le signe et dont les franges extérieures se confondent avec leur ambiance
(1940:195).

Although Bally regards this field-type as belonging to the level of the lan-
guage-system (langue) on the one hand, he accords it no complete intersub-
jective validity on the other hand. As an illustration of his field-type he cites
the famous example boeuf:

Le mot boeuf fait penser: 1) a vache, taureau, veau, cornes, ruminer, beugler, etc.,2) a
labour, charrue, joug, etc., a viande, abattoir, boucherie, etc., enfin 3) il peut dégager,
et dégage en francais des idées de force, d’endurance, de travail patient, mais aussi de
lenteur, de lourdeur, de passivité (1940:196).

2.1.3 The ‘champs morpho-sémantiques’, introduced by P. Guiraud (1956
also represent associative configurations. He defines such a morpho-semantic
field as ‘le complexe de relations de formes et de sens formé par un en-

)32
2

30 On these two terms, cf. Ullmann 1963:220-44.

31 E. de Bustos Tovar (1967) proposes, with respect to Saussure, an expanded schema
of association which proceeds from Ogden and Richards’ semiotic triangular model;
this more complex schema, however, contains questionable relations.

32 Guiraud published further examples of such fields in a series of articles, especially
in BSL.

-
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semble de mots’ (1962:82); such fields can assume gigantic dimensions: the
field ‘chat’, which Guiraud presents as an illustration, contains, at an early
stage of the analysis, about 2,000 words, but even after a process of elimina-
tion still about 300. Thus, the word chat stands at the centre of a vast con-
stellation which is made up of materially-founded and content-founded as-
sociations.

2.1.4 Finally, G. Matoré’s ‘champ notionnel’®? islikewise based on a confi-
guration of associations.>* The most important constituent elements of the
hierarchical arrangement of Matoré’s ‘champ notionnel’ are the ‘mots-té-
moins’®® and the ‘mots-clés’,>® wherein the ‘mot-clé’ stands at the centre of
the field. Matoré’s delimitations are not of a linguistic, but of a sociological
nature. His procedure concerns ‘den Sprachgebrauch, mehr noch die Situa-
tionen und Themen des Sprechens, die Einstellung gegeniiber den gemein-
ten Sachen, nicht eigentlich die Sprache’ (Coseriu 1967a:21). Matoré’s no-
tional fields are so extensive that they pose the problem of the situating of
the words within the total vocabulary.

2.1.5 Within the various subtypes of his ‘champs linguistiques’, the Czech
linguist O. Duchdéek (1959)37 also includes the ‘champs associatifs’. These
fields are based on associations either on the level of expression or on the
content-level, or on associations from a combination of the two levels.

2.1.6 A critical estimation of the forms of associative configurations briefly
discussed i:?a 2.1.1-5, which are usually regarded as belonging to a structural
semantics,” must, from the standpoint of a proper structural semantics

such as we will subsequently present (4.2.2), include the following three
points:3®

a) The associations, if they are not of an infinite character, then at least
reach an uncontrollable extent.

33 Matoré’s study (1953) gives the theoretical basis for his conception of the ‘champ
notionnel’after a practical application had already appeared (1951).

34 Cf. Matoré’s schema of the ‘champ notionneld’ART et de TECHNIQUE vers 1765’
(1953:102).

35 ‘Le mot-témoin est le symbole matériel d’un fait spirituel important; c’est 'élément
a la fois expressif et tangible qui concrétise un fait de civilisation>(1953 :65-6).

36 ‘Nous donnerons & l'unité lexicologique exprimant une société le nom de mot-clé.
Lemot-clé désignera donc non une abstraction, non une moyenne, non un objet,
mais un étre, un sentiment, une idée, vivants dans la mesure méme ot la société re-
connait en eux son idéal’ (1953:68).

37 The corresponding monograph with the same title appeared in Prague in 1960.

38 Cf. for example P. Guiraud (1962 :74) with respect to Matoré’s lexicology.

39 On the e\faluation of associative configurations from the standpoint of a purely
content-oriented structural semantics, see E. Coseriu 1964 :155, fn. 21;1966:180,
185-6, 208; 1968a:7; and H. Geckeler 1971a:ch. I11. 4. Cf. also G. S. Séur 1969.
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b) The associations are largely individual and to this extent neither predicta-
ble nor systematizable.

¢) The associations are not necessarily dependent on the language; they can
also be based on the real context of things.

2.1.7 The chief emphasis of the investigations into associative relations is in
the area of description, but noteworthy attempts have also been made in
diachronics. S. Ullmann (1957), on the basis of investigative results by W.
von Wartburg (1962:117-18), has ‘structurally’ interpreted the changes
which have occurred in the sphere of Lat. coxa-femur-crus in the Romance
languages. In this, he arrives at the following conclusion: ‘one might . . . lay
it down as a postulate of etymological research to replace each word within
its associative field’ (1957:295; cf. Coseriu 1964 :147). G. Matoré (1953),
too, takes the historical dimension of language into consideration when he
demonstrates the change of the ‘champs notionnels’ with respect to the
change of the ‘mots-témoins’ and especially of the ‘mots-clés’ .40

2.2.0 ‘Structural’: understood as the structure of the interpretation of a
signifiant. Here we are dealing with a semasiological point of view: Which
signifié is (or which signifiés are) to be assigned to a particular signifiant
(disambiguation)?

2.2.1 This is the procedure usually applied in lexicographical practice, even
though today there is at least a tendency to typographically mark as diffe-
rent dictionary entries homonyms (better: homophones) which are in fact
separate lexical units.

2.2.2 The semantics of transformational grammar, as it was first conceived
by J. J. Katz and J. A. Fodor (1963) and then further developed especially
by Katz (1966, 1967),%! is based on the approach outlined in 2.2.0. The TG
type of semantics will not be further discussed here.*> Cf. 6.2 for possible
points of contact or agreement between the semantics of TG and structural
semantics (in the sense used here).

2.3 ‘Structural’: understood as structure in an analytical respect, as the
structuring of the content-level by means of functional lexical oppositions.
The analysis of lexical meanings leads to the decomposition of the contents

40 Matoré’s assumption that vocabulary changes in a thythm which parallels generations
must be taken with reservation.

41 For critical statements on the semantics of Katz and Fodor see U. Weinreich 1966,
1967.

42 For criticism concerning the principles of the semantics of TG, see E. Coseriu
1967b:4934, fn. 3; 1968a:4-7; 1968b:36-8; and 1970a. See also brief discussion
and critical evaluation of the semantics of TG in H. Geckeler 1971a:VIL 3; and
H.-M. Gauger 1969.
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into smaller elements, i.e. into meaning-differentiating features. In the fol-
lowing sections, our survey will be concerned only with this conception of
structural semantics, which we consider the real analytical semantics.*3
Only on the solid basis of such a paradigmatic semantics can a well-founded
combinatorial semantics be built up.

3.0 Before beginning our discussion of purely content-oriented structural se-
mantics as it has been briefly characterized in 2.3, we should like to refer to
along and quite varied series of tentative approaches which from a historical
viewpoint can be termed precursors of this proper form of structural se-
mantics.

3.1.0 Attempts approaching an analytical semantics as we define it can be
found to some extent in lexicography:*4

3.1.1 Among the definitions in the larger dictionaries (the bilingual as well
as the monolingual ones) from good lexicographical tradition, one can dis-
cern attempts to make use of meaning-distinguishing features, although this
is not done consistently. Of course such features were not discovered on
the basis of any method, but rather were found out intuitively. Sometimes
there is also an attempt to determine and delimit a base-meaning for a given
lexical unit, but in such cases it is often apparent that this determining of
meaning is etymologically colored. Occasionally, too, restrictions concer-
ning the ability of certain words (e.g. adjectives) to combine with other
words (e.g. nouns) are formulated almost in terms of classematically-deter-
mined selection restrictions.*®

3.1.2 Not to be overlooked are the contributions of the dictionaries of sy-
nonyms, dictionaries of antonyms, and other dictionaries which contain in-
formation on synonyms and antonyms, for these two content-relations hold
a solid place in content-oriented structural semantics (cf. for example the
work of J. Lyons).

3.2.0 Older approaches, which one can term ‘structuralistic’ avant la lettre
at least as concerns certain aspects of them, are to be found in linguistic tra-
dition.

43 H. Geckeler (1971a) provides a fairly complete bibliography and a survey of the de-
velopment and the forms of this type of structural semantics.

44 The practical and theoretical value of the presently available dictionaries for modern
semantics has been quite differently assessed by semanticists. While some linguists,
as for example L. Hjelmslev, E. Coseriu, and A. Rey, emphasize primarily the fact
that the lexicographical work which has been accomplished up to now often Pprovi-
des a valuable starting point for the practical realization of content-analysis, other
sct_lolars, as for example B. Pottier, U. Weinreich, and F. Rodriguez Adrados, are
chiefly concerned with the weak theoretical bases of the existing dictionaries.

45 Cf. for example the famous German-Latin dictionary by Georges.
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3.2.1 One may here refer first and foremost to K. W. L. Heyse (+1855), who
had already had ‘die Intuition eines strukturierten Wortfeldes’.*® In his
work System der Sprachwissenschaft (1856:31-2) Heyse gives an analysis of
the lexical field ‘Schall’ which amounts to a nearly perfect structural con-
tent-analysis, even though it was not so intended. He formulates differences
of content in terms of distinctive features via intuitive application of the
method of commutation; he discovers the hierarchical organization with-
in his *field’ (i.e. the relation between archi-unit and unit, in more modern
terminology) and already establishes the existence of content-correlations in
the vocabulary. This analysis is thus valuable above all from the point of
view of method.

3.2.2 The question of precursors and pre-stages of the lexical field is to be
treated only briefly here. First of all reference can be made to the tradition
of lexicography, specifically to onomastics, i.e. to the arrangement of voca-
bulary according to meaning groups and/or object-groups. Outside of this
tradition, E. Coseriu has already referred to ‘die Intuition eines strukturier-
ten Wortfeldes’ in K. W. L. Heyse (before 1855) (cf. 3.2.1). The concept of
the field is said to have been formed as early as in the work of E. Tegnér
(1874) and C. Abel (1885). R. M. Meyer’s ‘Bedeutungssysteme’ (1910) al-
ready parallel the Trier fields quite closely. The paradigmatic character of
the lexical field has been intuitively discovered in the work of F. de Saus-
sure (1916) (cf. 3.3.1). A. Stohr (1910) and H. Werner (1919) were also
forerunners.

The first explicit formulation of the field-concept prior to Trier is by G. Ip-
sen in the year 1924. We wish to quote it primarily because of its undis-
puted influence on the terminology of subsequent research on the field:

Ferner, die Eigenworter stehn in einer Sprache nie allein, sondern sind eingeordnet in
Bedeutungsgruppen; damit ist nicht eine etymologische Gruppe gemeint, am wenigsten
um chimirische ‘Wurzeln® aufgereihte Worter, sondern solche, deren gegenstindlicher
Sinngehalt mit anderen Sinngehalten verkniipft ist. Diese Verkniipfung aber ist nicht als
Aneinanderreihung an einem Assoziationsfaden gemeint, sondern so, dafy die ganze
Gruppe ein Bedeutungsfeld absteckt, das in sich gegliedert ist; wie in einem Mosaik fiigt
sich hier Wort an Wort, jedes anders umrissen, doch so, daf die Konturen aneinander-
passen und alle zusammen in einer Sinneinheit hoherer Ordnung auf-, nicht in einer
faulen Abstraktion untergehen (1924:2235).

And in fact, Trier does not exclude the possibility that his field theory was
influenced by these formulations of Ipsen’s (Trier 1931:11, fn. 1). Ipsen re-
turned (1932) to his definition of the ‘Bedeutungsfeld’ in the Streitberg-
Festschrift; however, he there modified his ideas in a direction which de-
parts from a purely content-oriented study of language, namely in the direc-

46 E. Coseriu discovered this ante-litteram contribution to structural semantics. He has
discussed and interpreted it in his contribution to the new Festschrift for R. Jakob-
son (1967b).

tion of semantic and formal affinity among the members of the field. Ip-
sen’s new concept of the field has achieved hardly any practical significance
in linguistics; it merely represents a special case within content-oriented
field theory.

3.2.3 L. Hjelmslev (1958:646) has drawn attention to another approach,
this time from the area of comparative linguistics: A. F. Pott (1861), follow-
ing the comparative method, studied the different lexical structuring of a
section of the system of kinship relations in various languages, determining
the relevant features by means of which the different lexemes are marked
off with respect to one another.

3.2.4 Most probably many other approaches in this direction could be dis-
covered in the history of linguistics. We shall allow the above mentioned ex-
amples to suffice. Still, it would be a worthwhile undertaking to explore lin-
guistic tradition for such forerunners of a structural semantics.

3.2.5 In this context mention can also be made of an attempt to arrive at a
more differential conception of word-meaning: around 1900 K. O. Erdmann
distinguished the following three components in lexical meaning:

1. den begrifflichen Inhalt von groferer oder geringerer Bestimmtheit, . . .

2. den Nebensinn,

3. den Gefiihiswert (oder Stimmungsgehalt) (1910: 107 — emphasis ours).

This classification was taken over by a number of scholars, either in preci-
sely this form, as for example by H. Sperber, E. Gamillscheg, K. Ammer, W,
Schmidt; or in a slightly modified version, as by H. Kronasser, F. Kainz, A.
Sieberer; or in a considerably changed form, as by H. Giintert, E. Otto, A.
Scherer.

3.3.0 In the following section we are already dealing with approaches to
problems which belong, or almost belong to the proper domain of structural
semantics; these efforts were, however, generally not consistently followed
through.

3.3.1 F. de Saussure’s Cours de linguistique générale (which first appeared in
1916) does not provide a completed treatment of semantics; in fact, this dis-
cipline is touched upon only occasionally. In addition to his treatment of
the ‘rapports associatifs’ (cf. 2.1.1), among which only one type (‘la seule
analogie des signifiés [enseignement, instruction, apprentissage, éducation,
etc.] 1964:174) belongs to purely content-oriented semantics, Saussure for-
mulates, especially in his statements on ‘la valeur linguistique considérée
dans son aspect conceptuel’, certain ideas which can be regarded as be-
longing to the fundamentals of a structurally understood field theory:

Puisque l_a langue est un systéme dont tous les termes sont solidaires et ot la valeur de
P'un ne résulte que de la présence simultanée des autres. . . (1964 :159).
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Even more clearly — because examples are supplied as illustrations (Fr. mou-
ton — Engl. sheep/mutton and cf. below) — does the following quotation
from Saussure point in the direction of the modern concept of the field, for
here the paradigmatic character of the lexical field has been intuitively anti-
cipated:

Dans l'intérieur d’une méme langue, tous les mots qui expriment des idées voisines se
limitent réciproquement: des synonymes comme redouter, craindre, avoir peur n’ont
de valeur propre que par leur opposition; si redouter n’existait pas, tout son contenu
irait 4 ses concurrents (1964:160 — cf. 161-2).

3.3.2.0 A large number of semanticists agree that field theory represents a
significant stage in the history of modern semantics. For example, S. Ull-
mann expresses the following estimation of the effect of Trier’s field theory:
‘The whole perspective has changed: a “Copernican revolution™ has taken
place in semantics’ (1963 :160).

3.3.2.1 In the following section the essential features of field theory, as de-
veloped by J. Trier (especially in 1931, 1932 a and b, 1934 aand b, 1938)
and taken over and to some extent continued by L. Weisgerber (primarily
in 1942, 1954, 1957, 1962 a and b, 1963, 1964) will be discussed briefly.*

Trier’s conception of the field is based primarily on ideas from W. von Hum-
boldt and F. de Saussure. From W. von Humboldt he took the principle of
articulation (Gliederung) in language. This is probably the fundamental link
between J. Trier and L. Weisgerber. From F. de Saussure he took the con-
ception of language as a system. He was the first to consistently apply this
principle of Saussure’s to the study of vocabulary. Thus, he speaks of the
‘Ideen der Ganzheit, der Gliederung und des Gefiiges® as the ‘Leitsterne’ of
his work (1931:25). Trier conceives of the vocabulary of a synchronic stage
of a language as a whole arranged according to principles of content; that is,
organized in ‘Wortfelder’ which can stand side by side, or in a hierarchical
relationship to one another. The ‘Wortfeld’® or “sprachliches Zeichenfeld’
itself represents in turn ‘ein gegliedertes Ganzes, ein Gefiige’. The global

47 The following publications give information on the development and discussion of
lexical field theory. The already quoted introductions to semantics by 3. Ullmann
1962 and 1963, P. Guiraud 1962, and H. Kronasser 1952; S. Ohman 1951:72-89,
and 1953; O.Duchddek 1960a; N.C. W, Spence 1961; H. Gipper and H. Schwarz 1962:
Ix-Ixvi (Einleitung, fascicle 7 [19661]). The most recent publications which deal in
detail with lexical field theory are L. Seiffert 1968a:9-51, and, probably the most
comprehensive, H. Geckeler 1971a ;esp. Chapter III.

48 Trier does not make explicit distinctions between ‘Wortfeld’ (lexical field), ‘sprach-
liches Zeichenfeld’, ‘Begriffsfeld’ (conceptual field) and others. It seems that by
‘Begriffsfeld’ he means simply the content-side of the ‘Wortfeld’. In lexicology, we
prefer to speak of lexical field, or possibly of semantic field as well, provided that
one uses this adjective in such a way as to refer exclusively to lexical content. The
term linguistic field is more extensive, encompassing at least lexical field and syn-
tactic field.
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meaning of the field is articulated and distributed, leaving no gaps, by means
of the lexical units functioning in this field. The content of the different
units is determined by mutual delimitation with respect to their neighbors
in the field (‘die Einzelworte bestimmen sich durch Zahl und Lagerung im
Gesamtfeld gegenseitig ihre Bedeutungen’ (Trier 1931:7)).

To illustrate, let us quote some of the most important passages for Trier’s
conception of the lexical field:

In der Sprache ist alles Gliederung. Wie die Worte siclh aus dem Feld ergliedern und da-
rin ihr Wesen haben, so sind die Felder auch nur in der Gliederung iibergeordneter Gro-
Ben und so stufenweise aufwirts bis zum Ganzen der Sprache (1934a: 188).

Trier’s definition of the field concept:

Felder sind die zwischen den Einzelworten und dem Wortschatzganzen lebendigen
sprachlichen Wirklichkeiten, die als Teilganze mit dem Wort das Merkmal gemeinsam
haben, dafi sie sich ergliedern, mit dem Wortschatz hingegen, dafl sie sich ausgliedern.
Die Ordnungshdhe ist dabei gleichgiiltig (1934b:430).

Das Wortfeld ist zeichenhaft zugeordnet einem mehr oder weniger geschlossenen Be-
griffskomplex, dessen innere Aufteilung sich im gegliederten Gefiige des Zeichenfeldes
darstellt, in ihm fir die Angehorigen einer Sprachgemeinschaft gegeben ist. . . Die das
Wortfeld, den Wortmantel, die Wortdecke mosaikartig#® zusammensetzenden Einzel-
worte legen — im Sinne ihrer Zahl und Lagerung — Grenzen in den BegriffsblockS0
hinein und teilen ihn auf (1931:1).

Die Worte im Feld stehen in gegenseitiger Abhiingigkeit. voneinander.5! Vom Gefiige
des Ganzen her empfingt das Einzelwort seine inhaltliche begriffliche Bestimmtheit
(1931:2).

Die Bedeutung des Einzelwortes ist abhingig von der Bedeutung seiner begrifflichen
Nachbarn. Alle schlieflen sich zu der Aufgabe zusammen, in den Block ungegliederten
Bewuftseinsinhalts®® gliedernde Grenzen einzuziehen, ihn zu kliren, ihn begrifflich
fapbar zu machen (1931:3).

After J. Trier had ceased publishing on field theory, L. Weisgerber conti-
nued these ideas in the spirit of their founder, so that nowadays we can
quite correctly speak of the Trier-Weisgerber field theory as of one single
conception. Weisgerber then incorporated the field theory into a compre-
hensive theoretical framework erected on Humboldtian principles. He dis-
tinguishes a ‘static’ and an ‘energetic’ study of languages, whereby he cha-

49 The comparison of the internal organization in a lexical field with a mosaic, which
Trier probably took over from G. Ipsen, has been rejected in the critical literature
by opponents and supporters of field theory alike. Especially noteworthy is the
criticism of this kind of illustration of linguistic relations in the lexical field on the
part of content-research (‘Sprachinhaltsforschung’) (e.g. by H. Gipper, H. Schwarz;
more cautiously in L. Weisgerber).

50 What J. Trier here designates as ‘Begriffsblock’ seems to correspond to ‘content
purport’ in Hjelmslev’s terminology (Prolegomena to a theory of language, 1963).

51 Saussure’s definition of the concept ‘valeur’ would seem to underlie this and the
following determinations.

52 Cf. footnote 50.
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racterizes the former as grammatical procedure (‘grammatisches Verfahren”)
and the latter as a fully linguistic procedure (‘voll sprachwissenschaftliches
Verfahren’). Static language study includes the ‘form-oriented’ (gestaltbe-
zogen) and the ‘content-oriented’ (inhaltbezogen) approach; energetic lan-
guage study includes the ‘efficiency-oriented’ (leistungbezogen) and the
‘effect-oriented’ (wirkungbezogen) approach (Weisgerber 1963:11-18).
According to L. Weisgerber, these are the ‘four stages in the investigation of
languages’. In this, he is of the opinion that the ‘leistungbezogene’ approach
is closest to the essence of language, which he sees in the * “word”-ing of the
world’ (das Worten der Welt) (1963:36). Weisgerber defines the linguistic
field as follows:

Ein sprachliches Feld ist also ein Ausschnitt aus der sprachlichen Zwischenwelt, der
durch die Ganzheit einer in organischer Gliederung zusammenwirkenden Gruppe von
Sprachzeichen aufgebaut wird (1962a:100).

