2. Two methodologicsl problems

In part one we summarized certain sorts of semsntic infor-
mation which, we have claimed, can enter usefully inteo ethnography.
Two questions immedistely srise:

(i) How cen we discover semantic facta?

(ii) How can we represent semantic facts, particularly

within the framework of an ethnogrsphy?

In this chapter we shall consider some approasches to both problems.

Firat we must understend what we =re asking. Any general
snswer to questions (i) and (ii) constitutes = theory sbout the
nature of semantic facts. Nowhere is the interdependence of
methodology and result more evident than in the study of 'mesning';
we have remarked on the fact that, since the technique of compon=-

ential snalysis calls for the elicitation of the referentisl

denotats of terms, the snalysis bases 'meanings! on referential
features. (It is, in fact, commonly claimed thet the sterility
of traditional ethnographic semanties is largely due to the
rigidity of its methodology.) Nor need We expect that a general
methodology be possible at all., The dascriptive semantics of
physical object words mesy not resemble, in discovery technique
or in output, the descriptive semantics of words denoting social
situationa or actions.

A more fortunate formulation of question (i) might be: how
do we know when we have got the semantic informstion we w=nt?
By what criteria are we satisfied that our dasta are correct?
A realistic fieldworder will take what data he can get. It i=s
not always possible to insist on formel interviews, un-tainted

observation, etc.; the evils of non-scientific ethnography may
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creep in unwanted, if not unexpected. A pragmatic methodology,
then, may well resemble s filter: we scan our observations, and
submit proposed ethrnographic statements to severe tests of ade-
quacy. We adopt a strategy of hindsight. BSuch a procedure is

familiar in anthropology, and explieit in linguistics.# What

#In linguistics, though we may have methodological hints about

how to gather dsata, how to traln informants, how to begin an=lysis,
etec., the real epistemological decisions =re made when we try

the adequecy of our grammar., Slavish loyalty to a particular
theory of grammar often leads us to commit the primsry sin:

to miss significant generalizations.

we give up in simplicity and 'replicsbility! we may regein in
depth, elegance, and explsnatory power.

The snswer to guestion (ii) requires more than a list of
techniques for describing semsntic facts (e.g., componential
analysis, translation to a neutrsl langusge, diectionary entries,
ete.) Many theorists demand more of sementic descriptions than
a formal rendering of certain facts. Katz (1966), for example,
faults anthropological componential analyses and ordinary language
philosophy for failing to integrate the semantic faets they present
into an overall theory of linguisfiic semantiecs. Berlin requires
that a semantic description allow "z naive observer to perform
correctly (culturally spesking) in all contexts circumscribed

by the description." (1968: 10)# We might, in snother vein,

#We recall Juine's suggestion that even a bi-lingual linguist
faces severe descriptive problems: observation is merely re-
placed by introspection. (1960: L7) Berlin's criterion implies
that the analyst must not only know the semsntic facts (end be
able to act on them), but that he must be sble to instruect others
in that knowledge.

demand that a description of semantic phenomena of s particular
language provide rules to translste native expressions into

English (or some sultable target language). These considerstions
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show that question (ii) presupposes the seemingly wider question:
what do we have to be sble to do with semantic facts before we
know we have them?

in ethnographer can presumsbly do with less detailed semantic
information than would be required in, say, a2 linguistic des-

ecription of allangusge.¥® Yet it will be convenient to hold our

#'here are conflicting versions of how semanties is integrated
into grammar, E=srly attempts to incorporate semantic facts into
generative grammar (Katz & Fodor (1963), Xatz & Postal (196l),
and Katz (1966), as well as Chomsky (1965)) viewed syntax as san
sutonomous component of grammar, intermediste between phonology
and semantics., Syntactic descriptions (of sentences) were input
to both components, resulting in the one case in phonological
representations, and in the other in 'semantic interpretations.'
More recent theorists within the framework of generative grammar
suggest that the rules at the deepest level of syntax may them-
selves be built of semantic primitives == hence, that in some
sense it is sementics (or some system of meenings) that provides
the deep-structure input to syntax. (These sre my interpretations
of such papers as Fillmore (1968) and of Lyons' remarks about
"otional grammara" (1968: Chs. 7 & 8).) A third possibility is
suggested by the sxiom that "mesning implies choice." We may,
that is, look for 'memning' wherever options asppear in the syn-
tactic derivation of a2 sentence. t is possible to view the
kinds of semantic information we discussed at the end of part I
in terms of optionas offered in the derivation of sentences: verb
aspects slternate at a certain ayntasctic level; vocsbulary choice
occurs st a relatively more superficisl level, =nd so on.

lingunistic data in a form that can be eventually incorporated
into wider theories of linguistic measning. We may now turn our

attention to guestions (i) and (ii),.
2.1 Discovery

We have elaimed that = satatement of methodology often re-
presents s decision about what we want to discover. The rela-
tionship between discovery procedure and result is especizlly
evident in the study of meaning. For despite any intuitions

we might have about 'meaning' (as a word), the procedures of
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Semantic Analysis may often force us to teke contentious stands
on The Meaning of & Word. Some reflection on the fsets snd
phenomena which will be relevant to Mesning will tske us s step
towards expliecit methodology.

Traditionally ethnographic semantics has assumed that =

semantic analysis of a set of terms gives the rules for the

application of those terms to observsbleB. It has been =& theory

of reference. Lounsbury-type reduction rules, for example,
"define the meanings" of kinship terms by providing an explicit
characterization of the extension of each term., (See Biblio=
graphy for Lounsbury references.) Accordingly ethnographic
semantics relies methodologicsally on the assembly of the denotata
ol terms. Lounsbury enumerates the following phases of semantic
resasorch:
"...(2) the compilation of raw lexicographic data on par-
ticular denotations, to (b) the assembling of the denotata
of each single lingulstic form as s semantic class of
objects, or designatum, to (¢) the discovery =-- when possible
-=- of the classificatory dimensions imposed upon the Tield
by native linguistic usage, asnd (d) the specification of
the distinetive features defining each of the constituent
semantic classes as a kind to (e) an ordering of the se-
mantlc units of the various hierarchical levels within the
total structure of the system." (1963: 57h4)
The primary concern in the early stages of research is training
informants to exhibit the denotats of terms in some relisble
way == a task which is, of course, only possible when the terms
themselves have been determined satisfactorily. Analysis proceeds
by extracting from the denotata the eriterisl features which allow
certain objects and not others to besr the lsbel of = particular
term,

The point of view of Quine (1960) serves as a useful critique

of the unexamined epistemological assumptions of thés traditionsl
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approach. @Quine's theory of the interconnections between langusge
and the world (i.e., his theory of reference) leads him to posit

a certain "indeterminacy of translstion"; according to Quine,
"that it (the alleged indeterminacy) requires notice is plainly
illustrated by the almost universal belief that the objective
references of terms 1n radicaelly different langusges can be
objectively compared." (1960: 79) 4Juine takes the extreme case
of radical translation to demonstrste the epistemologicsl diffi-

culties involved in discovering the referents of words.

2+1.1 Reference

First, the notion of reference could stand some scrutiny.
The traditional idea that words nsme things in the world, or
that the semanties of natural lasnguages resembles the semantics
of formal lasngusges (snd hence represents s mapping of the
gymbols of the langusge onto a set of objects in some universe),
has been well eriticised by philosophers. Frege's classic paper
"On Sense and Reference" demonstrsted that the reference of a
word or expression (the thing for which it stood) was not the

whole of its meaning. Furthermore, Wittgensteint's Inveatigations

devote conalderable attention to the seemingly obvious faets of
reference., We may summarize some results.

