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0.1. Polish-English lexical contrastive studies seem to be lagging far be-
hind contrastive analyses of all other levels of the two languages. Our reader,
however, should not be mistaken to take the statement as suggesting that
there are no bilingual English-Polish, dictionaries as good (or may be as bad)
and as comprehensive as any standard comprehensive bilingual dictionary
may be. Furthermore, it does not seem that what is badly needed 13 a new
more comprehensive contrastive dietionary (even if someone was ready to
define the vague concept contrastive dictionary). '

To make up for the delay the Project needs e number of articles, longer
papers, monographs, and vocabulary studies which, using a unified set of
criterin, and a unified terminology, will define systematically and exhausti-
vely lexical differences and similarities of the two languages. Many of thosc
studies will be of theoretical importance but quite a number of them could,
with certain reservations, be termed “dictionaries”’. As envisioned by the
present author these “dictionaries”™ will differ from what is usually (but by no
means always) meant by the term in their being primarily *“customer-ovient-
ed”’ (the teacher, learner and translator — being the most important adres-
sees). This, in turn, should have a marked influence upon the format of the
“dictionary’ (e. g. it would not have to be alphabetical, it need not be presen-
ted in the form of an ordered list, usually more context than in standard dic-
tionaries will be introduced, illustrations could be used freely). Simitarly, no
independent requirements of comprehensiveness could be postulated for our
“dictionaries’” (i. ¢. number of details or the “delicacy” and length of defini-
tions in the dictionary will depend on the application).

It is hoped that with theoretical assumptions presented in this article,
the postulate that replacing (or rather assisting) the bilingual dictionary with a
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number of “dictionaries™ will he : el
t]umbit Ee(_}m SI:I:TEEE ;Thi; 1;[1)1]111)5 found both prineipled and much less trivial
‘{}.1.1. It will be claimed here that, inherent difficultics of the so-callod
hzi;m;ﬂ semantic studies aside (¢f. Lyons 1968; ch’s 9 10}, it i t-hjt‘ Ia:c] f j“
.auequ'ate theory of lexical contrasts® that has to be d::aalt :.vith ﬁrqtzif a ; U h
gress 18 to he made in the areca. Furthermore, since it is the St£:011 1@11}111?”;
of the author that the only possible type of lexial studies must c%f ity or
nature be contrastive (i, e. either interlinguistically or intra-linguist-ica,]l:r T‘i’i

trastive; cf. Banczerowski 1974: 11 - 12), then there is no use waiting for go-

neraé linguists to come out with an adequate theory of lexical studics, In other
1’; or IEL.i we assume that as far as the lexicon is eoncorned, contrastine linguists
#houlc be_ prepared to give at least as much as they take from gene?a] lexical
theories (if not more). ) o
For TCasons given in 0.1. the aim of the present paper is more practical
than theoretical. Tts author is primarily concerned with: {
2. lll‘rjlt-l-ng the scope of contrastive lexical studies,
b. piﬁltlnghto certain arcas of contrasts which, heing more interesting from
elther the pedagogical or theoretical st: ] '
; | oretical standpoint, could o
mvestigated first; und _ . " should be
¢. suggesting certain moethodological prineipd L
ot : npdes for ¢ astive analysi
T gical 1 1 r contrastive analysis of
| _h.l l.ll.L]]?‘}-' lﬂXT.EH.; contrastive studies we mean here the type of studies in
W jcl. JX[C{;)N'b of two (or more) languages, or two and more varieties of
;}11{: dln%r};}.ge (1.e. Elﬂ:;[set-s of the L-lexicon) are systematically compared and
exical differences and similarities arc systematically ] |
o . ¥ atically and exhaustively charac-
" ']]he purpose nf such investigation may be theoretical. Thus, for contras-
l?11,-..»_3' s;,n'ggagfs studies :.1:- I8 necessary to define such notions as: similar//different
;méc-adﬁﬁma, systematic vs. accidental lexical gaps, or the notion of lexically
Te ne : c;ﬂltura:l overla,p: For general language theory, investigation of that
11,: pe woulc ultimately aim at the definition of the possible lewical item and/or
attainable c-'::-neepts {system of, the structure of the system).
Alternatively, the application of contrastive lexical analysis could be pe-

t Rather than any of other '
. rtlier putative T oplve 11111

PR N e Y P 1ve reasons usually given to account for similar

ol e " o .

a j eiuatnfu,g mqenae- and bi-lingual dictionaries arec lacking in ‘eurrent idiom®, aro
]rc : £ . : . 1 5 E
ﬂsﬂ-u a,r,\mmmsl.stent, a,ndfozj lacking in all other possible wava: faulty frequoency

ignments, not comprehensive enough or too bulky and too detailed. baged 1
adeguate language theories, ete. ’ .I - o

h.‘ r : 13 '

lack of a sufficient number of qualified investigators (i.e. lexicographers)

Obviously, one could blame the st
’ 2 ata of the art {peneral li isti -
not been done in contrastive studies, but eof. § 0.1.1, Eseml i) o Rhicie
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dagogical. Studies of that type would be used in preparation of teaching ma-
terial (handbooks and exercises), so that foreign language learners get acquain-
ted with L,lexical items placed within particular semantic fields equivalent
to L,-fields with marked L, differences. Yimilarly, the second standard peda-
gogical application of contrastive studies, namely, error-prediction and error
analvsis, would profit from systematic description of the areas of lexical gaps,
areas of overlap or false cognates. *

There may be still another application of contrastive lexical studies. It is
doubtless thut studies of lexicons of two languages will be found useful to
those lexicographers and linguists who work on the DICTIONARY of either

of the compared languages or-on a bilingual dictionary of the known type
(it may be worth stressing here that both dictionaries-as-handbooks, AND

dictionaries-as-components of the grammar-theory are being referred to at
this point; cf. below).

