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YBOIHA PEY

Y npyroj cBecuyt Mehjyrapogsor Temartckor 3dopHuka Hayka des ipaHuya 3 ca-
IpoKaHU Cy ozfadpaHM paZioBU M3 JMHIBHCTHKE, a ayTOpe OBUX pasioBa YMHE
YHUBEP3UTETCKU HACTABHULY U CapaJHULY U3 3eMJ/be 1 MHOCTPAHCTBA, Hayy-
HULY VIHCTUTYTa 3a CPIICKU je3uk CpIICKe akaJieMuje HayKa U yMETHOCTH, T€
HEKOJIMKO JJOKTOpaHaza Koju, cyaiehu 1o mprkasaHuM pesysiTaTMa CBOT paja,
3ay3nMajy fodap IIpaBar] KpeTarmba Ha I10/bY HayYHOMCTPaXXUBAUKOT JieJlarba.

VIMeHOBaHa Kao ,,Je3UK U je3nuLu”, cBecka odyxsara 17 TekcToBa. PazyheHocT
TeMaTHKe Koja ce y ’buma odpal)yje, MPUCTyIa y BbeHOM pacBeT/baBakby U IIPU-
MeBEHNX MeTOZ0JIOIKUX IIOCTYIIaKa joll jeflaH je ofpas U U3pasnuTe KOMILIEK-
CHOCTH IIPHPOJie UCTIUTHUBAHOT je3N4KOT GpeHOMeHa, M U3pa3uTe INpPHUHE HayKe
Koja ce muMe daBu. Behu dpoj cagpixaHux pazioBa M3BelITaBa O pe3yaTaTiMa
[IjaJIeKTOJIOIIKUX UCTPpaKUBarba CPIICKOT je3MYKOT IIpocTopa. JujaseKaTcKu
jesnuku Martepujaji, 3adesiexkeH Ha TepeHy Ofi CTpaHe CaMUX ayTopa WU eK-
CLieplIvpaH U3 PeYHUUKUX WU KEKEBHUX M3BOpa, IoABpraBa ce aHa/IUuTHd-
KMM TIOCTYI[MMa Ha PasIM4UTHM HMBOMMaA je3r4Ke CTPYKType. Y pasoBUMa
ce, uaMeljy ocrasor, nomucyjy, aHanusupajy u yrnopelhyjy mojenuse ponercke,
MOPQOJIOLIKe U JIEKCUYKe 0COOeHOCTH (KOCOBCKO-PeCaBCKUX) roBopa cesa Cu-
Hajay ceBepHOj MeToxuju U cesia Masa Kocanuiia y okosmvau Kypiymiuje; yka-
3yje Ha HajMapKaHTHHje CTPYKTYypaJIHe LpTe y ToBopy cesa Jjodpase y seroca-
BUNKOj OKOJIMHYU Kao MeCTy AOAMpPa KOCOBCKO-PECABCKOT U 3€TCKO-CjeHIMYKOT
IVijasieKTa; 1aje MTHBEHTAp U pacriope/; HasuBa 3a TUIIOBe Kyhe 1 teHe 1e/10Be 13
LIECT TOBOPA Ca CPIICKOT €THOKYJITYPHOT U je3rdKor npocropa (BojBoauHa, Jiu-
jeBad noJee U XKyma, Bawanu, ceBepHa MeToxuja, Bassescka [loaroprHa, POBua);
CIIPOBO/JIe JIEKCUYKO-CEMaHTUUKe aHa/IU3e KyJMHapCKe JIEKCHUKe y FOBOpPY ja-
dJ1laHMYKOT Kpaja, Ha3KBa 32 CTOYHO 3BOHO y ITPHU3PEHCKO-TUMOYKHIM I'OBOpHMa
jyroucroune Cpduje, Te ekceMa KapaKTepUCTUYHIUX 3a I/be€BA/bCKU Kpaj Koje
Ce OZJHOCE Ha XKEeHCKe OfIeBHe IIpeIMETe; ITPeICTaB/ba KOTHUTUBHO-CEMaHTUYKa
V1 JIMHIBOKYJITYPOJIOIIKA aHAJIM3a JIEKCUYKO-CEMaHTIYKOT I10Jba 00/1ecill y CPII-
CKOM IIPU3PEHCKOM IrOBOPY; BPIIM KiIacudrKaLyja 1 UCIUTYje GyHKIMja vja-
JIeKTH3aMa y poMaHy Tkauu cpedpa KOCOBCKOMETOXUjCKe KIbIDKEBHULE Jlese
Mapkosrh. OcuM Tora, IONKC U JIEKCUYKO-CEMaHTUYKa aHaIN3a JINIHNIX UMe-
Ha U IIpe3rMeHa MeluTaHa cejia KopMaH, Koju Cy Takol)e Halll/Iu CBOje MeCTO y
OBOM 300pHUKY, Z1ajy 3HATaH [OIMPUHOC CPIICKOj aHTPONOHUMUjU umajyhu y
BUZY [la OHOMAacCTHKa 30He AJIleKCHa4yKoT [ToMopaBJ/ba y K0joj je IOMEeHYTO Cesio
CMEIITEHO fI0 caJja Huje 3aBpeljuBaria max by IMHIBHCTA.

