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The Search for the Shared Semantic Core
of All Languages

Cliff Goddard
University of New England, Australia

1.0 Introduction

Every theory starts with certain assumptions. The initial assumption of the
natural semantic metalanguage theory is that the meanings expressible in any
language can be adequately described within the resources of that language, i.e.
that any natural language is adequate as its own semantic metalanguage.

The theory began as a method of lexical semantic analysis based on reductive
paraphrase; that is, on the idea that the meaning of any semantically complex
word can be explicated by means of an exact paraphrase composed of simpler,
more intelligible words than the original (Wierzbicka 1972). The reductive
paraphrase method enables one to avoid getting tangled up in circularity and
terminological obscurity, two problems which dog most other semantic methods.
Simplicity and clarity are the watchwords, and to this end no technical terms,
neologisms, logical symbols, or abbreviations are allowed in reductive
paraphrase explications — only plain words from ordinary natural language.

If it is possible to do semantic analysis using reductive paraphrase and at the
same time ‘eoid circularity, then it follovg thatevery natural language must
contain a nn-arbitrary and irreducible semantic core which would be left after all
the decomposable expressions had beem wéhl This semanticore mushave a
language-like structure, with a lexicon of indefinable expressions (semantic
primes) anda grammar, i.e. some principles governing how the lexical elements
can be combined. The semantic primes and their principles of combination would
constitute a kind of mini-language with the same expressive power as a full natural
language; hence the term “natural semantic metalanguage”.

The assumption of the “meta-semantic adequacy” of natural languages can of
course be questioned or disputed. But if it is valid, it would have very important
consequences for linguistics, and so it deserves to be taken seriously. The
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appropriate procedure is to try to make the assumption work for us and see how
far we can go with it. In other words, we should try to build a system of semantic
representation based on natural language, and see what happens. Will we
encounter insuperable difficulties or will we achieve powerful descriptive and
explanatory outcomes? Or perhaps the venture will work out well in some
respects and not so well in others; there is no reason to aaspritgi that it is

an all or nothing affair.

If languages all have irreducible semantic cores, how do we find them?
Presumably by experimentation; i.e. by an extensive program of trial and error
attempts to explicate meanings of diverse types, aiming always to reduce the
terms of the explications to the smallest and most versatile set. This is exactly
what Anna Wierzbicka has done over a period of thirty years (and continues to
do), in conjunction with a growing community of NSM scholarship. The set of
60 or so semantic primes, iiadefinable meanings, whicWierzbicka (1996)
has proposed iSemantics: Primes and Universalee the fruit of that program
of research, which, it must be stressed, is not yet regarded as complete.

When Wierzbicka and colleagues claim tivai, BECAUSE, andGooD, for
example, are semantic primes, the claim is that the meanings of these words are
essential for explicating the meanings of numerous other words and grammatical
constructions, and that they cannot themselves be explicated in a non-circular
fashion. The same applies to other examples of semantic primes sycloas:
SOMEONE SOMETHING, THIS, HAPPEN, MOVE, KNOW, THINK, WANT, SAY, WHERE,

WHEN, NOT, MAYBE, LIKE, KIND OF, PART OF Notice that all these terms identify
simple and intuitively intelligible meanings which are grounded in ordinary
linguistic experience. This fact has important consequences.

For many linguists and logicians working in other frameworks, nothing is
more mysterious and intangible than meaning. But adopting reductive paraphrase
as a way of grasping and stating meanings makes meanings concrete, tangible.
Above all, it makes statements about meanings testable — because explications
couched in natural language can be directly or indirectly substituted in place of
the expressions they are intended to represent, and so can be submitted to the test
of substitutionsalvo sensult all depends on the fact that explications in ordinary
language are intelligible to native speakers.

The NSM approach kgpoved to be an extremely productive one. There have
been literally hundreds of descriptivampirical stidies carried out within the
framework — into aspects of lexical, grammatical and illocutionary semantics, into
cultural pragmatics, and, more receptiyto aspe& of universal grammar and
typology. This work will be briefly reviewed later; for the moment it is simply
mentimed that a wide spread of languages is involved aside from English,
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including: Arrernte, Chinese, Ewe, French, German, Italian, Japanese, Lao, Malay,
Mangad®a-Mbula, Maori, Polish, Russian, Spanish, and Yankunytjatjara.

