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THKH, (IIOTIOJIHEHHS CIIOBApHOTO 3araca, pa3BUTHE HAaBBIKOB CBSI3HOW pedd, (pOpMHpOBaHHE SI3BIKOBOI
YYTKOCTH, TOJEPAaHTHOTO OTHOLIEHWS K MHOI000pa3Hio KynabTyp). BO3MOXHOCTE ommcaHus cioB
IIOCPECTBOM HIeorpadUuecknx METOAWK, Ha Hall B3IJIAJ, OKa3bIBAIOTCS OCOOECHHO 3HAYMMBIM UL
KPBIMCKOTO PETHOHA, MPEICTaBILIONIEro co0oi YHHKaIbHBIA (EHOMEH CYIIECTBOBAHUS HApOIOB, MX
MHOT'OHALIMOHAIIBHBIX KYJIBTYP U S3BIKOB.

B momoOHOH MOMMIMHTBOKYBTYPHOH CHUTYalliM BECOMBIM SIBJISETCSI 3HAaHHE HECKOJIBKHX S3HIKOB,
IpuoOLIeHNe K MONUKYIETYpHOMY Hacnenuo. M3secTHo, 4o B Kprimy nposkuBaer cBeime 110 Hammit u
HApOAHOCTEH, KOTOpbIe OEpeXHO XpaHAT W Pa3BHBAIOT CBOH S3BIK. JIOMUHHPYIOIIMMH HPU3HAIOTCS
YKPauHCKUH, pyCCKUH M KpbIMCKOTaTapcKuil. I103TOMy He TOIBKO 3HAKOMCTBO C 3TUMHM S3bIKAMH, HO U
3HaHHE UX OyAeT MONE3HBIM JUIS yJaIluXCs, 1a U VIS BCeX KUTeTeH MoIyocTpoBa.

Co3naHue TpPeXbBA3BIYHOIO HIeorpauueckoro cioBaps sl cpefHed o0meoOpa3oBaTebHON
LIKOJIBI TIOMOXKET PELIUTh MHOTO 3a]a4 o0y4arouero Mmopsijka U B KauecTBE CBOECOOPA3HOrO y4eOHOro
rnocobust Oyner, Oe3yclIOBHO, NOJE3HBIM B (HOPMUPOBAHUU SI3BIKOBOM M  KYJIBTYPOJIOTHYECKON
KOMITETEHIIUH yJalencs: MOJIOJEKH.
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THE PROBLEM OF MEANING
R. Dudok
Ivan Franko National University of L'viv

B cratbe nenaercst nomeiTka OOBSICHUTH Pa3HOOOPA3HBIE CMBICIIBI CJIOBA KOTOPbIE, TPAaJUIMOHHO
OIMCHIBAIOTCS KaK pa3HbIe 3HAYCHUS CJI0Ba. B craThe Moka3aHo, Kak 3HAYCHUE CII0BA ()YHKIIMOHHPYET B
CHCTEME f3bIKa, COXpaHSIs CBOM HWHBapUAHTHbIE (CTAOWIbHBIE) KOMIIOHEHTHl. ABTOp CTaTbU
AQHAIM3UPYET KaK CEMaHTHYECKUH MEXaHU3M HMOPOKACHHS MHOTOYMCICHHBIX PAa3HBIX CMBICIOB CJIOBa,
TaK ¥ COOCTBEHHOE 3HAYEHHE TeX KOMIIOHEHTOB, C KOTOPBIMH CJIOBO COYETAETCS U KOTOPBIE SIBISIOTCS
KIIIOYOM K IojiceMuu cioBa. Ocoboe BHUMaHUE YNIEJICHO JUCKYCCHH JBYX Hay4YHBIX HAIPaBJICHUH B
COBPEMEHHOW JIMHIBUCTHKE: Pe(epeHTHOMY M (DYHKIIMOHAIBHOMY MOIXOAAM HCCIIEIOBAHUS 3HAUYCHUS
CJIOBa.