Y Ipyroj CBecuu Hajiase Ce v paioBU U3 APYTUX 00JIACTH je3UYKUX TpoydyaBa-
1a [0y T Pppaseosioryje, cCeMaHTHKe, IparMaTrKe, KOHTaKTHe JIMHTBUCTHKe, Te
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rpyIa pafoBa Koja ce daBu IPOLIECOM yUerba je31Ka U HeroBarba je3nyKe KyJITy-
pe. Y 10j ce, IpeLr3HIje peYeHo, TPe/CTaB/ba aHAIN3a 3HaYeHha CPIICKUX dpa-
3eoJsiorr3amMa Koju y CBOM CacTaBy CajpiKe JIeKCeMy Uiluyd UK HasuBe 3a pa-
3/IMYUTE BPCTE NITULA; UCIIUTHBAbE CEMaHTUYKUX U [TParMaTUYKMX KOpeJIary-
ja wsmelly riaBHMX NapafUTMaTCKUX JIEKCUYKUX OfHOCA (CMHOHMMUje,
aHTOHUMUje, XUITOHUMU]e, HKoMIaTudunHocTu) u (Mehy)peyennunmx opHo-
ca (ceMaHTHYKe UMIUIMKALYje, UMIUIMKATYpe, eKBUBaJIEHIIMje, KOHTPapHOCTH
Y KOHTpaAuKIyje); mopelerbe kaTeropyja nojeAMHUX NMEHULA CPeber poaa y
CPIICKOM je3UKy Kao HacJIeZAHOM M HEMadyKOM je3HKy Kao JOMUHAHTHOM; KOH-
TpacTVBHA aHa/IM3a CaZipkaja HaCTaBHUX [TpOrpama 3a OCHOBHY Koy (mpes-
MeTHO noapydyje Jesuk) y Penydmuuu Cpduju u Pertydmuuu LpHoj Fopu ca 1ju-
JbEM JIa C€ YTBPAH OZHOC TOMEHYTUX APYIITBEHNX 3ajeJHULA [TpeMa IIIaHrpa-
Iy HaCTaBe MaTepiber je3rKa y OCHOBHOj LIKOJIM; yKasuBarme Ha MoryhHocTH
HepopMaHOT (HEMHCTUTYLMOHAIHOT) 0aB/bekba je3YKOM KyJITYypOM Ha KH-
TEPHETY C Lii/beM EbeHe T0ITyIapr3aliyje y HayYHO-0dpasoBHe CBPXE U C LI/beM
IbEHOT M3y4yaBama 3a MOoTpede JMHIBUCTUYKUX UCTPAXKUBAIha; MCIUTUBAEHE
VMMIUIMKALMja MYJITUMOJAIHOCTY M MYJITHUIIMCMEHOCTH Y IPOLieCy yderha
CTPaHOT je3KKa y paHOM XXHMBOTHOM ZI00Y; Mepetbe CTaBOBa CPebOLIKOIaLa U
CTyZeHaTa IIpeMa yderby eHIVIECKOT je3VKa Kao CTPaHor, y3 IIPUMapHO yTBphu-
Batbe KOMITOHEHATA KOje YMHe caMy CTPYKTYpy CTaBa U IOTOM YCIIOCTaB/babe
Be3e uaMel)y craBoBa 1 noHaiama (y 0BoM ciiydajy, nocturtayha y eHrsieckom);
aHa/M3a CTaBOBa CTyZEeHAaTa IIpeMa €HIVIECKOM je3HKY CTPYKe, Kao 1 KOHKpeT-
HUX je3NUYKMX [T0Tpeda CTyjeHaTa HEOIIXOAHHX 32 YCIIEIIHO CIIpoBOl)erbe HacTa-
Be je3MKa U [I0CTU3ambe JePUHMCAHNX UCXO/a y4Yerba.

TIprKasaHU KOJIaX M aKTyeJHOCT odpal)eHUX Tema, IOCTaB/beHU UCTPAXKU-
BAaYK! LjU/bEBH, Te IOCTUTHYTH PE3YJITaTH IPETIOPYUyjy OBY CBECKY KaKO JIMH-
IBUCTHUYKOj TAKO Y IMPOj HAYYHO] jaBHOCTH.

Tonyd Jamosuh

Bpanwuciasa Jlunmnapuh
Jenena Bajouh
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MARKO M. JANICIJEVIC!

STATE UNIVERSITY OF Novi PAzAR
DEPARTMENT OF PHILOLOGICAL SCIENCES

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN LEXICAL
AND INTERSENTENTIAL RELATIONS:
SEMANTIC AND PRAGMATIC PERSPECTIVES

The subject of this paper are lexical and (inter)sentential relations in their
mutual semantic and pragmatic relationships. The goal of the paper is to
demonstrate systematic correspondences between major (paradigmatic)
lexical and intersentential semantic relations and to show the usefulness of
understanding these correspondences for understanding of the said rela-
tions. The considered lexical relations include synonymy, antonymy, hypon-
ymy, and incompatibility, while the observed intersentential relations in-
clude entailment, implicature, equivalence, contrariety, and contradiction.
The methodology applied in the paper is based on selective literature syn-
thesis. Some shortcomings in semantics literature that the present paper
addresses are somewhat obscure correlation between lexical and intersen-
tential relations and fairly vague definitions and scope of lexical relations,
resulting in dubious apprehension of their relationships. Seen from the per-
spective of sense inclusion/exclusion, the examined paradigmatic lexical
semantic relations are shown to belong to two types, hyponymy and incom-
patibility. On the sentential level, (lexical) hyponymy largely corresponds
to entailment (semantic implication); synonymy to equivalence (bilateral
implication); incompatibility (including gradable antonymy) to contrariety;
and complementarity to contradiction. Analogously to semantic plane, it is
shown that correspondence could be established between (for the lack of
possibly better term) pragmatic hyponymy and lexically induced implica-
ture, or more specifically between pragmatic synonymy and bilateral impli-
cature.