Using the NSM approach it has repeatedly proved possible to defy the
skeptics and to “define the indefinable”, i.e. to explicate semantic nuances which
have been claimed to be either impossible or excruciatingly difficult to describe.
A couple of examples will help. Chomsky (1987:21) remarks: “Anyone who has
attempted to define a word precisely knows that this is an extremely difficult
matter, involving intricate and complex properties. Ordinary dictionary
definitions do not come close to characterising the meaning of words.” To
illustrate this point, one of Chomsky’s examples is the visual vocabulary: words
such aswatch, glare, gaze, scrutinisetc. It is, of course, unclear how Chomsky
himself would go about explicating the meanings of these — or any other —
words, since his own proposals about meaning have been sketchy at best.

The meanings of language-specific “visual” words are not difficult to
explicate, however, within a reductive paraphrase framework. To give single
example (cf. Wierzbicka 1996:251-253; Goddard 1998):

(1) X waswatchingY =

for some time X was doing something
because X thought:
when something happens in this place
| want to see it
because X was doing this, X could see Y during this time

For Chomsl’s equally anti-semdic predecessor, Leonard Bloomfield, the
standardexamples of words whose meanirggaild notbe defined precisely were
emotian terms: “we have no precise way of defining words ldwee and hate
which concern situations which have not been accurately classified” (1933:139).
There is, however, an extensive bod§ descriptie semarnts of emotion
terminology (€. Wierzbicka 1999). Again, to give just a single example:

(2) Xfeltenvious=

X felt something bad
because X thought like this about someone else:
something good happened to this person
it didn’t happen to me
this is bad
| want things like this to happen to me
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As a final example, we can consider a word from the family of causative
verbs.Break (trans.) is often defined simply (and simplistically) as ‘cause to
break (intr.)’. The NSM explication below (for one meaning, perhaps the most
central meaning, dfreak) is more elaborate, but considerably more explanatory
(cf. Goddard 1998):

(3) Person-Xbroke Y (e.g. Pete broke the window) =

X did something to Y
because of this, something happened to Y at this time
because of this, after this Y was not one thing any more

These explications should underscore the point that although the NSM
approach can be seen as a classical approach to semantics in some respects,
especially in its commitment to semantic description in disquedpositional
terms, it is quite unlike other so-called classical approaches to semantics. First,
NSM explications are not lists of necessary and necessary conditions, or bundles
of semantic features. They are essentially texts composed in a specified minimal
subset of ordinary language. Second, the NSM approach is not linked in any way
with so-called “objectivism”, i.e., the view that linguistic expressions get their
meaning from correspondences with aspects of an objective, language-
independent reality. On the contratiie proposed NSM metalanguage contains
sundry elements which are inherenslybjective, vague, anelvaluational (such
as, for example,IKE andGooD). Third, as can be seen from the examples above,
it is entirely possible to incorporate conceptual prototypes, scenarios, and so on,
within NSM explications.

Up to this point, the exposition has stayed within the realm of one language,
namely English. This is not surprising, nor is it necessarily disturbing. English is
a language that all readers of this book can be presumed to have a good working
knowledge of, and it is the most intensively described of all the world’s
languages. If any method of semantic description is to pass muster it has to be
able to come to grips with semantic description of English. But what about other
languages? It is a truism of linguistics — and rightly so — that languages should be
described in their own terms, and that one should avoid projecting or imposing
the categories of one’s native language upon other languages. Where does this
leave the project of developing a method of semantic description based on
natural language?

Let us go back to basics. The starting assumption is that any natural language
is adequate as its own semantic metalanguage. Hence it follows that just as there
is an irreducible semantic core of the English language, there is an irreducible
semantic core at the heart of any natural language; that is, just as there are
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thousands of natural languages, there thousands of natural semantic
metalanguages. Extensive language-internal semantic analysis in Polish,
Yankunytjatjara, or Lao (for example), would in due course unearth a non-

arbitrary set of indefinable Polish, Yankunytjatjara, or Lao words — the semantic

primes of that language. In tandem with this discovery, one would also discover
the essential (i.e. irreducible) grammar which governs how the primes can be
combined in that language.

