
Componential Analysıs
Pelıo Fronzaroalı (Florence)

Definition.
Componentıial analysıs 15 procedure 1C 1MsSs aft operatıng semantıc analysıs aft
the eve of the word. It 4SSUMmMe«ecsS that the meanıng of full“ words (nouns, verbs,
adjectives, adverbs Can be spli up into smaller elements of meanıng. TIhese dIC

known semantıc components semantiıc features.
The analysıs 15 carrıed Ouf wiıthin semantıc 1€e. Thıs be efined of
words that stand paradıgmatic opposıtıon ON another and that share at least
ONcC semantıc component. Determining and delimıting semantıc 1el1 requıres
methodology. ccordıng SUOMC, mig from paır of words that
SUDDOSC belong the Samıc 16 and analyse the features that dıfferentiate them;
then add them words that CaITtYy NCW features.! Ihe features obtained by
comparıng the exemes must be such account for the meanıiıng of all the erms
examıned in the semantıc 1e.
Another procedure consists of startıng from the intuıtiıve understandıng of the
C of of words and ryıng define the features they cshare sıngled Ouf

Dy C  N of proportional equations) In order determine the semantıc
components.“ 1r procedure SCS the definıtiıon ffered by the dictionary (or
the speaker iın order define the meanıng of the ord under analysis.?

MRgINS and development.
There 15 need here race hıstory of studies made the subject.
Nevertheless, sSınce the investigat1ions, both theoretical and practical, that have
made uUusec of methods of componentıal analysıs have moved along dıfferent lınes,
1813 sketch of the subject 15 needed
AL The European tradıtıon.
The ıdea of componentıal analysıs had been anticıpated by Hjelmslev.“ He
assumed that meanıng COU be broken uUp into elementary entities by analogy ıth
hat at phonologıica. eve ese entities („content figurae WeOeIC equıppe
ıth characteristics sımılar those of the phonological features, and WEIC iımıted

number.
mong the lınguists who refer the uropean tradıtion, Can recall the French
lınguists B. Pottier>, A.J. Greimas®, T. Todorov/, who developed method of

Coseruu, Les structures lexématiéues‚ In Elwert (ed.), Probleme der Semantık,
Wiıesbaden 1968, 3-16
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analysıs that describes the elements of exXicon „packets of semes According
Todorov, for SeMIC analysıs 1ıMpIYy the TrTreducıble character of the semantıc
combinatory, ıt has consıder (as Greimas) the of of larger
utterances, that 1S, ıt has consıder meanıngs that CR connected specıfic
context certaın sıtuatıon of speec Thıs miıght, however, TEIMOVE the boundary
between the semantıcs of A Janguage and the analysıs of the speeches uttered In
that anguage.
In recent Yy' thıs epistemologica aım (not xclude Iirom the 1e of semantıcs
those phenomena of meanıng bserved in speech) has been pursued wıthın the
French school by scholars such AS Rastier.® He re-examınes the notion of
virtueme? and evelops ıt, distinguishing between denotatıve and connotatıve
features, that he consıders inherent and afferent respectively. Ihe former
depend uDON the functional system of the anguage, the latter upON other kınds of
encodıng SuC socijalısed 0)8 rather ıdıolectal norms).
Ihe treatment ffered Dy Oser1u and hıs PDUpUuUS Geckeler MOTIEC

r1gOrous. He prefers alk of „lexematıc structures‘ He distinguishes between
designatıon (relatıons between S1gNSs and extralinguistic realıties) and sıgnıfıcatıon
(relatıons between meanıngs), pomting Outft that In lexematıcs ıt 15 exclusıvely
aftfter of relatıons of signıfıcation. Moreover, the lexematıc point of VIEW
only the eyxıcal meanıngs of ONC and only ON functional language. Thıs allows hım

distinguıs lexematıcs from onomasıology (the study of the relatıons between the
sıgnıfıed and the dıfferent sıgnıfıers that CÄDI CS ıt) and semas1io0logy (the study of
the relatıons that CONNEeCT sıgnıfıer ıth the dıfferent sıgnıfıed ıt m1g eXpress).
One of the results of thıs approac 15 the possibilıty of excludıng irom structural
semantıcs Katz and Fodor’s method 1C accordıng CoserI1u, does nOoTt deal ıth
the structure of meanıng but rather the study of interpretatıion. Ihe lexematıc
structures AdIe then dıstinguıishe irom the assocıjatıve fıelds (studıe by Ch Bally
and hIs school); these fıelds CONCETN the aSSOCIat1ons of ONe SIgn ıth others and
AdIiIe partly connected nOTLt wıth the linguistic unıts such but ıth aSsSOC1lat1ons
between unıts of non-linguistic realıity.
serving the primary paradıgmatic sSiructiures (where erms dIiC mutually mplıed,
wıthout of ONC ()VCI the other), Oser1ıu dıstiınguıishes the exıcal 1e€.
from the exıcal class. Ihe exıcal 1€e consısts of unıts 1C share AIcCca of
sıgnıfıcatıon and 1C stand ın ımmediıate opposıtıon ON  6 another. The exıcal
class 15 class of exemes determıiıned Dy classeme 1C 15 distinctive eature
that oper. ın entıire Category (e.g., the class of
and wıthın ıt human beings), /non-human beings./ E1C.). The
classes dIC revealed INn the grammatıcal exıcal combinatıon of the exemes
(lexemes that allow for the Sa”Imne exıcal and/or grammatiıcal combinatıon belong
the AaIne class). Coseriu’s cConcept of exıcal 1e. ıffers TOM that of the above-
mentioned French scholars maiınly In the procedure that prescribes that ON should

Recherches sE€mantıques, angages 17 1966, 5-423
Typologıes des COmpOsants sE€mantıques, Quadernı dı Semantıca 6) 1985, 35-49