(i) Words function in so many different ways that to think
of the relation between word snd the world as one of naming
is overly aimple. Wittgenstein asks us to consider such single
word expresaions as: Wster! Away! Owl! Help! Fire! MNo! He
asks: "Are you still inclined to call these words 'names of

objects!?" (1953:827)% Some words in langusge simply do not



#0f course, we 2till might want to claim that, e.g., 'water!

does refer to the world, or that it has a referent. In the
exomple glven, the lexeme 'water! occcurs in s particular utterance,
and furthermore, in & particular syntactic frame (given by the
stress pattern indicated by the exclamation point). We have,
instead of = word, 2 whole zentence. @uine, in fact, argues

from such sentences and not from some theory of the meaning of

individual words.

name in any usefully definable way. Similarly, when words do
refer to "things" in the world, it is ressonsble to suppose that
the relationship between word and object varies from word to word.
(ii) The unexsmined belief that we can elicit the denotata
of terms in a foreign language is, at least, brought into question
by the fact that words need not all refer in the same way. Witt-
genstein's remarks on ostension are relevant; for in ethnographie
research we largely learn the denotata of terms by ostensive

definition (or its reverse: we point; they tell us the name, )

#We rely less and less heavily on ostensive definition (2) =s
we ourselves learn the language snd its own resources for defi-
nition, or (b) if we use bi=lingual informants. @Quine (and
Wittgenstein) consider the case of radical translstion with no
bi=-lingusl informsnts. Yet there may be no reason to trust the
intuitions of informants who have only imperfectly learned the
second langusage.

Wittgenstein is concerned to show that tsken alone ostensive
definitions can typically always be misunderstood.

"Wow one can ostensively defline g proper name, the name

of a colour, the name of a msterial, s numeral, the name
of a point of the compass snd so0 on. The definition of
the number two, "That is called two! == pointing to two
nuts == is perfectly exact. -= But how can two be defined
like that? The person one gives the definition to doesn't
know what one wants to cell 'two'; he will suppose that
'two'! is the name given to this group of nuts! -- He may
suppose this; but perhaps he does not. He might mske The
opposite mistake; when I want to sasign = name to this
group of nuits, he might understand it as a numeral. And
he might equally well take the name of a person, of which
I give an ostensive definition, as that of a colour, eof

a race, or even of s point of the compsss. That is to say:
an ostensive definition can be variously interpreted in

every case." (1953: 828)
i



How do we know what the native is pointing to, when he points to
an object (or what we take to be =n object) and utters a word?

The indeterminscy Guine mentions has g similar origin, though
its ontological roots =re, as it were, deeper. In his example,
g given native word seems to have the English translation 'rabbit!;
but there are difficulties which cannot be solved by pointing,
nor, indeed, by any appeal to refermnce.

"Point to a rabbit snd you have pointed to = stage of =

raebbit, to an integral part of = rabbit, to the rabbit

fusion, and to where rasbbithood is manifested." (1960: 52-53)
We cannot decide which option to sdopt without penetrating beyond
observed correlations between non-verbal circumstances snd verbal
behavior. The situation is similar with respect to the trans-
letion of certain logical primitives, notably the Aristotelean
categoricals, the identity marker, etec.; Tfor "... the categoricels,
like plurel endings and identity, are part of our own special
apparstus of objective reference, whereas stimulus mesning ...

is common coin." (1960: 61)# @Quine concludes th=t the ontologiecsl

#13timalus meaning! Quine defines as the class of all stimulations
(of a certain length etec.) which would prompt assent to the gues-
tion "X?" where 'X' iz the word in question; (there is zlso an
appropriate negative criterion.) FHence, we may view the stimulus
mesning as & sum of the objective circumstances which define the
use of the word -- wWe have gotten somewhat beyond ostension.

Ci., particularly, 888-10 for 2 precise statement of these notions.

indeterminacy he discovers is inevitsble; that

"there can be no doubt that rival systems of analytical
hypotheses (i.e., hypotheses zbout the translation of
particular native words and phrases snd grammatical cate-
gories) can fit the totslity of speech behavior to per-
fection, and can it the totality of dispositions to

speech behavior as well, and still specify mutually in-
compatible translations of countless sentences insusceptible
of independent control." (Ibid., p. 72)

We must yet consider whether such indeterminacy is troublesome

-16-



for our ethnographically inspired semantic research.i

#Lyons suggests that a somewhat grosser sort of indeterminscy,
created by such phenomens a3 the referentisl overlsp between
1girl! and 'woman'!, "far from being a defect... makes lsnguage

a more efficient means of communication. Absolute !'preciseness!
is vunattainable, since there is no limit to the number and nature
of the distinctions one might draw between different objects;
and there is no virtue in being obliged to draw = greater number
of distinetions than is necessary for the purpose in hand."
(1968: I127) The moral for our study is thet indeterminacy which
does not impair communicstion (for our ethnographic purposes)

is no problem: perhsps it only saves us work,

(iii) If we consider reference in reverse == i.e., il we
tfy to find out the names for things ("what iz that cslled?",
pointing) -- we may encounter disconcerting dissgreement. Yot
only do single things have many names (and not simply names
from different tasxonomic levels); but people may differ in their

identification of things, =nd hence in the labels they are

willing to apply.® Such disagreement may result from differentisal

#See, in this connection, Leughlin (1967), which desls with

the uncertsinties in lexicographic resesrch based on the sesrch
for names of things. The empirical fact of disagreement can
interfere with our nalve model of meaning in other rel=zted
waya: the notable inability of, e.g., most English speakers

to match words (even words in s lexical domain) with their
definitions (taken, albeit, from relatively umnmotivated dic-
tionaries (cf., Weinrelch (196l))) speaks ill of the consistency
of senase syastems across speskers.

knowledge about the world, which manifests itaself in different
understanding of words.
(iv) We can point to a red ball. Cen we point to its color?

its shape? In certain circumstances, we can. Wittgenstein remarks

that ostensive definition is useful "when the overall role of the
word in the language is c¢lesr, Thus if I know that someone means
to explesin a colour-word to me the ostensive definition '"hat is

called "sepia"! will help me to understmmd the word."s (1953: 830)
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#In practice 1t may be difficult to convey the idea of '!'colour-
words.' Conklin's classic study approasched the problem in Hanunoo,
which lacks an equivalent of our word 'color'!, as follows:
"Except for leading questions (naming some visual-quality attri-
bute a8 s possibility) only circumlocutions such asz ..." 'How

is it to look at' are possible. If this results in a description
of spatial orgenization or form, the inguiry may be narrowed by
the specification..., 'not its shape (or form).' " (1955: p. 190
in Hymes (196l)) Such a process of eliminstion probsbly seems
riskier than it isz; for in s controlled situation resemrchers do
get down to true color words.

Lyons goes a step further: to learn the meaning of a color
term, one needs to know not only that it is a color-term, but
also what the other terms of the system are.

