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Semantics is the study of linguistic meaning: that is, the meaning of words,
phrases, and sentences. Unlike pragmatics, semantics is part of grammar proper, the
study of the internal structure of language. Unfortunately, because semantics is the
most poorly, understood component of grammar, it can be one of the most difficult
areas of linguistics to study. The fact is that no one has yet developed a comprehen-
sive, authoritative theory of linguistic meaning. Nonetheless, we can discuss some of
the phenomena that have been studied within the domain of semantics and some of the
theories that have been developed to explain them.

Background

Contributions to semantics have come essentially from two sources — linguistics
and philosophy. Linguists have contributed primarily to the study of the core meaning
or sense of individual words. One method that they have used to characterize the sense
of words is called lexical decomposition. This method represents the sense of a word
in terms of the semantic features that comprise it. For example, these words can be
partly characterized by specifying a value (+ or —) for the features [adult] and [male],
as follows.

man woman boy girl
[adult] + + - -
[male] - - + _

Lexical decomposition as a method for characterizing the sense of words, has
several advantages. First, it explains our intuitions as speakers of English that the
meanings of man and boy are more closely related than are the meanings of man and
girl. Man and boy have the same value for one of these features [male], whereas man
and girl do not have the same value for either of these features. Second, it is easy to
characterize the senses of additional words by adding features. For example, we can
account for part of the meanings of stallion, mare, colt, and filly simply by adding the
feature [human], as follows.

man woman boy girl stallion mare colt filly
[adult] + + - - + ¥ _ _
[male] + - + - + _ + _
[human] + + + + - - - —



Finally, this method allows us, at least in principle, to characterize the senses of
a potentially infinite set of words with a finite number of semantic features. In general,
the fewer the number of statements required by a theory to account for a given set of
observations, the more highly valued the theory.

On the other hand, lexical decomposition has several practical limitations. First,
linguists have been unable to agree on exactly how many and which features consti-
tute the universal set of semantic properties, especially once we go beyond the handful
of features, already mentioned. Moreover, nouns, especially concrete nouns, seem to
lend themselves to lexical decomposition more readily than do other parts of speech.
For example, what features could be used to characterize the sense of carefully, bel-
ligerent, and assassinate, not to mention the, of and however? In sum, then, lexical
decomposition in terms of semantic features provides a useful, if some what limited,
account of the meaning of words.

Philosophers, on the other hand, have contributed primarily to the study of the
meaning of sentences. However, rather than trying to characterize the core meaning or
sense of sentences directly — which, as we have just seen, is a difficult undertaking —
they have approached the semantics of sentences from two other directions: the study
of reference and the study of truth conditions. Reference is the study of what objects
are referred to by linguistic expressions (i.e., words, phrases, sentences, and so on).
For example, in the sentence Washington, DC, is the capital of the United States,
the expressions Washington, DC, and the capital of the United States refer to the
same entity, namely Washington, DC.

Truth-conditional semantics, on the other hand, is the study of the conditions
under which a statement can be judged true or false. In actually, much of what goes
under the name of truth conditions involves truth relations that hold between sen-
tences. For example, if the sentence Fred is 80 years old is true, then the sentence
Fred is over 50 years old is necessarily, true.

Both the study of reference and the study of truth conditions have advantages as
well as limitations. The major advantage of the both avenues of inquiry is that they
have very restricted domains, which can be probed in a reasonable amount of detail.
The drawback, of course, is that both of them overlook a great deal of what might fall
within the domain of "meaning". For example, in the sentence Washington, DC, is the
capital of the United States, determining the referents of Washington, DC, and the
capital of the United States skitts the question of what threes expressions "mean."

So far, we have considered semantics from the point of view of the contributors
to the theory: linguists, who have studied meaning through lexical decomposition, and
philosophers, who have studied meaning through reference and truth conditions. If we
abstract away from the material we've been discussing, we can divide the study of sema-
ntics into three areas: sense, reference, and truth. Lets now consider each one in tum.

Sense

The study of sense (or meaning) can be divided into two areas: speaker-sense
and linguistic sense. Speaker-sense is the speaker's intention in producing some lin-
guistic expression. For example, if someone utters the sentence Fred is a real genius
sarcastically, then the speaker-sense of the sentence might be 'Fred is below average in
intelligence.! Speaker-sense, because it has to do with nonliteral meaning, is outside
the domain of semantics; rather, it is part of pragmatics. Linguistic-sense, on the other
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hand, is the meaning of a linguistic expression as part of a language. For example, if
the sentence Fred is a real genius means literally something like 'Fred has a truly su-
perior intellect,' then linguistic-sense is within the domain of semantics, since if deals
solely with literal meaning and is independent of speaker, hearer, and situational con-
text.