KioueBble cj0Ba: WHBAapHAaHTHOE 3HAYEHHE, PEPEPEHTHBIH IIOAXOJ, OTHOLICHHE CJIOBO-
MIOHATHE, KOHTEKCTYAJIBHBIH IIOAXO0/, TOJIMCEMAHTHIECKIE SANHUIIBI

VY crarti pobOuthest crnpoba MOSCHUTH YHCICHHI PI3HOMAHITHI CMHCIH CJIOBa, SIKI TPaaMI{IHHO
OINCYIOThCS SIK Pi3HI 3HAUCHHS CJIOBA. Y CTATTI NOKAa3aHO, SIK 3HAUCHHS CJI0BA (PYHKLIOHYE Yy CHCTEMI
MOBHM, 30epiraroun  cBoi  iHBapiaHTHI (CTaOinbHI) KOMIOHEHTH. ABTOp CTaTTi aHaJi3ye sK
CEeMaHTUYHHHA MeEXaHi3M MOPO/DKEHHS YHCICHHUX PI3HUX CMHCIIB CJIOBA, TaK i BIACHE 3HAYCHHS
THX KOMIIOHEHTIBIO, 3 KOTPHMH CJIOBO CIIOJIy4a€ThCsl Ta KOTPI € KII0YEM [0 IMoJticeMil ciioBa. 3HauHy
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yBary 30Cepe/PKeHO Ha AMCKYCIl JBOX HAYKOBHX HANpPSIMIB y Cy4acHii JIHBICTHLI: pedepeHTHOMY Ta
(YHKIIOHAIPHOMY MiJX0JaM DOCIIDKECHHS 3HAYECHHS CJIOBA.

KirouoBi ciioBa: iHBapiaHTHe 3Ha4€HHs, peEepPEHTHHIl MiAXi[, BiIHOLICHHS CJIOBO-TIOHSTTS,
KOHTEKCTYaJIbHUHN MiJXif, OJIiICEeMAaHTUYHI JIIHIBICTUYHI OJMHUII

The present article is an attempt to give some reasonable explanation of kaleidoscopic variability
of numerous senses traditionally ascribed to different meanings of the word. It is shown in the article
how the word meanings "work" in the system of the language preserving their invariant meanings.
Much attention is given both to revealing the semantic mechanism responsible for producing numerous
different senses of a single pair of words and to the independent meaning of the second components,
which is the key to their polysemy. Special attention is focused on discussing two schools of thought in
present-day linguistics due to the above-mentioned problem: these are the referential and the functional
approaches.

Key words: invariant meaning; referential approach, word-concept relationship, contextual
approach, polysemantic linguistic units

While examining the meanings of the relatives one has to proceed from certain general principles,
for the meaning of any one word in its purely theoretical aspect is a particular case of the linguistic
problem of meaning in general. Although semasiology (=semantics) has long been recognized as the most
important as well as the most difficult and complicated branch of linguistics, it is the very branch which
until recently has been badly neglected as compared to phonology and morphology.

One of the probable reasons for this is evidently the fact that it is much more difficult to determine
the general principles at work in semantics than, say, in phonology, morphology or syntax. Another
reason is that many linguists (notably American) have been making attempts to analyse linguistic
structures without reference to meaning because they seem to have come to doubt the very possibility for
meaning to be studied as objectively and as rigorously as phonology or morphology. The complexity of
this problem lies in its very nature: while phonology and grammar are purely and entirely linguistic
disciplines, the problem of meaning inevitably involves philosophy, logic and psychology and even
sociology. The above considerations may well account for the fact that there has not as yet appeared any
satisfactory and comprehensive general theory of semantics even in its outlines. The definition of
semantics as "the study of meaning" is, as J. Lyons has wittily, observed, the only point of agreement
among scholars [3,p.402]. But as soon as they come to consider particular aspects of the subject they
show "a bewildering variety of approaches to the definition and determination of "meaning"[4,p.403]. In
consequence of this great variety of approaches, there appears a still greater number of various definitions
of meaning.

It is only natural that this state of things in the general theory of meaning is reflected in different
quantities and qualities of meanings of most of the words in lexicographical works - mainly in various
dictionaries and special studies of certain groups of words. The authors have been making great efforts to
work out certain general principles or techniques for describing different meanings of one and the same
word as well as some objective reliable criteria to distinguish one from another, and their views may be
roughly divided into two major groups with two varieties in each, depending on the way of approach to
this problem.