Pottier, Linguistique generale, Parıs 1974
10 Strukturelle Semantık und Wortfeldtheorie, München 1971
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construct the exıcal 1e6. gradually, 1 from the iımmediıate Opposıtı1ons
between {tWO three lexemes
mong the Italıan scholars who made theır contrıibution componentıal analysıs,
WOUuU lıke recall Alineil! who ınvestıgates the Italıan exicon the
The semantıc features used by iınel aAIc taken from the definı:tions gBIVCEN
diıetionarıes In hıs approac. eature efined d all informatıon assıgned
entry exeme) rom the eature analysıs of the exıcal system of the og’s
sounds the feature formulatıon at times faıl observe the princıples of
IMof description and theır prımıtıve value SO for example hen the talıan
lexeme ustolare („tO yelp for {00d“) efined by the feature / s 1  n
master he eats/
DE The American fradıtıon.
Whılst Europe the semantıc cCcomponents eg1ins wıth Hjelmslev’s
theoretical consıderatıions the United States the fırst examples of eature
analysıs of fiıelds orıgınate from the fiıeld-work of the ethno-
anthropologists The fırst studıes CONCETN the SiIirucfiLure of colours 12 the terminology
of kinship !® and other exıcal and cultural of anthropological
TIhe analyses provıde by these authors have been partıcularly ımportant the
eOTrYy of features and theır function the CCONOIMY of descr1ıption Although the
lınguistic relevance of the fıelds they tudıed and the fact that these
belong INOIC specıfically cultural axXxonomı€es mMay be atter of dıscussıon, theır
methodologıies dIC nOot incompatıble ıth the tenets of structural semantıcs
The approac semantıc analysıs elaborated DYy Katz and Fodor!> the
framework of transformatıonal SrammMmaäar completely dıfferent TIheır analysıs
111585 at SIVIN£ aCCount of the semantıc ınterpretation that the peaker offers of
the words 1C AT consıdered theır syntactıc COntext members of

IThe search for semantıc features then carrıed Out fifrom the
utfterance and firom the polysemiıc lexeme rather than the 1e 'Thıs
done order determıne markers“, „dıstinguishers and selection
restriıctıons for each enry of the dıctıonary Katz and or eory of semantıc

ınterpretatıon has wıtnessed ManYy developments that cCannot be consıdered here
Suffice ıf Sa y that these developments well Katz and Fodor’s
approac the analysıs of the MCAaANINS of the words tends become the analysıs of
the MCANıINS of the sentence
One of the results of Chomsky S definıtion of eature 15 the assumptıon
that the features have be unıversals of language Concerning thıs Lyons!®
bserved that the empirıcal evidence that DOSSCSS far tends refute thıs

11 La struttura del less1co, Bologna 1974
12 Conklın, anunOÖ0O Color Categorıies Southwestern Journal of Anthropology 12 1955

13 Lounsbury, The Structural Analysıs of Kınshıp Semantıcs Proceedings of the
Nınth International Congress of Linguists The ague 1964 1073 1074
14 Goodenough Componentıal Analysıs an the Study of Meanıng, anguage 1956
195-216.
15 The Structure of Semantıc Theory, anguage 3 , 1963, 17/0-210
16 Semantiıcs I, Cambrıdge 1977, 331 {f.
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hypothesıs rather than confiırm ıt In spıte of VC) interesting studies, uch 4S that
of colours Dy Berlıin and I<ay‘l7Y ıt does nOL cın that the

sıtuation has changed In the past LWeENTLY

Evaluatıon.
If componentıal analysıs has NOL been the object of urther developments and

have been sef asıde durıng the past decades, that 15 due the groW! of the
theoretical debate 1C| has shıfted ıts SITESS Onto other aSpeCISs of lınguistic
communiıcatıon. Following the mMO of scıentific revolutions, 18 in lınguistics the
focus has been shıfted ONfo the text and the makıng the meanıng of the word

such less interesting. In sımılar WäaY, in archaeology attention has hıfted during
recent ca irom procedural and structural models towards historical and
contextual considerations!?.
Consıder, for example, Rundgren’s point of VIEW: „Now thıs priori named rea.
being artıculated Dy the a1ıd of textual behavıour, the texXtT, cultural well
lınguistic CategoOrYy, 15 be regarde: the first artıculatıon of language“.“
Rundgren asks hımself: „Why then in Proto-Semiutic Was the notion of ‚tomb’
designated d qgabr-?“ He the ollowing A4DNSWET „In the possıble WOT. that
OUunNn! expression Mundus Semiticus Inflectus el intellectus cultural fact exısted
that Was expressed In the phonetic behavioura events q-a-b-r (image acoustique)“.?!
In thıs perspective the meanıng of the ord In ıtself does NnOTL SCCIN be problem
an y longer.
The ANnıc <hıft ONLO other aSpecCts of lınguistic Oommuniıcatıons COUu be achıeved in
other WaYyS. hrough soclolıngu1st1cs, for example, consıdering the pre-eminence of
the even iın CIs of communiıcatıon. Wıth reference languages ıth ımıted
L0)  UuS, Avanzını's study?/ the ormulary of buıldıng inscrıptions of ancıent
South Arabıa offers approac IC 15 erıved from the consıderatıion of the
writing even In given soclety. But althoug thıs consıderation of the wrıting even
throws lıght uDON the crıterıja for the uUusec of the exXicon that B beyond ıterary
NIC and the textual model, do NOL 1n that ıt makes the study of the exicon
worthless at the eve of functional language.
>  at eing salı  9 might ask ourselves hat 1S stil] Vall! In componentıal analysıs
both firom the explicative-theoretical point of VIEW and the operatıve ON Lyons has
drawn attention the fact that „the allegedly IMOIC basıc sense-Components cCannot
be shown have an y psychological valıdıty“, and the „highly questionable
procedure of treatıng basıc seNsSe-COMponentTSs the meanıngs of certaın
Jexemes, ıke ‚human/’, ‚adult’ ‚Temale’ irom hıs (IW natıve language from
OMC other language that 15 commonly employe metalanguage In theoretical