As Weisgerber understands them, ‘linguistic fields’ (sprachliche Felder) in-
clude ‘lexical fields’ (Wortfeider) as well as ‘syntactic fields’, the latter re-
presenting fields of ‘sentence patterns’ (Satzbaupline) (e.g. syntactic pat-
terns for questions, commands, wishes in German) (not to be confused with
Porzig’s ‘syntactic fields’,>3 coextensive with ‘lexical solidarities’). Weisger-
ber includes the study of fields, especially of lexical fields, within the scope
of content-oriented language study:

Die gréfte Bedeutung des Feldgedankens besteht aber darin, daf er zum methodi-
schen Zentralbegriff der Sprachinhaltforschung und damit zum Schliissel fir das Auf-
decken eines sprachlichen Weltbildes wird (1964:71). Dem Aufzeigen des Bestandes
und der Struktur der in einer Sprache vorhandenen Wortfelder gilt die Hauptarbeit der
inhaltbezogenen Wortlehre (1963:70).

Weisgerber sees field study so emphatically within the framework of his to-
tal linguistic conception that he warns against over-estimating it, for even
though the lexical field represents the most prominent form of content de-
termination, there nevertheless exist other kinds of content determination
besides it (cf. below concerning ‘Sinnbezirk’). He has been occupied with
the structure of lexical fields in a theoretical as well as in a practical sense.
He has gone beyond Trier in distinguishing the following levels of organiza-
tion and has illustrated them with more or less worked out lexical field out-
lines (as in, e.g., 1962a: 176ff.): ‘

‘SINGLE-STRATUM FIELDS’:
Arrangement in a series (Reihengliederung):
e.g. the numerical series or the grades used in evaluating achievements
of pupils (example from Trier): e.g. sehr gut/gut/befriedigend/ausrei-
chend/mangelhaftfungeniigend.
Surface arrangement (Flichengliederung):

53 Cf. below fn. 59 and Duden 1959:§ 842,

25

e.g. in the field of kinship terms in modern German: dominance of a
single classificatory viewpoint.
Arrangement in depth (Tiefengliederung):

e.g. the color cone in German: a two-level organization. Basically, this
already goes beyond the type of the single-stratum field.

‘FIELDS OF MORE THAN ONE STRATUM’:
e.g. the linguistic articulation of dying in German. Weisgerber speaks
of the fact that ‘die deutsche Sprache einen dreifachen Ring um das
sterben legt’ (1962a: 184). Here,in the innermost circle, human dying
(sterben) is contrasted with that of animals (verenden/ and of plants
(eingehen); in a second circle the ‘cessation of life’ is organized by
means of objective points of view, e.g. erfrieren, verhungern; in the
third and outermost circle by means of subjective points of view: e.g.
hinscheiden, heimgehen, verrdcheln, abkratzen, verrecken, etc.54

In criticism of Weisgerber’s view of the lexical field ‘cessation of life’, it
must be noted that he includes the entire ‘historical language’ (esp. ‘diastra-
tic’ and ‘diaphasic’ differences come clearly to the fore here), instead of
analyzing a ‘functional language® (on these distinctions introduced by E. Co-
seriu, cf. 4.2.2).

Weisgerber also made reference to three different kinds of lexical fields as
they can be distinguished on the basis of the particular domains which they
organize: lexical fields from the domain of ‘natural phenomena’, lexical
fields from the domain of ‘material culture’, and lexical fields from the do-
main of the ‘intellect’ (des Geistigen) (1964 :72, 1942:30-3).

Here, the lexical fields from the domain of the intellect assume an impor-
tant specific role, for this part of vocabulary has ‘viel mehr den Charakter
des Vorstofes in die “geistige Zwischenwelt”, teils in solchem Mafe, daf$
tatsichlich die Begrindung dieser “geistigen Gegenstinde™ nur von der
Sprache aus verstindlich wird’ (1964:72). The transition from ‘Wortfeld’ to
‘Sinnbezirk’ (‘semantic area’) (in Weisgerber’s sense) means, simultaneously,
the changeover from a ‘content-oriented’ to an ‘efficiency-oriented’ perspec-
tive; from the ‘static’ to the ‘energetic’ point of view. Weisgerber wishes to
propose the concept of the ‘Sinnbezirk’ as basic for efficiency-oriented
word-study, paralleling the concept of the ‘Wortfeld” which is primary in
content-oriented word-study. In view of the fact that Trier’s usage of this
term was not consistent, Weisgerber wants to redefine it in a twofold way:

Einmal als iibergreifender Begriff, innerhalb dessen die Betrachtung nach Feldern, aber
auch die anderen Formen des Aufzeigens der Bestimmtheit von Wortinhalten zu ihrem

54 Concerning the field ‘Aufhdren des Lebens’, only briefly outlined by Weisgerber in
1962a:184-5, K. Baumgirtner (1967 :esp. 190-2) has made a proposal for systema-
tization and for a real content-analysis.
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Recht kommen. Sodann kann man ihn eher der leistungbezogenen Forschung zuwei-
sen (1963:104).

As early as 1956, the group of linguists named ‘Sprache und Gemeinschaft’
defined the concept of the ‘Sinnbezirk’, with the concurrence of J. Trier, as
follows:

Unter Sinnbezirk verstehen wir einen relativ selbstiindig erscheinenden Ausschnitt aus
dem sprachlichen Weltbild, wobei aufler- und innersprachliche Bedingungen bei der
Umgrenzung zusammenwirken. Es ist damit zu rechnen, daf wir in jedem Sinnbezirk
Ausprigungen aller genannten Formen sprachlichen Zugriffs, grammatisch gesprochen
also inhaltlicher Bestimmtheit, antreffen (1956-57:70).

The decisively important ‘Formen sprachlichen Zugriffs’ respectively ‘inhalt-
licher Bestimmtheit’ are represented by the ‘Wortfeld’ and the ‘Wortstand’
(cf. 3.3.3).55 In conclusion let us cite a statement by Weisgerber on the re-
lationship of Wortfeld/Sinnbezirk:

In dieser Stellung soll der Begriff Sinnbezirk den des Wortfeldes iiberbauen, sowohl sy-
stematisch, indem er die statischen Uberlegungen der inhaltbezogenen Grammatik ins
Energetische fortfiihrt, wie auch in der Reichweite, indem er einer Uberbelastung des
Begriffes Wortfeld mit seinem Grundgedanken der Gliederung und wechselseitigen Um-
grenzung durch andere Beobachtungen vorbeugt (1963: 206).

Weisgerber’s long-term goal is a synthesis of the four stages of language
study (ganzheitliche Sprachbetrachtung). 3%

3.3.2.2 The number of publications having to do with field theory in a more
or less relevant way is so extensive as to be almost impossible to survey. The
scale of reactions ranges from the direct adoption and application of Trier’s
field theory to related areas (this particularly by Trier’s own students)
through criticism of certain features of the concept of the field and criticism
of the application and material results of field-research, up to a total rejec-
tion of field considerations as a theory. We have tried to give a detailed
discussion of these objections elsewhere (Geckeler 1971a:ch. III. 3). Among
the critics of field theory will be here mentioned only: F. Dornseiff (1938),
F. Scheidweiler (1942), W. Betz (1954); also E. Oksaar (1958), whose
approach is based on practical suggestions by W. Betz and theoretical affinity
with E. Leisi (1953); finally, from the side of onomasiology®”: U. Ricken
(1961a and b) and W. Bahner (1962).

55 The most comprehensive enumeration of such ‘Formen inhaltlicher Bestimmtheit’
(6) is found in Weisgerber 1962b: 206ff.

56 The following articles give information about some aspects of the ‘Sprachinhaltsfor-
schung’, which in Anglo-American tradition is occasionally characterized as ‘Neo-
humboldtian’ linguistics: H. Basilius 1952 and L. Seiffert 1968b.

57 On behalf of the onomasiologists, on the other hand, B. Quadti (1952:153-4)
makes a very positive assessment of the value of Trier’s field theory.
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A positive stance toward field theory, although with criticism of specific
points, has been taken by W. von Wartburg (1937, 1962), S. Ohman (1951,
1953) and also S. Ullmann.

To the advocates of field theory belong, among others, those scholars con-
cerned with the investigation of language content (‘Sprachinhaltsforschung’,
e.g. H. Gipper, H. Schwarz (1962)) and also those interested in structural se-
mantics (explicitly in E. Coseriu and J. Lyons).

Peculiarly, criticism with regard to field theory is almost always directed a-
gainst Trier alone, and only rarely against Weisgerber, although the latter is
precisely the one who should be regarded as the protagonist of the word-
field idea ever since the fifties, at least. Thus, criticism lags behind the‘ dev‘e-
Jopment of the field concept to some extent, for example in that 1t. st!ll
dwells on the mosaic simile as originally applied to the organization within
the lexical field. Weisgerber himself admits that *die Feldforschung selbst ge-
wisse Vereinfachungen, die in der ersten Ausbauzeit kaum vermeidbar waren,
korrigiert [hat]’ (1963:184-5).

From the view of structural semantics as we intend it here, it must be noted
in criticism of the Trier-Weisgerber lexical field theory that this theory was
indeed structural at the level of the interpretation of linguistic facts, but
that its chief failing consisted in the lack of a linguistic method. Thus, the
oppositional principle, which constitutes precisely the field-creating power,
appeared only implicitly in linguistic discussions of the field. Then too, the
fact that the difference between phenomena which are purely linguistically
conditioned and others which are extra-linguistically conditioned was not
clearly recognized, stood in the way of the clarification of many a contro-
versial point. In addition, various scholars did not observe the fact that in
the case of many fields (e.g. the evaluation scale for scholastic use by J.
Trier, the titles of military rank, which R. M. Meyer had already investigated
as terminology (1910b)), the question is not one of primary linguistic struc-
turings, but of technical language. But it was in structural semantics (esp. by
E. Coseriu) that a linguistic method was created for field theory by means
of its connection with the principle of functional linguistic oppositions (cf.
4.2.2).

3.3.2.3 In the following section, we shall take a look at other kinds and con-
ceptions of lexical field, first of all from the early years of field research.

In an article in 1934, A. Jolles (1934),%® in opposition to J. Trier, proposed
a field concept of his own, which he claims to have found anticipated in the
work of the ancient grammarian Dionysius Thrax. Jolles’ ‘Bedeutungsfelder’
are minimal fields, each with only two members, as for example Vater-Sohn,

58 In addition, this article contains many valuable individual observations, also with re-
gard to a structural diachronic semantics.
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rechts-links, Tag-Nacht, Tod-Leben. J. Trier took this field type critically to
task in that same year (1934b) and recognized its limitations clearly. As a
matter of fact, this field concept has scarcely become relevant for further
progress in field research if one abstracts from L. Hjelmslev’s ‘petites classes
fermées’ (1958:652-3) of adjectives, e.g. grand: petit, beau: laid, etc., and
likewise from J. Lyons’ ‘sense-relation’ of the ‘oppositeness’ of meaning (cf.
42.1.4).

Subsequent to various earlier attempts, W. Porzig, in an article (1934),
developed in detail his conception of the field (he speaks of ‘elementare
Bedeutungsfelder’, ‘elementary fields of meaning’). Porzig points out that
groups such as greifen-Hand, sehen-Auge, horen-Ohr, lecken-Zunge; bellen-
Hund, wiehern-Pferd; fillen-Baum and others belong together by virtue of
meaning. He does not conceive of them simply as ‘Konsoziationen® in H.
Sperber’s sense; rather, for him it is a question of ‘eine beziehung, die im
wesen der gemeinten bedeutungen selbst griindet. Ich nenne sie deshalb
wesenhafte bedeutungsbeziehungen’ (1934:70). Like Jolles, Porzig presents
his conception of the field in contrast to Trier’s, and defends the minimal
field; J. Trier in turn made known his critical stand on these ‘elementary
fields of meaning’ and, with respect to these semantic fields and to those of
Jolles, he makes the following statement: ‘In ihnen liegt nicht Teilgefiige
eines groflen Gefiiges vor, sondern sie sind kleine gefiigte Stellen innerhalb
einer Wiiste des Ungefiigten’ (1934b:449). In his admirable introductory
work Das Wunder der Sprache, Porzig presents a revised conception of the
field problem. He recognizes the justification for the existence of the type
of lexical fields as developed by Trier and Weisgerber in addition to the
elementary fields of meaning which he himself had described. The former he
henceforth designates ‘paratactic fields’ (‘paradigmatic fields’ would be
better); his own he designates ‘syntactic fields’.>® The evidence that Porzig
had made a truly relevant linguistic discovery, which, however, he had at
first confused with Trier’s lexical field, can be illustrated by the fact that
various linguists concerned with modern semantics have given a firm place in
their considerations to his ‘wesenhaften Bedeutungsbeziehungen’ (or ‘ele-
mentaren Bedeutungsfeldern® or ‘syntaktischen Feldern’). We encounter
them in work by E. Leisi under the designation ‘semantische Kongruenz’
(1953:68-70, 119, fn. 3); H. Schwarz calls them “Pridikativklammer’ or
‘Wertigkeitsbereich’ (1959:251); P. Grebe, on the other hand, terms them
‘Sinnkopplung’ or ‘semantisch-syntaktischer Hof (1967:111-12). In E.
Coseriu’s outline of a comprehensive semantic theory®® they appear classi-

59 ‘Wortinhalte werden also in doppelter Weise feldmibig festgelegt: durch die syn-
taktischen und durch die parataktischen Wortfelder’ (1967:126).
60 The principles of this theory are contained in 1966 and 1968a.
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ﬁed under the ‘syntagmatischen (oder kombinatorischen) lexikalischen
Strukturen’, as ‘lexikalische Solidarititen’.%!

Chronologically considerably later than the origin of Trier’s conception of
the field, certain linguists proposed others, among which we will mention
here only the best-known.

Ch. Bally outlined his ‘champ associatif’ (1940); G. Matoré his ‘champ no-
tionnel’ (1953), and P. Guiraud introduced his ‘champ morpho-sémantique’
(1956). We have already briefly characterized these three field types in con-
junction with the associative configurations (cf. 2.1.0-2.1.7).

In conclusion, O. Duchddek’s conception of the field®? should be mentio-
ned here.

CHAMPS LINGUISTIQUES
l
| |
de mots d’idées
T 1 | |
morphologiques syntagmatiques conceptuels sémantiques
L (syntaxiques) ‘
I
associatifs

Its complexity is made clearly apparent in the schema which precedes (1960:
20).

As far as a purely content-oriented study of the lexical field is concerned,
Duchalek’s ‘champs linguistiques d’idées’, which in turn include ‘champs con-
ceptuels’ and ‘champs sémantiques’, are all that is relevant. These are distin-
guished in the following manner:

Les champs sémantiques différent des champs conceptuels par un degré plus petit
d’homogénéité, par une plus grande complexité et une plus grande étendue, unissant les
mots qui concernent par exemple les travaux agricoles ou I'administration ou I’dge hu-
main ou les degrés de parenté, etc. (1959:300).

We have tried to give a somewhat more detailed discussion, as well as an at-
tempt at criticism, of Duchacek’s field concept elsewhere (Geckeler 1971a:
ch. I1I. 4).

61 E. Coseriu gives a refined analysis of Porzig’s ‘wesenhafte Bedeutungsbeziehungen’
in the light of his structural semantics (1967¢).

62 Esp. set forth in his monograph Le champ conceptuel de la beauté en francais mo-
derne (1960) and summarized earlier (1959).
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3.3.2.4 Finally, let us refer to the danger of misinterpretations of the field
concept. E. A. Nida apparently assumes that the various possibilities of the
use of a word and the tree diagram of signifiants (as e.g. bachelor) custo-
marily used in the semantics of TG represent a lexical field (1964 :39-40):
Such a schematic structuring can be said to define the semantic field, including the rela-
tionships between the various dictionary entries for a particular term. . . The semantic
field of any lexical item is always much greater than the meaning which occurs within a
specific context.

Furthermore, a field of the type developed by Matoré, contrary to the
opinion of its author, has little more than the name in common with the
Trier-Weisgerber type.63

3.3.3 Approaches to structural semantics also come from such representa-
tives of the theory of word formation who see the principles of this lingu-
istic subdiscipline not first and foremost as morphologically determined, but
rather, as content-determined. If one overlooks such forerunners as Christian
Wolff (1730) and Q. Jespersen (1924), then the decisive points of view do
appear first in studies by W. Porzig, and then, more explicitly, in the work
of J. Kurytowicz, who refers expressly to Porzig. On the one hand, Porzig
(1930-31, 1967:104-5, 128-35) finds that abstracta summarize a sentence
by focusing the predicate, e.g. die Rose ist rot —>die Rdte der Rose; on the
other hand, he recognizes that the two expressions are synonymous with re-
spect to designation (Bezeichnung), but not with respect to signification
(Bedeutung) (cf. the rigorous distinction between Bedeutung and Bezeich-
nung by E. Coseriu in 4.2.2). J. Kurytowicz® broadened Porzig’s outline
into a theory. Among the important results of his investigations should be
mentioned in this context: 1) not only abstracta, but also other derivations
comprise a syntactic function; 2) certain derivations do not contain any sen-
tence function: e.g. chdteau — chdtelet; 3) the various phases of the under-
lying transformations are contained in the end product, e.g. arc (1) —(se
servir) d'arc (2) — (se servant) d'arc (3) — (individu se servant) d'arc (4) —
archer (5). The difference between primary and secondary lexematic struc-
tures (cf. 4.2.2) has been clearly recognized here.

Kurytowicz’s distinction ‘dérivation syntaxique’ |/ ‘dérivation lexicale’ ap-
pears in Ch. Bally (1965:§180) as ‘transposition fonctionnelle’ / ‘transposi-
tion sémantique’. This distinction of Bally’s has been taken over by other
scholars, as for example by H. Marchand (1966, 1969).

63 Cf. also Matoré’s scarcely credible claim: ‘N’ayant pas su s'imposer, elle [la linguis-
tique allemande des champs] est restée inconnue des linguistes francais qui ont di
la réinventer en partant du concret linguistique’ (1953:64).

64 In a first article (1936) the Polish linguist advocates a somewhat different concep-
tion from that in his contribution to the 6th International Congress of Linguists
(1949a) and in 1949b: 54-6.
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The perspectives in word-formation opened up by Porzig and Kurytowicz
were later pursued by B. Pottier, to some extent, but are completely integra-
ted only in the total conception of lexematic structures by E. Coseriu (cf.
his word-formation types of Modifikation, Entwicklung, Komposition in
4.2.2).

In conclusion, let us here mention the content-structures of the ‘semantische
Nische’ (‘number of derivations of a suffix forming a semantic group’) and
of the ‘Nischeniiberdachung’ (‘the coinciding of the same meaning-group of
two suffixes”), which were introduced by K. Baldinger (1950:279). The
niche, then, constitutes a subgroup within a materially identical derivational
type which is held together by common content. Corresponding to the
‘bridging over of niches’ is the concept ‘Wortstand” developed by the
‘Sprachinhaltsforschung’ (‘Wichtig ist, daf® hier ein bedeutsames Aufbau-
prinzip getroffen ist, und zwar der Aufbau groferer Sinneinheiten vornehm-
lich durch das Zusammenwirken verschiedener Ableitungsmittel’ (Duden
1959:§§832-3)),e.g. the various means, in word-formation, for the forma-
tion of words designating professions in German (whereby the formations in
-er represent a semantic niche).

3.3.4 In connection with the more recent discussion of the problem of
homonymy (and of polysemy), certain points of view became apparent
which,at the same time, are relevant to structural semantics and even impli-
citly presuppose the existence of such a semantics. It was the contribution
of R. Godel to have taken up the problem anew in an important article with
the characteristic title “Homonymie et identité” (1948) and to have sugges-
ted a solution based on a formal, synchronic criterion. He underscores the
fact that his mode of inquiry concerns the paradigmatic axis, and differen-
tiates homonyms (better: homophones) on the basis of their belonging to
different derivational series, e.g. French poli, — polir, dépolir, polissage . . .
[ poli, — impoli, poliment, politesse, etc. French louer (louange, louangeur)
is considered a homonym with louer (location, locataire, sous-louer), and, in
the case of the latter unit louer, he assumes ‘identity’ (i.e. polysemy) for
‘donner en location’ / ‘prendre en location’.%*

In summing up, Godel defines the ‘signes homonymes’ in the following man-
ner:

ce sont des monémes, phonologiquement semblables, mais distingués par leur place
dans les rapports associatifs. C’est dans ces conditions qu’il v a lieu de discerner les cas
d’h?monymie et ceux d’identité et la confrontation des séries mémorielles fournit un
critére moins subjectif que le sentiment linguistique des individus (1948:14-15).