By the LEXICON of a language we mean a set, possibly an infinite set,
of WEINREICH LEXICAL ITEMS organized into interrelated “‘vertical”
and “horizontal” nets of relationships. Weinreich lexical item (henceforth:
W.lexieal item) is an abstract unit in which one meaning is agsigned to one
form. 3 “Vertical” lexical relations are relations between W-lexical items in
terms of hyponymy and hyperonymy {see Lyons 1968:453ff.). “Horizontal”
relations are those of paraphrase, synonymy, oppositness, refsrence (corefer-
ence), presupposition,* and metaphorization? (cf, Lyons 1968: ¢h. 3. 9 and 10),

2 Tor definitions of terms and an oxample of such analysis see: The Romandan-En-
glish contrastive anadysie project; reports and studies, {1971: 27 - 30, and -cspecially- 137 -
. 144).

5 Op Weinreich lexical item soe: Weinrcich (1966); McCawley (1968). Both Wein-
reich and MeCawley, however, treat the term as pre-theoretical and intnitionally grasp-
able, Thus, a number of questions neceds further elaboration within & lexical theory.

To begin with, the reader may equate “W.lexical items’ with Lyons’ “lexemes”
stipulated by definition to be unambiguous. As its “form” — one may take morphono-
logical and categorial featurcs, Its “meaning”’ may be either defined by the nets in which a
given jtem appears with other items (thus all items are mutually co-defining their mea.-
nings) or, theugh this is a much weaker position, the meaning of each W-lexical item
may be defined in terms of sememes arrived at in the process of componential analysis
(cf. Lyons 1968: ch. 10). The sccond position is woeaker since it forces ono to state ex-
plicitely the relation of ‘words’ (units) as Welexiecal ibems to cqually unambiguons ‘words’
{units) as scmemes, ¢. g. sibling: SIBLING, male: MALE, young: YOUNG, cte. Also,
relations among W-lexical items within a net can hardly be stated in terms of secmemes
anless the notion of sernantic field is redefined (so as to at least raake 1t polyeategorial
and metaphor-sensitive; on what is meant by semantic fields today soc Hartmann {1973)).

1 The terms ‘metaphorization’ and ‘presupposition’ seem to be amply iHustratod
in the text, though, at the moment the author is unable to formulate a formalized and
cxplicit definitions of the two. Metaphors have traditionally been investigated by lexico-
sernanticists {ef. Ullman (1962), Zvegintsev (1957}). A need for extending the notion of
presupposition intn lexical analysis was first suggested by Fillmore (1871). We would
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]‘[t seems 'high]}r plaugible to assume that the relationships between W-lexical
_IEB.II]S 18 identical to logical andfor semanto-syntactic relations as they 1~m
being ej.lrre:nt]y discussed in modern linguistic theories (cf. for 1':r151:-51r]:1f::uir ?lret
gﬂnera,t?veqnterprct-ive semanties controversies), Thus, our li&;t of relati i
be considered open-ended. ’ B
l.1.1. The distinction (implied in §1.1. above) hetween the LEXICON of :
]angFua,ge and the DICTIONARY us & component of the theory of this lang :
age “-Wﬂ} be claimed here to be vital if any progress in lexical (I;EXiCﬂ-E'-"m::E u-"
s,tudl‘?s is to be made. The distinetion should also be recognized b it '.HE)
e gnized by theoretical
;]‘EX[COD?S as codified structures of meanings in human langusges i
iddlt-m'na to linguistic rules that do govern their structure (cf. § 1.1 }g sei:l tz
“i j};{b;::t%;[; i;umbf i{)f rules and I'EStl‘ithuiﬂHS which, if stated e,xp]icitiy,
B oo exfmpiﬁ;e SI:J{:-S tlated for that particular (sub-) component alone. To
N Sz;n;l E;a_-z b;en szo*und impossible to deﬁzm formally in either morphological
s aﬁr tl-la,c (115 ﬂt:-erms a form {=a unit) which would cover (=be superor-
it -({f_} £ erent: EtI‘ll:Et_IlI'BS that should be investigated and listed
0 (Iqﬁ{]}, {m, m,o. yons 19683 5. 3,§ 5.4 on words vs. morphemes: sce also
! rpheme vs. compound vs. phrase).
5 1:[-11 tc;:c-her words, the linguist w.htf;u includes the lexicon as a subcomponent
18 theory could be expected to give a formal definition of a superterm that
would cover what is traditionally known as “words”, idioms }c!{}m oul ZIE:
i:?]en:;ﬂ “set phrases™ (with various degree of “setness™ D;‘.'t-he t }?pé: P;Tgmf g —’; N *
EES_]:—& ébjc'[ —?—.};’rep +N,N(+case+N )’. as well as certain ready made ut-t-r:ara-nj
Tﬁ eftnutions (of the genus proximum-differentia specifica type).
c&}ist; im:;;r:f i;he S0 ‘ealle_d "ii:ransﬂ)rmationali&;t-s" (n the current “‘lexi-
i - “trans ﬂrrnatmnahsts controversy) seems to be far better off in
us respect since their use of the notion “underlving 8" o loses :
petel s ving ymes closest to the
To be Wﬂrkﬂblt‘:‘]‘%l contrastive language studies, however, the superterm
:ﬁu[d]il&v? to additionally account for: intralinguistic paraphrase relations
tj. g, E wm-:‘ds:E. phraseia} and for certain interlinguistic equivalence rela-
ons ot (at least) the following types: morpheme :: word: ¢.g.: wiatrdK : : wind-

Itk B o . i

t-ti:}flafl{;vei%;nd J; lllmm'mf‘fl PPCHUP_PGHH—-IOH here, so as to include certain relations tradi-

e M to as ‘collocability” and ‘compatibility’ (cf. Lyons 1968:440). Both

- ZN s}wﬂkil;;n{ f;‘li }pr:sufpposmmn a3 thoy are understood here have hecn dealt with