17 Basıc Colour Terms: Theır Universalıty and Evolution, Berkeley LOoOs Angeles 1969
18 Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, Chicago 1962
19
20

Hodder, Readıng the Past, Cambridge 19  x
The Word and the Text, cta Uniwversitatis Upsaliensıs. cta Societatis Linguisticae

Upsalıensıs, 4: 1992,
21 Ibıd.,
22 For udy the Formulary of Construction Insceriptions, in: Robiın Bafagıh

Sayhadıca, Parıs 1987, 1124
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and descriptive linguistics“.% In spıte of thıs and other problems 1C dIc still ÖOPCNH
(whose solutıon, ıIn the ase of the relatıon between the lınguistic system and
cognıtıve PTFOCCSSCS, does not depend only uDON}N componentıal analysıs) OmMe

posıtıve effects might perhaps be ındıcated. As regards OUT aWaTeNCcSsSsS of the
functioning of lınguıistic systems, these methods have served underlıne SOMMNC
distinctions. Fırstly, they have emphasıze: the need dıstinguish clearly between
relatıons of signıficatıon and relatıons of designatıion. Thıs PDTOVECS be equally
clear in both the interpretation ase! upDON the lexematıc pomnt of VIEW and that
1C requires the extension of ıts applıcabilıty speech. Rastier,“ for example,
points Out that semantıc eatures aAaIiec neıther qualıities of referent NO of
conceptL.
Just clearly, componentıal analysıs has helped distingu1s Siructiures of the
lexıcon from asSsOocCJatıve fıelds Besıdes, Coseriu® has effectively shown the
dıfference between the structured lınguıistic exicon and the terminological exXicon
„lex1ique nomenclateur Al terminologique“), including popular classıfıcatıons. In the
debate that ollowed Coser1iu’s exposıt1on, thıs dıstiıncetion Was supported Dy
Ullmann?® who, althoug approvıng ıt In eneral erms, wondered whether noft
popular nomenclatures should be put the Same eve of technical and scientific
terminologıes.
TOM the operatıve pomt of VIEW, yOons has expressed rather negatıve opinıon.
ccordıng hım, componentıal analysıs S valı ASs the relatıons uUuDON IC ıt 15
ase! and IC ıt mMaYy convenilently summarızeComponential Analysis  and descriptive linguistics“.2 In spite of this and other problems which are still open  (whose solution, as in the case of the relation between the linguistic system and  cognitive processes, does not depend only upon componential analysis) some  positive effects might perhaps be indicated. As regards our awareness of the  functioning of linguistic systems, these methods have served to underline some  distinctions. Firstly, they have emphasized the need to distinguish clearly between  relations of signification and relations of designation. This proves to be equally  clear in both the interpretation based upon the lexematic point of view and that  which requires the extension of its applicability to speech. Rastier,? for example,  points out that semantic features are neither qualities of a referent nor parts of a  concept.  Just as clearly, componential analysis has helped to distinguish structures of the  lexicon from associative fields. Besides, Coseriu® has effectively shown the  difference between the structured linguistic lexicon and the terminological lexicon  („lexique nomenclateur et terminologique“), including popular classifications. In the  debate that followed Coseriu’s exposition, this distinction was supported by  Ullmann?® who, although approving it in general terms, wondered whether or not  popular nomenclatures should be put on the same level of technical and scientific  terminologies.  From the operative point of view, Lyons has expressed a rather negative opinion.  According to him, componential analysis „is as valid as the relations upon which it is  based and which it may conveniently summarize ... But there seems little value in  setting up a new kind of linguistic unit (the ‚sememe’) when all that can be said with  it can be said just easily without“.27 With respect to the treatment offered by  Coseriu, the difficulty of delimiting the functional languages is also to be considered  (as the same Lyons noticed during the Workshop).  Other linguists may consider interesting the results of experiments that have made  use of componential analysis. Having observed that a componential analysis  rigorously carried out fails to account for metonymic and metaphoric uses, B.  Kedar% still admits that it can become, in some circumstances, a heuristic method  clarifying differences of meaning. So the paradox of componential analysis  (supposing the method is valid, the plan to elaborate a complete list of the semantic  components of a language is illusory) is in any case an answer to the intention of  the past to create „semantic alphabets“ or „universal mental dictionaries“.?  4. Applicability.  My task on the present occasion is not to offer a theoretical contribution to issues  concerning componential analysis but only to verify its possible value within the  23 Structural Semantics I, Oxford 1977‚ 333 ff.  2 Typologies des composants s&mantiques, Quaderni di Semantica 6, 1985, 35.  2 Structure lexicale et enseignement du vocabulaire, in: (various authors), Les th&ories  linguistiques et leurs applications, Nancy 1967, 18.  Ibid., 79.  Structural Semantics, Oxford 1967, 80.  Biblische Semantik: Eine Einführung, Stuttgart 1981, 188.  B8N  R. Simone, Fondamenti di linguistica, Roma — Bari 21991, 491 ff.  83But there ( lıttle value In
setting NCW kınd of linguistic unıt (the ‚sememe’) hen al that Can be saıd ıth
ıt Can be saıd Just easıly without“.2/ Wıth respect the treatment ffered Dy
Coser1u, the dıfficulty of delimıting the functional languages 1S also be consıdered
(as the an yons noticed durıng the Workshop).
er lınguısts maYy consıder interesting the results of experiments that have made
use of componentıal analysıs. Havıng bserved that d componentıal analysıs
rıgorously carrıed Outft faıls aCCOUunNnT for metonymiıc and metaphorıc uUSCS,
Kedar?%8 still admıts that ıt Can become, In Ome Ccırcumstances, heuristic method
clarıfyıng dıifferences of meanıng. So the paradox of componentıal analysıs
(supposing the method 15 valı the plan elaborate complete lıst of the semantıc
components of anguage 15 ıllusory) 15 In anYy asSsc ANSWCT the ıntention of
the past creaftfe „semantıc alphabets“ „unıversal mental dietionaries“.?2*