Reference

The study of reference, like the study of sense, can be divided into two areas:
speaker-reference and linguistic-reference. Speaker-reference is what the speaker is
referring to by using some linguistic expression. For example, if someone utters the
sentence Here comes Queen Elizabeth facetiously, to refer to a snobbish acquaint-
ance, then the speaker-reference of the expression Queen Elizabeth is the acquaint-
ance. Speaker-reference, because it varies according to the speaker and context, is out-
side the domain of semantics; instead it is part of pragmatics. Linguistic-reference,
on the other hand, is the systematic denotation of some linguistic expression as part of
a language. For example, the linguistic expression Queen Elizabeth in the sentence
Here comes Queen Elizabeth refers in fact to the public figure Queen Elizabeth. Lin-
guistic-reference, in contrast to speaker-reference, is within the domain of semantics,
since it deals with reference that is a systematic function of the language itself, rather
than of the speaker and context.

Let's now consider some concepts that seem useful in thinking and talking about
reference (referent, extension, prototype, and stereotype); then we will take a look
at some different types of linguistic reference (coreference, anaphora, and deixis).

Referent. The entity identified by the use of a referring expression such as a
noun or noun phrase is the referent of that expression. If, for example, you point to a
particular robin and say That bird looks sick, then the referent for the referring ex-
pression That bird is the particular robin you are pointing at.

Extension. Extension refers to the set of all potential referents for a referring
expression. For example, the extension of bird is the set of all entities (past, present,
and future) that could systematically be referred to by the expression bird. In other
words, the extension of bird is the set of all birds.

Prototype. A typical member of the expression of a referring expression is a
prototype of that expression. For example, a robin or a blue bird might be a prototype
of bird; a pelican or an ostrich, since each is somewhat atypical, would not be.

Stereotype. A list of characteristics describing a prototype is said to be a stereo-
type. For example, the stereotype of bird might be something like the following: has
two legs and two wings, has feathers, is about six to eight inches from head to tail,
makes a chirping noise, lays eggs, builds nests, and so on.

Coreference. Two linguistic expressions that refer to the same real — world en-
tity are said to be coreferential. Consider, for example, the sentence Jay Leno is the
host of the Tonight Show. The expression Jay Leno and the host of the Tonight
Show are coreferential because they both refer to the same entity, namely the person
Jay Leno. Note, however, the coreferential expressions do not "mean" the same thing;
that is, they are not synonymous. For example, before Jay Leno hosted the Tonight
Show, Johnny Carson held that position; thus, there was a period of time when
Johnny Carson was coreferential with host of the Tonight Show. However, we can-
not describe Johnny Carson and Jay Leno as "meaning" the same thing. The fact that
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they are not synonymous is illustrated by the unacceptability of the sentence Jay Leno
used to be Johnny Carson.

Anaphora. A linguistic expression that refers to another linguistic expression is
said to be anaphoric or anaphor. Consider the sentence Mary wants to play whoever
thinks himself capable of beating her. In this sentence the linguistic expression him-
self necessarily refers to whoever; thus himself is being used anaphorically in this
case. Note, moreover, that it would be inaccurate to claim that whoever and himself
are coreferential (i.e., that they have the same extralinguistic referent). This is because
there may in fact not be anyone who thinks himself capable of beating Mary; that is,
there may not be any extralinguistic referent for whoever and himself.

It is common, however, for coreference and anaphora to coincide. Consider, for
example, the sentence The media reported that Congress voted themselves a raise.
The expression Congress and themselves are coreferential since they refer to the
same real-world entity, namely the legislative branch of the federal government. At
the same time, themselves is an anaphor since it necessarily refers to the expression
Congress. Note that there is no reading of this sentence such that themselves can be
constructed as referring to the expression the media. In sum, coreference deals with
the relation of linguistic expression to some entity in the real world, past, present, or
future; anaphora deals with the relation between two linguistic expressions.

Deixis. A deictic expression has one meaning but can refer to different entities
depending on the speaker and his or her spatial and temporal orientation. Obvious ex-
amples are expressions such as you and I, here and there, and right and left. Assume,
for instance, that Jack and Jill are speaking to each other face to face. When Jack is
speaking, I refers to Jack, and you refers to Jill. When Jill is speaking, the referents for
these expressions reverse. Likewise, when Jack is speaking, here refers to a position
near Jack, and there refers to a position near Jill. When Jill speaks, the referents for
these expressions reverse. Similarly, right and left can refer to the same location, de-
pending upon whether Jack or Jill is speaking; his left is her right, and vice versa.
Likewise, expressions such as yesterday, today, and tomorrow are deictic. Jack may
say to Jill, Yesterday I told you I would pay you tomorrow, which is today.