Keywords: lexical relations; intersentential relations; logical semantics;
implicature; pragmatic hyponymy.

1 trupko@outlook.com
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INTRODUCTION

Lexical and (inter)sentential relations in their mutual semantic and pragmatic
relationships are the subject of this paper. The goal of the paper is to demon-
strate systematic correspondences between major (paradigmatic) lexical and in-
tersentential semantic relations and to show the usefulness of understanding
these correspondences for understanding of the said relations (especially the
lexical ones). First, a brief overview of these relations is provided, starting from
definitions and scope of the major paradigmatic lexical semantic relations, in-
cluding synonymy, antonymy, hyponymy, and incompatibility. Therein, I shall
speak of sense relations, rather than of relations that hold between the (whole)
lexemes. In a similar way, I shall look through the main intersentential logico-se-
mantic relations (specifically entailment, equivalence, contrariety and contra-
diction), also taking into account pragmatic relations, namely implicature. The
lexical-sentential correspondences and their treatment in literature are then
considered and discussed, shedding light back to the definitions and relationship
of the examined lexical relations.

The hypothesis undertaken is that intersentential relations largely mimic lex-
ical ones on both semantic and pragmatic planes, with the respect to the funda-
mental difference in complexity between lexical and sentential levels. Some
shortcomings in semantics literature that this paper addresses are somewhat ob-
scure correlation between lexical and intersentential relations and fairly vague
definitions and scope of lexical relations, resulting in dubious apprehension of
their relationships. In theoretical approach I particularly draw upon structural
semantics (Cruse, 1986; Leech, 1981; Lyons, 1968; 1977; 1995), logical semantics
(Cann, 1993; Lobner, 2002) and inferential pragmatics (Grice, 1989; Horn 1989;
2004; Huang, 2007; 2017; Levinson, 1983; 2000).

METHODOLOGY

The methodology applied in the paper is based on a selective literature synthe-
sis. The subject key words and phrases are combined in academic database

” o«

search (mostly the exact terms are used, put in quotes, e.g. “hyponymy”, “synon-
ymy”, “equivalence”/“paraphrase”, “implicature”, and the like) in order to find
studies that address the relationships among sense relations, as well as those be-
tween them and intersentential relations. While the treatment of these relations
was the main criterion for taking studies into consideration, authoritative se-
mantic and linguistic works are also consulted in examining the definitions and

scope of the subject semantic relations, particularly the lexical ones, and in con-

124 MARKO M. JANICJEVIC
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structing a synthetic view. The conducted synthesis is organized thematically,
around the examined semantic relations and their correlations.

LEXICAL SENSE RELATIONS

An influential definition of word sense adheres to the structural semantic tradi-
tion, where “the sense of a word is the sum total of its sense relations with other
words in the language” (Cruse, 2006, 163). In accordance with the aim of the pa-
per, word sense is better understood in terms of intension - “the set of defining
properties which determines the applicability of a term” (Crystal, 2008, p. 248;
Lyons, 1977, pp. 158-159). It contrasts with denotation or extension, which links a
word sense to the entity or class of entities to which the word is correctly applied
(Crystal, 2008, p. 181; Lyons, 1977, p. 158). The relation between word form, sense
(intension) and denotation (extension) can be simplistically represented by a tri-
angle of the Ogden-Richards (1946) type, where a word relates to its extension
indirectly (hence the broken line between), via its intension, which itself evokes
the word form while referring to the extension (Figure 1; a more comprehensive
model in scholastic grammarian tradition is given by Allan, 1986/2014).

intension

word extension

FIURE 1. SEMIOTIC (OR SEMANTIC) TRIANGLE. [ CEMMOTHYKY (M7 CEMAHTHYKH) TPOYTAO. ]

Synonymy and antonymy, and, somewhat more rarely, hyponymy and incom-
patibility are most usually mentioned as paradigmatic sense relations between
lexemes. Synonymy is commonly seen as identity/similarity of meaning, while
antonymy is traditionally associated with oppositeness. For example, Crystal
(2008) writes that “lexical items which have the same meanings are synonyms”
(p. 470), and Cruse (2006) notes that “a word is said to be a synonym of another
word in the same language if one or more of its senses bears a sufficiently close
similarity to one or more of the senses of the other word” (p. 176). The identity
of meaning, i.e. interchangeability of lexemes in all contexts (with the identical
connotations), is proven to be extremely rarely encountered, while similarity as
acriterion raises the question of what “a sufficiently close similarity” is, and how

MARKO M. JANICJEVIC 125
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it is measured. Hence, synonymy is usually restricted to equivalence of denota-
tive (descriptive, conceptual, cognitive, propositional) meaning, as opposed to
connotative (affective, associative, expressive) meaning (see Leech, 1981; Lyons,
1977; Cruse, 1986).

Establishing the scope of antonymy is not any less controversial. The term is
used in a narrow sense of ‘gradable opposites’ (“classical” antonymy, e.g. fast/
slow; see Lyons, 1977), but also as an equivalent of opposites (contraries) in general,
which are usually said to include (see Murphy, 2006, p. 314) - in addition to
gradable opposites - complementaries (smoker/non-smoker) and directional
opposites (conversives, e.g. parent/child, or reversives, e.g. pack/unpack). There-
in, “it is a matter of controversy how many types of opposites one should usefully
recognize in semantic analysis” (Crystal, 2008, p. 29). There are, for instance,
so-called gradable complementaries, e.g. (more or less) honest/dishonest, which
seem to “lie between complementarity and contrariety” (Murphy, 2006, p. 315).