65 H. Frei (1961:44-5), on the other hand, points out that louer (‘locare’), too, is the
source of two different derivational series.
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H. Frei (1961:43) presents a procedure which permits a distinction between
polysemy and homonymy, although, to be sure, only for the substantives.
It has to do with a pronominal replacement test. In order to prove that
French mouton represents only one single lexical unit with two variants
(‘acceptions’), Frei cites the following perfectly acceptable sentence: ‘On
n’éléve pas seulement le mouton pour en manger.” To show that in French
police, on the other hand, there are two separate lexemes and not merely
two variants of a system-unit, the Geneva linguist adduces contexts in which
the pronominal replacement cannot be interpreted with reference to the
unit police appearing in the main clause: ‘On informera la police [= ‘police’]
si vous ne la [= ‘policy’] signez pas; 1l a des ennuis avec la police [= ‘police’]
parce qu’il n’en [= ‘policy’] a pas.

In his discussion of homonymy in Fr. voler, E. Benveniste (1954) goes be-
yond the beginning made by Godel in that he places the viewpoint of the
signifié in the center of his considerations. On the ground that they belong
to two different ‘classes sémantiques’, he distinguishes two separate lexemes
voler: voler, belongs to the semantic class of ‘marcher, courir, nager, ram-
per, . . ."; voler, to that of ‘dérober, soustraire, . . .".

In principle, we here already have before us the dissolution of homonymy
by means of the lexical field as it is expressly represented by W. Porzig (‘Die
Zugehorigkeit zu ganz verschiedenen Feldern miifite fiir die Scheidung ge-
nigen’ — 1959:161) and L. Weisgerber (dissolving of the ‘Bedeutungs-
“klumpen” ’ by means of assigning the different units to different lexical
fields — 1962a:209-10). Benveniste uses other criteria as well, however: the
grammatical construction and the derivational series (as defined by R. Go-
del): voler ‘fly’ is intransitive, but voler ‘steal’ is transitive. The two deriva-
tional series have the following form:

voler: voly, voleter, s'envoler, survoler, volée, volatile, volaille, voliére

voler,: vol,, voleur.

The problem, here only just touched upon, of homophony and of poly-
semy,%® has, among other things, in common with the focus of structural se-
mantics that the paradigmatic axis of the language is emphasized first and
foremost, and that the lexemes as linguistic units are clearly distinguished
and delimited with respect to one another.

3.3.5 If we now briefly present here L. Hjelmslev’s contribution of para-
mount importance to the founding of a structural semantics, then the ques-
tion arises as to whether he is to be classified here, historically, among the
forerunners, or whether he should not rather be included under point 4

66 For additional bibliography, the following articles should also be mentioned: O.
Duchadek 1962, K. Heger 1963, and especially W. A. Koch 1963.
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among the very representatives of modern structural semantics; various argu-
ments, which we will cite in the following paragraph, speak for the classifi-
cation finally adopted by us.

There can be no doubt that it was L. Hjelmslev who after all laid the foun-
dation for the possibility of a structural semantics with his idea that the
content-level of language can be analyzed in a way analogous to the level of
expression. Hjelmslev’s project, however, did not get beyond the initial sta-
ges, chiefly for two reasons: first of all, because he completely eliminates se-
mantic substance;®” secondly, because the separation between the lexical
and the grammatical sphere is not carried out. Thus pleremics of the glosse-
matician J. Holt (1946, 1961, 1964) deals almost exclusively with gramma-
tical content. (Cf. Alarcos Llorach 1969). Hjelmslev’s plerematics (the coun-
terpart to kenematics) is concerned with everything belonging to the con-
tentlevel. By analogy to the level of expression, Hjelmslev (1959)% finds
the following differentiations for the content-level, which is precisely what
is being investigated in plerematics:

central
constituents (radicals)
(pleremes) ‘
marginal
(derivatives)
content
intense

exponents (nominal morphemes)
(morphemes)
extense

(verbal morphemes)

What is especially important here is the separation of the derivational ele-
ments from the grammatical elements (morphemes). Let us now return to
the structural content-analysis. Proceeding from the principle that there is
solidarity between expression and content (which was interpreted as iso-
morphism), Hjelmslev in his chief work, Omkring sprogteoriens grund-
laeggelse,®® transferred the decisive idea of passing under the sign-threshold
to the analysis of vocabulary as well. Considerations of linguistic economy
in the creation of new signs led Hjelmslev to the insight that the unlimited

67 On‘ the form/substance problem in Hjelmslev’s conception of language, see E. Co-
seriu 1954, especially chapter V.

68 As a criticql introduction to glossematics, see Siertsema (1965). A concise presenta-
tion of this direction of modern linguistics is offered by E. Fischer-Jprgensen
(1952); (our schema was taken from this article).

69 We are using the English translation by F. J. Whitfield, revised edition, 1963.
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number of linguistic signs is made up of a limited number of ‘non-signs’ cal-
led ‘figurae’: “Thus, a language is so ordered that with the help of a handful
of figurae and through ever new arrangements of them a legion of signs can
be constructed’ (1963:46). He regards ‘the construction of the sign from a
restricted number of figurae’ as ‘an essential basic feature in the structure of
any language’ (47). Hjelmslev’'s now-famous statement: ‘une description
structurale ne pourra s’effectuer qu’a condition de pouvoir réduire les clas-
ses ouvertes a4 des classes fermées’, contained in his report on structural se-
mantics for the 8th International Congress of Linguists (1958:653), is clear-
ly anticipated already in the Prolegomena (e.g. 1963:71). Here, the ques-
tion is one of attempting to reduce the open lists of the vocabulary to
closed lists according to the grammatical model; basically, he strives toward
a grammaticalization of the vocabulary.

While he considers, on the level of expression, already the phonemes as figu-
rae, his content figurae correspond at least in part to what we now call dis-
tinctive content features or semes. In the Prolegomena (1963:70), Hjelms-
lev gives some examples to illustrate how he conceives of the first stage of
the analysis. Unfortunately, the great Danish linguist, who died far too
soon, neither suggested new examples nor continued his analysis in his later
works. Hjelmslev cites the following examples:

1) ‘ram’ = ‘he-sheep’

2) ‘ewe’ = ‘she-sheep’

3) ‘man’ = ‘he-human being’

4) ‘woman’ = ‘she-human being’

5) ‘boy’ = ‘he-child’

6) ‘girl’ = ‘she-child’

7) ‘stallion’ = ‘he-horse’

8) ‘mare’ = ‘she-horse’

The content of eight units of vocabulary is thus determined by means of
combinations of six elements (content figurae). If one considers, e.g. the
examples 1) and 2) and 1) and 7), one can state that “The exchange of one
and only one element for another is in both cases sufficient to entail an ex-
change in the other plane of the language’ (1963 :70). Hjelmslev called this
procedure ‘exchange-test’, which ultimately belongs to the commutation
test. This he defines in the following manner:

L’épreuve qui doit servir 2 montrer si le remplacement d’un élément par un autre dans
le plan de ’expression de la langue peut entrainer une distinction dans le plan du con-

tenu, ou si le remplacement d’un élément par un autre dans le plan du contenu peut en-
trafner une différence dans le plan de I’expression (1966:173).70

70 The linguistic term commutation was first used by Hjelmslev himself.
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The commutation test serves first of all to identify the functional units, the
invariants, within a paradigm. However, this service is not necessary for con-
tent analysis, since the units are here given as already identified, if one dis-
regards homophony and polysemy. On the other hand, however, the com-
mutation test forms the instrument for the delimitation of the functional
Jevel and for the analysis of lexemes into distinctive features, and as such it
can be used as a criterion for the distinction of the two most important di-
rections within structural semantics (cf. 4.1 and 4.2).

L. J. Prieto (1956, 1957) has formulated proposals for a content analysis ba-
sed on Hjelmslev. But Prieto’s “noologie” (1964) remains a disappointment
since it stops at the point where structural semantics begins.

There is also an important line of affiliation running from Hjelmslev to A.-J.
Greimas, in whose semantics the content-substance is not eliminated, how-
ever; and finally also to E. Coseriu.

4.0 Various important developments"1 have grown out of the structural ap-
proaches and assumptions discussed in Section 3. They can be differentiated
on the basis of their differing methods (distribution/commutation).

4.1.0 Determination of content by means of distributional methods.

In the following paragraphs we will briefly discuss some important represen-
tative figures of this methodological approach. Yet here it must be stated,
however, that this orientation of semantic research did not progress beyond
the experimental stages.

4.1.1 M. Joos has attempted, in his article “Semology: A linguistic theory of
meaning” (1958) with the help of a ‘purely linguistic test’, namely the pro-
cess of ‘collocation’,’? to define differences in meaning as differences of
distribution in various contexts. Joos illustrates his procedure by means of

71 On these most recent developments, the aforementioned introductory handbooks
on semantics do not yet give information. For orientation we refer the reader espe-
cially to the following studies: Tz. Todorov 1966; A. Rey 1969; L. Lerot 1967; and
H. Geckeler 1971a. Individual authors and their approaches are treated briefly also
in R. Barthes 1964 and Y. Ikegami (1962, 1967).

72 'In lexicography, a collocation is a word-combination which throws light on the
meanings of the words involved’ (1958:62); Joos’ definition of ‘collocation’ reads:
‘co;ac(urrence of morphemes which eliminates meanings (others then [sic] surviv-
ing)’ (55).



36

the English lexeme code, and arrives, via the ‘congruence’ > operative in the
collocations among the meanings of the combinations with code, at a ‘con-
tinuous 14-place CODE ring’, which he interprets as follows: ‘CODE has just
one ‘sememe’ with 14 ‘allosemes’* (1958:64). Via collocations such as rigid
code, strict code, ethical code, military code, religious code, etc., in which
certain allosemes are congruent, others incongruent (and are therefore elimi-
nated), Joos arrives at the following fourteen allosemes of code: Formalism,
Codification, Law, Rule (public), Custom (public), Ethics, Morals, Ritual,
Crypto-Secrecy, Clique-Language, Condensation (public), Recoding (pub-
lic), Language, Lexicon (1958:55). His ‘semology” is concermned with ‘distri-
butional meaning’ or ‘inside meaning’ (Joos 1962:46).74

4.1.2 J. Dubois, based on Z. S. Harris’ conception of distribution, under-
took (1964) to distinguish ‘synonyms’ on the basis of distribution. His state-
ments on the French examples aigu-pointu, route-chemin-voie, and briser-
casser-rompre utilizing the ‘environnements (de droite et de gauche)” which
represent the distribution, exhibit the danger of confusion between signifi-
cation and designation® (cf. 4.2.2).

4.1.3 S.M. Lamb’s ‘sememic approach’ (1963) which is placed within his
‘stratificational’ (cf. 1966) method, is distributional, too. Lamb distingui-
shes the following ‘strata’ of language structure: phonemic, morphemic, le-
xemic, sememic; and, in addition: ‘two peripheral strata which relate to the
structure but are outside it: the phonetic and the semantic’ (1963 :4). The
relationship of respectively two consecutive strata to one another is charac-
terized by means of types of ‘representational relations’, whereby the princi-
ple is: ‘emes are represented by their allos on the next lower stratum’
(1963:3). With respect to the two strata which are particularly interesting
to us in this connection Lamb states: ‘the sememic stratum is above the le-
xemic, and . . . it is on the lexemic stratum that we find the allos of the se-
memes, that is, the allosemes’ (17). — ‘Sememes have their representations,
i.e. their allosemes, on the lexemic stratum , not on the semantic’ (fbid.),
whereby the semantic stratum would correspond to Hjelmslev’s ‘content

73 ‘Congruence: matching of surviving meanings between morphemes within a collo-
cation’ (1958:55); simplified graphic representation in the case of the collocation
RIGID CODE:

74 A succinct resumé of Joos’ semology is given e.g. in Y. Ikegami 1962:10-11.
75 Such a confusion is clearly present in J. Dubois 1960.
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substance.” Lamb’s example, which exhibits ‘diversification” as a representa-
tional relation, concerns the sememe S/konnen/which has, in English, on the
lexemic stratum the two allosemes can and be able to, cf. he can go/he will
pe able to go. In fact this is a matter of distribution of suppletive forms.
But is it justifiable to assume a particular stratum for material suppletivism?
In his publications, Lamb works with a great profusion of terminology; the
analyses, however, do not come up to expectation.

4.1.4 Excursus. At this point, we would like to insert an excursive discus-
sion of the function of context and of contextual determination of mean-
ing. Two things must not be confused here: for one, contextual meanings,
ie. discourse-meanings or discourse-variants (as such, not relevant to our dis-
cussion), and second, the determination of meanings on the basis of context
as a method. Here, then, we are dealing with meaning which is determined
and investigated in terms of context. The meaning of a word is here equated
to the sum of the different contexts in which it occurs, i.e. to its linguistic
distribution. Publications from the English, respectively London, school of
linguistics were probably the first in which the connection of the situational
with the contextual determination of meaning was made. J. R. Firth took
over the term context of situation from B. Malinowski (1960:306), and has
developed this concept further in a series of studies (since 1930).”° He ap-
plies the principle of context to all levels of language, from phonetics to se-
mantics; for him, contexts are hierarchically arranged, ascending up to the
‘context of culture’. With respect to his technique, Firth writes:

It can be described as a serial contextualization of our facts, context within context,

each one being a function, an organ of the bigger context and all contexts finding a
place in what may be called the context of culture (1957a:32).

Thus, he then defines ‘meaning’ in terms of context of situation:

Meaning is best regarded in this way as a complex of relations of various kinds between
the component terms of a context of situation (1964:110).

These ‘component terms’ are, for him, made up in the following way:"”

A context of situation for linguistic work brings into relation the following categories:
A. The relevant features of participants: persons, personalities.
(I) The verbal action of the participants.
(I1) The non-verbal action of the participants.
B. The relevant objects and non-verbal and non-personal events. 78
C. The effect of the verbal action.

76 The most important publications of Firth in this regard are Speech (1930), The
tongues of men (1937) [reprinted together as The fongues of men and Speech (Lon-
?1051 %964)], and a series of articles collected in his Papers in linguistics 1934-1951

57b).

i1 “P?ISOI‘lality and language in society™ (1950), reprinted in 1957b:177-89, see p. 182.

78 This category is here reproduced in the expanded form given by Firth (1962: 9).
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Even though the schema of the components of the situational context may
seem attractive at first glance, this combination of linguistic factors with
extralinguistic factors points up weighty theoretical (Abercrombie 1965)
and practical”® problems. Firth’s ‘test of “collocability” 3% does not solve
the practical difficulties either. Thus, we must agree with the rather negative
judgement at which J. Lyons (1966) arrivesin a critical sifting of what J. R.
Firth has to offer semantics in the way of theory and method.

In the more recent theoretical literature in linguistics, the problematics of
context is usually treated together with that of the situation. Thus, E. A. Ni-
da (1962:152-5) classifies ‘environment’, with the help of which he would
like to determine the ‘meaning’,®! in the following way:
A. Nonlinguistic Environments
1. Objective Environments
2. Subjective Environments
B. Linguistic Environments
1. Structural Environments
2. Contextual Environments

K. Ammer (1958:67) proceeding from E. Otto’s three-part classification
(1965:102), suggests a four-part division of the context complex:

1. Linguistic Context

2. Situational Context

3. Emotional Context

4. Cultural Context.®?

E. Coseriu (1955-56) has developed the most comprehensive and most rich-
ly categorized context theory to date. Starting from distinctions suggested
by Ch. Bally, K. Biihler, and W. M. Urban, he worked out a substantially ex-
panded and refined classification which can be reproduced only schemati-
cally below. He establishes a differentiation consisting of four possible basic
types of ‘entornos’ (= ‘environments’), with further subdivisions:
L. situacion: (= ‘el “espacio-tiempo™ del discurso, en cuanto creado por el
discurso mismo y ordenado con respecto a su sujeto’, 1962:310)
1. situacion inmediata (‘creada por el hecho mismo de hablar’, 311)
2. situacion mediata (‘creada por el contexto verbal’, 311)
II. region: (= ‘el espacio dentro de cuyos limites un signo funciona en deter-
minados sistemas de significacién’, 311)
Three types can be distinguished:

79 Firth himself points out practical inadequacies (1962:9).

80 On this topic see his ‘““Modes of meaning™ (1951), reprinted 1957b:190-215, see
pp- 194ff.

81 ‘Meaning is definable by environment’ (1962:152).

82 This could well be an echo of Firth’s ‘context of culture’.
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1. zona (= ‘la “regidn” en la que se conoce y se emplea corrientemente
un signo’, 311)

2. dmbito (= ‘la “regién” en la que el objeto se conoce como elemento
del horizonte vital de los hablantes o de un dominio orginico de la ex-
periencia o de la cultura’, 311)

3. ambiente (= ‘una “region” establecida social o culturalmente’, 312)

[II. contexto: (= ‘toda la realidad que rodea un signo, un acto verbal o un
discurso, como presencia fisica, como saber de los interlocutores y como
actividad’, 313)

Once again, three types are distinguished:
1. contexto idiomitico
2. contexto verbal
a;)inmediato  a,) positivo (‘aquello que efectivamente se dice’, 315)
b,) mediato b,) negativo (“aquello que se deja de decir’, 315)
3., contexto extraverbal with the subtypes:
a) contexto fisico
b) contexto empirico
¢) contexto natural
d) contexto prictico u ocasional
e) contexto histérico
o4) particular 04 )actual
B,) universal B,) pretérito
f) contexto cultural

IV. universo de discurso: (= ‘el sistema universal de significaciones al que
pertenece un discurso (o un enunciado) y que determina su validez y su
sentido’, 318).

T. Slama-Cazacu published a study (1961:207-23) of considerable length
which has, among other things, the complex ‘context’ as theme. She distin-
guishes various aspects of context, which, however, are a disappointment in
comparison to the rich systematic differentiation of ‘entornos’ in E. Coseriu.

42.0 Determination of content by means of the commutation method.
Here we find ourselves in the realm of true content-analysis, of paradigma-
tic lexematics.

4.2.1.0 In the following paragraphs, the decisive ideas of the most important
representatives of this orientation will be discussed briefly, whereby men-
tion will be made of the particular achievements as well as of the deficien-
cies of these investigations. It may be noted that the linguists discussed be-
low developed their versions of structural semantics almost simultaneously
and independently of one another (this is particularly the case for B. Pot-
tier, A.-J. Greimas, and E. Coseriu).
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4.2.1.1 In France, B. Pottier (primarily in 1963, 1964, 1965) worked out an
adequate conceptual apparatus for the analysis of content into distinctive
features. This was done for the most part in clear parallel to already existing
differentiations in the domain of phonic sciences. He introduces the follow-
ing terms as relevant for lexematics: Corresponding to the phéme, le séme
appears in lexematics, defined as ‘le trait sémantique pertinent’ (1963:8);
parallel to the phéméme is le séméme, defined as ‘I’ensemble des traits sé-
mantiques pertinents (ou sémes) entrant dans la définition de la substance
d’un lexéme’ (1963 :8); corresponding to the phonéme is le lexéme which is
understood as the lexical realization of a sememe. As a further parallel to
phonology, B. Pottier introduces, for the area of vocabulary, archi-units:
thus l'archiséméme and its lexical realization as archilexéme, also called
cover-word and inclusif (1967a:55).

The classéme introduced by Pottier does not, however, go back to a model
in the area of phonematic analysis: ‘Le classéme est une caractérisation
d’appartenance de sémémes a des classes générales sémantico-fonctionnelles:
animation, continuité, transitivité’ (1964:125). While semes and classemes
constitute the denotative meaning of a lexeme or of a lexie (as Pottier desig-
nates alexical unit), the element virtuéme introduced by him belongs to the
domain of connotative meaning:

Chaque lgxie a ainsi un certain nombre de virtualités combinatoires, qu’on peut appeler
ses virtuémes. Ceux-ci peuvent étre caractérisés par un indice, trés approximatif, de
probabilité (1964:130-1).83

He even regards the virtueme as a kind of seme: ‘les sémes variables forment
le virtuéme, et sont connotatifs (. ..y (1967a:27). Thus, according to Pot-
tier, a lexical unit is made up of the following four components:

sémeéme classémes
(particularisant) (généralisants)
virtuémes
fonctéme®*
constante variante

Si ’on considére une lexie, on a les composantes séméme et classéme, fondées sur un
choix essentiellement paradigmatique, et les composantes fonctéme et virtuémes, dé-
terminées surtout par la situation syntagmatique (contraintes diverses au moment du
choix paradigmatique) (1964 :133).

83 Cf. also his definition (1967b:190).
84 ‘Nous proposons d’appeler fonctéme ’ensemblé des traits grammaticaux fonction-

nels d’une lexie’ (1964 :127) and Yonctéme (“‘parties du discours” et leurs implica-
tions)’ (133).
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with respect to the linguistic evaluation of the virtueme, we are of the opin-
ion that it is not a question of a fact of language, but rather of a category
which is based on the knowledge of extralinguistic reality, of things (cf. e.g.
‘mouette’ — ‘blanc’). In summary and as a transition let us quote from Pot-
tier’s recent fundamentals of a theory of linguistics:

Le contenu sémique d'un lexéme est son séméme. Le séméme esfl’ensemble des sémes.
Le séme est le trait distinctif minimal de signification, et se révéle par opposition dans
un ensemble lexical. — Ce n’est donc qu’en travaillant sur de petits ensembles lexicaux
qu’on peut établir les sémes d’un séméme (1967a:26).