Note, moreover, that deixis can intersect with anaphora. Consider, for example,
the sentence Members of Congress believe they deserve a raise. The expression
they can refer either to the expression members of Congress or to some other plural
entity in the context of the utterance. When, as in the first case, a pronoun refers to
another linguistic expression, it is used anaphorically, when, as in the second case, it
refers to some entity in the extralinguistic context, it is used deictically.

Truth

The study of truth conditions in semantics falls into two basic categories. The
study of different types of truth embodied in individual sentences (analytic, contra-
dictory, and synthetic) and the study of different types of truth relation that hold be-
tween sentences (entailment and presupposition).

Analytic Sentences. An analytic sentence is one that is necessarily true simply
by virtue of the words in it. For example, the sentence A bachelor is an unmarried
man is true not because the word is the way it is, but because the English language is
the way it is. Part of our knowledge of ordinary English is that bachelor "means" an
unmarried man, thus to say that one is the other must necessarily be true. We do not
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need to check on the outside world to verify the truth of this sentence. We might say
that analytic sentences are "true by definition.” Analytic sentences are sometimes re-
ferred to as linguistic truths, because they are true be virtue of the language itself.

Contradictory Sentences. Contradictory sentences are just the opposite of ana-
Iytic sentences. While analytic sentences are necessarily true as a result of the words
in them, contradictory sentences are necessarily false for the same reason. The follow-
ing sentences are all contradictory: A bachelor is a married man, A blue gas is col-
orless, A square has five equal sides. In each case, we know the sentence is false
because we know the meaning of the words in it: part of the meaning of bachelor is
‘unmarried’; part of the meaning of blue is 'has color’; part of the meaning square is
'four-sided'. It is not necessary to refer to the outside world in order to judge each of
these sentences false. Consequently contradictory sentences are sometimes referred to
as linguistic falsities, because they are false by virtue of the language itself.

Synthetic Sentences. Synthetic sentences may be true or false depending upon
how the word is. In contrast to analytic and contradictory sentences, synthetic sen-
tences are not true or false because of the words that comprise them, but rather be-
cause they do or do not accurately describe some state of affairs in the world. For ex-
ample, the sentence My next door neighbor, Bud Brown, is married is a synthetic
sentence. Note that you cannot judge its truth or falsity by inspecting the words in the
sentence. Rather, you must verify the truth or falsity of this sentence empirically, for
example by checking the marriage records at the courthouse. Other examples of syn-
thetic sentences include Nitrous oxide is blue, Nitrous oxide is not blue, Bud
Brown's house has five sides, and Bud Brown's house does not have five sides. In
each case, the truth or falsity of the sentence can be verified only by consulting the
state of affairs that holds in the world. Thus, synthetic sentences are sometimes re-
ferred to as empirical truths or falsities, because they are true or false by virtue of the
state of the extralinguistic world.

Entailment. An entailment is a proposition (expressed in a sentence) that fol-
lows necessarily from another sentence. For example, Martina aced chemistry en-
tails Martina passed chemistry, because one cannot ace chemistry without passing
chemistry. The test for entailment is as follows: sentence (a) entails sentence (b) if the
truth of sentence (a) ensures the truth of sentence (b) and if the falsity of sentence (b)
ensures the falsity of sentence a). Our example sentences pass both tests. First, the
truth of sentence (a) ensures the truth of sentence (b). Note that if Martina aced chem-
istry, she necessarily passed chemistry. Second, the falsity of sentence (b) ensures the
falsity of sentence (a). If Martina didn’t pass chemistry, she necessarily didn’t ace
chemistry.

Note, however, that the relation of entailment is unidirectional. For example,
consider our example sentences again, but in opposite order: (b) Martina passed chem-
istry and (a) Martina aced chemistry. In this case, sentence (b) does not entail (a) (if
Martina passed chemistry, she did not necessarily ace chemistry — she may have made
a ¢); and the falsity of (a) does not ensure the falsity of (b) (if Martina did not ace
chemistry, it is not necessarily the case that she did not pass chemistry — she may,
once again, have made a c). In short, then, it should be clear that the relation of en-
tailment is unidirectional.
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This is not to say, however, that there cannot be a pair of sentences such that
each entails the other. Rather, when such a relation holds, it is called paraphrase. For
example, the sentences Martina passed chemistry and What Martina passed was
chemistry are paraphrases of each other. Note, incidentally, that entailment describes
the same relationship between sentences that hyponymy describes between words.
Likewise, paraphrase describes the same relationship between sentences that synon-
ymy describes between words. These relations are illustrated in figure 1.