According to John Lyons (1968), “hyponymy and incompatibility are the most
fundamental paradigmatic relations of sense in terms of which the vocabulary is
structured” (p. 453). Hyponymy is usually accounted for in terms of inclusion,
and incompatibility is explained in terms of exclusion. From the extensional per-
spective, a more general lexical item, the hypernym, includes a more specific
one, the hyponym, because the extension of the latter is a part of the extension
of former (the set of animals includes the set of dogs). It is the opposite case from
the intensional perspective: the sense of the hyponym includes that of the hy-
pernym plus one or more differential features (the sense of the word dog includes
that of the word animal) (see Cruse, 2006, p. 81). Hyponyms of the same hyper-
nym, called co-hyponyms, can be compatible or incompatible. Compatible co-hy-
ponyms denote sets that have common elements, like queen and mother, co-hyp-
onyms of woman, because one can simultaneously be both a queen and a mother
(Cruse, 2000, p. 166). Conversely, incompatible co-hyponyms denote sets (also
called contrast sets) that do not have any common elements, i.e. are mutually ex-
clusive, like dog, cat and mouse, co-hyponyms of animal (or, more directly, mam-
mal), because one cannot at the same time be a dog and a cat, or a mouse (Cruse,
2000, p. 165).

Figure 2 shows a simplified perspective of the interrelation between hypony-
my, synonymy and antonymy. Exemplified by the semantic field of size, hypon-
ymy is represented as an overarching relation, with size being the hypernym. In
a synonymy (or near-synonymy) relation, one synonym usually has a more gen-
eral (wider) sense or more senses than the other(s) (e.g. big has more general use
than large, which is more general than huge; it is analogous for little, small and ti-
ny). In that respect, it could be regarded as a relation of inclusion, so that the
more general synonyms could be seen as hypernyms, and, in return, the more
specific synonyms as their hyponyms, sometimes forming a hyponymy hierar-
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chy (e.g. huge can be seen as a hyponym of large, which itself can be regarded a
hyponym of big). The scope of size is partially covered by antonymic pairs such as
big/large/huge : little/small/ /tiny (partially, of course, because there is something
in between, something neither big nor little). The triangular-like scale in Figure 2
reflects the extent to which the antonym pairs cover the (literal and figurative)
scope of size, which corresponds to the aforesaid hyponymy hierarchy. Huge/ti-
ny, for example, are implicit superlatives (Cruse, 1986, p. 216) and, thus, cover
less extent than large/small, while big/little cover about the same literal extent as
large/small, but extend further into the metaphorical meaning of size (e.g. Sheisa
big Hollywood star.). In this light, synonyms can also be seen as compatible co-hy-
ponyms, and antonyms as incompatible co-hyponyms.

HYPERONYM size

HYPONYMS
small

tiny

<3<sSosS<o

antonymy

FIGURE 2. LEXICAL SEMANTIC RELATIONS, [JIEKCMYKI CEMAHTUYKM OZIHOCH. |

LOGICAL SEMANTIC RELATIONS BETWEEN SENTENCES

intension

sentence extension

FIGURE 3. SENTENTIAL SEMIOTIC (OR SEMANTIC) TRIANGLE.
[PEuEHMYHM cCEMMOTYKHM (MM CEMAHTUYKY) TPOYTAO. |

The original semiotic/semantic triangle could be applied to sentences (L3b-
ner, 2002, p. 26; Nirenburg & Raskin, 2004, pp. 100-101), as in Figure 3. Most often,
sentence intension (sense) is equalled with proposition, which is usually taken to
be declarative-sentence meaning (see e.g. Bussmann, 1996, pp. 959-960), while
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sentence extension (denotation) is understood as its truth value, which varies
from one possible world to another (see Frege, 1948; Carnap, 1947/1988).

As Cann (1993) notes, “the logical meaning relations of entailment, para-
phrase and contradiction are discussed mainly in textbooks on logic” (p. 25), at
least until close to the end of the previous century.

Entailment (logical/semantic implication?) is a relation between propositions
such that the truth of one of them (Q) follows from the truth of the other (P) log-
ically inescapably and context-independently (P—Q). Equivalence (paraphrase) is
the case of mutual (symmetrical, bilateral) entailment between the two proposi-
tions (each one entails the other), i.e. (P—Q) & (Q—P), or, in other words, the case
of the same proposition (i.e. propositional/denotative meaning), i.e. P<>Q or
P=Q. Equivalence is, thus, a special, extreme case of entailment, as entailment is
typically an asymmetrical relation. Contrariety is also based on entailment - con-
trary propositions entail negation of each other, i.e. (P = ~Q) & (Q — ~P). In cases
of contradiction, not only that one proposition entails the negation of the other,
but, at the same time, the negation of one entails the other: (P — ~Q) & (~P — Q).
Of course, truth values of propositions can be independent of one another (e.g.
Cruse, 2000, p. 31). Because equivalence, contrariety and contradiction are based
on entailment, they hold without exceptions (see example [1]).

[1]
Entailment: It is a mouse. - It is a rodent.
Equivalence:  She is not religious. - She is irreligious.
Contrariety:  Itis fast. - Itis slow.
Contradiction: She is religious. - She is irreligious.
Independence: This is a mouse. - That is a rabbit.