If we had various independently established natural semantic metalanguages,
we could then compare them and establish, on a purely inductive basis, in what
respects they were similar and in what respects they were different. Obviously
there would be differences — because Polish, Yankunytjatjara, and Lao are
different languages. Not only would we expect the forms of the semantic primes
to be different, we would expect various language-specific grammatical rules to
be different (e.g. word order, rules of agreement, and inflection). But how
extensive would the similarities be? To what extent would it be possible, for
example, to match up the meanings embodied in the English primes with those
of Polish, Yankunytjatjara, and Lao? To what extent would the combinatorial
patterns of the English metalanguage have analogues in the metalanguages of
other languages?

These questions have been of pressing concern to Wierzbicka and her
colleagues in the NSM framework since the late 1980s. At root, the fundamental
issue is that of universality: theame issuevhich dominates mainstream
discussions of syntax and phonology. As in other areas of linguistics, NSM
semantics has adopted — and sought to test — the hypothesis that there is
substantial universality in both the lexicon and the grammar of semantic
metalanguage. As mentioned, the ideal position from which to bear on the issue
would be to begin with a body of deep semantic analyses carried out on a purely
language-internal basis in a range of diverse languages. But we do not have such
work. There have been many valuable explorations of particular semantic
problems and domains in non-English languages, but (so far) there has been no
broad and thorough working through of the process of lexical decomposition
right down to level of putative semantic primes. Given the amount of intellectual
time and energy needed to conduct such investigations they are unlikely to be
forthcoming, in any numbers, in the immediate future.

Does this mean we are stymied? No, it doesn’t. The viability of the
universality hypothesis can still be tested, to some extent, by a more limited
procedure, which consists of taking the concrete proposals about semantic
primes and their combinatorial properties which have been derived from in-depth
analysis of English and other European languages, and testing their viability in a
set of diverse languages. For example, checking whether there are wavds for



10 CLIFF GODDARD

for coob, for BECAUSE, and so on, in a wide variety of languages; and, if the
answer is yes, checking whether these words have the predicted combinatorial
properties. The first extensive collection of such studies (Goddard and
Wierzbicka Eds 1994) was published @smantic and Lexical Universals —
Theory and Empirical Findingshenceforth: SLU). It focused mainly on the
identity of the semantic primes, rather than on their grammar, and it dealt with
only 39 of the current inventory. Despite these limitations, it was a substantial
enterprise and a worthwhile exploration of the viability of the NSM hypothesis.

The sample of languages was typologically and genetically diverse,
containing only one European language (French). The languages (and authors)
involved were as follows: Acehnese (Mark Durie, Bukhari Daud Mad/ardi
Hasan), Arrernte (Jean Harkins and David Wilkins), Ewe (Felix Ameka), French
(Bert Peeters), Japanesegddyuki Onishi)Kalam (AndrewPawley),Kayardild
(Nicholas Evans), Longgu (Deborah Hill), Mandarin Chinese (Hilary Chappell),
Mangap-Mbula (Robert Bugenhagen), thidesumalpan languages (Kenneth
Hale), Samoan (Ulrike Mosel), Thg§Anthony Diller), Yankunytjatjara (Cliff
Goddard). Unless otherwise indicated, any data about these languages adduced
in this chapter comes from these papers.

The results of the SLU studies were overwhelmingly positive. Almost all the
proposed semantic primes turned out to have identifiable exponents in almost all
the languages. Certainly there were some difficult areas in some languages, and
some interesting analytical issues arose (see next section); but overall, the
hypothesis that the proposed NSM primes have viable exponents in all languages
was substantially borne out.