B. Pottier has actually demonstrated the analysis of such a ‘petit ensemble
lexical’ (1963:11-17), which corresponds approximately to the concept
qexical field’. His study concemns the field ‘siége’ (‘seat’) in modern
French.®® He carries out his analysis on the following five lexical units:
chaise, fauteuil, tabouret, canapé, pouf. Thus, for example, he analyzes the
“exie’ chaise into the following semes: s,: ‘avec dossier’, s,: ‘sur pied’, sj3:
‘pour 1 personne’, s4: ‘pour s'asseoir’. The ‘lexie’ fauteuil presents the same
sememe (S) as chaise plus the seme s;: ‘avec bras’. The result of Pottier’s
analysis is schematically represented as follows:

Sy 83 83 84 85 Sg

chaise + + + — + =8
fauteuil £ ¥ & * + + =5
tabouret -+ + + - =83
canapé + + - + + + =84
pouf’® — + + + - - =5

sy : ‘avec dossier’

85: ‘sur pied’

s3: ‘pour 1 personne’
$4: ‘pour s’asseoir’

s5: ‘avec bras’

8¢: ‘avec matériau rigide’

The semes s, and s, are common to all the lexical units in question: they
make up the archi-sememe of the field; their lexical realization as archi-le-
xeme is represented by the ‘lexie’ siége. We can now oppose the different
lexemes in pairs so that in every case they are distinguished only by a single
distinctive feature (the other semes being identical):

85 However, a complete field is not investigated.

86 In his 1965 article, Pottier has undertaken some minor modifications in his analysis.
Thus, he no longer includes the unit poufin this field, so that the seme sg becomes
irrelevant.
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pouf-tabouret I Sg
tabouret-chaise : g :
' ; . S5, 54 make up the common basis, the
chaise-fauteuil : 85 hivs .
fauteuil-canapé g ALCHESCICING,

Pottier’s illustration of an analysis®” raises the question as to whether or not
this is really a matter of an analysis of linguistic content or, at least in a first
phase of the analysis, rather of a description of a series of functionally re-
lated objects, which is to say, of a part of extralinguistic reality. This point
has been subject to criticism (e.g. Coseriu 1968a:8-9). And in fact, Pottier
starts from a description of the objects, cf. e.g. ‘Prenons une suite d’objets
désignés par la lexie chaise, et décrivons chacune de ces chaises de la fagon la
plus compléte’ (1963:11). On the basis of his test, he is able to eliminate
the features of the description which are not relevant and thus arrives at the
inventory of the pertinent features, whose combinations we have seen
above. Do these features really function as semes in the language? ‘Wo lie-
gen die Grenzen zwischen sachlichen und sprachlichen Gesichtspunkten?’
(Gipper 1959:276).

Certain restrictive comments on Pottier’s structural semantics®® notwith-
standing, his important contribution remains his having introduced the idea
of the classeme into modern semantics and having reconsidered the old pro-
blem of polysemy in the light of his semantics. Indeed, he prepared a lin-
guistic apparatus which is most highly suitable for application to the con-
tent-analysis of lexical fields.

4.2.1.2 Likewise from France is A.-J. Greimas’ contribution (1966) to con-
tent-analysis, which wasnot available in published form until 1966, but had
been worked out some years earlier in the form of lectures. From this work,
which is somewhat unsurveyable in spite of its systematic external arrange-
ment, we will discuss only a few points, since the fundamental ideas of this
semantics (and to some extent the terminology, too) coincide with the ideas
of Pottier and Coseriu, who, moreover, state them in a clearer form. In his
book, Greimas cites as an example for an analysis of his type ‘le systéme sé-
mique de la spatialité’ (1966:32-6) within the domain of the adjective in
modern French. This analysis, in which it is not apparent in just what way
the author progresses immediately to the semes, looks like this:

87 Pottier does not refer to H. Gipper’s article (1959), which would have been of parti-
cular interest by way of comparison for his analysis.

88 The introduction of the category of the virtueme was no doubt conditioned by
practical exigencies and aspects of machine translation.
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spatialité
I
T 1
dimensionalité non-dimensionalité
horizontalité , verticalité superficie volume
{haut/bas) (vaste/x) (épais/mince)
perspectivité latéralité
(long/court) (large/étroit)
or, in a different form of graphic representation:
SEMES | spati- dimensio-| verti- horizon- |perspec- |latéra-
LEXEMES | alité nalité calité talité tivité lité
haut + + + o _ _
bas + + + - — —
long + + - + + -
{ court + + — + + =
large ¥ + - + — +
{ étroit * o+ - + - +
vaste + = -
{ épais + s -

In the hierarchical arrangement of the semes (e.g. ‘dimens_i(}nalité’ is hier-
archically higher than the semes ‘horizontalité’ and ‘verticalité’), eve{y next-
higher seme represents, with respect to the next lowef se:me, an ‘axe sé-
mique’,®° the notion which we have called ‘dimension’. (Cf. Geckeler
1971a:ch. VIII.) The opposition between adjectives situatedlon th_e same se-
mic axis (e.g. long/court; haut/bas) rests on their polar -relat?onshlp with re-
spect to the category ‘quantité relative’, which is subdixflded into t_he two se-
mes ‘grande quantité’ and ‘petite quantité’.?? It is Greimas contribution to

89 Elsewhere, Greimas speaks rather of an ‘axe sémantique’, which he defines in the
following manner: ‘ce dénominateur commun Qes deux termes, ce _fond sur lequel se
dégage I'articulation de la signification. On voit que I'axe sémantique a pour fone-
tion de subsumer, de totaliser les articulations qui lui sont inhérentes (1966 :21).

90 Criticism of Greimas’ method and practical analyses has been made by K. Togeby
(1965:7) and M. Wandruszka (1968:620-3) although Greimas expre_ssly declares
that the examples chosen by him are to be taken as illustrations ofl his theory and
make no claim to material precision of analysis. Setting out from' different theore-
tical premises, M. Bierwisch investigates (1967) among other things the content-
structure of German adjectives of space.
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have attempted, in his structural semantics, to progress immediately to very
abstract features. One must note as a restriction, however, that his concep-
tion does not concern the entire domain of semantics and that his semantics
is situated somewhere between a semantics of the langue and a semantics of
the rext.

4.2.1.3 In the U.S., U. Weinreich (1962, 1963a)°! and his disciple E. H.
Bendix (1966) may be regarded as the exponents of content-analysis closest
to European structuralism. U. Weinreich, who died all too early, has in his
publications addressed himself primarily to combinatorial semantics.®? He
has ultimately discussed and criticized in detail the so-called ‘semantic
theory’ of Katz (and Fodor) (Weinreich 1966), which is first and foremost
a sentence-semantics. We know of no study by Weinreich in which he expli-
citly treats the paradigmatic side of semantics, but over and over again one
finds statements in his works which prove that he means by ‘componential
structure’ and by ‘covert semantic components’ (e.g., ‘generation’, ‘sex’, ‘a-
live’ vs. ‘dead’) the same linguistic phenomena as the representatives of
European structural content-analysis mean by semic or semantic structure
or by semes or distinctive features of content. Perhaps it is also legitimate to
see, in the following quotation from E. H. Bendix, a reflection of the views
of his teacher Weinreich. An approach unusual for North American linguis-
tics is formulated in the introduction (Chapter 1) of Bendix’s above-mentio-
ned monograph:

Our approach is structural in the paradigmatic sense of the word. The meanings of the
forms in a given language are presented as standing in opposition to one another with-

in the system of the language and as being distinguished by discrete semantic compo-
nents acting as the distinctive features (1966:1).

We will look upon a minimal definition of the meaning of a form as a statement of se-
mantic components that are sufficient to distinguish the meaning paradigmatically
from the meanings of all other forms in the language (p. 2).

4.2.1.4 Another important contribution to structural semantics in our sense
comes from the English school of linguistics, from J. Lyons. After Lyons
had first presented his theory in a monograph form (1963), he modified and
refined it for the discussion of semantics in his introduction to linguistics
(1968:443-70), which has since become well-known. In our presentation of
Lyons’ ideas about semantics we will keep for the most part to this more

91 A good survey of the state of semantics in Soviet linguistics is given by the same
author (1963b).

92 Weinreich distinguishes ‘linking’ and ‘nesting’ as types of the combining of sign-
contents. ‘Linking may be described as that effect of a grammatical conjunction of
two signs which yields a product of their designata’ (1963a:163), e.g. in yellow flo-
wer, (to) walk fast. ‘Nesting’ is not really defined by Weinreich in this article; he
merely shows that ‘nesting’ appears in ‘asymmetrical two-place relations’ as e.g.
buy flowers, under water (pp. 164-5).
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recent version. Lyons recognizes ‘that the vocabulary of a language will con-
tain a number of lexical systems the semantic structure of which can be de-
scribed in terms of paradigmatic and syntagmatic sense-relations’ (1968:
443).%3

The lexical systems are made up of ‘lexical items’ between which the ‘sense-
relations’ obtain. Lyons determines the content of a lexical item in the fol-
lowing manner:

..., the sense of a lexical item may be defined to be, not only dependent upon, but
identical with, the set of relations [i.e. paradigmatic sense-relations] which hold bet-
ween the item in question and other items in the same lexical system (1968:443),94
Recently, Lyons has distinguished the following ‘sense-relations’:

A) Synonymy, whereby he emphasizes, in opposition to S. Ullmann, that
this sense-relation ‘is not essential to the semantic structure of language’ (p.
452).
of d)ecisive importance, on the other hand, are the following:

B) Hyponymy (formed by analogy with synonymy, antonymy) is de-
fined as ‘unilateral implication’ or as ‘inclusion’, e.g. scarlet-red, tulip-flow-
er, whereby in each case the first lexical unit represents the ‘hyponym’, the
second the ‘superordinate term’ (or ‘hyperonym’). This relationship corres-
ponds to that between unit and archi-unit in our terminology.

C) Incompatibility, defined ‘on the basis of the relationship of contradic-
toriness between sentences’ (p. 458). Thus, the color-terms represent ‘a set
of incompatible lexical items’ (/bid.). This sense-relation must be distin-
guished from mere ‘difference of sense’. Thus, e.g. English crimson and soft
are ‘different in sense, but not incompatible’, while erimson and scarlet are
‘similar in sense (. . .), but incompatible’ (p. 459).

D) ‘Oppositeness’ of meaning, with three subtypes:

a) Complementarity, e.g. single : married, male : female, corresponds to
the logical principle of ‘tertium non datur’.

b) Antonymy, e.g. big : small, good : bad, forms the sense-relation which
obtains between the ‘ “opposites” par excellence’ (p. 463). These are char-
acterized by the fact that they are ‘regularly gradable’ (ibid.) (cf. Sapir’s
concept of ‘grading’).

93 His ‘lexical systems’ correspond to our ‘lexical fields’; his ‘sense-relations’ in the /n-
troduction correspond to the ‘meaning-relations’ in Structural semantics; Lyons
does not treat the ‘syntagmatic sense-relations’.

94 Cf. also: ‘T consider that the theory of meaning will be more solidly based if the
meaning of a given linguistic unit is defined to be the set of (paradigmatic) relations
that the unit in question contracts with other units of the language (in the context
or contexts in which it occurs), without any attempt being made to set up ‘“‘con-
tents” for these units. This I should mark as one of the principal theoretical points
that is being made in the present work’ (1963 :59).
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c) Converseness, e.g. buy. sell, husband : wife. This sense-relation has not
been sufficiently defined by Lyons. ‘Converseness’ represents a content-re-
lation in which the one member implies the other. In actual fact, however,
this relation has to do with different content relationships: thus, a common
basic content may be assumed for buy and sell, whereby the differentiation
of the two lexemes is given only by means of the different (classematic)
viewpoint of the verbal process; husband and wife on the other hand are re-
lational polar concepts.

Lyons’ semantics differs from the other forms of structural semantics pre-
sented in 4.2.1 in that it has a different object of investigation, namely the
kinds of ‘sense-relations’ within the field- or class-structures (in this regard
it represents probably the most extensive treatment). One of the major
achievements of this interesting approach is that it has provided, with its
sense-relation of ‘incompatibility’, which actually falls outside of the frame-
work of the other sense-relations, a contribution to the problem of the de-
limiting of lexical fields. The fact that Lyons has not attacked the entire
area of a structural semantics can be regarded as a failing, as can the fact
that he does not arrive, within the domain he does treat, at a proper analysis
of content into distinctive features on the basis of the explicit principle of
functional oppositions.®®

4.2.1.5 At this point the most extensive outline of a structural semantics to
date ought to be presented, namely, E. Coseriu’s semantics. We will discuss
it rather exhaustively in 4.2.2.

4.2.1.6 After the discussion of the most important proponents of the struc-
tural analysis of lexical content,?® it must be emphasized that the analyses
of the individual semanticists (thus esp. in the case of Pottier, Greimas,
Coseriu), despite certain theoretical or methodological divergences, do
parallel one another, and can also be traced back to one another.”’ A failing
that can be found in the work of almost all these linguists is that a delimita-
tion of the object, i.e. of semantics, either is not proposed at all, or else is
silently assumed to be already given.

4.2.2.0 E. Coseriu®® has proposed the most comprehensive conception of a
semantics of lexematic structures to date. His structural semantics has a
twofold goal: for one, he wishes, by precisely delimiting the object of his

95 On further problems of Lyons’ semantics, cf. the review of the Introduction by H.
Geckeler (1970).

96 Attempts in this direction are found also e.g. in Hattori 1956 (the idea of the clas
seme, cf. also 4.2.2), and F. Rodriguez Adrados 1967 (concept of ‘polarizacién’).

97 This has been pointed out by E. Coseriu (1967b:492 £f.).

98 Esp. in 1966; Romanische (insbesondere franzésische) Semantik, course given at
the University of Tiibingen in the winter term 1965-66; 1967¢; and 196 8a.
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semantics, to avoid the inadequacies of the approaches of other linguists, cf.
the seven preliminary distinctions in 4.2.2.1; secondly, he succeeds in
tracing all the problems of a structural semantics back to a single system, at
present only outlined. This system comprises the paradigmatic structures
(i.e. the primary structures, such as lexical field and lexical class as well as
the secondary structures, which correspond to the three content-determined
processes of word-formation) and also the syntagmatic structures (i.e. the
qexical solidarities”), cf. 4.2.2.2 and 42.2.3.

As concerns general problematics, it must be said that the study of vocabu-
lary has remained very far behind in comparison to the millenary grammati-
cal tradition. This statement is true to an even greater extent with respect to
a structural approach to vocabulary. In general it is claimed that the chief
difficulty lies in the very high number of lexical items in comparison to the
limited number of units to be dealt with in phonology and in grammar. In
his contribution to the 8th International Congress of Linguists, L. Hjelmsley
has indicated a theoretical possibility for overcoming the above-mentioned
difficulty: ‘Une description structurale ne pourra s’effectuer qu’a condition
de pouvoir réduire les classes ouvertes a des classes fermées’ (1958:653).

E. Coseriu emphasizes that the vast proportions of vocabulary (and thus the
great number of lexical items to be studied) present no difficulty of princi-
ple for research. Rather, he claims, it is a matter of practical difficulty. Like
Hjelmslev, he also strives to reduce the complex material to be analyzed:
but, with Coseriu, this reduction is achieved on the basis of a series of dis-
tinctions to be enumerated briefly below.

4.2.2.1 Necessary preliminary distinetions.

Via a succession of seven distinctions, E. Coseriu arrives at the desired
homogeneous object of investigation, which can only then be subjected to a
structural semantic analysis.

4.2.2.1.1 Distinction between extralinguistic reality (objects) and language
(words).

The chief difficulty consists in the proximity of lexical function to the
reality designated by the lexemes, for vocabulary is the last linguistic stra-
tum before the transition to reality itself; that is, it represents the linguistic
stratum having an immediate connection with extralinguistic reality. There-
fore, it is sometimes difficult, but always essential, to distinguish between that
which belongs to linguistic meaning and that which belongs to a knowledge
of the objects. (Cf. Coseriu 1970b.)

The matter of technical vocabulary, of terminology, belongs in this frame-
work. Technical vocabulary is simply a nomenclature and as such not struc-
tured on the basis of language® but rather on the basis of extralinguistic

99 E. Coseriu sees his basic assumption that at least a large part of vocabulary is Strl:lc-
tured confirmed by the well-functioning linguistic communication even in extensive
linguistic communities (1966:178-9).
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reality, on the basis of the objects of the discipline in question. Terminology
thus presents an objective classification constructed on logical, i.e. exclusive
distinctions: A l[Not-A; e.g. acid lbase in chemistry. Linguistic oppositions,
on the other hand, are very often inclusive:

Not-A | eg. Day

Since, in technical usage the words are really the representatives of the ‘ob-
jects’, signification and designation (cf. 4.2.2.1.7) coincide in this case
whereas in the domain of the ‘natural’ language they must necessarily be
separated. Therein lies also the reason for the translatability, or better, the
substitutability of terminologies in a 1 : 1 ratio within the language com-
munities having approximately the same state of knowledge in correspon-
ding sciences:

En réalité on connait les ‘signifiés’ des terminologies dans la mesure ol I'on connait les
sciences et les techniques auxquelles elles correspondent, et non pas dans la mesure ou
I'on connait la langue: . . . (Coseriu 1966 :183).

The examples often cited as particularly clear cases for the structuring of a
word-field — the evaluative scale (J. Trier) or the designations of military
rank (R. M. Meyer) — are not instances of linguistic — i.e. semantic — articu-
lations, but rather of conventionally set up, artificial classifications.

Mais I'important est qu’onreconnaisse que, dans ce qu’on appelle le ‘lexique’ d’une
langue, il y a de larges sections purement ‘désignatives’, et ou la seule ‘structuration’
possible est I’énumération, et d’autres qui sont structurées, ...: qu’il y a un lexigue
structuré, linguistique, et un lexique ‘nomenclateur’ et terminologique (ibid.: 184).
Thus, in a structural view of vocabulary, everything belonging to terminolo-
gy and nomenclature is eliminated at the outset. By this means one simul-
taneously achieves, with regard to the analysis, a considerable reduction of
the almost unlimited number of lexical items making up the total voca-
bulary.

In this context are also to be placed these associations which are believed to
exist between certain lexical contents, but which in reality obtain on the
basis of relations between the designated objects; on this point cf. certain
relations in Ch. Bally’s ‘champ associatif’.

The question of the relationship between linguistic structurings and the
structures of extralinguistic reality turns out to be especially important. The
fact that a certain air-temperature is judged as ‘cool’ by one person and as
‘warm’ by another, or the fact that there are, in extralinguistic reality, no
clearly defined boundaries between what is expressed e.g. by the common
linguistic contents ‘young’ — ‘old’ is often interpreted as a mark of the sub-
jective and imprecise nature of linguistic content-structurings. Herein lies a
fundamental error:

49

Jes valeurs linguistiques sont des valeurs conceptuelles qui se définissent par leurs oppo-
sitions et pat leur fonctionnement, et non pas par des critéres ‘réels’ et par les limites,
précises ou imprécises, entre les phénoménes de la réalité (ibid.: 186-7).

a) Difficulties which present themselves in the separation of classes of real
phenomena are not difficulties affecting the distinction between the corres-
ponding concepts; quite the contrary: such difficulties show that the con-
cepts are clearly separated. Thus e.g. the fact that in extralinguistic reality
there are no clear boundaries between day and night does not mean that the
concepts ‘day’ and ‘night’ are unclear as concepts. Here, therefore, the
precise delimitation of the concepts stands in opposition to an imprecise de-
limitation of the phenomena conditioned by the nature of the extralinguis-
tic data.

b) Lack of agreement in the usage of lexical elements with respect to a
specific state of affairs does not imply a lack of agreement of these elements
with each other content-wise. Illustrations such as: Ce café est chaud. —
Non, il est froid; Vous étes riche. — Non, je suis pauvre; Vous étes jeune. —
Non, je suis vieux do not prove inconsistency in the content of these ad-
jectives, but rather variance in the estimation or evaluation of the respective
state of affairs. The lack of agreement in the use of these adjectives does not
concern their meaning — the fact that one can argue about it proves after all
that the same contents are meant —,it rather concerns the question of
whether one is to designate a specific state of affairs with one adjective or an-
other. Thus, for example, one person finds a temperature of +5°C to be
‘cold’, but another does not find it so until -15°C. In fact, such cases of lack
of agreement do not affect linguistic contents, but rather presuppose them.

c) Language does not choose only distinctions which coincide with bound-
aries in extralinguistic reality. It establishes boundaries in areas which exist
as a continuum (e.g. the color adjectives in the domain of the color-spec-
trum) and distinguishes relationships (e.g. big — lirtle) and combinations of
continua and relationships (e.g. young — old) which as such do not exist at
all in extralinguistic reality. These distinctions cannot, therefore, be traced
back to structures in extralinguistic reality; they must be conceived of as
structurings which human interpretation imposes, via language, on reality.
Therefore questions such as ‘At how many degrees does a temperature begin
to be “hot”?” and ‘With what number of years does “(old) age” begin?’ (Fr.
‘A quel 4ge commence la “vieillesse”?”) are totally irrelevant for the
content-analysis of ‘hot” respectively ‘(old) age’ (‘vieillesse’).

d) Lgnguage may, however, dispense with distinctions in cases where a dis-
tinction is clearly present in extralinguistic reality. Thus e.g. the objects
ladder (Fr. échelle)’ and ‘stairway (escalier)’ are clearly distinguished in
reality. In the Italian, Spanish, Portuguese, and Rumanian languages, how-
ever, there exists only one sign (scala, escalera, escada, scard) corresponding
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to both objects while in German, English and French the distinction is made
linguistically. — The case is exactly reversed in the distinction made by the
Rumanian verbs @ zice — a spune (‘to say’).