. A8 Iar ag examplea are concerned, the previ i a gl

more ‘generous’ than the present one, W, i > provious artiels ig glightly
, ! B0 r, We would not like to :

theoretica] sssimptions 1 CSABHERER B mencty Bl o
g . 0t made there, or in other words Y pre £i

. B AR : %, the present article scems 1o me

* Dictionary as & handbook is also included hero.
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MILL, chimneySWEEP :: kominiARZ, P1 C Kpocket : kieszonkOWIREC, or a

“category split” as In: tap o stukaé lekko (V : V4Adv), give up: FRUCAE

fi

(V :: V4 Prt), lock = zamknad kluczem[na klucz (V ¥ LN
b. Furthermore, the lexicon would be the only component of grammar
that would have to be made SIMULTAN EQURLY gensitive to:

1. dialectal values (geographical space)
2. profession value (jargons of professional groups)
3. fashion-temporal values (e. g. “current idiom’* v&. the “prohibition time

idiom ™) _
4 certain other social values (“class dialcets™)
5. time value (-~archaic or ohsolete)
6. ‘‘esthetic” values
7 emotive values (vs. “intellectual, neutral or descriptive words™’)
8. “style’” values (i.e. intimacy or familiarity judgements)

9, frequency values
(NOTE: only certain of th

morphonological component)
c. Consequently, no other eomponent of grammar would be so sensitive

with respect to what is being modelled (i.e. predicted and explained) within
our theory as the lexicon,

Thus, from the point of view of language acquisition, lexical problems are
cither frivial or accidetnal (unpredictable), or else, they should become the
subject matter of developmental psychology and sociolinguistics.

If, on the otber hand, it is the ideal native speaker’s knowledge of his
at we are trying to model primarily, then the lexicon is either
or memorizable) morphological structures of his
language and rules for combining well-formed structures of this type (and
thus — as in Halle (1973) —- lexical studies arc trivialized being reduced to
certsin aspects of word-formational analysis only), or else, the investigator 19
being accused of not doing linguistics properly (as was (homsky in Weinreich,
et al. (1968} since the homogeneous speech society agsumption (Chomsky
1965: 3) presents him with a serious difficulty of how to explain where the
native speaker’s value judgements {(cf. b ahove) come from. And to treat

factors of performance would be most inadvisgable,
en rejected by the

ose markings would have any relevance for the

language th
“cqquated with the memorized (

those jutdgements as
The notion of the heterogeneous language theory has be
pregent author elsewhere (Nowakowski 1975) but the notion of the native speak-

er who knows all the lexical items of his language porfectly seems equally
implausible.” We would like to suggest that by ascribing to the ideal native

« For paraphrase relations sce Lipinska (1974), Rozwadowsk {1904},

7 Namely, in Nowakowski {1975).

As for tho native spealker’s knowledge of all W-loxical itemns of his language one might,



30 M. Nowakowski

speaker the perfect knowledge of the grammar of his hom GZencous communily
nothing clse is claimed than that he is able to:

a. unambiguously accept or reject a certain sound sequence Or sequences
as morphonclogically well-formed or ill-formed English strings; if he aceepts
the string and is givon (“recognizes™, has the category given by the grammar)
1ts categorial (=syntactic) value, he is able to fit it into a Iexical net or nets
(i.e, “to ascribe meaning to it”'):

b. aseribe to the morphonological string of elements the L foreign marking
on the basis of the morphonological rules of his language (although an alterna-
tive solution, namely, to ascribe “strangeness values’ as the tenth value of
our 1.1.1. b-list seems plausible as well).

However paradoxically it may sound, we would like to claim here that
the assumption (formulated below) concerning a principled lack of knowledge
of all lexical items of one’s own language is theoretically more interesting than
the opposite claim which condemns human langnages to infinite (mostly
unexplainable) homophony (ef. also note 7).

The assumption is: for a native speaker of an L it is true that at ALY RO~
ment he does not know all Weinreich lexical items of this 1. (though he does
know both the morphonological and semanto-syntactic rules of his 1. — and.
thus posgsible lexical relationships and “possible nets” — pertectly). This
“lack™ is o matter of principle, it “belongs” to native spoaker’s competence
and has nothing to do with memory restrictions, other performance factors
or the “active use-vs.-passive recognition” dychotomy:.

L1.2. It seems that the distinetion between dictionaries and lexicons has
been implicitly aceepted in language pedagogy for a number of years. Teach-

in addition o other arguments presented in the article. put forth a following “naive’ ar-
gument:

In an ideal lexicon (cf. ¢. g. Krzcszowski (1974:160 - F78) in which all Katz-lke, 1. ¢.
polysemous, lexical items are porfoctly specified with respect to their presuppositions,
maplicattons, entailment, and all other gyntacto-semantic features, there would havie
to b a certain degree of “ overspecification”which could be looked upon as a restriction
on native speaker’s creativity (i. e. his syntaetic creativity). In other words, why does
not the ideal native speakor who knows all the items of his language, attach always the
most appropriato item, tho best spocified “word’” well-defined by either the seloctional
restriction rules and rules of context {and -or consituation — to include the possible
influence of the convorsational postulates). It is rather the give-and-take or the “How’™
relation between tho semantosyntax and the lexicon that seems to be responsible for
the ereativity (if tho notion is looked upon from the semantic point of view).