The next explorationStudies in the Syntax of Universal Semantic Primitives
(Goddard Ed 1997), was focused specifically on the combinatorial properties of
semantic primes. Topics included the grammar of mental predicates in Hawaii
Creole English (Ryo Stanwood) and Japanese (Masayuki Onishi), the grammar
of spatial relations in Longgu (Deborah Hill and Cliff Goddard), the grammar of
time and space in French (Bert Peeters) and Cantonese (MalindyeT ahygy
and the status of conditionals and counterfactuals in Japanese (Rie Hasada). As
one might expect, the exercise revealed a couple of areas which needed re-
thinking, but overall the results were, once again, extremely encouraging. Recent
notable studies include Ryo Stanwood’s (1999) thorough text-based study of
semantic primes and their grammar in Hawaii Creole English, Emily Knight
(forthcoming:Ch.9) on Bunuba, Marie-Odile Junker on Cree, and Tonya
Stebbins (forthcoming) on Saigyax {simshian), the latter three languages
being polysynthetic.

But none of these studies was a comprehensive study of the full current set of
NSM hypotheses — both lexical and combinatorial. To do this is the main goal of
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the present collection of studies. The sample of six languages (Lao, Malay,
Mandarin Chinese, Mangaaba-Mbula, Polish, Spanish) encompasses languages
of diverse types (isolating, agglutinative, inflectional) and language families
(Tai, Austronesian, Sinitic, Indo-European). For each language, the authors have
undertaken to locate the best candidates for every one of the current inventory of
primes, and to report on how the hypotheses about their combinatorial properties
fare. Essentially, these descriptive studies report on whether the model natural
semantic metalanguage outlined in Wierzbicka (1996) is a viable model for these
diverse languages.

Table 1.1 (next page) lists significant NSM studies of non-English languages,
including those contained in the present two-volume set. A location map can be
found at page xvi. A more comprehensive bibliography can be found at the
following URL: www.une.edu.au/arts/LCL/disciplines/linguistics/nsmpage.htm.

The remainder of this chapter discusses techniques for isolating semantic
primes, and for identifying their exponents in different languages. But before
that it is useful to underline the theoretical stakes, which go far beyond their
relevance to one particular approach to semantic description. First, if the NSM
approach is shown to be viable, then the study of semantics, and indeed,
language description at large, can be grounded in a cross-linguistically valid and
intuitively intelligible framework — a framework which, moreover, submits itself
to a higher standard of verifiability than any rival method. Second, if a
substantial proportion of the initial hypotheses stand up to testing across the
sample, we may conclude that the notion of a semantically-based universal
grammar is plausible, and we may reasonably hope to have characterised a
substantial portion of that universal grammar. Third, because this interpretation
of universal grammar has grown out of a method of semantic description, it
presents a way in which semantics and syntax are integrated from the very
beginning. This effectively resolves one of the deepest and most persistent
problems with generative grammar, i.e. how to graft a theory of semantics onto a
pre-existing theory of syntax. In the NSM approach, this problem simply does
not arise.
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Table 1.11 anguages other than English studied in

the NSM framework

Language Primes and syntax: Descriptive semantic
Comprehensive study studies

Lao (Tai) Enfield (vol. Il) Enfield (1999, 2001)

Mangaaba-Mbla (Austro)  Bugenhagen (1994, vol. Il) Bugenhagen (1990)

Malay (Austro) Goddard (this volume) Goddard (1996, 1997, 20014, b)

Mandarin Chinese (Sinitic)  Chappell (19944, this volume)

Polish (Indo-European)
Spanish (Indo-European)
Hawaii CreoleéEnglish

Wierzbicka (vol. IT)
Travis (this volume)
Stanwood (1997, 1999)

Chappell (1986, 1991), Ye
(2001, ip, fc), Kormacki (1995,
2001)

Wierzbicka (1997)
Travis (1998a), Curmow (1993)

Language Primes and syntax: Descriptive semantic
Partial study studies
Acehnese (Astro) Durieet al(1994), Harlns (1995)
Ambharic (Ethioseritic) Amberber(2001a) Amberber (2001b)
Arrernte (PN) Harkins/Wilkin§1994) Van Valin/Wilkins (1993)
Harkins(2001),

Bunuba (Bunuban, nonPN)  Knight (fc)

Cantonese (Sinitic) Torg al.(1997)
Cree (Algongquian) Junker (2001)
Ewe (Niger-Congo) Ameka (1994a)