Applicability.
My task the present OCCcasıon 15 nOL er theoretical contribution 1Sssues
concerning componentıal analysıs but only verıfy its possible value wıthın the

23 Structural Semantıcs Oxford 1977. 222 8
Typologies des COmposants sE€mantıques, Quadernı dı Semantıca 67 1985,
Structure exıicale enseignement du vocabulaıre, In: (varıous authors), Les theories

lınguistiques leurs applıcations, ancy 196/,
Ibıd.,
Structural Semantıcs, Oxford 196/,
Bıblısche Semantık: Eıne Eınführung, Stuttgart 1981,27  79 Sımone, Fondamentiı dı lınguistica, Roma Barı 21991, 491 f
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study of the lexıcon of 1DI11CAa. Hebrew other languages ıth imıted
Thıs Can be done in WaYS, hrough theoretical examınatıon of the problem, and
through ecrıitical examınatıon of the avanlable studıes In thıs 1e.
E Applicability languages uth ımıted COTDUS.
Adherence mMO of lınguistic descrıiption, when there 15 bıas deology

school, MaYy be ase‘ uUuDON dıfferent actors: realısm and convenıence, AS has
been observed wıth regard another problem.* Realısm choose the
MO that 1n 15 able reproduce the object described accurately
possıble. Convenıence choose method that Can describe MOst of the
facts usiıng less principles (be they rules elements). Economy WOU probably be

MOIC suıtable term for thıs second ceriterion.
princıple that Can be used 1n description m1g also be the ONC of „irreversıble

solıdarı formulated by akoDson Some elements AiICc presupposed by the
of others (prımary values) whereas SUOTINC others DIESUDDOSC the

of the former (secondary values). When the anguage ant study 1S part of
verıfıable historical evolution, the consideratıion that certaın characteristic
(phonological for ınstance) should NnOT aDDCAL before others m1g be
verıfy the effectıveness of reconstruction. An example of applıcatıon of thıs
crıterıon Can be SCCI1 In Heilmann’s observations?! ıth regard the
„Impossıble“ phonological system of Nostratıc propose DYy Cuny The uUSe of the
Berlin-Kay hypothesıs Support the Stages of evelopment of colour erms in
Hebrew*% COUuU be regarde example of the applicatıon of the Samlnc erıteriıon
1ın the 1e. of Semuitic languages.
If DaSssSs verify these crıterıja ıth reference the analysıs of the exicon In
Janguages ıth ımıted o  » have fırst observe that know these
languages from written documents. These dIC consıdered secondary code,
functionally parallel phonıc utterances. In princıple, graphic varıants and
invarıants ATe assımılated phonologica ONecsS and lıkewıse the morphological
and exıical levels Nevertheless ıt remaıns consıder the influence that the
secondary code (the raphiıc system, but also the writing system in genera exerts

the transmiıssıon of language. Thıs 15 particularly obvıous In the Semuitic
graphic Systems, especılally that 1C 1S used in Hebrew But the influence of the
code 15 evıdent NOLT only ıth regard the phonological System. The manuscrıpt
tradıtiıon In ıtself ıth all ıts problems COU be taken nto aCCOunt and also,
regardıng the orıgınal writing, the MAanıtlO conventions of the scrıbes. Itc
OW then that the fOocus of structural methods the formal aspect of Janguage
might become operatıve instrumen for the study of these Compare hat

Rıchter®® has bserved ıth regard Hebrew
Sınce Cannot study Hebrew but only the ıterary language that has been
preserved (and IC belongs dıfferent lıterary genres), and ıt 1S noTf possıble
resort „informants“ check the records, hat method of componentıal analysıs

NegrI1, Lingue antıche lınguistica strutturale: nucle1 problematıcı prospettive
euristiche, Acme 40’ 1987, {f.
31 Linguagg10, lıngue, culture, Bologna 1983, 198 {f.
37 Brenner, Colour Terms in the Old JTestament, Sheffield 1982,
33 Grundlagen eiıner althebräischen Grammatık, St Ottıilıen 1978,
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should then prefer? In princıple ıt WOU CC that, these erms, only the
eve. of signıficatıon (and NnOL that of designatıon) 1S accessıIıible.
”  We MaYy learn the meanıings of the words, but nOL knowledge of theır ıntended
content 1C MUuUStT be erıved from other, non-linguistic SOUTCCS, 1C there 15

hope of recognizing aft a]]“ S4 For thıs TCaSON\, Coseriu’s method, 1 refers
only relatıons of signıficatıon, has seemed approprIiate.
f wanted appIy method such the generative ON WOU fınd ourselves
in VICIOUS cırcle for ack of informants 1S, for ack of intuıtıve Judgements
the meanıng of sentences ffered by the speaker). Also, structural method should
allow expan OUT knowledge of the exıcal meanıng of indıyıdual words 1C
AIiIC of 1e€
4:2 Lexical fields In Hebrew.
In first artıcle the structure of the semantıc 1e€. of colours® attrıbuted the
fact that the lıterature about 1Dl1cCa Hebrew dıd not er examples of
componentıial analysıs specıal difficulties caused Dy the study of dead languages.
In fact Was able only artıcles W  1C though faıling COMC real
sSemMI1C analysıs, trıed define the meanıng of erms by examiınıng the system of
Opposıtions OUN! In the These belong the semantıc 1e of „folly“
and the 1e. of rich and poor?/ in the wiısdom lıterature. 10 these WeTIC

observatiıons words relatıng the semantıc 1e6. of truth,° where the COonceptL of
semantıc 1e€ 15 understood In the of Trier. ven after MYy artıcle the
structure of the semantıc 1e€ of colours, ollowed DYy application sıngle
problem, the bıbliography about thıs subject has NO oVE much. awyer“,
for example, iındicated on previous studıes assoclatıve fıelds those 1DI1Ca.
words for „time“,“! geographic terminology,“ erms for the pottery, “* but he dıd NnOL
mention an Yy study of componentıial analysıs. In ollowing Cal recall
Vivian#, Z atelli® and Brenner*®®. Kedar’s manual*/ does nOot provıde selected