"It seems evident that the meaning of each of the colour=-
terms 18 lesrnt together with the mesning of the others.
The child learning his first language does not first learn
the meaning of one term, say green in English, and then
another, blue, and so on -- g0 that at a psrticular time

he can be said to know the mesning of the one, but not

the other. Rether, it must be supposed that over a certain
period he gradually learns the position of green with
respect to blue snd yellow, of yellow with respect to green
and orsnge, and so on, until he has learnt the position of
each of the colour-terms with respect to its neighbors =nd
the spproximate location of the boundaries of the ares in
the continuum of the denotationsl field covered by each
term. Only then can he be sazid to know the meaning of

eny one of the colour terms." (1963: 39)

m

Heference 12, in R.M.W. Dixon's words, relative to sense. o
identify the referent of a word when our informant pdints st it,
we muat zlready know something about the position of the word
in the langusage =-- zbout its formal properties, its relation-
ships with other words, snd so on. Wittgenstein generslizes
these remarks: '"Understanding a sentence mesans understanding
& language." (1958: §5)

(v) Ostensive definition will not take us much beyond words
which do name in straightforward ways -- peoples! names, names

for common objects, etec. We soon begin to rely on what Lyons

calls "cultural overlsp." (1963: L1, 19608: l33fr.)
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"Practical experience of learning foreign langusges (in
the normal conditions in which these languages are used)
suggests that we quickly identify certain ob jects, situations,
or other festures in the sarea of cultursl overlap and
learn the words =nd expressions that spply to them without
difficulty. The meaning of other words and expressions are
learned less readily and their correct use comes, if ever,
only with long practice in speaking the language." (1968: L33)
Presumably the vocabulary and grammar that we learn in the
".pess of cultural overlap" zllow us to break into other parts
of the lsnguage more efficiently than we could if we stuck to
observed correlstions between verbsl behavior and non-verbal
phenomena. To taske a familisr example, though such words as
tgsad!, 'morose'!, 'saturnine', 'sullen', 'gloomy', 'glum', 'grumpy’',
etc. may well refer to observables (i.e., have stimulus meanings
in @uine's sense), the esasiest way to learn such words involves
explicit sppesl to 'sense relations'! between words -- e.g., through
definition, contextual eXample. We will ascquire sufficient com=-

petence in the native lsnguage to understand our informant!s

explenations of meaning; snd we will catch on better il he tells

then if he shows,

We are plsinly treading on epistemologically shaky ground.
‘or in ethnography we must make ourselves doubt the evidence of
cultural overlap which, for the casusl langusge-learner, is
pregmatically assumed. Moreover, wWe have not shown how to
overcome the indeterminscy of ostensive definition, except by
learning the langusge (learning the "overall role" of different
worda)., On Quine's saccount, however, the indeterminacy holds
even if we become (by whstever mysterious measns sre necessazry)
completely bi=lingusl; hence, the "translation" (or interpretation)

of the words of other speakers of our own langusge is equally

indeterminate. Quine, of course, recognizes this consequence:
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"our adventage with a compatriot is that with little
deviation the automatic or homophonic hypothesis of trans-
lation fills the bill. If we were perverse and ingenious
we could scorn that hypothesis and devise other znslyti-
cal hypotheses that would attribute unimagined views to

our compstriot, while conforming to =11 his dispositions

to verbal response to all possible stimulations." (1960: 78)
When we reach the point that no empirical evidence will allow
us to choose between two translstions (in a particulsr csase),
it msekes no sense to complsin that we are uncertain; we don't
know what certainty would be like. Or, we should like to say,
if indeterminacy interferes with our understanding of foreign
languages in principle no more thsan with our understending of
other speakers of our own lsngusge we have very little to worry
sbout (a8 practical ethnograsphers esnd linguists).

Yet there remgins s certasin discomfort, a doubt sbout how
we can ever get to the mesnings of words., This discomfort stems,
ultimately, from the assumption that the empiriecsl study of
meaning must be confined to the study of reference. Traditionsal
ethnoscience is crippled, when we come to complex terminologiczl
aress, by its first methodological step: =assembling the denotata
of terms. What do we do if there are no obvious denotata to
sasemble? Quine's formulstion is more ingenious: he is concerned,
not with individusl words in isolstion, but with whole sentences
and the situations or stimulstions which (would) prompt assent
or dissent to them. Quine restricts his sttention to "langusge
as the complex of present dispositions to wverbal behavior."
(1960: 27) The translstor's job is to crack these dispositions.

"One is so tsught to associate words with words and other

stimulstions that there emerges something recognizsble as

talk of things, and not to be distinguished from truth

asbout the world. The voluminous snd intricstely structured

talk that comes out bears little evident correspondance

to the past and present barrage of non-verbal stimulation;
yet it is to such stimulstion that we must look for what-

ever empiricasl content there msy be." (1960: 26)
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That is, "what is before us is the going concern of verbsal be-

havior snd its currently observable correlstions with stimulsation."”
(1960: 28)

in important consequence of this formulstion is that lsngusge,
belief systems, bodies of cultursl knowledge =snd theory are
inter-related through & complex of sentences snd s shared history
of non-verbsl stimulations, linking sentences to the world.
Quine refers to this inter-relstionship as "the intersnimetion
of sentences." (1960: 83) There are, according to Juine, two
primary modes of lesrning sentences:

"(1) learning sentences as wholes by a direct conditioning
of them to sppropriste non=verbal stimulations, snd (2)
producing further sentences from the foregoing ones by
snalogical substitution (of other words into new frames, s=s,
€.8.s from the sentences 'This is my foot', 'This is my
hand!, and 'My foot hurts' to derive 'My hand hurts.!')" (p.9)

To explain the vast range of our verbasl dispositions (our lan-
guage? our linguistic competence?) == "if we sre to exploit
finished conceptuslizations and not just repeat them" (p. 10) =~
we require mechanisms to associate sentences with sentences (=zs
well as sentences with non-verbsl stimulsation.) Guine's example
deserves full guote:

". s« the power of s non=-verbal stimulus to elicit a given
sentence commonly depends on earlier associstions of sen-
tences with sentences. 4And in fact it is cases of this
kind that besat illustrste how language transcends the con-
fines of essentielly phenomenalistic reporting. Thus some=-
one mixes the contexts of two tesat tubes, observes s green
tint, and says '"There was copper in it.' Here the sentence
is elicited by & non=-verbal stimulus, but the stimulus
depends for 1ts efflicacy upon an earlier network of ssso-
ciations of words with words; viz., one's learning of chem-
ical theory. Here we have a2 good glimpse of our workadsy
conceptual scheme ass a going concern. FEere, as st the
crude stage of (1) and (Z2), the sentence is elicited by

a non-verbal stimulus; but here, in contrast to that crude
atasge, the verbsl network of an articulate theory has
intervened to link the stimulus with the response."

(1960: 10-11)

This bit of philosophy of science is extrasordinarily suggestive
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for ethnography: it indiestes how language, truth, and belief
sre a1l bound up together in terms of a complex network of

sentences.*

¥Poul Kay suggests that the "proposition" is the "appropriate
unit" for analysis of culture, viewed as a set of rales or s
code. (1966: 108) He refers specificslly to the work of Metzger
and Willisms (ef. Bibliography) ss "presenting the model of an
individual culture == the so=called cultursl grasmmsar -- in terms
of propositions that are held by the carriers of that culture,
their internal structure and their mutual interrelstions. Accord=
ing to our present working hypothesis, a culture consists of
interrelsted propositions." (Ibid., p. 109) The kinship with
Juine's view is clear, except that Juine makes expliecit the degres
to which beliefs =nd language are themselves intertwined, and
related at the edges to non-verbal stimulation. Such recent
studies =3 Werner (1969) consider "ethnogrsphic ethnoscience"
to involve description of = subset of "semantically interpretable
sentences" which are "eulturally appropriaste." Suech sentences
form the subject metter for "linguistiec ethnographic ethnoscience"
(whew!) which "desls with that part of cultural knowledge which
is accessible through the langusge of the informants." (1969: 330)
This characterizstion of a type of ethnography relies on
the now fairly common distinction between different kinds of
enomaly in sentences: ungrammaticality (syntactic anomaly),
semantic snomaly (nonsense), situationzl snomaly (cultursl or
factual insppropriateness). (The term "situstionsl snomaly"
is due to Dixon; cf., MeCawley (1968: 129-30).) Chances are that
culturally inappropriete sentences will be more ethnographically
revealing than culturslly appropriste ones, which sre, after
all, just ordinary.