French (Indo-European)
German (Ind-European)

Peeters (1994, 1997a)

Italian (IndoEuropean) Maher (2000)

Longgu (Austro) Hill (1994), Hill/lGoddard (1997)

Japanese Onisti994, 1997)
Hasad#1997)

Kalam (Papuan) Pawley (1994)

Kayardid (Tangkic) Evans (1994), Harkins (1995)

Russian (Indo-European)

Samoan (Austro) Mosel (1994)

Sm'algyax(Pacific-NW) Stebbingfc)

Thai (Tai) Diller (1994)

Ulwa (Misumalpa) Hale (1994)
Yankunytjatjara (PN) Goddard (1991a, 1994a)

Wilkins (1986, 2000)

Ameka (19904, b, 1994b, 1996)
Peeters (1993, 1997b, 2000)
Wierzbicka (1997, 1998),
Durst(1996, 2001)

Hasada (1996, 1998, 2001)
Wierzbicka (1997)
Travis (1998b)

Wierzbicka (1992, 1997, 1999,
ip), Zalizniak/Levontina (1996),
Mostovai (1997, 1998)

Goddard (1990, 1991b, 1992)

[Austro: Austronesian; fc: forthcoming; ip: in press, PN: Pama-Nyungan (Australia)]
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1.1 Identifying semantic primes and their exponents

One can never prove absolutely that any element is an indefinable. One can only
establish that all apparent avenues for reducing it to combinations of other
elements have proved to be dead-ends. In that sense, the proposed NSM primes
must be regarded as provisional — like all results in science. But it should also be
acknowledged that some of the primes are “older” than others, in the sense that
they were identified much earlier than the others. Since they have survived a
longer period of scrutiny, and have proved their worth in countless explications,
their claim to primitive status is stronger. The oldest members, which date back
to Wierzbicka (1972) aret, YOU, SOMEONE SOMETHING, PART, THIS, SAY,
HAPPEN WANT, andrFeeL. A couple of other current primes also had analogues in
the 1972 set; for example, the current elementt was represented bgon’t
want(diswan), IF was represented liyagine

A second group of primes also has a relatively secure standing. These are
elements which were identified in the late 1980s and early 1990s during the
“expanding set” phase of NSM theory (cf. Wierzbicka 1989), and which were
submitted to cross-linguistic testing in the SLU studies. It comprisespLE
KNOW, THINK, THE SAME, OTHER, ONE, TWO, MUCH/MANY , ALL , GOOD, BAD, BIG,

SMALL, IF, CAN, LIKE, BECAUSE VERY, WHEN/TIME, BEFORE AFTER, WHERHE
PLACE, BELOW, ABOVE".

The third group consists of primes which have been proposed over the past
six or seven years, and which, prior to the present collection of studies, have not
been subjected to rigorous cross-linguistic testing. Theysam®y, SEE, HEAR,
WORDS, TRUE, LIVE, DIE, A LONG TIME, A SHORT TIME, FOR SOME TIME NEAR,

FAR, INSIDE, SIDE, andMORE. Most of these were proposed and discussed in
Wierzbicka (1996).

Of course, enumerating the proposed primes in historical sequence does not
give any real picture of how the current inventory looks as a system. For this
purpose it is more instructive to look at a tabular presentation, as in Table 1.2,
where the primes are arranged in groups of roughly comparable elements. (This
is not the only possible scheme for grouping primes; but it is a helpful one for
expository purposes.) While looking over this Table, the reader is invited to
consider the language-like character of the selection of items. In many ways, the
inventory of primes looks like a natural language in miniature — which is, of
course, exactly what it is intended to be. To a large extent, the kind of meanings
included are the kind of semanparameters which typologists and descriptive
linguists tend to take for granted (and understandably so) in general language
description.