As a principle, it can be stated that linguistic distinctions may, but need not
coincide with objective boundaries in reality.

Le langage classe la réalité, mais il le fait selon des intéréts et des attitudes humaines.
... Dans ce sens la ‘subjectivité’ est constitutive du langage et elle est un fait linguis-
tiquement objectif. Mais on ne doit pas la confondre avec I'appréciation subjective (in-
dividuelle ou traditionnelle) non ‘lexématisée’ (ou ‘grammaticalisée’) (Coseriu 1966:
188).

At some point within the functioning of the vocabulary, however, know-
ledge of extralinguistic reality or the opinions with respect to it play an im-
portant role. Thus e.g. in the intérpretation of certain compounds or deri-
vations, whose designatory function may be polyvalent from the point of
view of the language-system. We refer in this context to the well-known
examples German Strafenhdndler and French bananier, liseuse, etc. Here,
too, belongs the systematic locating of probability of the occurrence of
words in linguistic contexts. Since linguistic contexts may express real con-
texts, there exists a certain probability that one will come across, in a lin-
guistic context, the designations for the things which occur together in a
real context, as e.g. boeuf, labour, charrue, joug, etc. in Ch. Bally’s example.
It is clear that this probability is conditioned not linguistically, but by the
co-presence of the objects. B. Pottier’s category of the virtuéme must also
be understood in this sense.

4.2.2.1.2 Distinction between language (primary language) and meta-lan-
guage.

Le ‘langage primaire’ est le langage dont1'objet estlaréalité non linguistique; le ‘méta-
langage’ est un langage dont P’objet est & son tour un langage: les ‘choses’ désignées par
le métalangage sont des €léments du langage primaire (ou, en général, d’un langage)
(Coseriu 1966:190).

Each element on the level of expression (signifiant) of the primary language
can be used metalinguistically and is substantivized for this purpose. Meta-
linguistic usage constitutes an infinite possibility of discourse (parole). It

does not include any semantic structuring, for we are here concerned with

an unlimited nomenclature in which every element stands in contrast to
every other element. The metalinguistic sphere is therefore to be eliminated
from the viewpoint of structural semantics.

4.2.2.1.3 Distinction between synchrony and diachrony .
The distinction introduced by F. de Saussure (probably under the influence
of G. von der Gabelentz!%?) between synchrony (better: language descrip-

100 E. Coseriu’s study (1967d) treats the question of the dependence of a series of
ideas which up to now have been considered as typical for F. de Saussure on the
conception of language of G. von der Gabelentz, cf. the latter’s chief work (1891).
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tion) and diachrony (better: language history) is generally known in linguis-
tics and has been thoroughly discussed; cf. especially E. Coseriu 1958. This
distinction is above all methodologically important: the two points of view
of language study must not be confused. Since ‘a lengua funciona sincréni-
camente y se constituye diacronicamente’ (1958:154), we must, when we
wish to describe functional language-structures, conduct our investigation in
synchrony. Within synchrony we must make still finer differentiations and
distinguish the synchrony of structures from the synchrony of the language,

for

des structures fonctionnelles peuvent se maintenir plus ou moins longtemps dans le
temps, ce qui signifie que leur synchronie interne dépasse leur simultanéité avec d’autres
structures de la langue (Coseriu 1966:192).

Therefore, while certain structures are maintained in time, others undergo a
linguistic change: thus we see that it is not the entire language which
changes as a single system, but that linguistic change is always accomplished
within partial systems (or microsystems). — The synchrony of the language
must always be related to a specific language-stage (état de langue).

In addition, it must be noted that an ‘état de langue’ need not be absolutely
synchronic. Diachronic facts are present up to a certain degree in synchrony
and are also known to the speakers. This diachronic interference in synchro-
ny can be noticed especially in languages with a significant cultural and
literary tradition, for instance in the intentional use of archaisms. But also
in linguistic communities with a minor tradition background, as in the case
of dialects, one can observe a certain diachronic awareness on the part of
the speakers. The speakers assign certain linguistic phenomena which deviate
from their own usage to a specific generation (to a younger or an older). In
order to be able to take this state of affairs into account, E. Coseriu re-
commends for the principles of analysis:

Chaque structure doit €tre établie dans sa ‘synchronie’ propre, ¢’est-a-dire, dans son
fonctionnement, et non pas dans I'état de langue tout entier, parce que ceci signifierait
confondre ou identifier arbitrairement des structures différentes, des modalités
fonctionnelles autonomes. . . En principe, la description de chaque structure sera donc
strictement synchronique. Par contre, la description d’un état de langue (‘simultanéité
des structures fonctionnelles’) devra, dans ce cas, constater la pluralité des ‘synchronies’
qui y sont impliquées, c’est-a-dire, les différences diachroniques connues et utilisées
(ou utilisables) par les sujets parlants. Une description agencée et compléte implique, &
cet égard, q\u’on décrive une ‘synchronie’ choisie comme fondamentale et qu’on con-
signe ‘pa:allekement les autres ‘synchronies’, c’est-a-dire, les différences diachroniques
co-existant dans le méme état de langue, pour tous les cas dans lesquels ces différences
existent et fonctionnent (1966 :194).

4.2.2.1.4 Distinction between technique of discourse (‘technique du dis-
cours’) and repeated discourse ( ‘discours répété’).

Under this distinction, valid within synchrony, technique of discourse
means the freely available elements and procedures of a language, whereas
the term repeated discourse embraces everything that, in a linguistic tradi-
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tion, appears only in fixed form: fixed expressions and locutions, idioms,
proverbs, ‘refranes’, Wellerisms, quotations (even from other languages), etc.
In repeated discourse we are dealing with a kind of collage of past discourse
(du ‘déja parlé’); the elements of this ‘discours répété’ are not commutable.
Therefore, no oppositions are possible between them. But as total entities
with a global unified meaning these fixed expressions are commutable. One
can distinguish three different kinds, according to the level on which each is
commutable:

1) Commutation with entire sentences or texts on the level of the sentences
or texts: textemes or phrasemes (e.g. the refranes in Spanish). They are not
a part of lexematics.

2) Commutation with syntagms, interpreted on the syntagmatic level:
stereotyped syntagms (e.g. Fr. avoir maille 4 partir, etc.). They do not pro-
perly belong to the domain of lexematics, either.

3) Commutation with simple words, interpreted on the lexical level: lexical
periphrases (e.g. Fr. en un clin d ceil, par coeur, etc.).

According to E. Coseriu, these periphrases are a part of lexematics, since
they can function in a word-field in opposition to simple words. At any
rate, a distinction is to be made between those syntagms which may func-
tion as simple units and those which always do. In principle, it must be said
that it is at times difficult to distinguish lexical periphrases from stereo-
typed syntagms. The present state of semantics permits, for the time being,
no further reliable statements about this problem.

The linguistic phenomena of the technique of discourse are synchronically
analyzable and structurable. Therefore it is precisely this technique which
forms the object of the further distinctions.

4.2.2.1.5 Distinction between architecture of language and structure of
language or between historical language and functional language.

The synchronic technique of discourse within a historical language (ie. a
language as for example German, French, etc.) is not of a homogeneous
nature. It exhibits three types of internal differences which can be more or
less far-reaching:

Differences in geographical space: diatopic differences (i.e. dialectal differ-
ences).

Differences conditioned by the socio-cultural classes of the linguistic com-
munity: digstratic differences (concerning language levels or ‘niveaux’).
Differences in the intention of expression: digphasic differences (concerning
language styles).

Dans ce sens, une langue historique n’est jamais un seul ‘systéme linguistique’, mais un

‘diasystéme’: un ensemble de ‘systémes linguistiques’, entre lesquels il a & chaque pas
coexistence et interférence (Coseriu 1966:199). :
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Influenced by L. Flydal’s terminology, E. Coseriu calls this diasystem archi-
tecture of language and characterizes it as ‘’ensemble de rapports que com-
porte la multiplicité des “techniques du discours” coexistantes d’une langue
historique’ (200). The ideal object for investigation, from a structural view
of language, is , however, the so-called functional language, which presents a
syntopic (i.e. without differences in space), synstratic (i.e. without differen-
ces in the socio-cultural layers) and symphasic (i.e. without differences in
the intention of expression) technique of discourse. The structure of lan-
guage can be determined only within a fully homogeneous technique of
discourse, that is, in a functional language. Only within the structure of lan-
guage can oppositions be set up; it is not the principle of opposition which
is dominant in the architecture of language, but that of diversity. This by no
means implies that different functional languages are not used side by side
in speaking. Quite the contrary; the speakers have various functional lan-
guages simultaneously at their command and do use them side by side. For
reasons of method, however, one must introduce these distinctions, for the
decisive fact is that every opposition is set up and described in the function-
al language, to which it actually belongs. In the practice of investigation,
then, it will be a matter of selecting and analyzing a middle level as the func-
tional language and of always stating deviations therefrom in relation to this
base. E. Coseriu designates this kind of investigation as ‘description ““a
étages” ’ (1966:203).

4.2.2.1.6 Distinction between type, system, norm and discourse.

For the technique of discourse in a functional language, E. Coseriu has pro-
posed, and given reasons for, the distinction of four levels of structuring:
type, system, norm, and discourse (1962, 1968c, 1969). With regard to a
structural lexicology, we can abstract from type as the unity of the various
procedures in a language. On the level of discourse (= concretely realized
speaking) we find, in the domain of vocabulary, the discourse-meanings or
lexical variants which may be of a contextual or situational nature. Usually
these are enumerated in dictionaries as ‘acceptions des mots’ under the
various entries. Discourse-meanings may be determined in a language with
respect to another language as well as with respect to the same language
(= internal variants). In the framework of his structural semantics, E.
Coseriu assigns the other distinction greatest significance:

Mais la distinction qui nous parait essentielle pour la lexicologie structurale est la
distinction entre systéme et norme de la langue. La norme comprend tout ce qui, dans
la ‘technique du discours’, n’est pas nécessairement fonctionnel (distinctif), mais qui
est tout de méme traditionnellement (socialement) fixé, qui est usage commun et

courar}t dg la communauté linguistique. Le systéme, par contre, comprend tout ce qui
est objectivement fonctionnel (distinctif) (1966:205).
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From this definition of the norm as the level of what is merely traditionally
fixed and not necessarily functional, and the definition of the system as the
functional (or distinctive) level of language, it is clear that structural seman-
tics is only concerned with the level of the system (system understood as
system of what is already realized in the language and as system of possible
realizations), i.e. with the functional lexical oppositions. Beside the lexicolo-
gy of the system, however, the significance of a lexicology of the norm must
not be forgotten. In its domain of competence belong e.g. problems of the
fixation of possibilities offered by the linguistic system, questions of fre.
quency, and others.

4.2.2.1.7 Distinction between signification and designation.

This distinction, in principle known already since the Stoics, yet over and
over again disregarded in linguistics, is considered by E. Coseriu to be of
fundamental importance for structural semantics and for a functional study
of language altogether (1966:208-10, 1968a:3, 1970b: 105-6); ‘nur die Be-
deutung ist eigentlich sprachlich und kann somit sprachlich strukturiert sein
und sprachwissenschaftlich strukturiert werden, nicht aber die Bezeichnung,
die an sich mit dem Aufiersprachlichen zusammenhingt’ (1970b:105).

The signification is determined by means of purely linguistic relations on
the contentlevel, by the relationships of signifiés to one another (similar to
Saussure’s valeur); the designation on the other hand is the relation of whole
linguistic signs to ‘objects’ of extralinguistic reality. 10!

Schematic representation: ‘

signifiam designation

signifié | T~ =
—

signification RS

>

rsendtn . R . S
srgmﬁe‘——l/ - designation

signiﬁa_:ﬂ

As illustration one can cite E. Husserl’s already classic example: der Sieger
von Jena — der Besiegte von Waterloo. Here, one and the same ‘object’
(Napoleon [) is designated by different, indeed, opposite meanings.

In summary:

En principe, seulement les rapports de signification sont structurables; les rapports de
désignation ne le sont pas. La désignation concréte (d’un objet déterminé) est un fait
de ‘discours’, tandis que la signification est un fait de ‘langue’ (technique du discours).
Aussi les rapports de signification sont-ils constants (du point de vue synchronique),

101 ‘Les rapports de signification sont des rapports entre des signifiés, tandis que les
rapports de désignation sont des rapports entre des signes tout entiers et les réali-
tés extralinguistiques désignées’ (1968a:3).
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tandis que les rapports de flésignation concréte sont inconstants (variables). En outre,
la désignation peut étre métaphorique, tandis que la signification ne ’est pas, du point
de vue synchronique et distinctif (. ..) (1966:209).

Elsewhere, E. Coseriu, in the framework of his conception of philosophy of
Janguage, once again considers the relationship of signification and designa-
tion:

Daher ist‘auch‘ die_Bezeichnung durch die Sprache etwas Sekundires und Bedingtes,
eine Méjgl:chk_ent, die erst durch die Bedeutung er6ffnet wird. Die Bedeutung kann also
als Moglichkeit oder Virtualitit der Bezeichnung definiert werden. . . . Bedeutung und
Bezeich.nungsmd a}so vollig verschiedene sprachliche Funktionen: die Bedeutung ist
begrifflich, die Bezeichnung dagegen gegenstindlich (1967a: 14-15).

In conclusion, and at the same time in retrospect, the hierarchy of the seven
distinctions will be outlined once again: the lexematic structures are con-
cerned with the linguistic contents, not with extralinguistic reality; they are
based on the primary language, not the meta-language; they have to do with
synchrony, not diachrony; they are determined within the technique of
discourse, not in repeated discourse; they are concemed in each case with a
functional language and not, globally, with a historical language; they refer
to the language system (langue), not to the norm of language; this is a
matter of signification, not of designation (i.e. only indirectly).

Schematic representation:

objects
meta-
language
language _~ diachrony
primary repeated
Ianguage\ o discourse historical
synchrony N language
technique / }rpe / designation
of discourse
g functional-syste
language \
A signification
discourse

Onlly after careful application of these seven preliminary distinctions do we
artive finally at the lexematic structures. E. Coseriu conceives of the organi-
zation of these structures in the following manner (1968a:7):
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Lexematic Structures
1
r 1
Paradigmatic Structures Syntagmatic Structures
(oppositional) (= Solidarities)
I ' | (combinatorial)
Primary Secondary
Structures Structures
— Lexical field — Modification — Affinity
— Lexical class — Development — Selection
— Composition — Implication

4.2.2.2 The paradigmatic structures (oppositional).

4.2.2.2.1 The primary structures. -

4.2.2.2.1.1 The lexical field.

As the preceding schema illustrates, E. Coseriu defines the lexical field within
the lexematic structures as a primary paradigmatic structure. Paradigmatic
means that the lexemes which can be chosen at a specific point in the
chaine pariée make up a paradigm, i.e. a system of oppositions.

chaine parlée

—+
e

e.g. Fr. ‘vieux’
‘ﬁgé,
‘ancien’
‘jeune’
‘nouveau’
‘récent’

Primary means that the lexemes are a part of the ‘primary vocabulary” i.e.
they do not imply other words, but correspond to immediate experience —
as opposed to the secomdary structures, which constitute the further
development of a primary element (domain of word-formation).

The lexical field is defined by E. Coseriu in the following manner:

Ein Wortfeld ist in struktureller Hinsicht ein lexikalisches Paradigma, das durch die
Aufteilung eines lexikalischen Inhaltskontinuums unter verschiedene in der Sprache als
Worter gegebene Einheiten entsteht, die durch einfache inhaltsunterscheidende Ziige in
unmittelbarer Opposition zueinander stehen (1967c: 294), 102
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This conception of the lexical field in no way contradicts the Trier-Weisger-
ber lexical field theory; rather, it means a further development in a structur-
al direction of this theory which was based to a too large extent on intuition:
Nous croyons plutdt que la théorie des champs a besoin d’étre approfondie et déve-
loppée et qu’une des directions dans lesquelles elle pourrait I'étre est précisément la
direction structurale. Aussi croyons-nous que la théorie des champs conceptuels doit
gtre combinée avec la doctrine fonctionnelle des oppositions linguistiques (qui, du
reste, y est implicite) et que I'épreuve de la commutation doit étre appliquée également
aux rapports lexicaux, non pas pour identifier les unités, qui y sont données, mais pour
établir les traits distinctifs qui les caractérisent et, par la, les oppositions de contenu
dans lesquelles les unités mémes fonctionnent. Ce n’est que par ’existence des opposi-
tions distinctives103 que la ‘configuration sémantique’ d’un champ devient une véritable
‘structure linguistique’ (1964 :157).

This advance is reflected in the introduction of a coherent terminology and
particularly in the application of a method based on linguistic procedures.

The basic concepts, constitutive elements of the lexical field, are these:
lexeme, archi-lexeme, seme. ‘Jede in der Sprache als einfaches Wort ge-
gebene Einheit ist inhaltlich ein Lexem' (1967c:294).'%* Lexemes are
therefore the units functioning within a lexical field, e.g. ‘vieux’, ‘ancien’,
‘4gé’, ‘jeune’, ‘neuf’, and others in the field of adjectives concerning age in
modern French. ‘Eine Finheit, die dem ganzen Inhalt eines Wortfeldes ent-
spricht, ist ein Archilexem’ (1967¢:294).'°° The archi-lexeme may be real-
ized as a lexical unit in a determinate language, but need not be. Thus, in
French there is no archi-lexematic word covering the field vieux, ancien,
dgé, jeune, neuf, etc. The content-differentiating features in the analysis of
lexemes may be called semes. 196

Thus e.g. B. Pottier analyzes the content of fauteuil into the following
semes: ‘avec dossier’, ‘sur pied’, ‘pour 1 personne’, ‘pour s’asseoir’, ‘avec
bras’, ‘avec matériau rigide’ (1963:16). (The archi-lexeme for the field
chaise, fauteuil, tabouret, canapé, (pouf) would be siége.) -

102 Cf. also 1966:212: ‘Un champ lexical est un ensemble de lexémes unis par une
valeur lexicale commune (valeur du champ), qu’ils subdivisent en des valeurs plus
déterminées, en s'opposant entre eux par des différences de contenu lexical mini-
males (‘traits distinctifs 1éxematiques’ ou sémes).’

103 As far as we know, E. Coseriu (1964 :158-9) was the first to have enlarged and ex-
tended the concept of opposition for the lexical domain by carrying over into
lexematics various oppositional types which had been developed by the Prague
school for phonology, as Trubetzkoy's privative, gradual, and equipollent opposi-
tions.

104 ‘Une unité de contenu lexical exprimée dans le systéme linguistique (par exemple
le contenu “senex™ en latin) est un lexéme’ (1968a:8).

105 “Un lexéme dont le contenu est identique au contenu d’un champ lexical tout
entier est un archilexéme’ (1968a:8).

106 “Les traits distinctifs constituant les lexémes peuvent étre appelés des sémes (. . .)’
(1968a:8).
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In addition to the basic terminological concepts explicitly indicated by E.
Coseriu for the analysis of the lexical field, we would like to introduce the
concept of dimension, which we have taken over from F. G. Lounsbury. By
a dimension we understand a viewpoint of lexical articulation (Gliederung)
which is operative in a lexical field and which so to speak furnishes the scale
for the oppositions functioning between determinate lexemes of the field
(comparable to A.-J. Greimas’ ‘axe sémantique’); within a dimension, the
concept pole can be meaningfully incorporated and applied.

Various dimensions can function in a lexical field: thus e.g. the dimensions
‘individual age’ (Figenalter) and ‘location on the axis of historical time’
(zeitliche Einordnung) in the lexical field of the adjectives of age in present-
day French.!%7

In summary are given below a series of negatively determined characteris-
tics of the lexical field according to E. Coseriu:

1) Lexical fields do not represent taxonomies, i.. they are not scientific
classifications of extralinguistic reality.

2) Lexical fields are not ‘thing-spheres’ (Sachbereiche) of an objective kind.
The distinctive features which are constitutive for the content need not co-
incide with the features necessarily present in the ‘thing’ itself for the identi-
fication of the ‘thing’ designated. Content-differentiating features may be of
a sort that is not found as such in extralinguistic reality, e.g. in the case of
‘beautiful’ — ‘ugly’, ‘comfortable’ — ‘uncomfortable.” On the other hand,
the very non-existence of an objective feature may have linguistically a
differentiating function, thus e.g. in B. Pottier’s field ‘siége’, in which items
are differentiated by means of the fact that the non-presence of the back on
the designated object constitutes, with respect to content, a positive, ie.
pertinent feature (as in the case of ‘tabouret’ and ‘pouf’).

3) Lexical fields are not fields of associations. Associative fields are centri-
fugal; they spread out uncontrollably, whereas lexical fields have a centri-
petal character. A lexical field represents a lexematic system whose structur-
ing is established on the basis of the semantic differences of its members.

4) Lexical fields have nothing to do with a word’s range of application;
more precisely with that of a signifiant (as in the case of the semantic theo-
ry of Katz and Fodor). There is no field which embraces only one lexeme.
In alexical field the meanings of the individual units are mutually delimited.
5) Lexical fields are not identical with conceptual fields.'®® Every lexical
field is a conceptual field, but not every conceptual field is necessarily

107 The most comprehensive analysis to date of a lexical field on the basis of the
method discussed above is that of Geckeler (1971a).