Thus, semanto-syntax and lexicon could be thought of ag being connected by a
feedback mechanism of some sort, This hypothesis would account for the fact that the
number of W-lexieal items is infinite. It could also explain why Chomsky’s assumption
about creativity, which was so far demonstrated to operate in the deomain of syntax,
has been understood by most readers of TG theories to means “semanticelly motivated
creativity .
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ers have always warned beginners in foreign 1a.ngu_ag:.a studies thajlt to ,USC i
bilingual or a pedagogically oriented monolingual dictionary effectively, one
has to have a good grasp of language. There have alwaj;:a;-. been kn?‘mm hl]l;]_:-
gual gpeakers, i.e. those who “think in foreign languages”, or who hwt*e j‘.’.-llf_x
language feel’” unable to talk about, for instance, plants and trees or a,mmld. S..
Tt might be assumed that to have a good grasp of a language, to have ‘anc{
guage feel means (as far as the lexicon is concerned) the kjmwle-dge of I?.Btrﬁ (1-111
possible relationships within a single net and across the nets (in other w ords,
it means the ability to make both good recognition gucsses and PI‘UdTlG’UDTl.
guesses; the ability to make the most out of the limited number of the mor-
phonologieal dietionary items at the bilingual’s ditq'pnsalj: + .

The importance of the distinetion for contra-st-lvei lexical an'alyms has ‘WE(,I}
recognized by Di Pietro (1971:121) who closes hI'S eoutrastllve anu.l}rs;m tt}
Eng. meat{flesh and their French, German, Bengali and Ifalian equivalents.
with the statement: :

“From the above. dizcussion it should be obvious that a lexeme-to-lexeme
comparison of languages would not be very fruitful. (_...} The lea,rn'ler has 1}(}
automatic way to distinguish between central meanings and perlphcrfml ar
secondary ones. Nor has he any way of determining universally what will be-ﬂ
metaphorical and what will not.” | ‘ .-

In this article we try to present certain alternatives to an ingenious Elm-
tionary check-up” that was proved by Di Pietro to be Jargely incffective.

2.0. Our discussion of the organization of the lexicon WDII]{?I not be com-
plete if, in addition to the semanto-syntactic nets of relationships mentioned
above, still another type of nets (of a completely different gtatus) was not.
taken into consideration. These, as they will be ealled here rnnrp.ho—l?honoln-
gical nets cannot be characterized either in terms of Weinreich lexical itep}s or
in terms of morphonoclogical units alone, In a rather informal way t-htla differ-
ence between the “vertical’” and “horizontal” lexical nets (presented in § 1.1.
above) and morpho-phonological nets discussed here could be stated as ;f::::]]{)ws.
within the nets of the first type meaning iz assigned to STRUCTURLES (mor-
phemes, words, compounnds, phrases, ete.) at the level “higher”_ t-hslm PIEDHD;
logy (phonetics), moreover, every single net-member he-rfa has }tﬂ lndwld'ua, _
meaning restricted by the cooceurring members and there 18 no amgle'mea:milg.
assignable to a single net as a whole; within our moryhn-phonomgmal nets,.
however, “meaning’ (cf. below) is derivatively assigned to .e1ther purely p}}nllr:}—-
nological (phonetic) units or other elements AS phonological elements, this.
particular meaning assigned to a unit is common to the whole net.

Elements that are subject to morpho-phonological net ff,rrangements may
be as small as a single distinctive feature; e. g. intmduﬂi?mn of the featurle;
- palatal to the structure of the last syliable may be said to denote smalk
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fv.ize andjor endearment in Polish® (cf. tato, tatusé, tntusick, tatsio. tatuniel —
“dafld.’;y, father'). Meanings seem to be assignable to nets ;f that:tﬂ)e 01; the
basis of the fact that their members share a certain phoneme or a group of
phonemes of a nonmorphological status. As in the case of contrastive features
exa_mp.les here could be taken from analysis of the so called “phonetic S}’l;lj
bolism™ {ef. Marchand 1960:313 - 341). One could also montion here dialectal
values of certain phonetic contrasts, and Zabrocki’s “wurd-diﬂ'erm;tip-ting
morphemes” (see Fisiak 1965:23) of the gl-type in English “light shhine”
{Eu g. .gleam, gleed. glisten, glow, glent, glimmer, qlifter, ete.) or -i-nr:-;’—y?;,m -type
in Polish “berry” (jedyna, matina, surawinag,). Similarly, elements mav bel::u]:

tu;:- a net on the basis of their single rhyme-pattern, or ::Lssmla,nn e a,ndvallitera%
tion pattern (ef. Marchand 1960:ch. 8).

The term “meaningful organization” in the case of morpho-phonological
’_‘FLE:J[-S, seems to be based on a slightly extended notion of meaning. In a rather
imprecise manner this difference might be stated as follows: while meaning-
ful.]exmal ttems in lexical nets have their meaning due to such factors (=re-
lat_-mns) as reference, sensc, presupposition, net-position — the rnemﬁng bein
primarily of the “intcllectual” type — elements of morphophonological nvt%
ha_se their notion of meaning on linguistic and extralinguistic a,ssneiatiot;%h'
this t-‘_';.rpe of meaning is also largely of the “emotive” tjr]'}é,“ In case li_nguistlrci
assoclations are the source of a given net meaning, this meaning is clea-rh-:
se:.cnndar;;, i.e. “borrowed™ from a single W-lexical item which bélongs to a
given lexical net. -

Accidentally, the notion of the “secondary’’ (or derived) meanings could
be made use of at the level of morphological analysis in any thecory of language
that agsumes that morphemes are form-meaning composites r;f « definable
MEARING. | |