14 CLIFF GODDARD

Table 1.2Proposed semantic primes

Substantivesi, YOU, SOMEONE PEOPLE SOMETHING/THING, BODY
Determiners:THIS, THE SAME, OTHER

Quantifiers: ONE, TWO, SOME, ALL , MUCH/MANY

Evaluators:Goob, BAD

Descriptors:BIG, SMALL

Mental predicatesTHINK, KNOW, WANT, FEEL, SEE, HEAR
Speech:sAY, WORDS, TRUE

Actions, events and movemenio, HAPPEN, MOVE

Existence and possessiOTHERE IS HAVE

Life and death:LIvE, DIE

Time: WHEN/TIME, NOW, BEFORE, AFTER, A LONG TIME, A SHORT TIME, FOR SOME TIME
Space:WHERHPLACE, HERE, ABOVE, BELOW, FAR, NEAR, SIDE, INSIDE
Logical conceptsNOT, MAYBE, CAN, BECAUSE, IF

Intensifier, augmentorvery, MORE

Taxonomy, partonomykIND OF, PART OF

Similarity: LIKE

One hastens to point out that a list like this is hardly sufficient, in itself, to
identify the intended meanings, because many of these English words are
polysemous, and only one sense of each is proposed as a prime. When seeking to
match exponents of semantic primes across languages, strictly speaking we are
dealing not with full lexemes but with “lexical units” (Cruse 1986:77-78, cf.
Mel'cuk 1989), i.e. with pairings of a single specifiable sense with a lexical form
(a polysemous word is a lexeme which consists of more than one lexical unit).
That is, we are seeking to align lexical units (across languages) which share a
given putatively primitive meaning.

It is very helpful, for this purpose, to indicate for each proposed prime a set
of “canonical contexts” in which it can occur; that is, a set of sentences or
sentence fragments exemplifying grammatical (combinatorial) contexts for each
prime. For example, the wonthovehas several meanings in English, as for
example in sentences (4a) and (4b) below; but only the meaning found in the
(4a) sentence is proposed as a semantic prime.

4 @ | can’t move.
(b)  Her words moved me.

An example of a different kind concerns the wéedl which in English can
be used in several distinct contexts; for example, ‘to feel sad’, ‘to feel someone’s
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pulse’, and ‘to feel that something is a good idea’. Merely listing the English
word feel does not indicate which of these contexts is intended, but once a
canonical contexts like (5) is provided, it becomes clear which meaning is
intended as a semantic prime.

(5) (When this happened), | felt something good/bad.

It should also be pointed out that when it is said that a semantic prime ought
to be a lexical universal, in the sense of having an exact translation in every
human language, the term “lexical” is being used in a broad sense. A good
exponent of a primitive meaning may be a phraseme or a bound morpheme, just
so long as it expresses the requisite meaning. For example, in English the
meaningA LONG TIME is expressed by a phraseme, though in many languages the
same meaning is conveyed by a single word (e.g. Matag, Laodor?, Russian
dolgo). In Yankunytjatjara the primeeECAUSEis expressed by the ablative suffix
-nguru In Koasati (Lousiana), a polysynthetic language, the indefinite
substantivesna:si- SOMETHING and a:ti- SOMEONE are normally bound
morphemes appearing as the first element of a verbal word (Kimball 1985:1086,
135-139). Even when semantic primes take the form of single words, there is no
need for them to be morphologically simple. For example, the English exponents
of the meaningsOMEONE and INSIDE are morphologically complex, but —
crucially — their meanings are not composed from the meanings of the
morphological “bits” in question. That is, in meaniMPMEONETT SOMe+ one
andINSIDE Ttin + side In meaning termsSOMEONEandINSIDE are indivisible.

Finally, exponents of semantic primes may have differeotphosyntactic
characteristics, and even belong to different parts of speech, in different
languages, without this necessarily disturbing their essential combinatorial
properties. For instanceNE is a kind of adjective in English, but a verb in
Cayuga (Sasse in press)sIDE is a preposition in English, but a noun in Longgu
and a verb in Cayuga.

An interesting property of the inventory of primes is the presence of several
pairs of antonyms. In the caseadob andBAD, the reason for this is simply that
it is impossible to define either word in terms of the other; certgiabdmnot
bad bad 1 not good This statement holds true despite the fact that there is an
implicational relationship between the two; igood implies not bad bad
implies not good This highlights the fact that not all semantic relationships are
of a compositional nature. There can be affiliations between meanings which are
not reducible to any specifiable common component. (For more on non-
compositional relationships, see section 1.5 below). In the case of the relational
antonymsABOVE and BELOW, andBEFORE and AFTER, there is a difference in
perspectiveX is above Yloes not present the same perspective on the locational
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relationship asY is below X(in Langacker's (1987) terms, the “profiling” is
different).