108 In the early stages of lexical field research, in the work of J. Trier, Begriffsfeld
and Wortfeld are not yet precisely differentiated as terms.
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a lexical field, for a conceptual field may also be a terminological field.
Every lexeme corresponds to one concept, but not every concept is neces-
sarily rendered by one single lexeme. A concept can also be expressed by
means of a combination which comprises several words: e.g. la guerre de
Trente Ans is the expression for one specific concept.

The following is a schematic representation of the relation between lexical
field (LF) and conceptual field (CF):

4.2.2.2.1.2 The lexical class.

E. Coseriu defines the lexical class as follows:

Eine Kiasse ist die Gesamtheit der Lexeme, die unabhingig von der Wortfeldstruktur
durch einen gemeinsamen inhaltsunterscheidenden Zug zusammenhingen. Klassen
manifestieren sich durch ihre grammatische und lexikalische ‘Distribution’; d.h die
Lexeme, die zu derselben Klasse gehoren, verhalten sich grammatisch, bzw. lexikalisch
analog: sie kdnnen grammatisch gleiche Punktionen iibernehmen und erscheinen in
grammatisch, bzw. lexikalisch analogen Kombinationen (1967¢: 294-5).

As examples of classes in a determinate language, e.g. in French, one can
cite for the substantives ‘living being’ and ‘non-living being’, ‘person’ and
‘non-person’; for the verbs, ‘transitive’ (possibly with additional subcatego-
ries) and ‘intransitive’. E. Coseriu characterizes the classeme!®® as follows:
‘Der Inhaltszug, durch den eine Klasse definiert wird, ist ein Klassem’
(1967¢:295).11% Classemes are a specific kind of seme which are able to
function also outside of lexical fields or throughout a series of lexical fields.
Whether we are dealing with a seme or a classeme in an individual case can
be determined only by a comparison of the analyses of various lexical fields.
The classemes are general determinations in the vocabulary, so that one is
inclined to regard this classification as a kind of grammar of the vocabulary.
Class and classeme must not be confused. Thus, the lexical class together

109 The term classeme has been introduced into semantics by B. Pottier. An intuition

of the classeme can be discerned already in Hattori (1956).

110 Cf. also: ‘un classéme ... étant un trait distinctif fonctionnant dans toute une
catégorie verbale (ou, du moins. dans toute une classe déja déterminée par un
autre classéme), d’une fagon en principe indépendante des champs lexicaux’
(1968a:11) and ‘Les valeurs d’ordre trés général, fonctionnant dans des séries de
champs (par exemple “animé”, “inanimé”, “‘personne”, “animal”), peuvent &tre
appelées classémes’ (1966 :212).
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with the lexical field is reckoned among the primary paradigmatic structures
of the vocabulary, while classeme and seme belong to the distinctive fea-
tures of lexematic content.

E. Coseriu distinguishes two kinds of classes: determining and determined
classes: Determining classes are classes characterized by means of classemes,
as e.g. the classes ‘persons’, ‘animals’, etc. Determined classes are classes
characterized by distinctive features such as ‘refers to class X’; thus e.g.
Rum. a se insura — a se mdrita, 1t. ammogliarsi — maritarsi are respectively
determined by the distinctive feature ‘refers to the class “men” (males)’ —
‘refers to the class “women” ’; cf. also German Mund — Maul, essen —
fressen, trinken — saufen (‘refers to the class “persons”’ — ‘refers to the
class “animals™’).

As concerns the relationship of classes and lexical fields, one can observe
that lexical fields may exhibit three different kinds of relations to the
classes:

a) an entire lexical field functions within a determinate class:

Class A Classeme Class B
LF, ‘ LF,

Thus e.g. the lexical field of kinship relations is located in its entirety within
the class ‘persons’.

b) A determinate classeme functions within a lexical field, i.e. it subdivides
the field:

Classeme

Thus e.g. the lexical field of adjectives of age in Modern French undergoes a
division by the classeme ‘for persons’.
c) A lexical field is crossed by a determinate classeme, but its relationship to
the classeme is that of indifference. In each case the classification results
only through the context,i.e. in discourse:

Classeme

|
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Thus e.g. in the case of Fr. débarquer, it is only the context which deter-
mines whether it belongs to the class ‘transitive’ or ‘intransitive’.

Are we then, in the case of the lexical fields and lexical classes dealing with
two different kinds of lexical organization? B. Pottier answers this question
in the affirmative, for he sees lexical field analysis under the perspective ‘de
I'infiniment petit aux classes généralisantes’ and classematic analysis from
the point of view ‘de I'infiniment grand aux classes particularisantes’ (1963:
10-26).

Another question, namely whether all content-distinguishing features are at
the same time classemes or not, can be answered only on the basis of the
results of a large number of successfully carried out analyses. If this were
the case, then the lexical field would be a structure of intersections of
various classes. Despite the fact that this is theoretically possible, E. Coseriu
considers it to be dubious; he too considers lexical field and lexical class to
be two different kinds of lexematic structures, although his opinion is not
based on precisely the same considerations as is B. Pottier’s. In conclusion
let us quote one more statement by E. Coseriu on the distinction between
lexical field and lexical class:

Die Klassen diirfen nicht mit den Wortfeldern verwechselt werden, Ein Wortfeld ist ein
lexikalisches Inhaltskontinuum, eine Bedingung, die dagegen fiir eine Klasse nicht not-
wendig ist. . . . Ferner manifestieren sich zwar auch Wortfelder durch ihre lexikalischen
Kombinationen; bei den Klassen aber konnen diese Kombinationen auch gramma-
tischer Natur sein. SchlieBlich gehdrt jedes Appellativum zwar immer zu einem Wort-
feld, nicht aber unbedingt zu einer Klasse; so z.B. ist Wecker klassematisch an sich un-
bestimmt, es kann sowohl ein lebendes Wesen als auch eine Sache bezeichnen (1967¢:
295).

4.2.2.2.2 The secondary structures (domain of word-formation). ***
According to the respective grammatical determination of the implicit pri-
mary lexical units, three types of secondary structures!!? can be distin-
guished:

4.2.2.2.2.1 Modification. ‘

‘Modification’ corresponds to an ‘inactual’ grammatical determination, i.e.
to a determination which does not imply any sentence-function of the
modified primary lexical unit. The word-class (pars orationis) undergoes no
alteration. In general, in modification we are dealing with a quantifying of

111 Cf. especially 196 8a.

112 ‘Du point de vue lexématique, elles [les structures secondaires] se distinguent par
le fait qu’elles impliquent toujours la transformation irréversible d’un terme pri-
maire existant en tant que lexéme de contenu et d’expression dans la langue.
C’est-a-dire qu’un terme primaire recoit une détermination grammaticale et, avec
cette détermination grammaticale implicite, il est rendu de nouveau au lexique
(dans le sens qu'il peut recevoir les déterminations grammaticales explicites des
termes primaires)’ (1968a:13).
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the primary vocabulary element, that is, with diminutive and collective for-
mations, or with prefix formation in the case of verbs, e.g. Fr. maison —
maisonnette, It. cavallo — cavallino, Lat. rufus — subrufus, Fr. crier — criail-
ler, pleurer — pleurnicher, rouge — rougedtre, It. quercia — querceto, Fr.
venir — revenir, voir — prévoir.

4.2.2.2.2.2. Development.

‘Development’ corresponds to a grammatical determination which does
comprise a sentence-function of the primary lexical unit, whereby the word-
class changes in each case. Thus e.g. Fr. beau + predicative function —~bequré
(‘le fait d’étre beau’); partir + predicative function —départ (‘le fait de par-
tir’); en barque —>embarquer; de la barque —débarquer.

In certain languages there can also be whole series of developments, e.g. Fr.
riche — enrichir — enrichissement; nation — national - nationaliser — natio-
nalisation; and also combinations of modification and development, e.g. It.
passeggiare — passeggiata (dev.) —>passeggiatina (mod.); G. gehen —durchge-
hen (mod.) = Durchgang (dev.); Fr. voir —revoir (mod.) —révision (dev.).

In the framework of the procedure of development (cf. Sp. blanco - blan-
cura — blanquear — blancamente) internal linguistic gaps in the vocabulary
can be detected from the point of view of the language-system as effectively
realized. Thus e.g. in French the substantive and the adverb which would
correspond to the adjective neuf are lacking, as are the substantive and verb
to the adjective récent, etc.

Development involves a kind of ‘deconcentration’ in the meaning of the
lexical item developed, with regard to the meaning of the primary lexeme.
Cf. It. giornata d’inverno (‘winter day’) — giornata invernale (‘winter day’
and ‘wintery day’); cf. also the two interpretations of Ch. Bally’s examples
chaleur tropicale, héroine cornélienne.

4.2.2.2.2.3 Composition,
‘Composition’ always implies the presence of two basic elements standing
in a grammatical relation to one another. Two types of composition can be
distinguished:
1° The generic or pronominal’ composition, type:
Fr. pomme —pomm - ier
1: 2
Sp. liméon —limon - ero
1 2
where one of the two combined elements (2) is not identifiable with a
lexeme existing in the language in question.
2° The specific ot ‘nominal’ composition, type: G. kaufen + Mann (‘Mann,
der kauft’) >Kaufmann, where both combined elements represent lexemes.
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Type 1° of this new classification is usually referred to as ‘derivation’ and
type 2° as traditional ‘composition’. The two types may also appear com-
pined; e.g. G. Kindergdirtnerin (spec. comp. [Kindergarten] + gen. comp.),
Schullehrer, Fr. coupe-papier, etc.

" 4.2.2.3 Syntagmatic Structures {combinatorial) (1968a, and esp. 1967¢)

Les structures lexématiques syntagmatiques sont des solidarités entre des lexémes
motivées par leur valeur de langue. Dans une solidarité, il y a toujours un terme déter-
minant et un terme déterminé, ce dernier impliquant en tant que trait distinctif I’appli-
cabilité a la classe ou au champ du terme déterminant, ou bien a ce méme terme déter-
minant en tant que tel (1968a:15).113

Among these solidarities, which correspond to the ‘essential meaning-rela-
tions’ (wesenhafte Bedeutungsbeziehungen) or to the ‘elementary semantic
fields’ (elementare Bedeutungsfelder) of W. Porzig (cf. 3.3.2.3.), three types
can be distinguished: ‘affinity’, ‘selection’, ‘implication’.

4.2.2.3.1. In affinity, the class of the determining lexemes functions as a
distinctive feature in the determined lexemes; that is e.g. the relationship
between the class ‘women’ and Lat. nubor, between the class ‘persons’ and
Lat. senex or between the class ‘animals’ and Fr. gueule.

422.3.2. In selection, the archilexeme of the determining lexemes func-
tions as a distinctive feature in the determined lexemes; thus in the case of
German Schiff, Zug, Auto etc. with respect to fahren. That is, the archi-
lexeme of Schiff, Zug, Auto,namely ‘vehicle’, functions as a distinctive fea-
ture in fahren (‘to propel oneself by means of a vehicle”).

4.2.2.3.3 In implication, an entire determining lexeme functions as a distinc-
tive feature in the determined lexeme; thus e.g. in the case of Fr. alezan,
rouan; It. baio, sauro; Rum. roib, which are used only for horses, or Dutch
fietsen “to ride a bicycle’.

4.2.2.4 After the discussion of this to date most comprehensive and most
coherent attempt towards a classification of lexematic structures, the limita-
tions of this semantics must be indicated. These limitations are conditioned
by the methodological reduction consisting in the application of the prelimi-
nary distinctions outlined in 4.2.2.1. The areas of vocabulary there elimi-
nated have not, until now, been assigned their proper place in a total seman-
tic system. Thus, a considerable number of problems from the lexical do-
main must remain open for the present. These questions must be tackled
after the definitive constituting of structural semantics, for example the

113 Cf. also: ‘Eine lexikalische Solidaritit kann nunmehr als inhaltliche Bestimmung
eines Wortes durch eine Klasse, ein Archilexem oder ein Lexem definiert werden,
und zwar in der Hinsicht, dafs eine bestimmte Klasse, ein bestimmtes Archilexem
oder ein bestimmtes Lexem im Inhalt des betreffenden Wortes als unterscheiden-
der Zug funktioniert’ (1967c: 296).
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problems of the metaphorical sphere, of lexical periphrases, and others,
However, it seems to us that at the moment priority must be given to con-
tent-oriented structural semantics.

5.0 The various developments of a structural semantics discussed in Section
4 are exclusively descriptive-synchronic. By comparison, scholars have done
far less in the area of diachronic structural semantics.

5.1.0 Moderm structural semantics is only now developing a method for the
descriptive-synchronic study of vocabulary. Thus, it cannot be expected
that there will be much more than isolated attempts towards a structural
approach to diachronic semantics. Two such attempts will be mentioned
here.

5.1.1 J. Trier, the real founder of lexical field theory, has from the very be-
ginning opened up the diachronic perspective of word-field research to
scholars (cf. the entire title of his monograph of 1931: Der deutsche Wort-
schatz im Sinnbezirk des Verstandes. Die Geschichte eines sprachlichen Fel-
des, Band 1: Von den Anfingen bis zum Beginn des 13. Jahrhunderts). He
conceives of ‘Feldgliederungswandel’ and of the ‘Strukturgeschichte’ of a
field as a ‘komparative Statik, d.h. als eine sprungweise von Querschnitt zu
Querschnitt fortgehende, stets und immer von neuem das Gesamtfeld ins
Auge fassende zeitlich rickwirts und vorwirts vergleichende Beschreibung’,
whereby the ‘Dichtigkeit der angelegten Querschnitte’ (i.e. of the field de-
scriptions, each of them carried out in a determinate synchrony) determines
the ‘Grad der Anndherung an den tatsichlichen Fluf} des Werdens’ (1931:
13). Whether or not this ‘komparative Statik’ can really grasp the essence
of historical dynamics is extremely dubious (cf. Coseriu 1958). Trier
sees, in the field-history he proposed, a unification of the descriptive and
the historical study of language (1932a:426) and, with his idea of ‘Umglie-
derung’, took part (1934a:184) in the famous dispute on ‘das Ineinander-
greifen deskriptiver und historischer Sprachwissenschaft’ (cf. W. von Wart-
burg).

Trier was already familiar with the distinction, which is of fundamental im-
portance for a structural diachronic semantics, between two kinds of linguis-
tic change: 1° material innovation with unchanged meaning,''# and 2° con-
ceptual (or content-) redistribution (e.g. 1938:92). In the light of this rele-
vant differentiation he gives a new interpretation to Wartburg’s well-known
discussion of the southwest French homophonic clash in gar (1934a:
1774f).

114 In this case, Trier speaks of the simple ‘Kimmerchenwechseln’, and refers directly
to the ‘Antike Bedeutungsfelder’ of A. Jolles, to whom this distinction was appar-
ently already familiar, too (1934b:447).
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5.1.2 In a very substantial contribution (1964), E. Coseriu presented the
theoretical foundation for a structural diachronic semantics. The most im-
portant condition for such a diachronic lexematics is, for him, ‘de se placer
au point de vue du contenu en tant que tel — ... — et de considérer I’ex-
pression justement comme “expression”, c’est-a-dire uniquement comme
manifestation, et garantie de I’existence, des distinctions sémantiques, ...
(1964: 148). The object of structural diachronic semantics is defined as fol-
lows:

c’est le développement historique des ‘champs conceptuels’ considérés comme struc-
tures lexicales de contenu. Et, puisque structure veut dire avant tout opposition dis-
tinctive, la sémantique structurale diachronique aura & établir,  étudier et, si possible,
4 expliquer (motiver) le maintien, I’apparition, la disparition et la modification, au
cours de ’histoire d’une langue, des oppositions lexicales distinctives (159-60).

E. Coseriu also clarifies the position of structural diachronic semantics
within the other lexicologjcal disciplines and in particular its relationship to
traditional semantics. The three following problems of fundamental impor-
tance are then treated:

a) The problem of the delimitation of lexical change: Here, the (in princi-
ple) decisive distinction between non-functional and functional lexical
change is applied and also terminologically firmly established: The former
is termed ‘remplacement (changement sémasiologique ou onomasiologique)’;
the latter ‘modification (changement sémantique proprement dit)’ (170).115
As an illustrative example from French language history is cited the replace-
ment of the signifiant ‘ive’ first of all by the signifiant ‘cavale’, then by
jument’ (thus, double ‘remplacement’). In each case the content ‘female
horse’ remains the same. To illustrate ‘modification’ the following real
lexical change is cited:

chef

téte

chef

b) The problem of the types of lexical change: By analogy to phonology
and grammar, the following statement can be considered as valid for lexico-
logy, too: ‘un changement de structure ou fonctionnel est en principe I’ap-
parition ou la disparition d’un trait distinctif et, par 1a, I’apparition ou la
disparition d’une opposition (en phonologie: “phonologisation” et “dé-
phonologisation™)’ (1964 : 173). '

115 ‘Cest une distinction radicale entre deux ordres de faits enticrement différents:
un “remplacement” ne concerne que le signifiant (ou le lien signifiant-signifié);
une “modification™ concerne au contraire le signifié en tant que tel. Dans le cas
d’un “remplacement™ rien ne se produit, en principe, dans les rapports des con-
tenus lexicaux; dans le cas d’une “modification”, ce sont précisément ces rapports
qui changent’ (1964 :170).



66

As illustration (173, 175):

u U, U,
U, U, U
Lat. ‘avis’ Lat. ‘albus’ ‘candidus’
v N N
Sp. ‘ave’ ‘pajaro’  Fr. ‘blanc’

c) The problem of the ‘regularity’ proper to lexical change: E. Coseriu
distinguishes two types of regularity within functional lexical change (178
ff.): 1° ‘régularité’: affects only one single unit of the system and its usage;
2° ‘systématicité’: affects an entire lexical field.

In conclusion, the range of application of this semantics will be outlined:

Nous pensons qu’une sémantique diachronique structurale, . . ., pourrait-indépendam-
ment de I’intérét qu’elle présenterait pour elle-méme — se révéler fructueuse a plusieurs
égards, tout particuliérement pour I’étymologie, pour I'étude des contacts interlinguis-
tiques, pour la typologie linguistique et pour la comparaison des langues (1964 :183).
(Cf. Geckeler 1971c.)

Unfortunately, linguists have as yet scarcely responded to these stimuli, and
the tasks outlined here have not yet been tackled seriously.

6.0 To conclude our survey of linguistic, especially structural semantics, we
will present, in the following paragraphs, some suggestions and orientations
for further necessary research work in the domain of structural semantics,
and will also attempt a prospect of the possible unity of linguistics.

6.1.0 Below we list, in simple outline form, a selection of problems the
study and eventual solution of which seems to us very important for the
process of structural semantics. The posing of these questions may also be
regarded as a suggestion for the orientation of future research in the field of
structural semantics.

6.1.1 The question of the delimitation of lexical fields needs to be studied
more thoroughly; further criteria for delimitation must be found, in addi-
tion to those listed by J. Lyons and E. Coseriu. The questions of the hierar-
chy of lexical fields with respect to one another and possible neutraliza-
tions (Coseriu 1964 :158; Geckeler 1971a:ch. V. 3) between them must be
further investigated.

6.1.2 Another problem is the distinction of possible types of lexical fields.
How, for example, can L. Weisgerber’s attempts to differentiate various
kinds of lexical fields be structurally interpreted (cf. 3.3.2.1)?
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6.1.3 It would also be interesting to pursue a still unpublished idea of E.
Coseriu’s, accoring to which the vocabulary of a language is made up of Be-
deutungsfelder (i.e. our lexical fields) and Bezeichnungsfelder (designational
fields, e.g. the field of the playing of musical instruments in French: jouer,
sonner, toucher).

6.1.4 The problematics of lexical classes, which was discovered and first
treated in broad outlines by B. Pottier and E. Coseriu, needs further differ-
entiation. The distinction between determining and defermined classes in-
troduced by E. Coseriu represents a first effort in this direction. For exam-
ple, can determining classes be established among adjectives?

6.1.5 Another extensive complex of problems is concerned with the further
determination of the grammaticalization of vocabulary and of its types
among the ‘secondary’ lexematic structures (cf. 4.2.2), ie. this has to do
with the domain of word-formation. Which types of sentence-semantic
structures underlie the secondary lexical structures? The most recent re-
search has gotten away from assuming simple, actualized sentences, so-called
‘kernel sentences’ as a basis; thus e.g. H. E. Brekle in a recent publication
(1970:57 ff.) no longer proceeds from ‘aktuale Satzstrukturen’, but from a
Satzbegriff’ (propositional concept), i.e. from the semantic kernel of an
actualized declarative sentence, freed from a number of modal relations as
e.g. assertion, quantification, negation, modes, tenses,''® but not, as it
would seem, e.g. from ‘Aktionsart’. Additional studies in this direction
would be most welcome.

6.1.6 The structural method developed in phonology with its elaborate tech-
nique was transferred as a model to the study of vocabulary (cf. Coseriu
1964: 150-5), especially to the analysis of lexical fields. At first, in an
attempt to justify this transfer, analogies between the phonematic and the
lexematic structures were particularly emphasized. However, it remains the
task of future research to study and to emphasize precisely what is specific
in the structurinlg of the vocabulary as opposed to the structuring in the
phonic domain.!!”

6.1.7 An additional problem which has likewise been too little studied is the
degree of material regularity of the level of expression with respect to the
content-level in vocabulary (cf. Coseriu 1964 :166-70): ‘Il s’agit de la moti-
vation analogique, par laquelle & des contenus semblables peuvent corres-

116 ‘Ein Satzbegriff ist demnach neutral in bezug auf Wahrheit oder Falschheit des
durch ihn bezeichneten Sachverhalts’ (Brekle 1970:57).