Still, the emphasis on stimulus snd response in this account
mskes us une=sy. We have become accustomed to viewing language
as essentially creastive or generstive. The heart of a language
seems to lie not in the actusl speech behavior (the stimulation
of which we csn presumably observe, if superficislly), but in
its (finite) resources for potentisl speech behavior which is
itself infinite. Charsascterizing all speech behavior ass response
seems insccurste; snd the search for the stimuli which prompt

verbal behavior seems empty.®# Quine's emphssis on dispositions

@Many of the criticisms Chomsky (1959) makes of Skinner's Verbal
Behavior apply t¢ Quine's formulstion of !'stimulus meanings';
@uine's asccount, though designed to describe the situation of the
linguist in the field working on a totzlly unfamiliar language,
seems to spply equally to the scquisition of one's own language.
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(hat is, the child is not supposed to have any sdvantages over

the linguist.) Chomsky's remarks I tske to be conclusive refutations
of a stimulua/response theory of lsnguage scquisition or use. We
must not oversimpligy the linguistic facts. Chomsky asserts "that
the compsoition and production of an utterance is not simply a matter
of stringing together & sequence of responses under the controcl of
outside stimulation snd intrsverbal association, shd thet they syn-
tactic organizstion of an utterance is not something directly repre-
sented in any simple wsy in the physicsl structuee of the utterance
itself." (1959, in Fodor & Katz (196L4: 575)) '"he efforts of current
grammsrisns demonstrate the truth of this sssertion. We may, as =
result, doubt Quine's "two primary modes of lesrning sentences"; for
"associations of sentences with sentences" msy be more complex than
we had imagined,

to verbsl behavior represents no improvement. Note the conditionsl
in the following definition of stimulus-mesning:

"We may begin by defining the affirmative stimulus meaning
of a sentence... for & given spesker, =3 the c¢lasss of gll

the stimulations,.,.. that WOULD prompt his assent." (1960:
32) (Final emphasis, in caps, sdded.)

We have here something very far from observebles.i Mcreover, to

YFecell Weinreich's impsssioned ples: "... let us have behavior-
ism rather than a new scholasticism operating with ineccessible
'dispositions to respond! ..., let us have the observsble, publicly
varifiable performance of humsn beings charged with the metalin-
guistic tesk of menipulating signs for the disclosure of their
intensieonal structure." (1963: 192)

think of the interpretation of hitherto ungemerated sentences in
terms of a hypothetical class of assent-prompting stimulations seems
mislesding at best. We want, as it were, to get more deeply into the

phenomena of mesning, into the resources of the language.
Z2.1.,2 BSense and Non-referential Mesning

We have raised doubts sbout 2 referential treatment of lin-
guistic mesning, even a sophisticsted trestment whieh equates re-

ferent with stimulus-mesning. In this section we will explore =some

methods for probing 'sense'! and other dimensions of linguistiec
mesning of ethnogrsphic interest. We hope to represent the semantic

structure of vocsbulary asnd grsmmar ss & crestive system
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going beyond =z set of correlstions between word and the reszal
Wﬂ?ld-

Following a suggestion ofv@uine (1951), Lyons offers two
theoretically important derinitions:

"I propose to deiine the notion of !'semantic structuret!

in terms of certain relations that hold between the items

in a particular lexical subsystem. They inelude such

relastions as sameness and difference of meaning, incom=-
patibility, antonymy, etc., which are customarily held

to fall within the scope of the theory of meaning." (1963: 57)

"I consider that the theory of meaning will be more solidly

based il the megning of 2 given linguistic unit is defined

to be the set of (parsdigmatic) relations that the unit

in question contracts with other units of the language

(in the context or contexts in which it oeccurs), without

eny attempt being msde to set up 'contents! for these

units." (1963: 59)

Without detsiling the semantic relations which Lyons discusses,
we cen appreciate the fact that the priority of sense=pelsilons
over mesaning implies a reseasrch strategy different from that
suggested by a2 referential theory of meaning. In investigating
terminological s=ense systemsa, for exsmple, we begin not by
discovering denotata of terms but by relsting lexical items to
other lexicsl items: defining the sppropriate lexicsl subsystem
end identifying particular nmetworks of semantiec relations.

These relations are both parasdigmatic and syntagmatic ==
that is, they can hold between units which can contrast in the
ssme enviromment, and between a unit and elements of its envir-
omment. Analysis of the semantic structure (in Lyons' restricted
sense) of =z langusge reduces the complexity of the lexicon =nd
makes specific the limits on many options in lexicsal selection,
etec., in gremmar., Some sXsmples will eclsrify these lsst remarks.

(z) Lyons describes such paradigmatic sense-relations =as hyponymy

(class inclusion) =-- "We will ssy that scarlet, crimson, vermillinn,
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etc., are co-hyponyms of red, =nd tulip, violet, rose, etc.

co=hyponyms of flower. (b) Syntagmatic relstions between lexiecal
items freguentiyizimit the possibilities for insertion of lexical
items in syntactic fromea. The strong inelination to f£ill in

the blanks in "I bit it with my " and "I kicked it with
my " with 'teeth' and 'foot! respectively is good evidence
for some such relationship (called 'instrumentsl! presupposition

by Lyons (1968: 4h0)) in the systems bitesteeth, and kick:foot.

In Tzotzil and Tzeltal verb-ob ject presuppositions exist between
esting=verbs snd food items. (Berlin (1%967)) It might prove

desirable to have a deep structure configuration like thia:

s
Vp
mffffﬂf MHREP

lagt!, TR

Filling in the asterisks under the object NP by selecting =
particular food (say, for Tzotzil, veh 'tortilla') would in turn
trigger a re=selection of & particular verb (in this case, =ve
'eat (of tortilless and bread-=like foods)) to fill the V-node.
The syntactic realization of such facts is difficult; but the
semantic facts asre clearly avsilable and general. (c¢) McCawley
(1968a) cites a specisl sort of semantic (or lexical) relation.

".,.. probably all langusges have implicationsl relation-

ships among their lexical items, whereby the exlstence

of one lexical item implies the existence of another

lexical item, which then need not be listed in the lexicon."

(p. 130)
There is nothing surprising in this claim: derivational morpho-
logy may be productively viewed =23 a mechanism by which a language
Pogularly extends its lexicon given certain 'roots! which provide,

a8 1t were, the semantic raw material, Much derivational morpho-

logy represents thé intrusion of syntax into the lexicon. For

SBEs



example, we can predict the word jsilbresker from =z sentence

like "he bresks jaill"; or, in Tzotzil, we can produce a word
like h-cuk-el (prisoner) from a transitive stem cuk (tie someone
up, jail someone). MecCawley's exsmples do not involve syntax
in the same way.
".ss the English sentence... 'This coat is warm' ... is
ambiguous between the mesning thst the cost hasa a rels-
tively high temperature and the mesning thet it mskes the
Wwearer feel warm... I propose then that English has two
lexical items warm, of which only one appears in the
lexicon, the other being predictable on the basis of a
prineiple that for each lexical item which is an adjective
denoting a temperature range there is a lexicel item
identical to it save for the faect that it is restricted to
articles of clothing and mesns 'producing the sensation
corresponding to the temperature range denoted by the
original sdjective'." (1968: 130-131)
McCawley srgues that the second lexical item is not derivsble
from the usual "causstive transformastion.” In fact, such im=
plicational relations within the lexicon may be both paradigmstic
and syntegmatic, and may or may not represent morphological
markers of the transformational history of embedded sentences
(from which individual words in surface structure sre derived).
We have clsimed that the methodology of ethnoscience has
been built sround s referential theory of mesning (and that the
translation sequence of Quine (1960: Ch. 2) is = more sophisti-
cated account of a referentiel theory). Serious empirical study
of semantics must, to be useful to ethnography in wsys outlined

in Part 1, devote equal attention to techniques of eliciting

sense through sense-relations, of the kind we have just discussed.:

#ote that Quine is concerned to formulste meaning relations in
terms of stimulus/response. Hence, it is gquite possible to state
the notion of "stimulus-synonymy" by reference to the 'disposi-
tions to verbal behavior! that he works with. (Cf. B8811-15 of
Word =nd Object.) What we are after, however, is something deeper:
the meaning relstions in question are conceptual, not, as it were,
statistical. How do we get to them? We never can within Quine's
framework; so we need something else.
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Cur methods, moreover, mmst extend to other dimensions of meaning
of ethnographiec interest.
(a) We have seen the importance of 'emotive' dimensions of
meaning as well as those elusive factors which label some
words obscene or colloguial. Such factors may belong not
to the competence notion of 'meaningfulness', but rather to
the performance notion of l'acceptability'. The traditional
methods of, e.g., componential analysis, are helpless in such
domains. (How, for example, should we construct an "eliciting
frame" to isolate curses?) (b) We saw in #1.l.2 that it is
clearly possible to speak of grammatical castegories =as
thaving meaning' in particular contexts, What is the 'memning'
of' the choice of a2 certain tense or sspect in a given context?

of a certain part of speech?# The resources a langusge has

#Lyons gives an eXample from a poem by Lermontov in Russian
(1968: L136), in which a root which we may represent as bel-
('white!) sppears as s form of the ¥Werb beletj (only roughly
equivalent to a hypotheticsal English verb 'to white!, i.e.,

'to stand out white!, 'to shine forth whitely') instead of as
adjective belyj, 'white'. In traditionel terms it is thus
correct to say that "In Fussisn this difference of 'grammsticsal
mesning' is 'superimposed! upon the 'lexicsl mesning' which is
common to both the 'Werb! beletj and the 'adjective! belyj."
(Ibid., p. L37)

for such alternation are part of its semantiec structure.
(c) We shall be interested in understanding what I have
called "meta=cultural words" -« words which refer to rules
or elements of the cultural code. Evaluative words char-
acteristically belong to this class, as do many adverbs

(2t least in English: carefully, conscientiously, ete.)

Consider the word good. A good chair is a chair which can

be sat upon, a good tool a tool which does its job. But
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we do not say that, because 'good knife! means 'knife that

cuts'!, 'good' means 'cuts'; and so on. Good acts as a kind

of pointer (as does, e.g., baz'i in Tzotzil); the semantics
of the word are, therefore, peculiar.

How, then, are we to elicit semantic information of the kinds
required? How do we come to recognize a simple meaning relation
(e.g., eantonymy) between two lexical items? How do we lesrn
the nmuances involved in the selection of one word over another,
one verb form over snother? 4 clue to methodology is contalined
in Lyons! remark that "sny meaning relations that are established
are estgblished for particular contexts or sets of contexts, and
not for the totality of the language" (1963: 80) Lyons has in
mind a particularly wide notion of contexf, including not only
the non=-verbal Mszlinowskian 'context of situationt', but also the
verbal network (Quine's inter-snimated sentences) which lies
behind an utterance, and "all the conventions and presuppositions
sccepted in the society in which the participants live, insofar
as these are relevant to the understanding of the utterance.”
(Iyons (1963: 83)) Such 'econtext! seems frighteningly unsus-
ceptible to empirical study. Yet we claim that langusge typically
has resources for placing utterances precisely in context through
the device of giving examples, explaining the usage of words.

We have in mind, of course, the methods of "ordinary language
philosophy" == what fustin (1961: 130) suggests might be more
aptly termed 'linguistic phenomenology.'! The method of giving
examples is clearly kin to Wittgenstein's investigations of
'the grammar! of words, his suggestion that we can get out of
linguistic muddles by looking at the "specisl circumstances"

of mctual use. (1953: 8117) Austin characterizes the metho-

dological sppeal to 'ordinsry lsnguage'! as sn eXxamination of
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"what we should say when, and so why and what we should mean by

it,"# For philosophera there zore good ressons to be clear sbout

#This quote and others of fustin are taken from his paper "A
Piea for Excuses", = methodological gem which is reprinted in
fustin (1961), pp. 123-152. What we say here is = woefully
inedequate =nd inelegant recapituiation of some of the ldeas in
that essay.

the potentisls of the primary verbal tools of the trade; for

ethnographers, getting clear sbout words is part of avoiding

ethnocentrism. So the thrust of the following remark is different

for ethnographers and philosophers:
", .. words are not (except in their own little corner)
facts or things: we need therefore to prise them off the
world, to hold them aspart from and asgainst it, so that we
can realize their inadequacies and arbitrariness, and can
relook at the world without blinkers." (p. 130)

The philosopher's morsl is: do not let words blind you to

reality. The ethnographer's morsl is: do not let your ldesa of

reality cause you to misperceiwve the native's words or world.

In particular,
"When we examine what we should say when, what words we
should use in what situations, we are looking again not
merely at words (or 'meanings', whatever they may be) but
also at the reaslities we use the worda to talk sbout: we
are using = sharpened awareness of words to sharpen our
perception of', though not ass the final arbiter of, the
phenomena." (Ibid.)

This is a clear expression of the motives of linguistic anthro=-

pology as we have construed them,

Briefly, the method requires us to discover what the native

would say. Given a word or expression on whose mesning we should
like to shed light, we must elicit from our informant (who may,
if we are competent in the langusage, be ourselves (cf. Quine
(1960: T71))) descriptions of aituations in which that word or
expression would be the thing to say. We find out how the

eXpression is used. Contrast between expressions is mapped onto

-50-




contrast between situations (exesmples). /‘nd how do we specify

a situation? Typilcally, in words. There is ordinarily no
diffieulty in talking about situations; and arguing from examples
to meanings tends to produce descriptions of situstions which

specify the rélevant sspects of the contexts of utterances.

Certainly not all beliefs, not all =zctiona, not sll facts of
context are relevant to a particulsr uttersnce. Building the
eXample around the utterance incorporates just the relevant

things into the example.# There is nothing novel about this

#4 besutifully concise sample of the technigue may be found in
Austin's footnote which draws the distinction between the locu-
tions 'by accident! and 'by mistske.! He writhes that these
expressions may readily "appesr indifferent, snd even be used
together. Yet, a story or two, snd everybody will not merely
agree that they sre completely different, but even discover for
himself what the difference ia and what esasch means." (1961: 132-133)
The atory of the donkeys illustrates the point:

"You have a donkey, so have I, and they grage in the same

field. The day comes when I conceive a dislike for mine.

I go to shoot it, draw a bead on it, fire: the brute

falls in its tracks. I inspect the victim, and rfind to

my horror that it is your donkey. I appear on your door=-

atep with the remains and say =- what? 'I szay, old sport,

I'm awfully sorry, ete., I've shot your donkey by acecident!'?

Or 'by mistake'? Then again, I go to shoot my donkey as

before, draw a bead on it, fire =- but as I do so, the

beasts move, and to my horror yours falls, £Lgsain the scene

on the doorstep =~ what do I say? !By mistake'!? Or 'by

sceident!'?" (1961: 133 note)

suggestion: fieldworkers commonly exploplt their informants!
skills at exemplification to explain confusing points of usage.
We are urging, moreover, that a systematic use of examples,
carefully drawn to highlight the relationships between words
snd expressions (=2nd gremmatical categories) which fall into
common paradigms, will successfully uncover and inform us sbout
semantic structure of the kind we have discussed.