1.2 How weretheprimesidentified in thefirst place?

The definition of the term “semantic prime” hinges on indefinability. A semantic
prime is a linguistic expression whose meaning cannot be paraphrased in any
simpler terms. A secondary criterion (on the hypothesis of universality) is that a
semantic prime should have a lexical equivalent (or a set of equivalents) in all
languages. These twin criteria mean that the number of expressions which can be
entertained as candidates is rather small — because the vast majority of linguistic
expressions can readily be shown to be either semantically complex and/or
language-specific (Goddard 2001c). There is also a third consideration: taken as
a whole, the metalanguage of semantic primes is intended to enable reductive
paraphrase of the entire vocabulary and grammar of the language at large, i.e. it
is intended to be comprehensive.

The current invetory is the product of a long and wide-ranging program of
studies in descriptive semantics. To get a sense of what semantic primes look and
feel like, we may briefly consider three of themmoD, SAY, andwHEN/TIME.

Example OneGcoobD
How could one decompose or explain the meaningoafdin terms which are
simpler and not language-specific? It would be no use appealing to terms such as
approve, value, positiveand please as these are both demonstrably more
complex thargoodand highly language-specific. The only plausible route would
be to try to decomposgoodin terms of actual or potential “desirability”; for
example, by saying that ‘this is good’ means ‘I want this’ or ‘people want this’;
but such proposals founder for several reasons. Perhaps most importantly, to
label something agoodis to present the evaluation in an objective mode, not as
the desire of any specific person, or even of people in general. Explications of
goodin terms of ‘wanting’ yield very peculiar results in cases whgyedis
used in contexts such as ‘X said something good about Y’, or about generic or
hypothetical situations, such as ‘If someone does something good for you, it is
good if you do something good for this person (in return)’.

The difficulty of finding a satisfactory reductive paraphrasecdoob makes
it a candidate for the status of semantic prime. Furtherngwep clearly is
required for the explication of innumerable lexical items which imply positive
evaluation (such as, to name a handfide, tasty, kind, happy, preitand for
grammatical constructions such as benefactives. Upon checking in a range of
languages, one finds that all languages appear to have a word with the same
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meaning as Englisjood For example: Malapaik, Yankunytjatjargpalya Ewe
nyo, Japanesg. (Obviously, this does not mean that different cultures share the
same views about what kind of things a®oD.)

Example TwosAy
Consider an exchange such as the following:

(6) A: Xsaid something to me.
B: What did X say?
A: X said “l don’t want to do it".

How could we paraphrase away the texay in these contexts? It just seems
impossible. It would be no good to segrbally expresssince using terms like
expressandverbally would be moving in the wrong direction: in the direction of
increased complexity, rather than the other way around. The only plausible line
of explication appears to be vi, WANT, andkNow; for example, ‘X said
something to Y’ = ‘X did something, because wanted Y to know something’. But
this equation fails because the right-hand side could be satisfied by many actions
which are non-verbal (and not symbolic).

As in the case o60o0D, there are numerous lexical items whose meanings
seem to be based say — most notably, the class of speech-act verbs. And there
are grammaticalised meanings which involsey; for example, evidential
particles of the so-called quotative or hearsay variety.

When we look into whether other languages have lexical equivaleatsrfo
the answer appears to be yes, although the picture is not as immediately clear as
with coob. In many languages there is a unique lexical form meanrgas in
English, but there are also languages in which the wordAfercan also express
another meaning, such a® or WANT. In other words, there are languages in
which there is polysemy (of theon-compositional variety; see section 1.5
below) betweersay andbo, or betweersAy andwaANT. It goes without saying,
of course, that polysemy should never be postulated without language-internal
evidence. As an example of such evidence, consider the situation with Samoan,
in which the verbfai can express two meaningssAy andDo. The two
meanings are associated with different morphosyntactic properties (Mosel 1994).
Fai sAY is a non-ergative verb, selecting an absolutive subject, as iRgi7po,
on the other hand, selects an ergative subject, as in (8).