117 E. Coseriu has given a provisory catalogue of analogies and differences between
the phonematic and the lexematic structures in his above-mentioned course: Ro-
manische (insbesondere franzésische) Semantik;a résumé of this catalogue can be
found in Geckeler 1971a:Ch. IV.2.
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pondre des expressions semblables’ (167).1'® This material regularity is
characteristic for grammar, and by comparison very rare in vocabulary out-
side the domain of word-formation (cf. e.g. the fairly regular formation of
designations for fruit trees in French: pomme — pommier, poire —>poirier,
etc.). In this connection, L. Weisgerber’s content-oriented views of the
phonic shape of words fit in well.

6.1.8 The problematics of structural levels (Coseriu 1952, 1968c, 1969) of
language in their application to structural semantics also needs further in-
vestigation. Structural semantics, as we understand it,is as such concerned
exclusively with the level of the system (level of functional oppositions).
But how does the transition function from the level of the sysfem, on the
one hand, to those of norm and discourse, and, on the other hand,to the
type? Typologically oriented questions'!? as e.g. that of analogy and differ-
ences in the lexematic structuring of different languages have been neglected
by linguists till now.!2°

6.1.9 At the end of our selection of still unsatisfactorily studied problems
we would like to mention the question, which has already been raised by
scholars, as to whether or not the content-differentiating features (be they
semes or classemes) possess the status of linguistic universals. If so, then is
there a definite catalogue of such content-differentiating features (cf. Leib-
niz) for all languages, as is assumed for the distinctive features in phonology
by R. Jakobson and M. Halle (1956)? The whole controversy about linguis-
tic universals, however, suffers from a failure to distinguish with respect to
the concept ‘universal’ (cf. Coseriu 1970b:119, fn. 1) among: a) ‘universal’
as something essential and conceptually necessary; b) ‘universal’ as some-
thing universally possible; c¢) what is not actually ‘universal’, but merely
empirically general.

6.2 As a prospect for future research in linguistics we are confronted with
the possibility of the union of the analytic-structural and the transforma-
tional-generative points of view. Precisely with respect to structural seman-
tics, P. M. Postal (1966:179, fn. 10) has emphasized the essential unity of
the components from componential analysis, of the semantic markers of
Katz and Fodor and the minimum units of content of Hjelmslev. It seems to
us rather more exact to draw attention to the possibility of an identity be-
tween the semantic markers of TG and our classemes and between the dis-

118 © “Semblables™, naturellement, non aux contenus, mais a d’autres expressions
correspondant & des contenus analogues’ (Coseriu 1964 :167, fn. 40).

119 A series of such questions is cited in Coseriu 1966: 205.

120 Multilateral linguistic comparison, as carried out with good results by M. Wandrusz-
ka and his students in Tiibingen, is not however concerned with the level of the
language-type; cf. Wandruszka 1969.
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tinguishers of TG and our semes. In the field of word-formation theory, too,
approaches such as those of R. B. Lees (1963) and E. Coseriu are potentially
unifiable, since, after all, the same facts are being treated but from different
angles. There is no lack of indications of a union of structural-functional
and transformational-generative points of view, thus e.g. in H. E. Brekle
(1970), in M. Gross (Paris) and his team, who are occupied with the classe-
matics of the French verb, and in part also in the work of S. M. Lamb. Thus
the goal of striving for a unified linguistics does not seem altogether unat-
tainable to us.



70
REFERENCES

ABERCROMBIE, D. 1965. Pseudo-procedures in linguistics (1963). Studies
in phonetics and linguistics, 114-19. London.

ALARCOS LLORACH, E. 1969. Gramaticaestructural (Segin la Escuela de
Copenhague y con especial atencion a la lengua espafiola), Madrid.

AMMER, K. 1958. Einfilhrung in die Sprachwissenschaft 1. Halle.

BAHNER, W. 1962. Grundziige der Feldtheorie von Jost Trier. Eine kri-
tische Analyse. WZUL 11.593-8.

BALDINGER, K. 1950. Kollektivsuffixe und Kollektivbegriff. Ein Beitrag
zur Bedeutungslehre im Franzosischen mit Berlicksichtigung der Mund-
arten. Berlin.

— 1952. Die Gestaltung des wissenschaftlichen Worterbuchs. Historische
Betrachtungen zum neuen Begriffssystemn als Grundlage fiir die Lexiko-
graphie von Hallig und Wartburg. Romanistisches Jahrbuch 5.65—-94.

— 1957. Die Semasiologie. Versuch eines Uberblicks. Berlin.

— 1960. Alphabetisches oder begrifflich gegliedertes Worterbuch? ZRPh
76.521-36.

1964. Sémasiologie et onomasiologie. RLR 28.249-72.

BALLY, CH. 1940. L’arbitraire du signe. Valeur et signification. FM 8.193-
206.

— 1965. Linguistique générale et linguistique frangaise. 4th ed. 2nd defini-
tive ed. 1944. Berne.

BARTHES, R. 1964. Eléments de sémiologie. Communications 4.91—144.

BASILIUS, H. 1952. Neo-Humboldtian ethnolinguistics. Word 8.95—105.

BAUMGARTNER, K. 1967. Die Struktur des Bedeutungsfeldes. Satz und
Wort im heutigen Deutsch, 165—97. Dusseldorf.

BENDIX, E. H. 1966. Componential analysis of general vocabulary: The se-
mantic structure of a set of verbs in English, Hindi, and Japanese.
Bloomington and The Hague.

BENVENISTE, E. 1954. Problémes sémantiques de la reconstruction, Word
10.251-64.

BETZ, W. 1954. Zur Uberpriifung des Feldbegriffes. KZ 71.189-98.

BIER3WISCH, M. 1967. Some semantic universals of German adjectivals. FL

.1-36.

BLACK, M. 1949. Language and philosophy, studies in method. Ithaca,N.Y.

BLOCH, B,, and G. L. TRAGER. 1942. Outline of linguistic analysis. Balti-
more.

BLOOMFIELD, L. 1943. Meaning. Monatshefte fiir Deutschen Unterricht
35.101-6.

71

— 1960. Linguistic aspects of science. 7th impression. Chicago. (= Inter-
national Encyclopedia of Unified Science 1/4.)

—  1965. Language. 8th impression. London.

BREAL, M. 1883. Les lois intellectuelles du langage; fragment de séman-
tique. Annuaire de I’association pour ’encouragement des études grec-
ques en France 17.132—42.

— 1897, Essai de sémantique. Science des significations. 3rd ed. 1904.
Paris.

BREKLE, H. E. 1970. Generative Satzsemantik und transformationelle
Syntax im System der englischen Nominalkomposition. Miinchen.

BUSTOS TOVAR, E. de. 1967. Anotacionés sobre el campo asociativo de la
palabra. Problemas y principios del estructuralismo lingiiistico, 149-70.
Madrid.

CARNAP, R. 1942. Introduction to semantics. Introduction to semantics +
Formalization of logic. 2 vols (in 1). 2nd ed. 1961. Cambridge, Mass.

CARROLL, J. B. 1959. Lg 35.58-77.

— 1961. The study of language, a survey of linguistics and related disci-
plines in America. 4th printing. 1st ed. 1953. Cambridge, Mass.

CASARES, J. 1942. Diccionario ideoldgico de la lengua espafiola. Desde la
idea a la palabra; desde la palabra a la idea. Barcelona.

CONKLIN, H. C. 1962. Lexicographical treatment of folk taxonomies.
Problems in lexicography, ed. by F. W. Householder and S. Saporta,
119—41. Bloomington, Ind.

COSERIU, E. 1952. Sistema, norma y habla. Montevideo. Reprinted 1962:
Teoria del lenguaje y lingiifstica general, 11—113. Madrid.

— 1954, Forma y sustancia en los sonidos del lenguaje. Montevideo. Re-
printed 1962: Teoria del lenguaje y lingiiistica general, 115-234.
Madrid.

— 1955-56. Determinacion y entorno. Dos problemas de una lingiistica
del hablar. Romanistisches Jahrbuch 7.29—54. Reprinted 1962: Teorfa
del lenguaje y lingiiistica general, 282—323. Madrid.

—  1958. Sincronfa, diacronia e historia. El problema del cambio lingiifs-
tico. Montevideo. Reimpresicn fotomecanica, Tiibingen 1969.

— 1962. Logicismo y antilogicismo en la gramdtica. Teoria del lenguaje
y lingiidstica general, 235—60. Madrid.

— 1964. Pour une sémantique diachronique structurale. TraLiLi 2/1.139—
86.

— 1966. Structure lexicale et enseignement du vocabulaire. Actes du
premier colloque international de linguistique appliquée, 175-217.
Nancy.



Y’

72

— 1967a. Das Phianomen der Sprache und das Daseinsverstdndnis des heu-
tigen Menschen. Padagogische Provinz 1-2.11-28.

— 1967b. Zur Vorgeschichte der strukturellen Semantik: Heyses Analyse
des Wortfeldes ‘Schall’. To honor Roman Jakobson: Essays on the
occasion of his seventieth birthday, 489—98. The Hague and Paris.

— 1967c¢. Lexikalische Solidarititen. Poetica. 1.293—-303.

— 1967d. Georg von der Gabelentz et la linguistique synchronique. Word
23.74-100.

— 1968a. Les structures lexématiques. ZFSL Beiheft (Neue Folge) 1.3-16.

— 1968b. Coordinacién latina y coordinacion romanica. Actas del ITI con-
greso espafiol de estudios cldsicos III. 35—57. Madrid.

— 1968c. Sincronia, diacronia.'y tipologia. Actas del XI Congreso Inter-
nacional de Lingiiistica y Filologia Romanicas, 1.269—83. Madrid.

— 1969. Sistema, norma e ‘parola’. Studi linguistici in onore di Vittore
Pisani 1.235—53. Brescia.

— 1970a. Semantik, innere Sprachform und Tiefenstruktur. Sprache —
Strukturen und Funktionen, XII Aufsitze zur Allgemeinen und Ro-
manischen Sprachwissenschaft, 213—24. Tiibingen. [Also in FLing 4.30-
40.]

— 1970b. Bedeutung und Bezeichnung im Lichte der strukturellen Seman-
tik. Sprachwissenschaft und Ubersetzen, ed. by P. Hartmann and H.
Vernay, 104—21. Miinchen.

DARMESTETER, A. 1887. La vie des mots étudiée dans leurs significations.
(English translation, London 1886.) Paris.

DORNSEIFF, F. 1938. Das ‘Problem des Bedeutungswandels’. ZDPh 63,
119-38.

DUBOIS, J. 1960. Les notions d’unité sémantique complexe et de neutra-
lisation dans le lexique. Cahiers de Lexicologie 2.62—6.

— 1964. Distribution, ensemble et marque dans le lexique. Cahiers de
Lexicologie 4.5—16.

DUCHACEK, 0. 1959. Champ conceptuel de la beauté en frangais moderne.
Vox Romanica 18.297-323.

— 1960a. Les champs linguistiques. Philologica Pragensia 3.22—35.

— 1960b. Le champ conceptuel de la beauté en francais moderne. Prague.

— 1962. L’homonymie et la polysémie. Vox Romanica 21.49—56.

DUDEN. 1959. Grammatik der deutschen Gegenwartssprache. Mannheim.

ERDMANN, K. O. 1910. Die Bedeutung des Wortes. Aufsitze aus dem

Grenzgebiet der Sprachpsychologie und Logik. 2nd. ed. 1st ed. 1900.
Leipzig.

73

FIRTH, 1. R. 1930. Speech. London.

— 1937. The tongues of men. London.

_  1957a. The technique of semantics. (Reprint of 1935 edition.) Papers
in Linguistics 1934—1951. 7—33. London.

— 1957b. Papers in linguistics 1934—1951. London.

—  1962. A synopsis of linguistic theory, 1930—1955. Studies in linguistic
analysis. Special volume of the Philological Society [1st printing 1957],
1-32. Oxford.

_ 1964, The tongues of men and speech. [Reprint of 1930 and 1937 ]
London.

FISCHER-JORGENSEN, E. 1952. Glossematics. Lecture to the Washington
Linguistic Club, 26 March.

FOWLER, R. 1965. A note on some uses of the term ‘meaning’ in descrip-
tive linguistics. Word 21.411-20.

FREIL, H. 1954. Critéres de délimitation. Word 10.136—45.

— 1961. Désaccords. CFS 18.35-51.

FRIES, CH. C. 1954. Meaning and linguistic analysis. Lg 30.57—68.

GABELENTZ, G. von der. 1891. Die Sprachwissenschaft, ihre Aufgaben,
Methoden und bisherigen Ergebnisse. 2nd ed. 1901. [3rd ed. 1969
Tiibingen = enlarged reprint of the second ed.] Leipzig.

GAMILLSCHEG, E. 1951. Franzéosische Bedeutungslehre. Tiibingen.

GARDINER, A. 1951. The theory of speech and language. 2nd ed. st ed.
1932. Oxford.

GAUGER, H.—M. 1969. Die Semantik in der Sprachtheorie der transforma-
tionellen Grammatik. Linguistische Berichte 1.1—18.

GECKELER, H. 1970. Review of Lyons 1968. Poetica 3.594—600.

—  1971a. Zur Wortfelddiskussion, Untersuchungen zur Gliederung des
Wortfeldes ‘altjung-neu’ im heutigen Franzdsisch. Miinchen.

— 1971b. Strukturelle Semantik und Wortfeldtheorie. Miinchen.

— 1971c. Lexikalische Strukturen im Vergleich: Kontrastive Skizze zur
Strukturierung des Wortfeldes ‘altjung-neu’ im heutigen Italienisch,
Spanisch und Franzosisch. Festschrift Wandruszka 123—37. Tubingen.

GEORGE, F. H. 1964. Semantics. The Teach Yourself Books. London.

GIPPER, H. 1959. Sessel oder Stuhl? Ein Beitrag zur Bestimmung von Wort-
inhalten im Bereich der Sachkultur. Sprache — Schliissel zur Welt: Fest-
schrift fiir Leo Weisgerber, 271—92. Diisseldorf.

GIPPER, H., and H. SCHWARZ. 1962ff. Bibliographisches Handbuch zur
Sprachinhaltsforschung. Teil 1: Schrifttum zur Sprachinhaltsforschung
in alphabetischer Folge nach Verfassern mit Besprechungen und Inhalts-
hinweisen. Koln-Opladen.



74

GLEASON, H. A., Jr. 1961. An introduction to descriptive linguistics. Rev.
ed. New York.

GODEL, R. 1948. Homonymie et identité. CFS 7.5-15.

GOODENOUGH, W. H. 1956. Componential analysis and the study of
meaning. Lg 32.195-216.

GREBE, P. 1967. Der semantisch-syntaktische Hof unserer Worter. Satz und
Wort im heutigen Deutsch, 109—14. Diisseldorf.

GREENBERG, J. H. 1963. Concerning inferences from linguistics to non-
linguistic data. Language in culture: Conference on the interrelations of
language and other aspects of culture, ed. by H. Hoijer, 3—19. 5th im-
pression. 1st ed. 1954. Chicago and London.

GREIMAS, A.J. 1966. Sémantique structurale. Recherche de méthode.
Paris.

GUIRAUD, P. 1956. Les champs morpho-sémantiques (Critéres externes et
critéres internes en étymologie). BSL 52.265—88.

— 1962. La sémantique. Que sais-je? 655. 31d ed. Paris. _

HALL, R. A., Jr. 1964. Introductory linguistics. Philadelphia and New York.

HALLIG, R., and W. von WARTBURG. 1963. Begriffssystem als Grundlage
fiir die Lexikographie. Versuch eines Ordnungsschemas. 2nd ed. 1st ed.
1952. Berlin.

HAMP, E. P. 1966. A glossary of American technical linguistic usage 1925~
1950. 3rd ed. Utrecht and Antwerp.

HARRIS, Z. S. 1954, Distributional structure. Word 10.146—62.

— 1963. Structural linguistics. 6th impression. Chicago and London.
[Originally entitled, 1951, Methods in structural linguistics.]

HATTORI, SH. 1956. The analysis of meaning. For Roman Jakobson.
Essays on the occasion of his sixtieth birthday, 207—12. The Hague.

HAUGEN, E. 1951. Directions in modern linguistics. Lg 27.211-22.

HAYAKAWA, S. 1. 1949. Language in thought and action. New York.

— 1954, Semantics, general semantics, and related disciplines. Language,
meaning, and maturity: Selections from ETC: A Review of General Se-
mantics 1943—1953, ed. by S. I. Hayakawa, 19-37. New York, Evans-
ton, and London.

HEGER, K. 1963. Homographie, Homonymie and Polysemie. ZRPh 79.471-
91.

— 1964. Die methodischen Voraussetzungen von Onomasiologie und be-
grifflicher Gliederung. ZRPh 80.486—516. French tr. 1965, TraLiLi 3/
1.7-32.

— 1969. Die Semantik und die Dichotomie von Langue und Parole. Neue

75

Beitrige zur theoretischen Standortbestimmung von Semasiologie und
Onomasiologie. ZRPh 85.144-215.

HEYSE, K. W. L. 1856. System der Sprachwissenschaft, ed. by H. Steinthal.
Berlin.

HILL, A. A. 1958. Introduction to linguistic structures: From sound to sen-
tence in English. New York.

HJELMSLEV, L. 1943. Omkring sprogteoriens grundlaeggelse. Copenhagen.
Tr. by F. J. Whitfield, 1963, as Prolegomena to a theory of language,
Madison, Wisconsin.

— 1958. Dans quelle mesure les significations des mots peuvent-elles étre
considérées comme formant une structure? , Proceedings of the Eighth
International Congress of Linguists, 636—54. Oslo. (= Pour une séman-
tique structurale. Essais linguistiques, by L. Hjelmslev, 96—112; TCLC
12, Copenhague, 1959).

— [1936] 1959. Essai d’'une théorie des morphémes. Essais linguistiques,
152—64. [= TCLC 12]. Copenhague. '

— 1966. Le langage, une introduction. Tr. from the Danish by M. Olsen.
Paris.

HOCKETT, CH. F. 1958. A course in modern linguistics. New York.

HOLT, J. 1946. Rationel Semantik (Pleremik) (= Acta jutlandica XVIII/3).
Kgbenhavn.

— 1961. Order of content entities. Language and society. Essays presented
to Arthur M. Jensen on his seventieth birthday, 65—72. Copenhagen.

— 1964. Beitrige zur sprachlichen Inhaltsanalyse. Innsbrucker Beitrdge
zur Kulturwissenschaft 21.1—16. Innsbruck.

IKEGAMI, Y. 1962. Structural semantics: [ts assumptions and problems.
The Tsuda Review 7.1—15.

— 1967. Structural semantics: A survey and problems. Linguistics 33.49—
67.

IPSEN, G. 1924. Der Alte Orient und die Indogermanen. Stand und Aufga-
ben der Sprachwissenschaft: Festschrift fiir Wilhelm Streitberg, 200—-37.
Heidelberg.

— 1932. Der neue Sprachbegriff. Zeitschrift fiir Deutschkunde 46.1—18.

JAKOBSON, R., and M. HALLE. 1956. Fundamentals of language. The
Hague.

JOLLES, A. 1934. Antike Bedeutungsfelder. PBB 58.97—109.

JOOS, M. 1958. Semology: A linguistic theory of meaning. SIL 13.53—70.

— 1962. Structure in meaning. MSLL 13.41—8.

KATZ, J. J. 1966. The philosophy of language. New York and London.



76

— 1967. Recent issues in semantic theory. FL 3.124—94,

KATZ, J.J.,and J. A. FODOR. 1963. The structure of a semantic theory. Lg
39.170-210. Reprinted 1964 in their The structure of language: Read.
ings in the philosophy of language, 479—518. Englewood Cliffs, N. J.

KOCH, W. A. 1963. Zur Homonymie und Synonymie. Eine kritische Zy.
sammenfassung. ALH 13.65-91.

KORZYBSKI, A. 1933. Science and sanity: An introduction to non-Aristo-
telian systems and general semantics. Lancaster, Pa.

KRONASSER, H. 1952. Handbuch der Semasiologie. Kurze Einfilhrung in
die Geschichte, Problematik und Terminologie der Bedeutungslehre.
Heidelberg.

KURYLOWICZ, J. 1936. Dérivation lexicale et dérivation syntaxique (con-
tribution & la théorie des parties du discours). BSL 37.79-92. Re.
printed in Readings in linguistics II, ed. by E. P. Hamp, F. W. House-
holder, and R. Austerlitz, 42-50. Chicago and London 1966.

— 1949a. Actes du sixiéme Congrés International des Linguistes, 175—7.
Paris. '

— 1949b. La notion de I'isomorphisme. Recherches structurales 1949 (=
TCLC 5), 48—60. Copenhague.

LAMB, S. M. 1963. The sememic approach to structural semantics. (Mi-
meo.) Berkeley.

—  1966. Outline of stratificational grammar. Washington, D.C.

LAZARO CARRETER, F. 1962. Diccionario de términos filoldgicos. 2nd
ed. Madrid.

LEES, R. B. 1963. The grammar of English nominalizations. The Hague.

LEISI, E. 1953. Der Wortinhalt, seine Struktur im Deutschen und Eng-
lischen. 3rd ed. 1967. Heidelberg.

LEROT, J. 1967. Zur formalen Bedeutungslehre I-I1. (Dissertation) Lowen.