To anticipate an objection which is commonly raised =gainst

rhilosophizing from 'ordinary language' and which seems spplicable
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here, we may ask: isn't it commonly the case that different
people disagree about what we should ssy when? Austin calls
this the "asnag of Loose Usage."

"Well, people's ussges do vary, and we do talk locsely, and
we do say different things spparently indifferently. Eut
first, not nearly =3 much as one would think. When we come
down to cases, it branspires in the very great majority
that what we had thought was our wanting to ssy different
things of and in the same situation was really not so =--

we hed simply imagined the situstion slightly differently:
which is =11 too easy to do, because of course no situation
{and we sre dealing with imagined situations) is ever
tcompletely! described. The more we imsgine the situation
in detail, with a background of story -- and it is worth
employing the most idiosyncratic or, sometimes, boring
mesns to stimulate snd to discipline our wretched imaginsations ==
the less we find we disagree sbout what we should say."
(1961: 132]

We may, in fact, exploit loese usage to pursue the details of
sn example that bring out the differences between two words or
expressions we asre investigating. If disagreement occurs, try
a3 we may to eliminate 1%,
"then you use 'X! where I use 'Y!, or more probably (and
more intriguingly) your conceptual system is different
from mine, though very likely it is equsally consistent
and servicesble: in short, we can find why we disagree
-- you choose to classify in one way, I in another...
A dissgreement as to what we should ssy 1s not to be
shied off, but to be pounced upon: for the sxplanation
of it can hardly fail to be illuminsating." (Ibid.)
This last remark sheds important light on the valid empiriecism

of the approach wWwe are advocating. We may want to use many

informants in our survey of usage¥, but the results are not

#ind note, here, that we require the well-informed informants
at whom Harris (1968: GEL5Tf,) sneers. We require the native

equivalent of the linguistically acute philosopher to be our

instructor in such investigations. There seems no denger 1in

this. There is, in fact, no obher way.

smenable to statistics. We are displaying conceptual structure,
and two conflieting systems (or, more hopefully, divergent systems)

may be equelly valid, equally much in the dsata.
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Note, finslly, that giving exsmples which help us to discover

mesnings or to understand semantic facts is far from having some

descriptive deviee by which to represent those semantic Tacts

in ethnography.* It is to the problems of representation thsat

#h leeling one gets from much ordinary language philosophy, and
explicitly in Wittgenstein's Inveatigations, iz that there is
no simpler way to represent the facts than the examples. The
argument seems to run as follows: her is sn example. If you
follow it you will get the point == and that is as far as we
can go. You must be drawn to see for yourself (understand for
vourself).

we now turn briefly in the next section.
2.2 HRepresentation

In the introduction to this chapbter we remarked that devising
ways to describe semantic Iacts was equivalent to deciding what
we must be sble to do with sueh facts to be sure we h=ave them.
It is all very well to sensitize oneself, in whatever insidious
Wways one can, to the nuances of speech and behavior in the native
villege. PBut we have hardly got hold of useful information until
we know how to psass it on to someone else without bringing him
into the field. These claims need no justification; everyone
objects to the ethnographer who says "You had to be there."”
In this section, however, our aims are acmevwhat deeper. TIor to
a certain extent it is true that with respect to the understanding
of the semantic structure of allangusgesone does have to be there.
If as we have urged one's linguistic habits ere intertwined with
one's perception and beliefs, the full facts of word meaning are
inseparable from inmumersble other Tacts of life. Deciding how
to represent the results of semantic inquiry is a matter of (=)

the selection of certain aspects of meaning-phenomena which we

wish to convey, and (b) choosing some wider goals for the semantic
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description: what sre we training the reader to do?

2e241 01d ways

Ethnogrsphers have systematically presented semantic facts
in three ways: (i) by giving translstions of texts, sometimes
sccompanied by commentaries, as in Malinowski (1968); (ii) by
giving ethnographically oriented word-lists for, say, terms
denoting sociologically important categories (=3 typically in
sociologicel trestments of kinship), or more ambitiously, for
the shole vocabulary of a langusge =- giving, in other words,
some parts of an ethnographic dictionary; (iii) by offering
componential snaslyses of small lexical or grammatical domains,
or more generally, toxXonomic or paradigmstiec studies of folk
clasgificatory syatems, ordinarily in termas of s referentisl
formalism., Each method has drswbacks whieh, though they are
obvious enough, besr mentioning.

(1) Iz our aim in studying semantic phenomena at all is
to exploit the uniqueness of = langusge's semantic categories,
its own lexical idiosynecrasies, and the queerness of its idiom,
then translation defeats our purpose. The pitfalls of trans-
lation are well-kmown., (See especially Nida (1964, 19L5))
Moreover, translation accompsanied by lengthy ethnographic commen=-
tary is not only tediocus but highly episodie: we learn very
little sbout the capacity of a lsnguage to express, and only
a bit agbout partiecular morsels of text. Clearly, Bible-trans=-
lators have more reason to convert a given message from one
langusge to another than do ethnographers; unless, therefore,
Wwe wish to strive for mechanical translation of our nsatives!

language, representing the results of our semantic research by
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transleting will be non=-productive,s

#Ethnographies will no doubt contain translstions of bits of
native text; we clsim here only that such translstion will be

en insufficient wvehicle for portraying these semantic facts which
have been the subject of this paper.

(ii) Philosophers have puzzled over definition at least

since Plato. The anthropological spproach to definition, espe=-

cially in British social snthropology, derives from what Malinowski

thought of as "defining a term by ethnographic analysis."
"p1l words which describe the native social order, all
expressions referring to native beliefs, to specifie
customs, ceremonies, magiecal rites -- =11 such words =sre
obviously absent from English as from any Europesn langusge.
Such words can only be translated into BEnglish, not by
giving their imaginsry equivalent -~ = resl one obviously
cannot be found =-- but by explaining the meaning of each
of them through asn exact Ethnogreaphic account of the
sociology, culture and tradition of that native community."
(1923: 299=-300) (and ef. sbove El.2)
Ethnographers have been hard put to meet these lofty requirements.
Instesd we are apt to encounter native words sprinkled throughout
ethnographies, with only informal explanation. This is a matter
of economy: we use s native lsbel for an institution, a ritusal,
or a set of beliefs, to avoid a cumbersome English locution.
Dictionaries which try despite Malinowski to define indivi-
dusl native words in terms of other words (either in the same
or in some other language) are of more general interest. Ethno-
graphic dictionaries, like Laughlin (n.d.), attempt to define
large segments of the vocabulary of a language while at the same
time providing ethnographic tidbits in the form of notes sbout

usage or verbal examples. For the anthropologist interested in

language such dictionaries can be informative =and suggestive.#

s#Casual inspection of Laughlin (n.d.) reveals (i) unexpected
etymological relastionships between lexicel items, (ii) much of
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the extraordinary productivity of derivational morphemes, (iii)

the startling proliferation of shape and position words in Tzotzil,
(iv) much concern (in the form of lexical development) with certain
topics, (v) special speech modes (ritual, scolding, humor, etc.)
charscterized by special vocabularies, and so on.

Dictionaries have, unfortunately, other characteristic

(but perhaps unnecessary) deficiencies.* (i) They are unavoid-

#See especially Weinreiech (1962, 196lL). Our remarks benefit from
Weinreich's observations sbout "the notoriously =znecdotal nature
of existing dictionaries." (1966: 1L06)

ably cireculsar: we can never break into a cirele of synonyms
without already knowing one of them. (ii) Furthermore, most
dictionaries are organized slong semantically irrelevant lines:
namely, alphabetically. (There is an obvious resson: when we
look a word up we know how to spell it, not what it mesns.)
semantically well-motivated diectionary might instesd treat words

irom contrast seta, worbds with similar (?) mesnings, together.#

#*Thessurii do, on the other hand, try to group words together
according to mesning. A compromise between Thesaurus and Dict-
ionary might be a dietionary-type list in which words derived
from a single root are shown together -- at lesst in languages
which do derive words productively.