_Em examnple might be useful at this point. Thus a Polish morphological
ﬂf?I‘IEE' {accountable for in terms of morphonological rules): rek- :: rec- ?'zé- i
-rq-,{*.; 18 usually said to be “a series of forms united by a common meaning’.:
or “te be allomerphs of a single morpheme with a mcav-niug M. The meaning

e ;ige::iii | ?;Ei?illd{mm iles (?rmrtonag who fivst nnt-ic:su:jl that in addition to the pu-

y differentia ning (of the infomnation theory type, i. o, where thero is a choice
there 18 meaning) distinctive features may have this second type of “full” meaning’
- Th? example is taken from Baundouin de Courtenay (1922). Courtenay’s dist-itmtivc::
;1}111113:; ;r; :;. of two types: acoustic and auditory; Fpalatal in this case raprescnts tho

| 2 E.}b-rwously, 1t must he assumad within the theory that partial phonctie/ morpho-
phonetic/forthographic similarity of elements within morpho-phonological ﬁaats fI‘lrf[i’-'sﬁlt;pl.“tai1“[.
does naot qenessa-rily have to presuppose semanto-gsyntactie similarity (=mawv entatl not
relationship of the first, lexical type). In other words, such similarity is neit-flm: A nem-é-
sary nor a suffieient condition for activating lexical nots, though B_[;E:a]{ﬂ’ﬁ of most la;1-
gnages take the similarity to be a sufficicnt condition. | h
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is usually said to he REKA “hand”. But this is clearly a secondary (“borro-
wed”} n:eaning with referential restrictions of the W-lexical item *hand”
only. The four listed phonetic forms do have this meaning only in certain
“words”’ (roughly, only in caso of Lyons’ lexemes} e. g.: reka (nom., sg., fem.),
rece (dat. sg.; nom. pl.), rgk (gen. pl.). The case of red- is doubtful: recany???
“not mechanical”’.

Thus it cannot be the morpheme, but some still more abstract unit which
enters all the lexical-net relations (with such W-items as e. g.: arm, shoulder,
glove, ete.). Yet, there are certain relations “forced upon Polish™ by the form
of the morpheme alone and those relations cannot be traced along semanto-
syntactic nets alone but must refer to morpho-phonological nets, of. recznik
“towel”, poreczyé “guarantee”’, zreceny “‘skillful”, wyreczyd “do sth. for sb. as &
favour”;: rekaw “sleeve’”. A Polish learner of English will not be very success-
ful if he looks for the E. towel in the hand- net (? hand drier).

There seem to be phenomena present in many langnages that could be
called forth to support our assumption concerning the existence of two inde-
pendent types of nets in the organization of the lexicon. They include, among
others, native speaker’s intuitions concerning puns, “word games™, alliteration,
sound symbolism, lexical ereativity, or rhyme (especially as it is used in chil-
dren games, in thyming name calling, counting-outrhymes, nonsensical verses
and nonsensical “word excreiges™). Similarly, native speakers’ characteristic
language errors known as folk (or false) ctymologies supoprt the assumption.

We would like to recognize here the need for investigating morpho-phono-
logical ncts of that type as a part’of contrastive lexical atudies sinee a great
deal of what ig termed the “foreign language feol” could be accounted for
in terms of those nets. : -

Polish learners of English, for instance, will have to be made sensitive to
(at least) thoe alliteration principles of English, as well as to certain most
typical sound symbolism of the gi-, er-, sw- type. It would not be unreasonzble
to introduce into FLT syllabuses Mother Goose or some other standard hand-
books of nursery rhymes, to present the more advanced learner with the most
banal, naive — thus most typical — systems of English rhyme (alliteration)
sound symbolism systems. For very obvious reasons his eclasses in English
literature will help him little in this respect.

3.0. Both our mention of the different “value judgements’ attached hy
native speakers to individual lexical items (see: § 1.1.1 above) and our sketchy
analysis of the two distinet types of nets into which the lexicon is organized,
seem to point to the same fact, namely, that lexicons of human languages
suffer from a conspicuous “lack of democracy” in their structures,

This heterogeneity is also the subject matter of the present section. It seems
that for both formal and semantic reasons, contrastive lexical studies must
accept one other dychotomy, i.e. the distinction between closed and open

3 Papers and Studiesa...
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sets of lexical items (cf. Lyons 1968:436,1% the distinction overlaps to a large
extent with the classification of lexical categories into minor and major).

Within the field of lexical contrastive studies we would stipulate that only
the open sets of lexical items be investigated. Analysis of the closed sets of

items (by no means less important) will be carried out within semanto-syntax

and should be made available to the lexicographer in the form of a taxonomic
by-preduct (ie. lists or indexes appended to the monographs) of those se-
nanto-syntactic analyses.

In other words, it has been assumed here that only forms corresponding
to nominal, verbal, adverbial and adjectival concepts!! of English and Polish
(and forms “converted” into such concepts) will be the subject matter of
English-Polish lexical analysis.

Furthermore, we would like to assume that NOMINAL CONCEPTS

“names’) are given precedence over the three remaining concepts,

As far as contrastive language studies are concerned (especially the peda-
gogically oriented ones) our decision sccms to be intuitionally more correct
than e. g. the Fillmorian “real-verb™ precedence.? On account of their re-
ferential properties (but cf. footnote 13 below) and easily graspable (*‘con-
trastable™) relations in terms of “more general” :; “more specific”, a prece-
dence of this type seems to account correctly for at least the foreign language
learner’s expectations coneerning the L, lexicon.

Outside the domain of contrastive analysis proper, certain presupposi-
tional properties of names as well as certain properties of language paraphrase
and definition also seem to favour this approach, The former properties in
traditional linguistic analysis are known as collocability and compadtibility,
or syntagmatic interdependence of structures. Similarly to the paraphrase and
definitional propertics of lexical items, the presuppcsitional properties seem
to point to the fact that nominal concepts are the only obligatory category

' There are certain differences between Lyons' approach and the ono adopted here.
Relevant at this point is the fact that Lyons operates in terms of lexemos and not W-lexi-
cal itemsy and that he identifics the open set with lexical, and closed with gramnmatical
itemg. Except for the fact that “grammatical” items may be “converted” into lexieal,
we would gladly identify W.lexieal itcins with all and only meombers of the open class,

" In spite of Lyons' warning, we have decided to preserve the vague notion of
concept in this paper as a protheoretical term. We follow in this respeet both, the two
current trends of the TG school and the procedures of a number of logicians hoth, past
and present, who do not find the insupportable,

** Fillmore's casc grammar seems to be strongest whenover his formalized cases
rarrespond Lo speakers’ intuitions concerning ‘‘notional”’ classes {=categories) of nomi-
nal objeets, for instance if the + Instrumental role or case correspond (to nouns which
could be notionally defined as tools, instrumonts or materials used. Thus it could be
predicted that 4 agentive and —objective but not temporal or locative would be most
disputable cascs,
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in all structures of the discussed type; (cf. Lyons 1968:440 and his examples:
bird : fly, fish : swim, blond : hair, addled : egy, drive : car, bite : tecth, kick : foot).