Kaddarı, Semantıc Fıelds in the Language of the ead Sea Scrolls, J erus_alem 1
VII

Fronzaroli, Sulla struttura de1ı colorı ın ebraico bıblıco, in: (varıous authors), Studı
lınguisticı ın dı Vıttore Pısanı, Brescıia 1969, 17-38

Donald, The Semantıc Field of ‚Folly’ in Proverbs, Job, Psalms and Ecclesiastes, 43,
1963,
37 Donald, The Semantıc Fiıeld of ıch and Poor iın the Wiısdom Liıterature of Hebrew and
Akkadıan, TAn! 37 1964,F

LF awyer, Root-meanıngs in Hebrew, J55 1 ' 196/7, Ar
39 Fronzaroli, cavallı del Proto-Zaccarıa, Accademıa Nazıonale de1ı Lincel. Rendiconti 269
1972,
40 Semantıcs in Bıblical Research. New Methods of Defining Hebrew Words for Salvatıon,
London 1972
41 Barr, Bıbliıcal Words for Time, e  < ed., London 1969, 185-207
42 Schwarzenbach, Dıe geographische Terminologie im Alten Testament, Leıden 1954
43 Honeyman, The Pottery Vessels ıIn the Old Testament, PEO {%, 1939, 76-'

campı lessicalı della „separazıone“ nell’ebraico bıblıco, dı (Qumran della Mishna,
Fırenze 1978

P lessicale deglı aggettivı dı purıtä ın ebraico bıbliıco, Fırenze 1978
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bıbliography thıs point, althoug! ıt offers OmMme interesting and orıgınal remarks.
Kutler’s rticle® refers Weınrich but ıt does NOl usec formal methods

We Can fınd in all these analyses SOMNC interesting contributions the study of
Hebrew semantıcs. Some of these AT also relevant the study of semantıc fıelds

ıntended here. For example, Sawyer“” notices that four erms elonging the
1e of „‚truth“ AIiIc also Ooun in the 1€ of „firmness“ "amünd, ne ”"9amän, ken,
nakön). Thıs 15 keeping wıth hat has been bserved the possıbilıty that
ord Can belong INOIC than ONC 1e at the SAame time.>0 But the WdYy thıs has
been investigated by awyer CONCeEeTNS „what part the rOOL plays in the ord total
meanıng“. Moreover, the four specıified do nOTt correspond ven the basıc
definıtiıon of the semantıc fıeld (a STOUD of words that dIC INn paradıgmatic
opposition). Sımilar remarks COUuU be made for MOSL of the cıted studıies. In
conclusıon, the studıes which Can be used afe lımıted artıcles and the
00 by Vıvıan, Zatellı, renner.
a  i Delimiting the lexical field.
Most of the authors have quoted (who already stated aım al studyıng
assoclatıve fıelds) derıve theır standards for udging what words belong 1e€.
from lexicographic descriptions.! Sometimes they uUsSsec the of CVETIY sıngle
ord. Or else they refer the intuıtion of the cholar „the criteria for buildıng uD
thıs far larger 1e€ dIC In the ast resort intuitive“.>2 Concerning thıs, awyer
1imse discusses whether NnOTt the intuıtıve element coul legıtimately be used in
the scientific investigatıion. He concludes that „d knowledge of Hebrew implıes that

Ca  —_ intuıitıvely recognize words of elated meanıngs“.>*
On the contrary, had suggested In fırst contribution procedure ase! upOoN
the possıbıilities of substıitution allowed in the ffered Dy the corpus.”
Starting firom the hypothesis that lexeme belongs 1e 1C 15 be
ESCT1DE! and consiıdering ıt invarılant, then proceed ınventory of
class of varıables. These AT formed by exemes 1C In the o  U:
associ1ated wıth FOor each member of class sıngled Out in thıs WdYy extract
from the COI DUS the members of class that they Can eplace in A+  v° As
regards the crıterıon identify members of the class mMust choose
1C OCCUTr In the In opposition ONC another €.g., „Are they aC
whıte?“). f sıngle member of class COU replace In al the utterances, ıt
WOUuU be completely equivalent In fact, find that each member of class
Can replace 1ın SOMC specıfic utferanCces, but NnOL In all of them For each member
of mMust then complete classes usıng the SAdIMllec method of extraction already
iıllustrated for ollowing thıs, exiract NCW replaceable members for each

Structural Semantıc Approach Israelıte Communal Terminology, 1 ‚ 1982, 69-

49 ournal of Semitic Studıies 12, 196/, 45
Coserm, Les sSiructiures lexe&matıiques, 1InN; Eiwert (ed.), Probleme der Semantık,

Wıesbaden 1968, An  »
E awyer, JS5 1 'g 1967, 4 ’

52 awyer, Semantıics in Bıiıblical Research,
53 Ibıid.,

Fronzarolıi, Sulla struttura de1ı colorı in ebraıco bıblıco, 38
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member of hrough the NCW members of class nOoT COMMON The
procedure ends when NCW extractions 216 longer possible:

whıte horse aCcC bay, sorrel, eic

garment ac blue, pınk, eicC
flower blue, pınk, red, eic
house, eiCc. red, BTaY, eic.