(iii) Weinreich cherges, moreover, that dietionary definitions
typically contain much irrelevant material; that dicetionaries

should instesd confine thelr definitions to the ceriterial cone-

ditions for s word's use. (iv) Fimally, dictionariea try to

freme all definitions in the same syntactic shape =ss the word

they are defining. (Nouns are defined by noun phrases, verbs

by verb phrases, etc.; dictionaries, like fifth-grade teachers,

do not allow us to define 'fight' by beginning, e.g., "that's

when two people ...") It would often be easier snd more informative

to define words contextually, thereby providing extra syntactic
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information. We shallrreturn to these problems below.

To overcome the inherent eircularity of dictionary definitions
we might ultimately hope for a totally neutral (which is to say,
universal) meta=language in which to frsme definitions. We should
need some invenbtory of universsal semantic primitives. That
such primitives can be found is an assumption current in same
circles (see Kastz (1967)), though claimed ex=mples sre decidedly
unconvineing. In any case, lacking such universal semantic
primitives, we must be content with improving definitions by
reducing the seriousness of circulsrity. R.M.W. Dixon suggests
that one way to approximate a neutral meta-lsngusge is to Iframe
definitions in a deliberately impoverished langusge. Ior ex-
emple, if we can define a large set of words in terms of =
smaller set of common words, our definitions are likely to be
succesaful. This suggestion, notably, has two clsuses: (i)
we need & small set of words (lexicsl resources) in terms of which
the rest of the words csn be defined; (il) we need finite syn=-
tactic resources through which to frame definitions, not necess-
arily the whole syntax of the langusge. (I.s., we shall not want
to introduce into definitions gratuitous syntactic compiaixity which
itself requires semantic interpretation.) Perhaps we can get by

with & small basic vocabulary and a smell number of definition-

schemata ss primitives.

For linguistic semantics, devising s well-motivated and
highly structured system of diectionary-type definitions would
have the advantage of relating lexical items to syntex in =&
fairly direct way. For our purposes, z sufficiently explieit

dictionary would be an ideal wvehicle for the semsntiec information
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which we hope to build into ethnogrephy. Definitions suitably
fremed can represent contextusl information (vix., verbsl envir-
onments arising from the exemples whose elicitation is deseribed
in 82.1.2). Moreover, dictionaries, though not terribly grsceful
themselves, are eminently more readsble then componential =nelvses
-= gnother resson to opt for definitions over cless-products in
our ethnogrephies.

(iii) #n slternstive to definition which seems to have
desirsble formal properties is componential anslysis. Conklin
(1967b) formalizes the technigue in demonstrsting the taxonomic
structure of folk classificatory systems -- insofesr ss those

gystems =re sccurstely represented ss lexicsl systems.® The

*Berlin, Brgedlove, and Reven (1968) object that nodes on & taxo-
nomic tree which sre necesssry to accurste treatment of folk
classificestion may not be lexically lsbelled. There may be
covert classificatory categories which are demonstrsble but
which are not represented in lexicsl systems,

formalization depends on the postulstion of anslytical entities
known variously as 'semantic components', 'semantic markers!

or 'semantic features.! Traditionally, one defines = term by
identifying its superordinsate category, then giving the festures

which distinguish it from other terms in the s=me category.#

*1I' we sre talking sbout nouns, the categories asre categories

of thinﬁs (referents) end the distinguishing festures sre refer-
antiag estures. If we try to organize verbs taxonomicslly

the festures upon which the clsssification rests are less clesrly
referential, as sre the hiersrchicasl relastions. E.g., to dis-
tinguish 'punch! from 'pummel': 1is pummeling = species of punph-
ing? Or sre both subspecies of hitting, the difference being
that pummelling is repeated punching? What do we do?

The procedure is = familiar one, which may be illustrsted by =

simple example. Given the terms cash, coin, currency, penny,

nickle, buck, snd five-dollar=-bill, we msy arrsnge = simple

texonomic tree in the obvious form:
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cash
coin currency
paﬁﬁ;ffﬁh?ﬁckle buEE/MHHHHTin
A penny is a coin; it is also cash, but it is not & nickle, =
buck, or currency. It is sz kind of coin. If we construe ezch

fork in the tree ss & choice between semsntic components, or

between fezatures on some semsntic dimension, we may perform the
typical sbstraction of componential analysis. Hence imagine

the following festure systems: = (money/non-money), b (coin/bill),
¢ (1¢/5¢/10¢/25¢/50¢/$1), 4 ($1/45/$10/$20/$50/...) 1If we chose,
we could represent penny as x( a(money), b(ecoin), c(1g) ).
Currency would, using the szme (deliberately odd) notation, come
out aa ( a(money)}, b(bill)).

Kay (1966b) pointed out that, formslly spesking, = similsar
procedure could be used to represent the mesnings of terms which
are not taxonomicaslly structured but form a perfect psasrsdigm.
(Under Conklin's asnslysis the eight pronouns in Hanunoo are
described in terms of three binary componentisl dimensions.
{1962a) Hence, since 23 equals 8, the pronouns form s perfect
paradigm.,) "he difference may be exXpressed =3 s matter or ordering
the clegsaificatory cuts; or, we may observe that in a taxonomy,
clessificatory cuts only govern = portion of the lexicsl set
(e.g., we cannot epply system c(1¢/5¢/...etc.) to the term buck),
whereas in s psradigm each term is marked by a festure from each
system. Most asctusl lexicasl domains fall somewhere between the
two formal extremes; therefore it iz important to notice that
componential analysis is not simply a matter of "factoring"

the components from terms, but also of ordering = system of

=68



dependencies between componential dimensions or systems.#*

sNida (1964: T3ff.) has a good discussion of the properties of
taxonomically structured sets. He repeats the common claim that
"the sbundsnce of terms snd the complexity of classification

for sny semantic area usually depend upon the focus of the
culture as & whole, or upon the concentration of attention by
persons forming a distinctive subculture." (p. T708)

In 81.3 we review the most frequently voiced criticisms
of componential analysis. 43 =z possible representational method
for ethnographically interesting semantie faets componential
snalysis seems doomed ss we proceed to wide areas of vocabulary:
the problem stems from the essentisl inefficlency of components.
Eolinger (1965) demonstrstes how components beget components
without justifiable end: we may eassily end up with many more
semantic 'primitives' than lexical items -- snd thst is no
improvement. The difficulty is not that componential snalysis
"is only spplicable to restricted series of terms which hsve
certain shared snd contrastic features" (NWids (1964: 87)). For
8l]l semantic analysis is bssed on the relstions between members
of relatively small lexical sets, and we can always extract

'components'! from such relationsa.
2.2.2 Possible new ways

Optimal methods for representing semantic fscts on a wide
renge will doubtless combine availasble technigues. We are not
in a position to advance theory on this matter; our sim is simply
to equip ourselves for particular limited investigstions. How-
ever, it is wise to consider the overall requirements of a total
semantic description of a language (whatever that would be) so

that we may have the benefit of the most poweriul descriptive
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machinery availsble.
(a) 4 particularly asttractive suggestion for the 'optimal

semantic description! hss been offered by Dixon.¥# It combines

#These suggestions were presented in a course st Harvard during
the Fsll of 1968. I have not consulted any published material
on Prof., Dixon's ideas; therefore I am responsible for any defi=-
ciencies or misrepresentation of his point of view.

formael componentiasl sznalysis with verbal definition based on the
full syntax of the langusge. In particular, the meblhod iscolstes
& subset of the vocabulary, the nuclear words, which lend them-
selves to componential snslysis. The rest of the vocabulary is
then defined in terms of the nuclesr words (which themselves
are not 'defined! except by their componentizl relstions to
other nuclesr words), given full syntactic resources of the
language. Dixon has advanced this sort of anslysis for verbs
in Dyirbal, sn Australian language; i1t seems possible that for
some sub-sets of the vocsbulary such complicated machinery will
be unnecessary. (For exsmple, many nouns seem adequately des-
cribed by a2 referentislly based componentisl anaiysis.)