Since neither the above assumption nor a similar, but more specific, hypo-
thesis below can be justified adequately within the scope of the present pa-
per, we would like to make the reader accept a more neutral version of the
assumption, namely: if predicates may be said to presuppose both the number
and functions of their arguments, so names (or rather arguments: their number
and type, class or category) may be said to presuppose their predicate(s) or
abstract relations of a predicative character (e. g.: part : : whole, elass-inclu-
gion, multiplication of classes, etc.). Prosupposition in both cases seems to
refer to a relation of the same type. Thus, both open :; Agentive Arg., Objective
Arg., Instrumental Arg.; and shoot :: gun (with pistol, firearm, weapon in a
“vertical”’ relation within the same net), bird :: fly, berd :: egg : lay (and other
“produce’’-verbs) all are defined here as standing in the relation of presup-
position.

The more speeific hypothesis referred to in the previous paragraph may
be stated as follows: out of the NOMINAL CONCEPTS (=NOM) there
should be separated a universal, language independent class of basic concepts
{they seem to be basic or primary in terms of language acquisition and lan- .
guage use at least), and this particular class of concepts comprises names of
things, objects, artifacts, and animal and human beings. Particular members
of the class are culture sensitive and the notion of the cultural overlap will
have to be defined primarily in terms of this class’ membership. This class
will be referred to as NOM. (RES).8

The class NOM. (RES). has been separated here because the author would
like to suggest that this particular class of names be analysed first within
contrastive lexical studies. Most expectations of FL learners concern this
class, and, consequently, most lexical language errors seem to fall within this
category. The study of lexical gaps within the semanto-lexical field analysis
ag well as the field analysisitselfif started from NOM. (RES).-analysis should
be easiest and readily applicable in FLT. It also seems (but the author’s belief
will have to be proved) that it is the calss of NOM, (RES}. at which the corres-
pondence between notional and formal categories are definable.

4.0. Tt has been proved by the author elsewherc {Nowakowski 1976; see
also Krzeszowski 1974:11 - 12) that the notion of congruence valid for other

11 The class NOM. (RES). corresponds to Katzian class of Physical Objects and the
necessity for separating it could bo partly defended along the same lines. Other argu-
ments might be borrowed from a logical and philosophieal trend known as “reism'’, cf.
Kotarhinski’s writings on the subject and some of Doroszewski's arguments in support
of the theory in the lexicographic works of the latter. Unfortunately, thero is no place
in an article of this type to go any further into the problem than just to stats the depan-

dence of our argumentation on the theory.
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levels of language contrasts has no application in lexical contrastive studies.
Similarly, it would be most unwise to uncritically adopt the notion of equiva-
lence from semanto-syntactic studies in order to work out even a tentative
definition of equivalent lexicalitems. Certain guesses can be made, for instance,
the notion will have to be sensitive {made sensitive} with respect to language
variety (of. §1.1.1.), its referential properties, and its position in a given net
(with respect to closest “neighbours”?? to all net members??) will be among its
most important factors. Yet the definition itself will have to wait until much
more 13 known about lexical nets and semanto-syntactic properties of lexical
items.

It seems, however, that certain studies on (interlinguistic and intralinguis-
tic) lexical paraphrase relations could specd the task of the linguist working
on such definition. Thus, we would suggest to include into the scope of contras-
tive lexical analysis studies of following types: (§§ 4.1 - 4.4. below).

4.1, Paraphrase relations holding between a single lexical item of L, and its
“natural parapharase’” ™ in L,.

It is assumed here after Lipiriska (1974:168, 154) that the natural paraphra-
se holds when “a certain meaning X which is expressod in L, by means of one
lexical item is expressed in L, ny means of more than one lexical items which
stand in a well defined syntagmatic relationship one to another. Usually, the
expresgion in L, has the form of some modification structure such that the head
constituent of thisstructure corresponds to the archilexeme, 14 whereas the modi-
fiers correspond to the other sememes* included in the meaning of the lexeme
of L,”. (p. 168, ef, p. 154 “more lexical items but semantically simpler are used

in L,").

Y All references are to Lipitska (1974), whers the reader finds the terms defined
in a more detailed way. Archilcxeme within the theory of lexical semantic ficlds 18,
roughly speaking, tho most neutral and the most goneral lexome within a given field,
e. g.: smell is an erchilexemo within a field that could include: scent, aroma, fragrance;
fetor, odour, stench; frowst; bouguet. A someme is & single componential meaning of a lexcme,
©. g. boy may be analyzed into throe sememes: MALE, YOUNG, HUMAN. Lexical gap
18 a lack of a lexeme in & language L, with rospect to L, loxemes within & Zivon compa-
rable field, . g. in tho field with smell as archiloxemo, English with respect fo Polish has a
lexical gap for which one may use a natural paraphrase: viz.: swqad :: smell of burning.
The lexical gap illustrated above is an item gep. Polish with respect to English has a
net-gap in the scmantie ficld with the archilexeme smak “taste’” which cannot bo cor-
rectod with tho help of eny natural paraphrase, viz. Slavour, savour, relish, smack, tang.

Similar phenomena of paraphrase have been discussed in terms of “analyvtic’’ vs.
synthetic correspondences in Bafiezerowski {1974), from both contrastive and theore-
tical point of view (his examples: ende machen :: beenden, Gliick wunschen :: congratulate,
have breakfast ; : zavirakat’).