SENTENCES WORDS
unidirectional entailment (Martina aced chemistry Hyponymy (hate—>dislike)
— Martina passed chemistry
bidirectional paraphrase (Martina passed synonymy (hate - despise)
chemists/—What Martina

passed was chemistry)

Figure 1 Inclusion analogues between sentences and words presupposition

Presupposition. A presupposition is a proposition (expressed in a sentence) that
must be assumed to be true in order to judge the truth or falsity of another sentence. For
example, Martina aced chemistry presupposes Martina took chemistry, because ac-
ing chemistry assumes the person in question actually took chemistry. The simplest test
for presupposition depends upon the fact that a sentence and its denial (i.e., the negative
version of the sentence) have the set of presuppositions. This test is known as constancy
under negation. Thus, if sentence (a) Martina aced chemistry presupposes sentence
(b) Martina took chemistry, then the denial of sentence (a) Martina did not ace
chemistry also presupposes sentence (b) Martina took chemistry. If Martina take
chemistry, then Martina did not ace chemistry cannot be judged true or false.

The relationship between entailment and presupposition is illustrated in Figure
2. Figure 2 should be read as follows: Martina aced chemistry entails Martina
passed chemistry. Both of those sentences, in turn, presuppose Martina took chem-
istry.

Martina aced chemistry
Martina took chemistry«- PRESUPPOSE ENTAILS
Martina passed chemistry
Figure 2 Relationship between entailment and presupposition
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SEMANTIKA NODIR?
KORIM NOZORI BoQA
XULASO

Semantik nezeriyysye yardim iri asas menboaden gelmisdir: dil¢ilik ifade-
lorinin (xtisusile sézler) menasi ve ya asas mahiyyeti iloe enenavi olaraq maraq-
lanan dil¢ilikden ve dilgilik ifadsleri ve ciimlonin heqiqiliyinin niimunslari ile
anenavi olaraq maraqlanan filosoflardan. Menanin 6yrenilmesinde lexsiki boliin-
mo, semantig xiisusiyyatlor, lexsik iximenaliliq, sinonim, hiponimiya, qismen
uygunluq ve antonim ximi anlayislardan istifads edilir. Niimunslorin 6yronil-
mosinda referent, slave edilma, prototip, stereotip, Korferensiya (eyni sinfi ve
va fordi miieyyen edon bir dil¢ilik ifadslorine nisbaten daha ¢ox), anafora ve
isareli sozler kimi anlayislardan istifade edilir. Nehayat, hoqiqilivin sertinin
oyranilmesi analitik, ziddiyyet ve sintetix climloalor, hamg¢inin s6zoénlari arasin-
da slaqgs ve farziyye anlayislarini nezerds tutur.

YTO TAKOE CEMAHTHKA?
KAPHMM HA3APH BET'A
PE3IOME

TTozayiepKKa ceMaHTHYECKOH TEOPHH CO037]aHa U3 JIBYX HCTOYHHKOB: 3HaueHHe BbIpaxe-
HHH 13bIKO3HAaHHA (0coOble CJIOBA) HIIH A3bIKO3HAHHSA, TPaJHIIHOHHO HHTEPECYIOIErocs oc-
HOBHOH CYI[HOCTBIO H BbIp@OKEHHH A3bIKO3HaHHA H (HI0co(}OB, TPAJHIIMOHHO HHTEPECYo-
mHXcA 00pasiiaMH JIeHCTBUTENBHOCTH. B H3y4eHHH 3Ha4eHHsA HCITONB3YIOTCA JIEKCHYECKOe
paszielieHHe, ceMaHTHYeCKHe OCOOEHHOCTH, JIEKCHYECKas JIBY3HAYHOCTh, CHHOHHMbI, THITOHH-
M, YaCTHYHOE COOTBETCTBHE H aHTOHHMBL. B H3yueHHH 00pasLioB HCITONB3YIOTCA TaKHe TOHA-
THA Kak pedepeHT, JOroJIHeHHe [POTOTHII, CTepeOTHII, KoHdepeHL A (OTHOCHTENbHO OoJblie
BBIP KEHH1 S3bIKO3HAHHA, YCTaHABJIHBAIOLIEro TOT XK€ KJacC HJIH HHAHBHA), aHadopa. Haxo-
HeLl, H3y4eHHe yCJIOBHE JIeHCTBUTEIBHOCTH TP eJTy CMaTpHBAeT aHAIMTHYECKHe, KOHTPacTHble H
CHHTETHYECKHE MPEJIOKEHHA, a TaK YK€ TTOHATHA THII0Te3bI H CBI3H MEXKITY I1p €TOraMH.
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