The term contradiction is also used for “propositions that are necessarily false
by virtue of their logical form” (Lyons, 1995, p. 149), in opposition to tautologies,
which are propositions always true by the same virtue (see also e.g. Leech, 1981,
p. 5; Saeed, 2016, p. 85). Note that example [2a] is a compound tautological prop-
osition because it is a disjunction of two simple propositions in a contradictory re-
lation (the first being it is raining, and the second it is not raining; obviously some-
thing cannot simultaneously be and not be happening). Inherently, there are
only two possibilities for truth-value relation between contradictory proposi-
tions, as shown in Table 1: one (P) can be true and the other false (Q), or the other
way round (they cannot simultaneously be true and false). Either way, their dis-

2 For aconcise overview of somewhat different uses of the term entailment/implication, see e.g.
Bussmann, 1996, p. 543-544.
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junction is true (which constitutes a tautology).? In contrast, example [2b] is a
compound contradictory proposition because it is a conjunction of the same two
simple propositions in the contradictory relation. Both truth-value possibilities
for these contradictories yield the truth value false for their conjunction (in oth-
er words, a contradiction in the sense discussed, as shown in Table 2).4

[2]
a. Either it is raining or it is not raining.

b. It is raining and it is not raining.

Tapena 1:  DISJUNCTION OF PROPOSITIONS [,HMCJYHKLU/UA HPOHOSI/IL[I/IJA]

P Q PDQ
T F T
F T T

TabEnA 2:  CONJUNCTION OF PROPOSITIONS [KOHJVHKLU/IJA HPOHOBI/ILLI/UA]

P Q PAQ
T F F
F T F

So far, T have been discussing context-independent semantic relations. Involv-
ing context into his account of implicit meaning, Grice (1989) bases his concept
of conversational implicature on his cooperative principle, which is grounded on the
assumption that communicators normally cooperate in the process of communi-
cating, in terms of quality (truthfulness), quantity (informativeness), manner
(clarity/style) and relevance of the information presentation. Levinson (2000)
elaborated the original Gricean principle (excluding its quality subprinciple)
into the Q(uantity)-, I(nformativeness)- and M(anner)-principles. These princi-
ples could be simplified as follows (Levinson, 2000, pp. 35-37, 136):

3 The disjunction in [2a] is of the exclusive type (which is symbolized here by €, in contrast to
the inclusive disjunction symbol V), so it is false if the disjuncts are both true or are both false,
which is impossible in the case of the two contradictory propositions in [2a]. If the operator
either were left out, the disjunction would be inclusive, and again tautological, since its
theoretical false value would require both disjuncts to be false. It is worth noting that the
exclusive disjunction is the negation of equivalence (~(P<Q)).

4 Again, in general, a conjunction is true only if both conjuncts are true, which is also impossible
in the case of the two contradictory propositions in [2b].
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+ Q-principle: What isn’t said is not the case (see [3a]);
« I-principle: What is expressed simply is stereotypically exemplified (3b);
« M-principle: Marked messages indicate marked situations (3c).

(3]
a. Three guys came in. Q+> Exactly three guys (not more) came in.
b. She doesn't drink. I+> She doesn't drink alcoholic drinks.

c. The corners of his lips turned slightly upward. M+> He didn't exactly
smile.

(4]
A: Where’s Peter?
B: The light in his office is on. (+> Peter is in his office.)

In example [3] the symbol +> means ‘implicates’, as used by Levinson (1983).
Levinson (2000) develops the theory of Q-, I- and M-implicatures as instances of
the so-called generalized conversationalized implicature (Grice, 1989). General-
ized conversational implicature (GCI) arises through the use of certain expres-
sions in normal, usual circumstances, in contrast to particularized conversation-
al implicature (PCI; see Grice, 1989), which require particular contextual
situations (as in example [4], from Huang, 2007, where the implicature critically
depends on the context). Because of their association with certain forms of
words, generalized conversational implicature, although in principle tied to cer-
tain (common or specific) contextual situations, are close to Grice’s conventional
implicature (sometimes called semantic implicature), which arises from (conven-
tional) linguistic meanings of particular words and grammatical structures (e.g.
but conventionally implicates contrast between the connected propositions).
While Grice’s concept of (conversational) implicature seems to be well accepted
by scholars, his introduction of generalized and particularized implicature, as
well as conventional implicature, has been subject to some controversy (see
Bach, 1994; 1999; Sperber & Wilson, 1995). Grice’s (1989) “total signification of an
utterance” could for the most part be represented as in Figure 4.
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TOTAL SIGNIFICATION of an utterance

what is SAID what is IMPLICATED
_'_'_,_/""'"’
CONVENTIONALLY CONVERSATIONALLY
‘-*“"{f‘h“'“h
GENERALIZED PARTICULARIZED

FIGURE 4. GRICE’S TAXONOMY OF SIGNIFICATION, FROM PRESUMPTIVE MEANINGS:
THE THEORY OF GENERALIZED CONVERSATIONAL IMPLICATURE (P. 13), BY S. LEVINSON, 2000,
CaMBRIDGE, MA: MIT PRrEss.

PARALLELS BETWEEN LEXICAL
AND INTERSENTENTIAL RELATIONS

Semantic plane

As the examples above suggest, there is a striking correspondence between lexi-
cal and sentential semantic relations. This correspondence is scarcely explicitly
and thoroughly stated, the closest to which I have found in a semantics work-
book (Gregory, 2000, p. 27, from which example [5] is taken), which notes the
parallel, with the subset relation (S) corresponding to entailment/implication
(—). Therein, gradable oppositeness is called antonymy i, complementarity anton-
ymy ii, and contrariety simply incompatibility.