Accidentally, Lipirska's 1974 “syntactic” monograph and Baifczerowski’s 1974
“theoretical” paper aro two best “lexical” studies in the project se far {a very good ar-

ticle of B. Lawendowski on corresponding lexical items referring to women in English
and Polish has not been published),
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It scems that certain additional restrictions should be added eﬂncerni:r?g 1'3he
referential properties of the item and its paraphrase, and at least a,.restrmtmn
that would guarantee the same “variety” of language (style, emotional style,
jargon, dialect, ete.). |

The notion will be most useful if one tries to characterize gu{:h_ terms as
lexical-item gaps vs. lexical-net gaps within contrastive lexical studies. ¥11trra~
linguistic deseription will find the notion of natural paraphrase useful i a.c-
counting for certain types of synonymy relations. .

Examples of natural paraphrases are: a piece of furniture :: :*nebel, tE'IjJ o si‘f’u-
katé Tekko (“knock softly’), lock :: zamknad na klucz | kluczem (“‘shut using/with
a key"), have breakfast :: Rus. zavirakat’, smell of buming - swad, etc. They
are to be distinguished from “artificial paraphrases” (Iﬁ;ipmska; 1974) used by
the logician, philosopher and linguist; of the type: kl]]=GAU§E BECOME
NOT ALIVE, brother==MALE SIBLING, ete. |

4.1.1. The notion of natural paraphrase would be extended here to ]_nc.ll%de
the relation that obtains between a lexical item of L, and its proper definition
(genus proximum-differentia specifica) in L,. Formal similariti:ea between
parapheses of both types are obvious. This type of paraphra,‘ses' will proha'bly
be most uscful for defining equivalents to certain (characteristically English)
nominalizations typical of professional jargons. o

Paraphrascs discussed in §§ 4.2, and 4.3. in spite of their difference from
structures difined by Lipinska will also be regarded as natural paraphrases
here, - . |

4.2. Analysis of this particular type of paraphrase relation *:mll verge on 'the
boundary of linguistic lexical analysis and the art of tmnslm?mn. The su-bjetst
matter here will encompass all possible paraphrases and equivalents o'f .1tema
which themselves are marked with respect to language variety. In addition 130
markings listed in § 1.1.1. certain types of idioms (if stylistical}y marked) will
be included here. The difficulties with which the investigator will .}Je i:acad may
be grasped by the reader if he tries to answer which ni: the Polish items is a

“clogest” equivalent to B. kick the buckel :: praeniedé sie na lono Abmkmmt}t,
wykitowad, odwalié kite, wyciggngé nogi/fkopyta, wykorkowaed. Synonymic
relations among English and Polish “idiom nets” might be of some help here
(to exclude for instance the first possible equivalent). In many case:-s, however, a
principled choice is very difficult, if possible at all. (Curiously, 1t'see~ms 1‘:ha,t«
wyciggnad nogifkopyte is statistically the most frequent trm}s}atmn equiva-
lent — could it be because of the cross-linguistic presuppositional relations
between kick and nogi/kopyte “‘legs, hoofs”?). |
4.3. This type of paraphrase relations hag already been tc::-uched‘ upon in
§ 1.1.1.a. In cases of this type, the investigator, if forced by semantic fa,ct‘ora
(notably reference and presupposition} will have to cross bot.h the hypothetical
“upper” and ‘“lower” boundaries of the definition of lexical item; — the hypo-
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thetical (implausible, it seems) upper boundary defined by the requirement
that the form (=morphological structure) of a lexical item determined by the
shape of the Lyons’ lexeme, the lowet boundary restricted by the assumption
that no bound morpheme can be a W-lexical item.

As was said before, both suggestions are unrealistic. Certainly we would
like to state that the following Polish items are single lexical items: maszyna
do pisania, wiatrak, parostatek, statek parowy. And similarly, in spite of formal
differences the investigator is foreed to treat the English items as equivalent
typewriler, windmill, steamer, steamship (if not for other reasons, than on ac-
count of their reference. Note that all items are by definition unambiguous).

It seems that paraphrase relations hold between meanings of morphemes
{secondary, generalized meanings, cf. § 2.0.) and lexical items, i. e. in the exam-
Ple above: between -er (of iype- writer) and Pol. maszyna, between -er (of
steamer} and statek, and between -ak (of P. wiatrak) and E. mill. This seems to
be a classical example of the correspondence between notional categories (tool,
Instrument) and its formal marking (instrumental -er marker).

Interesting as the problem may be, it certainly needs elaboration (cf. Nowa-
kowski (1976} with reservations as in footnote 4). We would like to suggest
only that contrastive lexical studies should include generalized descriptions
of semantic relationships (=net analysis) which have formal markers in ANY
of the compared languages (irrespective of whether the other language does or
does not mark a given notional category in a formal way). Thus, for instance,
we enwisage studics of LOCATIVE NOUNS in English to account for the Po-
Iish locative marker -isko.

4.4, Lastly, we would like to recommend what seems to be the most fasci-
nating and the most difficult paraphrase relation in lexical studies {both withina
language and across language boundaries), viz. paraphrase holding between
metaphoric vs. nonmetaphoric W-lexical items,

The relations are theorefically very interesting for a number of reasons.
Tirst of all, sinece Weinreich lexical item is unambiguous by definition, the in-
vestigator would have to make a distinction between uninteresting cases of
pure-chance homonymy (e. g. Pol. zamek “castle”, zamek “zipper’’) and those
that are reflexes of rule governed metaphorical processes. This, in turn, would
allow him to come closer to a definition of the notion of a possible metaphor. Since
children most probably acquire lexicon in the form of a list of W-lexical items,
studies of metaphorical processes would have serious implications on mvestigating
the so called “growth of word meaning” within language acquisition analysis.