As R.S. Ginzburg has pointed out, there are two schools of thought in present-day linguistics
representing the main lines of contemporary thinking on the problem [2,p.23]. These are the referential
and the functional approaches. The adherents of the first school of thoughts endeavor to establish the
interdependence between words and a) things or b) concepts they refer to (hence the term "referential
approach"), while those holding the views of the second school investigate the function of a word in
speech (hence the term "referential approach") and show much more interest in a) how meaning actually
works in speech than in b) what meanings is. In what follows below these points will be discussed in
detail.

1. Referential approach.

a) Work-thing relationship. According to this view the meaning of a particular word is actually
identified with a thing or, to put it more generally, with an object of reality referred to or denoted by this
word. This is the most important traditional and purely practical way of identifying the meaning and may
be best illustrated by different meanings as they are given in dictionaries, as, for example, the meanings
of the word "head', n. et al. 1. the part of the body (they cut his head off, sub 1); 2.
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the whole body (the head of a family, sub 4); 3. the top or highest part (at the head of the page, sub 7); 4.
a body of water kept at a certain height, sub 8). ALD it is easy to see that the different parts and the
different bodies are described here as the different meanings of this word respectively. Now, apart from
the main objection that the bodies and parts, etc. are extra-linguistic entities while meanings proper are
components of a certain linguistic system, it is not clear why the whole body should be denoted by the
same word as its part, on the one hand, and what other meanings this word may still have, that is to say,
what other bodies and parts are to be so denoted, on the other, for the list of the things ("heads") is surely
not exhaustive. One thing however is quite clear and that is that we deal in this way with particular more
or less typical cases of usage which do not always provide a clear-cut explanation as to why a certain
novel object of reality has been named so and how this new usage should be interpreted (on the part of a
reader).

b) Word-concept relationship. The authors holding this view contend that it is not the objects of
reality but the corresponding notions or concepts that constitute the word meanings, which invites
objections on the part of linguists, creating one of the most complicated and intricate problems - that of
differentiating between meaning and concept, for the latter is also an extra-linguistic entity belonging to
logic, whereas linguistics, or semantics, to be more precise, must have ifs own specific object of study -
the meaning. Besides, concepts are by far more numerous than words of any language, hence the
conclusion that a word is inevitably to be associated with more than one concept, which gives rise to the
questions already considered above: the concept of a part is certainly different from that of a whole body.
Moreover, the concept of any one object of reality varies with the age of the speakers, their knowledge,
profession, etc. and it would scarcely be possible, without a dangerous stretch of imagination, to conceive
how people could communicate and convey their thoughts by means of words which do not have exactly
the same meanings (=concepts) for the speaker as for the hearer.

2. Functional or contextual approach. Unlike the above two, this treatment of the subject is purely
linguistic, for the meaning of a word in this case is said to be determined by the context, that is to say, by
the immediate environment of the word in a sentence and is expressed in terms of word collocations. In
other words, without any further inquiry into what exactly it is the meaning of a word is identified with a
certain rule or type of usage determined by various distributional formulae deduced from the context
containing the word in question. Thus, the verb “to drop” is assumed to have the following meanings
depending on the preceding or the following words in the context: s & e would drop. The wind had
dropped. Her voice dropped. I dropped my handkerchief.- He dropped a hint. You should drop that habit
[1,p.47]. Similarly, adjectives, as St. Ullmann observes, “are apt to change their meaning according to the
noun they qualify” [5,p.160]. Thus, the adjective blind depends for its various meanings on the noun it
modifies: blind valley; blind wall; blind arch, blind hedge; blind stitch, etc [4,p.35 ff]. this kind of
contextual meanings (defined surely not without the influence of translation) can by no means be
regarded as mere sense interpretation of the English word collocations in sense terms of some other
language, for most of the English authors extensively use the same technique to define the meanings of
certain words in one and the same language. As, for example, the following meanings of the word out
(adv. part)) in ALD: “Combined with verbs to express: a) sudden activity — A fire broke out (sub 3); b)
disappearance — The stains will wash out (sub 4); c) clearness or loudness — Speak out, please! (sub 6);
d) to suggest distance — I'm living out in the country (sub 8); e) to express distribution or circulation —
to hand things out, to pay out money (sub. 10), etc.