We have NO class of exemes 1Cc belong the Samnec semantıc 1e of In
fact, being able eplace they share at least ONC semantıc eature wıth 10
each member of the class A +A’ corresponds class of lexemes 1C Can be
assocıjated wıth ıt

A +A’ whiıte orse, garmen(t, flower, house, eic
aC| horse, garment, eic
blue garment, {lower, eic
red flower, house, eic

bay horse
sorrel horse
eiCc

Ihe extraction procedure does not establısh hierarchy between the exemes
extracted fırst and those extracted later It 15 evıdent that the procedure COu be
started wıth anYy member of the 1€6. 1C 15 be ısolated; In that ASCcC the order
of extraction WOU be eren
As for later studıes, full methodologica dıscussıon Can be oOUun In Zatellı's book
Moving along the ame lıne Coseriu and eckeler, she chooses the 1e of
„purıty“ adjectives the ubject of her investigation. T determıne the ICa of
1e she usesS integrated system (studyıng dietionarıes of and lınguistic
researches the lexemes under examınatıon). She does NnOTL ıgnore dıifficulties
1Ca. of the 1DI1Ca: o  UuS, especılally wıth reference stylıstic redoundancıes
and, wıth poetic language, the exıstence of „stereotype“ antonymiıc pairs.” 1vlan’s
research the exıical 1e of „separatıon“ uns along the ame theoretical lınes but
dıffers in sımultaneously dealıng ıth dıfferent hıistorical languages and dıfferent
functional languages the three Stages of Hebrew: ıblıcal, Qumranic and
Mishnaıic. The crıter1a used deliıneate fıelds dIiIC partly internal the sSystem,
such the exclusıon of exemes whose connection 1S eak peripheral the
exıcal 1e They AdIiIc also partly erıved irom the approve: prelımınary
assumpti0ons, such the exclusıon of techniıcal terminology.?®

Brenner, intending suggest evolutionary framework for the development of
colour TM:! ın 1DIl1ıca Hebrew and Post-Bıblical Hebrew, dıiscusses al en the
dıfficulties iın the interpretation of the ıblıcal text and standards ıdentify
chronological stages and levels of speech, roughly equıvalent functional language.
She also PayS attention the sıtuational context.>/ As for the structuring of the
1€. of „basıc“ colours ıth dıfferent egree of complexıty in SUCCESSIVE stages of
Hebrew, the Berlin-Kay hypothesıs has been extensively used.>8 On the other hand

55 Zatellı, lessicale deglı aggettivı dı purıtä, DA
56
&7

Vıvian, campı lessicalı della „separazıone“,
Brenner, Colour Terms, 18725

Ibıd., {f. and passım.
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ıt does nOoft SCCIT that anYy formal method has been used determine the
erms belonging the 1e
” A Identifying semantıc features.
As regards the crıterı1a used identify features, the sıtuation 15 nOTL {OO dıfferent
from the NC already examıned In Judging when iındıyıdual words belong 1e6.
Most of the studıes menti:oned do not aım at usıng componentıal analysıs and
therefore do not deal ıth the problem In other the roblem 15 tackled, CVCNMN

ough ıt 15 not consıdered be of prımary importance. awyer, for example,
observes that „of the SIX COMMONES words the HOSIA“S STOUD, only ONC,
R, 15 e- Qal orm and asks ımself ıf thıs „grammatıcal component“ 15 also
semantıc component.>” Besides, he observes that important „element of
separatıon“ 15 observable in verbs of the HOSIA“ SI OUD and that ıt COU. be
eEsSCT1DE:| 4A5 semantıc Component. Yet ıt 15 context-bound, and varıes
egree from ON  4 member of the exıcal STOUD another. In general, awyer
underlınes the problems of componentıial analysıs stıl] unresolved. As
egards labelling the Components, he thınks that thıs depends entirely uDON the
intuıtive knowledge of the lınguist, oubting that ıt coul be possible fiınd
method 1C would nOoft refer contextual crıterıa well 1ın cCannot Sa y
that he 15 ONg thıs poıint. In fact, ıt has been possible suggest
procedure Judge when iındıyvıdual words belong 16 the procedure that
WOU. extiract semantıc features irom the meaning of the words 15 NOL clear at all If

appIly the SAadIne Concept of features the Sa”dImnec exıcal 1e. thıs m1g ead
dıfferent analysıs of the 1e. In eneral features dIC SUuppose: have explicatıve

and elementary values and be such AaCCOUNT for the CCONOMY of description.
In order proceed distinctive features analysıs of the content, Zatellje© resortf{ts

the notion of „dımensıon“ (Geckeler) „dAC se&mantıque“ (Greimas). The basıc
dımensıons used analyse the 1e of „purıty“ adjectives in 1DI1Ca Hebrew AI

/natural dim ens106n% etkhıealespeligrous dı mien sron%
FmaterJzal-relitg10us Wıthın these the fundamental
opposıtion 15 that of Zatell]ı NnOL attrıbute

value of absolute definıtıon the metalinguistic formulatıons uüsS!  ® As the
designation of classes 1n 1DI1CcCa Hebrew she underlınes the caution required Dy the
lımıts of the bıblıcal text, wıthout anYy possıbı of verıfiıcatiıon external the texti
ıtself.©1l SO lexeme 15 attested ONCE twıce referring anımal, Cannot
conclude that the term under examınatıon aCTts in the class /lıving

Thıs method of analysıs ea definıtions such the ollowing:
bar old poetic anguage and language of Job

adjective denoting DuUuT i W dimensıon
Ffethicalesreltgrous/; posıitive pole; class
/human being s} and cultural-
relıiıgıio0us eJements:/