It seems that certain basically metaphorical processes have becomes so
common to us as language users that very few would even think about ap-

plying the literary-tradition burdened term to relationships in e. g.: This man
wnvented @ square wheel versus This man weighs 150 pounds; or The dissertation
was about Chinese sex customs vs. The dissertation was on the piano. And is the
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item piano in the fourth example the same or different from John was :fplaying
the piano? Tt seems that both the subject nouns in the second and' third sen-
tence, and the first mention of the item pigno illustrate metaphorized nouns
(roughly two reifications and a locus-formation). . '

Certain other metaphors como very close in their relation to the non-meta-
phoric items of the same form to relationships that will have tnf be {or have
already becn) postulated for explaining (=describing and postulating an unc'Ier-
lying structure for) such nominal elements as cornpounds or other nﬂmma!
semanto-syntactic structures (cf. MceCawley (1968); see also Nowakowski
(1976)). |

The use of such studies in contrasting lexicons of any two languages is
related to what has been termed “the growth of word meaning” (Anglm
1970:1 - 12). Ultimately, one should aim at providing the FL learner with cor-
tain principles of how central meanings and peripheral or secondary ones are
related (what is referred to here are “meanings of lexemes’ as they are discus-
sed in Di Pietro (1971 : 121); in our terms it would be more proper to talk a,bm:m
the relationship of W-lexical items of the same form). Addjtimi:mll}'f, eertaa?m
lexical gaps are typically “‘gaps in metaphoric pmﬁesae.s” operating in, for in-
stance, Polish in case of equivalents of such lexemes as E. dog, heart (to ta.lfe
words of a very high frequency) in such contexts as bench dog “imak_”, f:kaa?::
dog “laficuchowy hak chwytny”’, kand dog “klucz Zerdziowy (do laczenia zcr('lm
wiertniezych)’, dogspike “hak szynowy, szyniak”, trap dog “zapadka zwalnia-
jaca”, and in all other technical uscs; or, in the case of heart: ::ft the heart of,
the heart of the maiter, take the heart pul of the equivalents are SEdI}D IZOCZY,
sedno sprawy, istota rzeczy, rdzefi”. Quite naturally a number of lexical errors
will have to be explained in terms of those gaps. '

5.0. We would like to close the article listing certain lexical contrastive
problems that have either been excluded from the paper or have qonly been
mentioned in passing. The reader may get acquainted with cert?m aﬂpei:}ts
of lexical analysis of those types from publications of the Romanian-English
Contrastive Analysis Project (Reports and studies 1971 127 - 144, 27 - 30) and
the Serbo-Croatian — English. Contrastive Project. e e

The problems of borrowings and cognates scem to have fajsr:ma-ted lmgms_ts
long before contrastive language studies gained on. popularity (at least in
Europe). Studies of that type were carried out from either a fDI'H:l&l a?andpomt

(i. ¢. morphographemic, morphological, phonetic and phﬂnul'ﬂgmal‘ influences
of the languagc-as-borrower upon the lexemes of L, were 111ve:stlga,ted), or
from a combined formal and semantic approach. The latter studies ate better
known as studies of lexical cognates. Both the L, —L, borrowings and L L,
transfers were usually takeninto consideration. Distinctinns‘ were dI'i;:LW]l bet-
ween orthographic borrowings (and cognates), e. g. ka-wbq;.:: T‘E:aie,”gafz, E;I}[’:.d
phoneticized (oral) borrowings, e. g. mecz, aut, fawl (*mateh”, “out”, “foul”).
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Both were e : '
ere separated from various types of calques, e g. drapacz chmur “‘sky-

scraper’’, ‘?Eﬂnecgnék f‘sunﬂower”, niezapominajka “forget-me-not”. Semanto-
morphological anialysis of cognates attempted at drawing distinctions between
prol()]er cognates fmd_ false cognates (in the latter case formal similarity corres-
pmd*g 8 to sm:nantm difference) in order to define the notion of semantic overiap
&?f oppose it to that of formal overlap (i. ¢. relations of meanings and relations
(}Ar c-rm; betvifeen L, and L, defined as either one-to-many or many-to-one}
eas 01 overlap as source of potential language err i :
: : o T e
tance to the investigator. = R
| 1111; best, dESGI'iI:}t-iDHS tfrf English lIpanwords in Polish is Fisiak’s (1965)
unpu IShE(ZI Phll? dissertation. Some other available printed material can be
also found in Fisiak (1960, 1962, 1963, 1964, 1970, 1975)

‘ 5}G E 1. One otl:leli aspect of lexical language studies should he mentioned here
v};z. ¢ & postertori lexical error analysis (1. e. analysis of mistakes made Withir;
t e ﬂl‘ef u:;f Iexe}x:m use by Polish learners of English). Unlike in the case of pre
vious studies, the author has on purpose paid little attents -

: ! t
N L pose } e attention to the area. Two
. crror anal}rat?s are lmost useful as a supplement to contrastive loxical studies:
Imn_un‘;ally the Investigator must know which errors are grammatical, which a,rE:
exm*af- , and 'must be able to principally distingnish between typical lexical
?I‘I‘DrbLﬂf various .t-:,,rpea (e. g.: resulting from L, net generalization, L, transfer
rom L, or L, lexical aps, ete.) and accidental lexical mistakes. Given the prei
sent state of contrastive lexical analysis within our preject, it seemed to the
au:thﬂr premature to call for a supplement of that tvpe.
;). {‘o 1:}1053 W}.m look at lexical analysis of errors as an alternative to contrastive
,;KHE ;iim?gf (t;-f errors as an alternative to contrastive lexical analysis, we
ould hike to dedicate the following quotation from Carl i |
anthor wholly agrees: ARG S
This is a stralmge type of alternative, since the two are so different in their
:.Pproeimhes: @ Prior Versus a posteriors detection of error., It is like the alterna-
Ive: give up smoking or have the tumor removed by surgery’. (James 1971:55)
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