[5]
Hyponymy ACB Implication P—Q
Synonymy ACSBandBES A Paraphrase (P—Q) A (Q—P)
Antonymy i A € ~Band B € ~A Incompatibility(P — ~Q) A (Q — ~P)
Antonymyii  A=~B Contradiction P =~Q

Still, the correspondence between hyponymy as relation of inclusion and en-
tailment as logical consequence does not always hold (see e.g. Cruse 2000, p. 151),
and consequently the same goes for other correspondences presented in [5].

A similar overview is given by Lébner (2002, p. 77), though he speaks of logical
relations between words (equivalence, subordination, incompatibility, comple-
mentarity), analogous to, but different from what he calls meaning relations (e.g.
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synonymy or hyponymy). Also somewhat similarly, Allan (1986/2014) speaks of
semantic relations between “language expressions” (p. 174), including synony-
my, hyponymy and antonymy, and treats them (essentially) as relations between
propositions. Thus, synonymy is defined as symmetric semantic implication
(equivalence) between propositions, hyponymy is defined in terms of asymmet-
ric semantic implication (entailment), and antonymy as relation holding be-
tween a proposition and its negation.

Elsewhere, sentential /propositional relations are correlated to lexical seman-
tic relations in terms of diagnostic for the latter’s identification. E.g. Cruse (1986)
notes regarding:

(a) hyponymy that “X will be said to be a hyponym of if A is f{X) entails but is
not entailed by Ais f{Y)” (pp. 88-89);

(b) (cognitive) synonymy between X and Y that “any grammatical declarative
sentence S containing X has equivalent truth-conditions to another sentence S;,
which is identical to S except that X is replaced by Y” (p. 88);

(c) antonymy that “a statement containing one member of an antonym pair
stands in a relation of contrariety with the parallel statement containing the
other term” (p. 204).

Thus, if hyponymy is defined in terms of entailment, synonymy, as Lyons
(1995) points out, “may be defined in terms of symmetrical hyponymy” (p. 127;
see Lyons, 1968, p. 455), i.e. symmetrical entailment or equivalence (this is what
he terms descriptive synonymy, i.e. identity of purely descriptive meaning).

Both antonymy and the lexical relation of incompatibility are defined in terms
of contrariety (Cruse, 1986; Lyons 1968; see also Lobner, 2002), i.e. the intersen-
tential relation of incompatibility, as referred to in [5], or “entailment and nega-
tion”, as Lyons (1995) puts it (p. 128). Lyons (1968; 1995) sees complementarity as
a special case of incompatibility, which allows only for two-member lexical sets.
On the other hand, Cruse (1986) points out that complementarity, similarly to
gradable antonymy, is “to some extent a matter of degree”, and speaks of “a con-
tinuum between contradiction and contrariety”, with the “intermediate points
along this continuum” being “occupied by cases for which intermediate values
are to a greater or lesser degree unexpected, or difficult to conceive of” (pp. 200-
201). Examples that he suggests include the “typical” complementaries male and
female, given “the existence of hermaphrodites and animals of totally indetermi-
nate sex”, as well as the complementaries dead and alive, with modalities repre-
sented by ghosts and vampires (p. 201). While Cruse’s challenging of binary exclu-
siveness of complementaries is sound (see also Brinton, 2000, for more exam-
ples), the examples given strike as dubious or oversimplified, because they
assume two poles and variants that fall between them, which is “a matter of de-
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gree”. They imply that sex modalities can simply be defined in terms of degree of
maleness/femaleness, and that the mythical undead creatures (such as vam-
pires) can be defined with respect to degree of “aliveness/deadness” (when in
fact they may well have characteristics that neither alive nor dead creatures
have). These examples seem better treated as instances of incompatibility sets,
suggesting that in some cases apparent complementarity is, in fact, reduced in-
compatibility, which is related to the mentioned Lyons’ view of complementari-
ty as a special case of incompatibility.

But it would also seem that (gradable) antonyms, too, are special cases of in-
compatibility. It is suggested that these cases represent binary incompatibles
(e.g. Murphy, 2006). But being of scalar nature, they involve middle ground: e.g.
between good and bad we have something like average or indifferent (neither good
nor bad), which indicates that good, indifferent and bad form an incompatibility
set (note that middle member or members are not lexicalized in some cases of
gradable antonymy). Hence, incompatibility (example [6a]) and its scalar sub-
type called antonymy (6b), are both parallel with sentential contrariety (which
can hold between more than two propositions, as in [6a-b]). Complementariness
as a binary case of incompatibility is parallel to contradiction as a binary case of
contrariety (6c).

[6]
a. It is a mouse. - It is a rabbit. - It is a cat. - It is a dog. - ...
b. This is a good. - This is average. - This is bad.
c. She is a member. - She is a non-member.

As expected, word senses contribute to the tautological and contradictory
character of single sentences. Some examples are given in [7a-b], which illus-
trate tautology, and [7c-e], which represent the contradiction. In [7a] tautology
is produced by equating the synonymous expressions bachelor and unmarried (i.e.
equating that which is inherently equivalent; note also that, similar to example
[2a], the proposition in [7a] could analogously be analysed as subsuming the two
conjoined equivalent propositions this (person) is a bachelor, implied by this bache-
lor, and this person is unmarried). Tautology can also be induced by hyponymous
expressions if the hyponymic predicate precedes the hypernymic one, making
the latter redundant (7b). In [7c] contradiction is induced by equating the con-
tradictory expressions bachelor and married (with the implied this person is a bach-
elor and this person is married correspondingly constituting a contradictory
relation). But conjoining (other) incompatibles also produces contradictoriness

(7d-e).
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(7]

a. This bachelor is unmarried.

b. This bachelor is a human. / This is a bachelor and a human.
c. This bachelor is married.
d. This bachelor is tall and short.

e. This mouse is a rabbit.