A careful examination of these and other definitions of meanings shows, in the first place that the
contextual approach, though proclaimed to be purely linguistic and rigorously objective, is in the long run
nothing but the same referential approach in a linguistic disguise. Indeed, if collected, all the words co-
occuring with the word /ead in the context describing the part of the (human) body will no doubt differ from
those combining with it when it denotes a whole body, that is, a single person. And the only possible
conclusion to be drawn (based on these objective linguistic data) is that the word in question must have two
different meanings, which will only confirm linguistically the direct reference of the same word to different
objects of reality as its respective different meanings. Moreover, different heads, say, that of an elephant and of
an insect, if properly described, will certainly have each its own specific set of words denoting its characteristic
features. Shall we next infer from these different sets of context containing the same word /ead that it has
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different meanings?

It is seen at once that this method, if logically extended, will yield almost as many different
meanings of the word as many different words it combines with. It is also quite evident that context with
its speech patterns and typical arrangements of linguistic units is indeed of paramount importance mainly
for the reader (header) who has to read off the sense of the ready-made context. With the speaker (writer),
however, things are different: he has to create the context, hence he is expected to use each word in the
pattern according to its linguistic (structural) value — some sort of invariant meaning indispensable and
sufficient for an unambiguous expression of his own thoughts and feelings and attitude to what he is
saying in the particular situation he happens to find himself in. and it is precisely here that foreign
students of English (and perhaps not only foreigners for that matter) are treacherously misguided by this
purely surface method. For even after learning, with due diligence, all those meanings a student is first
puzzled by their incredible and chaotic diversity, ranging, as above, from “sudden activity” or “distance”
to “loudness” or “distribution”. Then he starts wondering what other possible meanings this word may
still have, that is to say, where else he may use the word properly. And that is where this method fails him
badly providing very little, if any, help in his desperate efforts to grasp the general idea — the invariant
meaning underlying the use of the word and thus to grope out for himself certain rules how to understand
and use the word in question. Indeed, it is perhaps next to impossible for him to find out any feature
common to “sudden activity”, “distance”, “loudness”, “disappearance”, “distribution”, etc. that would
serve him as a guiding line for his own proper use and exact understanding of the word.

In general, contextual meanings, however detailed and typical, are mere explanations of what has
once been said in a certain context, which does not always fit in very well with what the speaker (reader)
has to say or to interpret in a different situation or context respectively. Thus, even with a perfect
knowledge of the above contextual meanings of the adjective blind a foreign student will no doubt find it
difficult to understand what exactly a blind rock or a blind turn is, and the first thing for him to do will be
to try to apply and adjust each of the above meanings in turn until he comes to what may happen to
appear as a satisfactory solution, guessing thus rather than exactly understanding the actual feature of the
object that has attracted the name blind in English.

Summing up the discussion, one should say that the contextual approach cannot provide a foreign
student with an adequate helpful knowledge of a) how he should exactly interpret an unusual use of a
particular word b) how, at a later stage of learning the language, his own particular thought should be
properly expressed. The knowledge of the general or invariant meaning of any one word, as opposed to its
particular contextual sense, may give a foreign student a firm helping hand in his first, shaky steps along
the long slippery novel path yet to be groped out.

The contextual approach in its essence and practice, however, denies the very notion of the invariant
word meaning independent of context by asserting: “the word exists only through the context and is
nothing in itself”’, which, as St. Ullmann has rightly observed, is neither accurate nor realistic [5,p.48 ff],
for it is difficult to see how several “nothings in themselves” could come to mean something if put
together. No, we shall stress here emphatically that every word by definition has its own independent
meaning determined by the lexico-semantic system of language and it is this meaning that is supposed to
direct the use of the word in all possible contexts. We shall now proceed to discuss at length what this
meaning is and how it functions occurring in a great variety of contexts.
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