LOUNSBURY, F. G. 1956. A semantic analysis of the Pawnee kinship
usage. Lg 32.158-94,

— 1964. The structural analysis of kinship semantics. PICL 9.1073—90.

LYONS, J. 1963. Structural semantics. An analysis of part of the vocabu-
lary of Plato. Publications of the Philological Society 20. Oxford.

— 1966. Firth’s theory of ‘meaning’. In memory of J. R. Firth, 288—302.
London.

— 1968. Introduction to theoretical linguistics. Cambridge.

MALINOWSKI, B. 1960. The problem of meaning in primitive languages.
The meaning of meaning, by Ch. K. Ogden and L. A, Richards, supple-
ment I, 296—-336. 10th ed. [Ist ed. 1923.] London.

77

MARCHAND, H. 1966. On attributive and predicative derived adjectives
and some problems related to the distinction. Anglia 84.131—49.

— 1969. The categories and types of present-day English word-formation.
A synchronic-diachronic approach. 2nd ed. Miinchen. [1st ed. 1960,
Wiesbaden.]

MAROUZEAU, J. 1961. Lexique de la terminologie linguistique — frangais,
allemand, anglais, italien. 3rd ed. Paris.

MATORE, G. 1951. Le vocabulaire et la société sous LouisPhilippe.
Genéve-Lille.

— 1953. La méthode en lexicologie. Domaine frangais. Paris.

MEYER, R. M. 1910a. Bedeutungssysteme. KZ 43.352—-68.

— 1910b. Die militirischen Titel. Zeitschrift fiir Deutsche Wortforschung
12.145-56.

MORRIS, CH. W. 1938. Foundations of the theory of signs. International
Encyclopedia of Unified Science 1/2. Chicago.

— 1955. Signs, language, and behaviour. 1st ed. 1946. New York.

NAERT, P. 1961. Limites de la méthode distributionnelle. Studia Linguis-
tica 15.52—4.

NIDA, E. A. 1951. A system for the description of semantic elements.
Word 7.1-14.

— 1962. Morphology: The descriptive analysis of words. 2nd ed. 1949.
Ann Arbor.

— 1964. Toward a science of translating with special reference to prin-
ciples and procedures involved in Bible translating. Leiden.

OHMAN, S. 1951. Wortinhalt und Weltbild. Vergleichende und methodolo-
gische Studien zu Bedeutungslehre und Wortfeldtheorie. Stockholm.

— 1953. Theories of the ‘linguistic field’. Word 9.123—34.

OKSAAR, E. 1958. Semantische Studien im Sinnbereich der Schnelligkeit.
Plotzlich, schnell und ihre Synonymik im Deutsch der Gegenwart und
des Frith-, Hoch- und Spitmittelalters. Stockholm und Uppsala.

0SGOOD, C. E. 1959. Semantic space revisited. Word 15.192—200.

0SGOOD, C. E., G. J. SUCI, and P. H. TANNENBAUM. 1957. The mea-
surement of meaning. Urbana.

OTTO, E. 1965. Stand und Aufgabe der allgemeinen Sprachwissenschaft.
2nd ed. 1st ed. 1954. Berlin.

PEI, M. 1966. Glossary of linguistic terminology. Garden City, N.Y.

PIKE, K. L. 1954—-60. Language in relation to a unified theory of the struc-
ture of human behavior. Parts [-III. Preliminary ed. Glendale, Calif,
2nd ed. 1967. The Hague.



78

PORZIG, W. 1930-31. Die Leistung der Abstrakta in der Sprache. Blitter fiir
Deutsche Philosophie 4.66—77.

— 1934, Wesenhafte Bedeutungsbeziehungen. PBB 58.70-97.
— 1967. Das Wunder der Sprache. Probleme, Methoden und Ergebnisse
der modernen Sprachwissenschaft. 4th ed. [1sted. 1950.] Bern-Miinchen,

— 1959. Die Einheit des Wortes. Ein Beitrag zur Diskussion. Sprache —
Schliissel zur Welt. Festschrift fiir Leo Weisgerber, 158—67. Diisseldorf,

POSTAL, P. M. 1966. Review of Elements of general linguistics, by André
Martinet (tr. by Elisabeth Palmer), Chicago 1964. FL 2.151-86.

POTTIER, B. 1963. Recherches sur I’analyse sémantique en linguistique et
en traduction mécanique. Nancy.

— 1964. Vers une sémantique moderne. Tralili 2.107-37.

— 1965. La définition sémantique dans les dictionnaires. TraLili 3.33—9,

— 1967a. Présentation de la linguistique. Fondements d’une théorie. Paris.

— 1967b. Rehabilitacion de la semantica. Problemas y principios del
estructuralismo lingiiistico, 187—92. Madrid. |

PRIETO, L. J. 1956. Contributions & I’6tude fonctionnelle du contenu. TIL
1.23-41.

— 1957. Figuras de la expresion y figuras del contenido. Estructuralismo e
historia. Misceldnea Homenaje a André Martinet 1.243—9.La Laguna.

— 1964. Principes de noologie. Fondements de la théorie fonctionnelle du
signifié. Janua Linguarum, series minor, 35. The Hague.

QUADRI, B. 1952. Aufgaben und Methoden der onomasiologischen For-
schung. Eine entwicklungsgeschichtliche Darstellung. RH 37. Bern.

READ, A. W. 1948. An account of the word ‘semantics’. Word 4.78—97.

REGNELL, H. 1958. Semantik. Stockholm.

REISIG, K. 1839. Vorlesungen iiber lateinische Sprachwissenschaft. Ed. and
notes by Friedrich Haase, Leipzig.

REY, A. 1965. Les dictionnaires: Forme et contenu. Cahiers de Lexicologie
7.65—102.

— 1969. Remarques sémantiques. Langue Frangaise 4.5—29 (= La séman-
tique).

RICKEN, U. 1961a. Onomasiologie oder Feldmethode? Bemerkungen zur
Methode und Terminologie einiger neuerer wortkundlicher Arbeiten.
WZUL 10.833—40. ‘

— 1961b. Bemerkungen zur Onomasiologie. WZUL 10.409-19.

RODRIGUEZ ADRADOS, F. 1967. Estructura del vocabulario y estructura
de la lengua. Problemas y principios del estructuralismo lingiiistico,
193—-229. Madrid. Reprinted 1969, in his Estudios de lingiiistica gene-
ral, 25—60. Barcelona.

79

ROSIELLO, L. 1962. La semantica: Note terminologiche ed epistemolo-
giche. AGI 47.32-53.

SAUSSURE, F. de. 1964. Cours de linguistique générale. 1st ed. 1916. Paris.

SCHEIDWEILER, F. 1942. Die Wortfeldtheorie. ZDA 79.249-72.

SCHLAUCH, M. 1943. The gift of tongues. London.

_ 1946. Early behaviorist psychology and contemporary linguistics. Word
2.25-36.

SCHWARZ, H. 1959. Leitmerkmale sprachlicher Felder. Ein Beitrag zur
Verfahrensweise der Gliederungsforschung. Sprache — Schliissel zur
Welt. Festschrift fir Leo Weisgerber, 245—55. Diisseldorf.

SCUR, G. S. 1969. On the associative principle and field in linguistics. Studi
linguistici in onore di Vittore Pisani II. 937—62. Brescia.

SEIFFERT, L. 1968a. Wortfeldtheorie und Strukturalismus. Studien zum
Sprachgebrauch Freidanks. Stuttgart.

—  1968b. Neo-Humboldtian semantics in perspective: ‘Sprache und Ge-
meinschaft’. JL 4.93—108.

SIERTSEMA, B. 1965. A study of glossematics. Critical survey of its funda-
mental concepts. 2nd ed. The Hague.

SLAMA-CAZACU, T. 1961. Langage et contexte. Le probléme du langage
dans la conception de I'expression et de I'interprétation par des organi-
sations contextuelles. Janua Linguarum, series minor, 6. The Hague.

SPENCE, N. C. W. 1961. Linguistic fields, conceptual systems and the Welt-
bild. TPhS 1961.87-106.

SPERBER, H. 1965. Einfiihrung in die Bedeutungslehre. 3rd. ed. 1st ed.
1923. Bonn.

STERN, G. 1931. Meaning and change of meaning with special reference to
the English language. (Reprint.) Bloomington.

TODOROV, TZ. 1966. Recherches sémantiques. Langages 1.5—43.

TOGEBY, K. 1965. Grammaire, lexicologie et sémantique. Cahiers de Lexi-
cologie 6.3-7.

TOLLENAERE, F. de. 1960. Lexicographie alphabétique ou idéologique.
Cahiers de Lexicologie 2.19-29.

TRAGER, G. L. 1950. The field of linguistics. S.I.L. Occasional Papers 1.
2nd ed. 1st ed. 1949. Norman, Oklahoma.

— 1963. Linguistics is linguistics. S.I.L. Occasional Papers 10. Buffalo,
N.Y.

TRIER, J. 1931. Der deutsche Wortschatz im Sinnbezirk des Verstandes.
Die Geschichte eines sprachlichen Feldes I: Von den Anfingen bis zum
Beginn des 13. Jahrhunderts. Heidelberg.



80

— 1932a. Sprachliche Felder. Zeitschrift fiir Deutsche Bildung 8.417—27,

— 1932b. Die Idee der Klugheit in ihrer sprachlichen Entfaltung. Zeit-
schrift fir Deutschkunde 46.625-35,

— 1934a. Deutsche Bedeutungsforschung. Germanische Philologie, Ergeb-
nisse und Aufgaben, Festschrift fir Otto Behaghel, 173—200. Heidel-
berg.

— 1934b. Das sprachliche Feld. Eine Auseinandersetzung. Neue Jahr-
biicher fiir Wissenschaft und Jugendbildung 10.428—49.

— 1938. Uber die Erforschung des menschenkundlichen Wortschatzes,
ﬁctes du quatriéme Congrés International de Linguistes, 92—8. Copen-

ague.

TRUBETZKOY, N. S. 1967. Grundziige der Phonologie. 4th ed. [Ist ed.
1939.] Gottingen.

ULLMANN, S. 1946. Language and meaning. Word 2.113—26.

1951. Le mot ‘sémantique’. FM 19.201-2.

— 1957. Historical semantics and the structure of the vocabulary. Estruc-
turalismo e Historia. Miscelanea Homenaje a André Martinet. 1.289 -
'303. La Laguna.

— 1962. Semantics, an introduction to the science of meaning. Oxford.

— 1963. The principles of semantics. 3rd impression. Oxford and Glasgow.

WALLACE, A. F. C,, and J. ATKINS. 1960. The meaning of kinship terms.
AmA 62.58-80.

WANDRUSZKA, M. 1968. Der Ertrag des Strukturalismus. Verba et Voca-
bula: Ernst Gamillscheg zum 80. Geburtstag, ed. by H. Stimm and J.
Wilhelm, 619—38. Miinchen.

— 1969. Sprachen — vergleichbar und unvergleichlich. Miinchen.

WARTBURG, W. von. 1937. Betrachtungen iiber die Gliederung des Wort-
schatzes und die Gestaltung des Worterbuchs. ZRPh 57.296—312.

— 1962. Einfihrung in die Problematik und Methodik der Sprachwissen-
schaft. 2nd ed. corrected and expanded in collaboration with S. Ull-
mann. 1st ed. 1943. Tiibingen.

WEINREICH, U. 1958. Travels through semantic space. Word 14.346—66.

— 1959. Rejoinder to Osgood 1959. Word 15.200—1.

— 1962. Lexicographic definition in descriptive semantics. Problems in
lexicography, ed. by F. W. Householder and S. Saporta, 25—43. Bloo-
mington, Ind.

— 1963a. On the semantic structure of language. Universals of language,
ed. by J. H. Greenberg, 114—71. Cambridge, Mass.

— 1963b. Lexicology. CTL 1.60—93.

81

_  1966. Explorations in semantic theory. CTL 3.395—-477.

— 1967. On arguing with Mr. Katz: A brief rejoinder. FL 3.284-7.

WEISGERBER, L. 1942. Die volkhaften Krifte der Muttersprache. 2nd ed.
[1st ed. 1939, 3rd ed. 1943.] Frankfurt a. M.

— 1954. Die Sprachfelder in der geistigen Erschliefung der Welt. Fest-
schrift fir Jost Trier zu seinem 60. Geburtstag am 15. Dezember 1954,
34—49. Meisenheim/Glan.

— 1956—57. Die Erforschung der Sprach‘‘zugriffe”, 1: Grundlinien einer
inhaltbezogenen Grammatik. Wirkendes Wort 7.65-73.

—1957. Sprachwissenschaftliche Methodenlehre. Deutsche Philologie im
Aufrifl, ed. by W. Stammler, I. columns 1—38. 2nd revised ed. Berlin.

— 1962a. Grundziige der inhaltbezogenen Grammatik. 3rd revised ed.
Diisseldorf.

— 1962b. Die sprachliche Gestaltung der Welt. 3rd revised ed. Diisseldorf.

— 1963. Die vier Stufen in der Erforschung der Sprachen. Diisseldorf.

— 1964. Das Menschheitsgesetz der Sprache als Grundlage der Sprachwis-
senschaft. 2nd revised ed. Heidelberg.

WELLS, R. 1957. A mathematical approach to meaning. CFS 15.117-36.

ZAUNER, A. 1902. Die romanischen Namen der Korperteile. Eine onoma-
siologische Studie. Erlangen. Reprinted 1903, RF 14.339—530.

ZVEGINCEV, V. A. 1957. Semasiologija. Moscow.

Additional bibliography
(1970—-1980)

COSERIU, E. 1970. Einfihrung in die strukturelle Betrachtung des Wort-
schatzes. Tiibingen. (19732).
— 1973. Die Lage in der Linguistik. Innsbruck.

— 1973, “Semantik und Grammatik.” Neue Grammatiktheorien und ihre
Anwendung auf das heutige Deutsch. Jahrbuch 1971 des Instituts fiir
Deutsche Sprache, 77—89. Diisseldorf.

— 1973. Probleme der strukturellen Semantik. Vorlesung gehalten im Win-
tersemester 1965/66 an der Universitit Tiibingen. Autorisierte und be-
arbeitete Nachschrift von Dieter Kastovsky. Tiibingen.

— 1976. “Vers une typologie des champs lexicaux.” Cahiers de lexicologie
27.30-51.

— 1976. “Die funktionelle Betrachtung des Wortschatzes.” Probleme der
Lexikologie und Lexikographie. Jahrbuch 1975 des IDS, 7—25. Diissel-
dorf.



82

1977. Principios de semdntica estructural. Madrid.

1977. “Inhaltliche Wortbildungslehre (am Beispiel des Typs ‘coupe-
papier’).” Perspektiven der Wortbildungsforschung, ed. by H. E. Brekle
and D. Kastovsky, 48—61. Bonn.

1977. “L’étude fonctionnelle du vocabulaire. Précis de lexématique.”
Cahiers de lexicologie 29.5-23.

1978. Gramdtica, semantica, universales. Estudios de lingiiistica fun.
cional. Madrid.

GECKELER, H. 1973. Strukturelle Semantik des Franzosischen. Tiibingen.

1974. “Le probléme des lacunes linguistiques.” Cahiers de lexicologie 25.

31-45.
1976. Semintica estructural y teoria del campo 1éxico. Madrid.
1976. “Probleme des franzosischen Adjektivs.”” Akten des 10. Linguisti-

schen Kolloquiums Tibingen 1975, vol. 2: Grammatik, ed. by K.
Braunmiiller and W. Kiirschner, 103—115. Tiibingen.

1977. “Remarques sur quelques travaux récents de sémantique struc-
turale dans le domaine des langues romanes.” Atti del XIV Congresso
Internazionale di Linguistica e Filologia Romanza, vol. IV, 335-341,
Napoli—Amsterdam.

1977. “Zur Frage der Liicken im System der Wortbildung.” Perspek-
tiven der Wortbildungsforschung, ed. by H. E. Brekle and D. Kastovsky,
70—82. Bon.

1978 (ed.). Strukturelle Bedeutungslehre. Darmstadt.

1978. “Observations sur la structure sémantique des adjectifs.” Pro-
ceedings of the Twelfth International Congress of Linguists, 182—184,
Innsbruck.

1979. La semantica strutturale. Torino.

1979. “Antonymie und Wortart.” Integrale Linguistik. Festschrift fiir
Helmut Gipper, ed. by E. Billow and P. Schmitter, 455—482. Amster-
dam.

1980. “Die Antonymie im Lexikon.” Perspektiven der lexikalischen Se-
mantik, ed. by D. Kastovsky, 42—69. Bonn.

GECKELER, H. and OCAMPO MARIN, J. 1972. “Interpretacién semantica

estructural de materiales dialectoldgicos venezolanos.” Thesaurus (Bo-
gota) 27442454,

Abel 20
Abercrombie 13, 38
Alarcos Llorach 33
Ammer 21, 38
Atkins 14

Bahner 26

Baldinger 8, 10, 31

Bally 16, 29, 30, 38, 48, 50, 62
Barthes 35

Basilius 26

Baumgirtner 25

Bendix 44

Benveniste 32

Betz 26

Bierwisch 43

Black 8

Bloch 11,13

Bloomfield 10, 11,12,13
Bréal 8

Brekle 67, 69

Biihler 38

Bustos Tovar 16

Carnap 7
Carroll 14, 15
Casares 10
Chomsky 13
Coleridge 9
Conklin 14

Index

Coseriu 5,6,7,8,10,11, 14, 17,18, 19,
20, 25, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 35, 38,
39, 42,46, 47,48, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54,
55, 56,57, 58,59, 60, 61, 64, 65, 66,

67, 68, 69

Darmesteter 8, 9
Diderichsen 11
Dionysius Thrax 27
Dornseiff 26

Dubois 36

Duchadek 17, 22, 29, 32

Eikmeyer §
Erdmann 21

Firth 9, 37, 38
Fischer-Jgrgensen 33
Flydal 53

Fodor 18, 44, 58, 68
Fowler 11

Frei 11,31, 32

Fries 11,12

Gabelentz 50
Gamillscheg 9, 21
Gardiner 13
Gauger 18

Geckeler 5,6,7,13,15,17, 18,19, 22,

26, 29, 35, 43, 46, 58, 66, 67
George 8
Georges 19
Gipper 22, 23, 27,42
Gleason 12
Godel 31, 32
Goodenough 14
Grammont 9
Grebe 28
Greenberg 12
Greimas 35, 39,42, 43, 46, 58
Gross 69
Giintert 21
Guiraud 7, 8, 16, 17, 22, 29

Hall 12

Halle 68
Hallig 10
Hamp 8,9
Harris 11, 13, 36
Hattori 46, 59
Haugen 12
Hayakawa 7
Heger 10, 32
Heyse 20

Hill 12,13



84

Hjelmslev 19, 21, 23, 28, 32, 33, 34, 35,

36,47, 68
Hockett 12
Holt 33
Humboldt 22, 23
Husserl 54

Tkegami 35, 36
Ipsen 20, 21, 23

Jakobson 20, 68
Jespersen 30
Jolles 27, 28, 64
Joos 14, 35, 36

Kainz 21

Katz 18, 44, 58, 68
Koch 32

Korzybski 7

Kroeber 14
Kronasser 8,9, 21, 22
Kurytowicz 30, 31

Lamb 14, 36, 37, 69
Lazaro Carreter 9
Lees 69

Leibniz 68

Leisi 26, 28

Lerot 35

Lounsbury 14, 15, 58

Lyons 19, 27, 28, 38, 44, 45, 46, 66

Malinowski 37
Marchand 30
Marouzeau 9

Matoré 17, 18, 29, 30
Meyer 20, 27,48
Morris 7, 13

Naert 11
Nida 12, 13, 30, 38

Ohman 22, 27
Ogden 16
Oksaar 26
Osgood 15
Otto 21, 38

Pei 9
Pike 13, 14
Porzig 24, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32,63

Y

Postal 68

Pott 21

Pottier 19, 31, 39, 40, 41, 42, 46, 50, 57,
58,59,61, 67

Prieto 35

Quadri 10, 26

Read 8

Regnéll 8

Reichling 11

Reisig 8,9

Rey 10,19, 35

Richards 16

Ricken 26

Rieser 5

Rodriguez Adrados 19, 46
Rosiello 15

Sapir 10,45

Saussure 9, 16, 20, 21, 22, 23, 50, 54
Scheidweiler 26 '
Scherer 21

Schlauch 8, 12
Schlieben-Lange 5
Schmidt 21

Schwarz 22, 23, 27, 28
Scur 17

Sebeok 5

Seiffert 22, 26
Sieberer 21

Siertsema 33
Slama-Cazacu 39
Spang-Hanssen 11
Spence 22

Sperber 9, 21, 28
Stern 8

Stohr 20

Streitberg 20

Suci 15

Tannenbaum 15

Tegnér 20

Todorov 35

Togeby 43

Tollenaere 10

Trabant §

Trager 11,13, 14

Trier 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29,
30,48, 57, 58, 64

Trubetzkoy 9, 57

Ullmann 7, 8,9, 16, 18, 22, 27,45
Urban 38

Wallace 14

Wandruszka 43, 68

Wartburg 10, 18, 27, 64

Weinreich 14, 15, 18, 19, 44

Weisgerber 14, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27,
28, 30, 32,57, 66, 68

85

Wells 15
Werner 20
Weydt 5
Whitfield 33
Whorf 10
Wolff 30

Zauner 10
Zvegincev 8