Pragmatic plane

Let us now include pragmatic relations and consider a possibility of a lexical
sense relation that would correspond to the implicature in a way similar to that
of the correlation between hyponymy and entailment. Of particular interest are
so-called Q- or Horn-scales from which Q-/scalar implicatures arise. A prototyp-
ical Q-/Horn-scale can be defined as in [8] (Huang, 2007, p. 38; see Horn, 2004),
where S stands for ‘semantically strong expression” and W stands for ‘semanti-
cally weak expression’.

(8]
Prototype Q- or Horn-scales
For <S, W= to form a Q- or Horn-scale,
(i) A(S) entails A(W) for some arbitrary sentence frame A;

(ii) S and W are equally lexicalized, of the same word class, and from the
same register; and

(iii) S and W are ‘about’ the same semantic relation, or from the same seman-

tic field.

Some examples of these scales include the quantifiers <all, most, some>, articles
<the, a>, degree adjectives such as <hot, warm> or <excellent, good>, modals <neces-
sarily, possibly>, adverbs like <always, often, sometimes>, verbs such as <adore, love,
like>, etc. (Horn, 1989, p. 232; Levinson, 2000, p. 79). The use of an item from a
scale entails items lower (rightwards) on the scale, and implicates negation of
items higher (leftwards) on the scale. For instance, all and most entail some, while
some and most implicate not all. The idea behind these Q-implicatures is that hear-
ers are entitled to infer that the speaker, by using a semantically weaker expres-
sion, does not know the stronger statement, i.e. the one with the informationally
richer expression (leftmost items on the scale are informationally richer than
rightwards ones) to be true (see also Horn, 1972; Levinson, 2000, pp. 79-81). “But
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when the stronger value is less economical than the weaker one, no Q-implica-
ture is triggered” (Horn, 2004, p. 16).

If, for example, all entails some, then all could be seen as a hyponym of some.
Analogously, if some implicates not all, it could be said that some is a “pragmatic
hyponym” of not all. On the other hand, not all also implicates some, so the impli-
cature relation is bilateral, symmetrical. The bilateral implicature could be
called “pragmatic equivalence” (which could be symbolized by <+>), and bilateral
pragmatic hyponymy would, thus, be a “pragmatic synonymy”. In some similar
cases there is also pragmatic synonymy/equivalence (see [9]), while regularly
the relation seems to be at least unilateral, i.e. hyponymic, so that for a Q-scale
<Xy, Xgy o, Xy > ~X 1.

[9]
Some students came. <+> Not all students came.
It will possibly happen. <+> It will not necessarily happen.
He comes sometimes. <+> He does not come often.

Huang (2007) also speaks of I-scales and represents them as [x, y], where y+>Ix
(p. 47). To clarify, according to the I-principle, a semantically general expression
I-implicates a more specific interpretation in line with the most stereotypical
and explanatory expectation given our knowledge about the world, a case of
which is the inference to stereotype (Huang, 2007, p. 47), exemplified in [10].

[10]
Have you met our new nurse? +> Have you met our new female nurse?

In [10] nurse triggers I-implicature female nurse (as a stereotypical example),
whereas female nurse is a hyponym of nurse. This relation is one of bilateral impli-
cation (entailment in one direction, implicature in the other), which again can be
considered a pragmatic equivalence. Huang (2017) gives more examples such as
those in [9] and [10], treating them as instances of lexical narrowing.

CONCLUSION

Understanding correspondences between intersentential and lexical semantic
relations provides for clearer understanding of both level relations. Seen from
the perspective of sense inclusion/exclusion, major paradigmatic lexical seman-
tic relations are shown to belong to two types, hyponymy and incompatibility.
Synonymy is a special, symmetric case of hyponymy, gradable antonymy is sca-
lar incompatibility, and complementary antonymy is binary incompatibility (in
some cases apparent complementaries can be seen as part of wider incompatibil-
ity). On the sentential level, (Iexical) hyponymy largely corresponds to entail-
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ment (semantic implication); synonymy to equivalence (i.e. paraphrase, bilater-
al implication); incompatibility (including gradable antonymy) to contrariety;
and complementarity to contradiction.

Yet, as Cruse (1986) remarks, “it must be remembered that language is de-
signed neither by nor for logicians, and while definitions of sense relations in
terms of logical properties such as entailment are convenient, they are also par-
tially misleading as a picture of the way natural language functions” (p. 200).
This could somewhat be amended by accounting for context-dependent rela-
tions. Analogously to the semantic plane, it is shown that correspondence could
be established between (for the lack of possibly better term) pragmatic hypony-
my and lexically induced implicature, or more specifically between pragmatic
synonymy and bilateral implicature (i.e. “pragmatic equivalence”).
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MaPKo M. JAHURMJEBHR