If we are to apply this method, for even some small set
of words, we encounter several obvious difficulties. First, we

must isolete the muclear words.¥* We sare not without intuitions

#In Dyirbal unique evidence is provided by the fact that the
ordinary lsngusge is mapped onto a vastly reduced (=nd quite
different) avoidance-languasge, such that severel ordinary lan-
guage words may be associsted with just one avoidance=-lsnguage
word (which may be further qualified to make explicit the mean-
ing). The avoidance-languasge word may in turn be ordinarily
associated with just one ordinary-langusge word: one might
cell it the 'central! mesning of the avoidance-language word.
Dixon tskes the central word (i.e., the word which has s more
or less direct avoidance lsnguage equivalent) snd treasts it

ss the nuclear word in the set of =11 words which are mapped
onto the single avoidance-lsnguage word. In English we must
resort to other tests, some of which may be pragmatic.
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on the matter. Given the set of words 'laugh', 'giggle'!, !'chuckle!,
tguifaw', 'chortle', 'titter', 'snicker', and so on, we can
easily identify 'lsugh' as the centrasl nuclesr word. QOur basic
criterion is that definitions of esch of the other words sre

most naturally given in terms of 'lsugh'; but that it would be
hard to define 'lsugh! in terms of any of the others. The method
we are considering for semantic description would treast 'laught
as nuclear (capable of entering into semantic relstions with
other nuclear words =- 28, perhaps, 'smile'!), in terms of which
the other non-nuclesr words sssocisted with 'lsugh' may be de-
fined. (Hence, assuming that we had elsewhere reason to find the
word 'loud' nuclear, we might define 'guffaw! ss 'lesugh loudly!':
a phrase whose ayntactic deep structure would contain only
grammaetical relstions and the nuclear lexical items 'lazugh!

and 'loud,!')

Such a method certainly requires sharpening and justification;
we mention it here becsuse it clearly represents a sophistication
of deacriptive technigues (though the underlying ides of different
strata of words, some defined, snd others undefinable, is =n old
one.) We can, as it were, deepen this sort of snalysis. For
exsmple, it may be possible, given an account of the derivationsal
processes of = langusge, to carry out this combined sort of
analysis on hypothetical roots slons, rather than on 'words!
realized in surface structure.

(b) Nida proposes several methods for representing the
range of referential mesning of single words. (196l : 88-99)

In particular he notes that it is often possible to distinguish

several "widely different types of contexts" in which a single
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word may appesar. Some semantic theorists have urged that differ-
ent senses of 2 'word' (i,e., sharing one phonological shape) be
treated as quite sepsarate., However, Nida suggests that distinct
senses can often be reconciled by reducing them to components

end observing the cohesivemess of the different senses with
respect to them. (Cf. particulsrly his treatment of the Anuak
word jwok, (196l: 91-92).) 7The fact that words have often wide
renges of meaning can be handled only with diffieculty by tradi-

tionsl technigues of ethnographic semsntiecs.®* "The problem relates

#Keesing (1969) claims that Lounsbury's kinship studies represent
a2 theory of the semantices of lsbels for "things" which sllows
for the typical polysemy of such words."

to more than homonymy. We can identify homonyms (usually with
only distributional facts, sbout collocations of different senses

of a word with different other key words,)# And we may use

#he @General Inguirer system for content analysis makes use of

& simple procedure for identifying one of several homographs by
mechine. It stores & description of the common colloestions for
each homo-graph and checks esach guestionsble occurrence against
that description. Ususally collocations offi only three or four
words are sufficient to disambiguate homogrephs. (Stonme (n.d.))

componential analysis, as Nida suggests, to distinguish (end,
importantly, link together by common componential dimensions)
the different senses.

If, moreover, we couple this basic componentisl analysis

with extension rules of some sort, our description may be able

to encompass metaphorical or mythologicsl extensions of mesning.
Such a technique may succeed with grammstical categories as well.
Dixon (1968) employs such rules in the description of Dvirbsl

noun classes ('genders') which have specifically syntactic
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function, but which are not without semantic content. FHe identi-
fies a few basic !concepts! which govern the assignment of nouns
into classes. In addition he proposes & set of transfer rules,
which treanafer a noun which seems to belong in one c¢lass into
another; the rules are based on a limited number of principles
(28, for example, ritual or mythological association between
objects of different classes.) Though particular spplications
may appear ad hoc (as mythology can be, epparently, ad hoec), the
rules of tranasfer embody the conceptual linksges which govern
noun-class membership; anomalies which, by s simple componential
syatem, seem to be just exceptions, are made to aceord with a

Tew productive rales.it

¥We have here a device formally similar to Lounsbury's reduction
rules for kinship analysis, or to a reverssl of the rules to
form 'expsnsion rules.' From a finite core meaning for = given
term (or grammaticsl category), finite rules extend or change
the meaning. The lexical rule suggested by McCawley (1968)
which we mention sbove in §2,1.2, may be taken as a kind of
"extension rule" -- extending the core memning of a subset of
lexical items in specific contexts.

NHote that such extension rules are heavily bound to context.
We could say that "This cost is warm" is two-weys =mbiguous;
but "This drainpipe is werm" can only be taken to be ambiguous
in the ssme two ways if we understand the spesker to be wesring
g dralnpipe.

Such a device will figure in ethnographically interesting
semantic descriptions by relating, say, modes of expression in
one domsin (e.g., space) by extension to other domains (e.g.,
time). 1In considering exotic languagez we commonly find it
difficult to understand the multiple, seeminglty unrelated uses
of single words or grsmmatical categories, We may be unsble
to recast our thought so as to make unlikes seem like: in suech

cases, devising extension rules msy provide a homogeneity to
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to native expression which we could otherwise never fsathom,

let alone appreciate.
2.2.3 Looking back

We have come to a stage in anthropology in which even the
best works of ethnographic semsntics (e.g., Berlin (1968))
complain of the lack of new ideas, powerful descriptive technigues
ete. Indeed, our results in the field of ethnographically
oriented semantic description are paltry, indeed, when viewed
from the perspective of the possibilities. In this essay we
have tried to revive some older gosls for a partiecular sub-branch
of linguistic anthropology. For want of = better name, we have
called the sorts of semantic inquiry inspired by Boas, Whorf,
Sspir, Malinowski, etec. "ethnographic semantics"; for we feel
that the sorts of endeavor we saw proposed in Part I would be
more deserving of that name than are the rsther pale studies
whiech exist, In Part II, we have tried tec suggest procedures
and techniques for a particular sort of ethnographic semantics,

-= not new but often unnoticed or untried procedures snd tech-
niques. The general =im has been (i) to widen our notions of
'ethnographic semantics' to include studies of truly ethnographic
interest, and (ii) to show that a reasonsble plsace to loock for
new ideas for an 'ethnogrephic semantics' is to current linguistic
semantics., We can perhaps let the old methods die without, at

the same time, killing off our original inspirations.
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