The MOST delıcate pomint in Zatellı's classematıc analysıs (inspired by Coser1u’s
criterl1a) consısts of her interpretation of the selected classes classes determıiıned

59 Semantıcs in Bıblıcal Research,
lessicale deglı aggettivı dı purıtä, Z1-72

61 Ibıd., 41
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beinzgS/; human a CS andby „affınıty“ IThese dAIiIc

behaviıours/; cultural-religıio0us element'ss/; /natural
and materıal ebements/; fanımaks/.9 But /human

and correspond the „affınıty“ erıterion (the class of
the determinıng term aCTts the distinctive eature of the determined term), thıs
COUuU be maıntaıned only wıth dıfficulty for the other classes lısted above. These
might rather correspond the „selection“ criıterion (the archiılexeme of the
determinıing term aCcts the distinctive eature of the determined term). Instead,
the fact that lexeme might be at the intersection of classes ere,
+human beings/ and /+cultural-religious elements/)

dıfficulty. These reservatıons consıdered and formalizıng IMOTIC strictly
have then

har F DUrLtyY / + ethical-reiitgi0ous/;
+human beings / / +4+culrtural-
relıiıgı0us elements /.

Vivian®® also usesS the notion of „dımension“ but he points Out that In exıcal fıelds
formed by verbs the relatıons wıth verbal classes and classemes dAdIC much9
thıs trıggers much INOIC complex and unstable relations. In order verıfy the eve.
of CCONOMY of description, May consıder the comparatıve that summarızes
the analyses of exemes of the 1€e€ of „separation“.® Ihere 18 ATre used;
thıs mig CCm eXCcessive for the definıtion of 11 exemes. Nevertheless, must
take ınto aCCount the fact that the consıders the uUse of the verbs in four
different functional Janguages of pre-exilic Hebrew (narratıve, poetic, poetic-
dıalectal, jJuridical-rıtual). Moreover, the Same dIc also oun In other verbs
1C do NnOT belong thıs 1€6. and thıs dıachrony.
In her study of the 1el of colours, renner Can rely previOus researches and
consequently eals wıth completely dıfferent problems. Fırstly, che 15 able
organize the materiı1als 1C assemble colour adjectives according
decreasıng eve of generalıty of uS:!  ® The meanıng of primary colour adjectives 15
determined by ıts eing mutually exclusıve. These adjectives AT monolexemic:; theır
meanıng 15 not ncluded iın that of anYy other colour adjective; theır applıcatıon 15
not ımıted arTrOoOW class f objects. The AdICa covered Dy each ON of these
lexemes 1S then ivided ınto  S overlappıng secti10ns by secondary and tertiary
adjectives. renner designates the dimensions of the 1e1 of colours A hue (the

relatıve absence of chromaticıty), brightness (a quantıitative erıterıon
applıed the ualıty of chromaticıty), and saturatıon (the intensıty of the
perceived colour), ıth reference hat 15 normally perceived the characteriıistic
attrıbutes of colour sensatıon (LE A psychologica „realıty“).
Brenner’s investigatıon contaıns VE interesting observatıons and contrıbutions,
such the dıiscussıon prımary adjectives that Hebrew possessed in dıifferent
synchronies.® She 1S nOoTt interested in the semiıc definıtion of the exemes.
Consequently, cshe does NnOL discuss the possibility of sSem1C analysıs of primary
62 Ibıd., {f.
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colours, beyond the already cıted observatıon theır mutually exclusıve meanıngs
(Kes the fact that they AIe in equıpollent opposıtion). Thıs positıon recalls that
of Jackendorff: „Surely decomposition of ‚red’ mMust nclude the stıpulatıon that
ıt 15 colorPelio Fronzaroli  colours, beyond the already cited observation on their mutually exclusive meanings  (ie., on the fact that they are in equipollent opposition). This position recalls that  of R. Jackendorff: „Surely a decomposition of ‚red’ must include the stipulation that  it is a color ... But once the marker COLOR is removed from the reading of ‚red’,  what is left to decompose further? How can one make sense of redness minus  coloration?“%6 Now this might be valid for contemporary European languages,  where in the one-dimensional field of basic colours each one of them is opposed to  the others. But, as far as Hebrew is concerned and from a strictly linguistic point of  view, I think that it would be interesting to point out that in the pre-exilic stage the  colour system defined ’adöm only as the area of highly saturated colours, whereas  already in the exilic stage®’ the same lexeme defined the area of relative presence  of chromaticity:  ?°ädöm (pre-exiL): / + brightness/;/+saturation/;  (exil.)  /+ebrightnessy/j/ +:saturation/,;  / chromatdeity .  5. Conclusion.  In conclusion, the difficulties found in the attempt to analyse some semantic fields  of Hebrew reflect the difficulties we met at the theoretical and operative level ($ 3).  The problem of legitimizing the use of intuitive criteria has emerged in two  different contexts: in delimiting the field and labelling the semantic components.  The degree of intuitive knowledge will depend in part upon the size of the  preserved corpus. But since we are considering languages with a limited corpus, the  degree of intuitive knowledge‘ will probably remain limited. The utility of  componential analysis could then consist of the use of formal methods which would  show clearly structures otherwise difficult to reveal. This can be obtained, at least to  a certain extent, with regard to the delimitation of the field. As for identifying and  labelling semantic features, the problem cannot be solved within our languages with  a limited corpus but it concerns a basic limitation of the method.  One of the most evident characteristics of Vivian’s and Zatelli’s works is the  attempt to keep distinct the functional languages (within different synchronies).  The utility of applying the lexematic point of view to one and only one functional  language can also be easily verified in languages with a limited corpus. An  interesting case is that studied by B. Levine® in Ugaritic. In this language $ and alp  continue the meaning of Common Semitic „ovine“ and „bovine“, but in ritual texts  they mean „male ovine“ and „male bovine“ respectively, as opposed to the  innovations dqt and gdlt, denoting the female of the two classes. This shows that the  same lexeme may have a different meaning in different kinds of texts, that is in  different functional languages belonging to the Ugaritic diasystem.  Because of the impossibility of carrying it out on the whole vocabulary of a  language (in addition to theoretical and operative problems often mentioned),  componential analysis will probably remain a technique for sounding the  organisation of the lexicon. It underlines the complexity of the relations which exist  6 Semantics and Cognition, Cambridge, Mass. 1983, 113.  67 According to Brenner, ibid., 56.  68 Ugaritic Descriptive Rituals, Journal of Cuneiform Studies 17, 1963, 108-111.  90But ONCEC the marker 15 emoved irom the readıng of ‚red’,
what 15 eft decompose further? How Can ON make of redness MINUS
coloratıon ?“66 Now thıs might be valı for CO  Tary European languages,
where the one-dımensional 1e of basıc colours each NC of them 15 oOpposed
the others. But, far Hebrew 15 concerned and firom strictly lınguistic point of
VIeW, 1n that ıt WOUL be interesting point Out that In the pre-exilic the
colour system efined ”"adom only the ICa of highly saturated colours, whereas
already the exılıc stage®/ the AaINnc lexeme defined the ICa of relatıve
of chromaticıty:

>> .  om pre-exıl.) /+brightnessiä/Hsaturationk
eX A breghtness/i/ +4saturatton /

FchTtTomataerty.
Conclusion.

In conclusıon, the dıfficulties OUun: ıIn the attempt analyse SOIMNNC semantıc fıelds
of Hebrew reflect the difficulties mel at the theoretical and operatıve eve ($ 3
The problem of legıtimızıng the uUuse of intuıtive crıterıa has emerged in
eren delımıting the 1e and labelling the semantıc cComponents.
The egree of intuıtive knowledge wıll depend in part upOon the S1Ze of the
preserved COTDUS. But Since ATIe consıderıng languages wıth ımıted o  > the
egree of intuıtiıve knowledge wıll probabily remaın ımıted The u  x of
componentıal analysıs COUuU. then consıst of the uUScC of formal methods 1C WOU
sShow clearly siructures otherwise dıfficult reveal. Thıs Can be obtaıned, at least

certaın extent, wıth regard the delimıtation of the 1€e As for ıdentifyıng and
labelling semantıc features, the problem cannot be solved wıthın OUT languages ıth

lımıted COI DUS but ıt basıc lımıtatıon of the method
One of the MOSTI evıdent characteristics of 1vlan’s and Zatellı's works 1$ the
attempt keep dıstiınct the functional languages wıthın dıfferent synchronıtes).
The u  1 of applyıng the lexematıc point of V1eW ON and only ONC functional
anguage Can also be easıly verıfıed In languages ıth ımıted
interesting A5C 15 that tudied by Levine® In Ugarıtic. In thıs language and alp
continue the meanıng of Common Semuitic „ovıne'  « and „boviıne“, but In rıtual (exTis
they INCAan „male Ovıne“ and „male bovıne“ respectively, opposed the
INnNOvations and gdlt, denoting the female of the [WO classes. Thıs shows that the
adInec lexeme mMay have dıfferent meanıng In dıfferent 1ın of that 1S In
eren functional languages elongıng the Ugarıtıc dıasystem.
eCaUse of the impossıbılıty of carryıng ıt Out the ole vocabulary of
language (in addıtion theoretical and operatıve problems often menti0ned),
componentıal analysıs wıll probably remaın technıque for soundıng the
organısatıon of the lexıcon. It underlınes the complexıity of the relatıons 1C| exıst

Semantics and Cognıtıion, Cambrıdge, Mass. 1983, 113
67/ According Brenner, ıbıd.,

Ugarıtic Descriptive Rıtuals, ournal of Cune1ju1form Studıies 47 1963, 108-111
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between words and the of structuring in the exX1icon. the eve. of
applıcatıon, ıt 15 extremely convincıng in describing siructiures IC AI dıfferent
from those amılıar C  ary uropean languages. How ManYy readers of
the 1  S, for example, have Nec: known that iın pre-exıilic the adjective
commonly translated „red“ should actually be translated (or, better, paraphrased)
„intensely coloured“?
As for the aım of ea semantıc data-base for machıne-readable of

dead anguage, system of Cross-references COUuU be used connect the
words of the Same 1e€

SITAC

Componential analysıs 1S procedure which 1ms at operatıng semantıc analysıs al the level of
the word. It aSSuUumes that the meanıng of „full® words Can be sphıt ınto smaller elements of
meanıng (semantiıc Components semantıc features).
Whılst the United States the fırst examples of eature analysıs of semantıc helds originate
from the fiıeld-work of the ethno-anthropologısts, ın Europe the iınterest in semantıc
components begıns wıth Hjelmslev’s theoretical consıderations. Along these lınes the INOIC

N1gOrous treatment 18 perhaps offered by Oserıu and hıs pupıls. Completely diıfferent 15 the
approach semantıc analysıs elaborated by 1} atz and Fodor in the framework of
transformational ZTaMMAAT,
Delimiting the lexical tield and iıdentifyıng semantıc features requiıres methodology and
involves the problem of legıtımızıng the usc of intuıtive criteria. As the applicability ın
Hebrew and the dıfficulties found iın the attempt analyse SOMIMNEC semantıc fıelds, artıcles and
books AI recalled, such those the semantiıc fıeld of colours Fronzarolı, Brenner),
the fiıeld of „puritiy“ adjectives Zatellı), the theld of „separation“” Vıvian).
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