JPXABHH YHUBEP3UTET Y HoBOM [1A3APY
OJE/BEE 3A JPYWITBEHE HAYKE

KOPECMOHAEHUMJA U3MERY TEKCUUKHMX U MERYPEYEHMYHUX OJJHOCA:
CEMAHTHYKE WU MPATMATHUYKE NEPCNEKTHUBE

Caucetiak

MlpeiMeT pafia Cy CeMaHTUYKe U MparMaTudke kopesauuje usmely (me-
hy)peyeHnuHMX U TeKCUYKKX OfHOCA. LIUJb je YCTAaHOBUTH CUCTEMATCKE KOope-
crioHieHvje u3Mel)y riaBHux (mapagurMaTcKux) IEKCUYKUX 1 Mefypeuenny-
HUX OJJHOCA ¥ IIOKa3aTy KOPHCHOCT THX KOPEeCIIOHAeHIIMja 3a pa3yMeBame Ha-
BeZIEHUX ofHOCa. [locMaTpaHU JIEKCMYKU OJHOCU OJyXBaTajy CUHOHUMWU]Y,
AHTOHMMU]Y, XUIIOHUMU)Y ¥ MHKOMITATUOUIIHOCT, a MehypeyeHnYHU cemaH-
TUYKY UMIIMKALUjy, UMIIJIMKATypPy, eKBUBaJEHLIN]Y, KOHTPapHOCT U KOHTpa-
IUKIY)Y (Y3 OCBPT Ha KOHTPAAWKIUjy U TayTOJIOTH]jy Kao CBOjCTBA MOjeluHAY-
HUX pedyeHuIia). XUmoresa paja je ga MehypeueHnIHu OHOCH y BEIMKOj MEpH

MARKO M. JANICJEVIC 137



HAVKA BE3 TPAHUIIA III / SCIENCE BEYOND BOUNDARIES 111 / HAYKA BE3 TPAHUI] III

OIIOHAIlIajy JIEKCUYKe 1 Ha CEeMaHTUUYKOM U Ha ITparMaTU4KOM IIJIaHy, Y3 pesep-
BY C 003MpOM Ha TeMeJbHY PasjMKy y CJI0XKEHOCTH n3Mel)y JIeKCHUYKOT U pede-
HUYHOT HUBOA. [IpyMemeHa MeTON0/I0THja 3aCHOBaHa je Ha CeJIEKTUBHOj CHH-
Te3U JIUTepaType, yKbydyjyhu cTyauje pesieBaHTHe CriefuprIHO 3a TOCMaTpa-
He Kopesanyje JIeKCMYKUX U MelhypeyeHWYHHX OJHOCA, Kao U OIITHje
ayTOpUTaTHMBHE CEMaHTUYKe Y IMHIBUCTHUYKE U3BOpe Kao ucxoauiiHe. Heke on
MambKaBOCTU Y CEeMaHTUUKOj JIUTepaTypyu KOjuUMa OBaj paf IOKJamba MaXiby
THYY Ce HejacHe Kopesanyje usMel)y ekcnukux u MeljypeueHMUHMX 0fiHOCA U
pestaTUBHO HeozipeheHUX AedUHMUIIMja 1 OTICcera JIEKCUYKKX 0HOCa, KOjU 3a 110~
CJIeVIIly UMajy AyOO3HO ITOVIMarbe BUXOBUX Kopetanyja.

[IpBO je faT KpaTak MperJyes OAHOCa, OYeB of fepUHUIIM]ja 1 OTICeTa JIeKCHY-
KUX OZIHOCA, KOjU Ce TIOCMATpajy Kao ofHOCH usMely cMuciia peun. [peryes Me-
hypedennunmx omHOCa, MOpes JTOTMIKUX (IPOTIO3ULMOHNX) CEMAHTUYKUX O
HOCa, 0dyXBaTa U TUIIOBE UMIUIMKATYpPe Kao IMparMaTU4YKOr 0JHOCa aHATIOTHOT
CEeMaHTHYKOj UMIUIMKaLMju. [IoTOM Cy padMoTpeHe mapaseste usmely sexcry-
KUX U MelypedeHMYHNX OZHOCA U BUXOB TPETMaH Y JINTEPATYpPH, IITO je Z0-
JlaTHO OCBETJ/IMJIO IOMMabe U KopeJalyje IOCMaTpaHUX JIeKCUYKUX OJIHOCa.

Tokasyje ce zia, U3 MEPCIIEKTUBE YK/bYIE€HOCTH/UCK/bYYEHOCTH CMUCIIA, 110~
CMaTpaHU NapaurMaTCKU JIEKCUYKY OAHOCH ClIafiajy y ABa TUIIA, ¥ TO XUIIOHU-
MU]jy ¥ MHKOMIIaTUOUIHOCT. Ha peyeHNnYHOM HUBOY, (JIEKCUYKa) XUITOHUMIUja
BEeJIMKUM JIeJIOM OfirOBapa CeMaHTWYKOj UMIVIMKALUj1, CHHOHUMMYja €KBUBa-
JIEHIUjU, MHKOMIATUOWIHOCT (yK/bydyjyiu cTereHOBaHy aHTOHMMU)Y) KOH-
TPapHOCTH, a KOMIJIeMeHTapHa aHTOHMMMja KOHTPaAUKLMju. AHAJIOTHO ce-
MaHTHYKOM IIJIaHY, [T0Kasyje ce KopecroHgeHnuja usmel)y (y Hemocratky do-
JbEr TEepPMUHA) MparMaTUdyKe XUIIOHUMUje W JIEKCMYKU YCJIOBJ/bEHE
MMIUIMKAType, OBHOCHO n3Mel)y mparmMaTuike CMHOHUMHU]je U 000CMepHe NM-
rKarype (,,iparMaTyke eKBUBaseHLuje").

KJby4He pedn: TIEKCUIKY OZHOCH; MelypeueHIHY 0JHOCH; JIOTUYKa CEMaHTH-
Ka; IMIUIMKATypa; IparMaTiyKa XUIOHNMYja.
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