(7) Onatoe fai atu lea 'o le fafine, “Se,...
then again saybIR then ABs the woman friend
‘Then the woman said again, “Friend, ...” (Mosel 1987:459)
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(8 ..uva fa'apénad lava onafai e le tama.
PERF like.this EMPH that do ERG the youth
‘... the youth did it like this.” (Mosel 1987:122)

As well, fai Do often occurs in the so-called long (suffixed) fofai=a,
which is usual when an ergative verb is preceded by a pronoun: see (9a). This is
so even whefai DO is used in a non-transitive frame, as in sentence (9b).

9 (@ Na e fai mai au ot?
PAST you say hithePERF die
‘You said he has died?’

() 'O a na faa?
PERF who PAST do?
‘Who did it?’

Notwithstanding the overlap in lexical form, Samoan does have a discrete
linguistic exponent oBAY. Comparable facts enable an exponensaf to be
identified in all languages which have been looked at in detail with this question
in mind (see also section 1.5 below).

Example ThreewHENTIME

It is frequently asserted, in connectiaith the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, that
there are languages which have a “fundamentally different concept of time” to
that of English. Whorf (1956) himself set the tone with his celebrated assertions
about Hopi being a “timeless language”, but many other writers have also stated
that the concept of time can vary greatly between languages and cultures.
According to anthropologists such as Claude Lévi-Strauss, Marshall Sahlins, and
Clifford Geertz, many indigenous peoples have cyclical atemporal
cosmologies which are very different to those of the Western world-view. One
can have no quarrel with this, if what is meant is that cultures differ greatly in
the extent and manner in which they elaborate basic temporal notions, and in the
functional role which temporal notions play in the culture. The differences
between cultures in this respect are, of course, tremendous. Contemporary
“Anglo” culture, in particular, displays a veritable obsession with time, as many
observers have noted. It has invented numerous methods of measuring and
arranging times (clocks, calendars, schedules etc.), and employs these for
regulating and ordering countless aspects of everyday life. But cultural
elaboration is one thing, and semantic fundamentals are another. It is important
not to confuse the cultural construction of history, ritual and myth with the
linguistic encoding of temporal notions in everyday talk (cf. Keesing 1994).



THE SEARCH FOR THE SHARED SEMANTIC CORE 19

A lot of the confusion in discussions of whether particular cultures have
“fundamentally different” concepts of time revolves around the vagueness of the
term “fundamentally”. From the NSM perspective, it would make sense to say
that two cultures had fundamentally different conceptualisations if their
languages differed in their stock of temporal primes. Thus, the question
becomes: Does the Hopi language, for example, have equivalents to the
proposed NSM temporal primes, suchrage/WHEN, BEFOREandAFTER (among
others)? Contrary to the implication of Whorf's assertions, there is good
evidence that this is in fact the case (cf. Malotki 1983, Goddard in press).

Of course, one would not p&ct to find in Hopi (or in any language) words
which are equivalent in every way to the English wondg with an identical
range of polysemic meanings and usesgf@mple, its various uses as an abstract
noun (e.gWe ddn’t have time, Time flies, Times have changedd its role in
phrasemesuch asa long time in communds such asinchtime and soon. These
English-specific usages do not represent examples of the proposed semantic prime
WHEN/TIME, which neednly occur in Hopi (if it occurs at all) in a narrow range of
basic, and putately universal combinations, such asDON'T KNOW) WHEN IT
HAPFENED, IT HAPPENED AT THIS TIME, andTHEY DID IT AT THE SAME TIME.

On this understanding, the Hopi equivalenttgen, both as an indefinite
and as an interrogative lssat as shown in (10). Morphologicalljisat is
analysable as a question formathie (much like Englishwh-) and-satTIME. In
particular,-satTIME can combine with the demonstratiyaa- THIS to form the
expressioryaa-sataT THIS TIME, as shown in (11). An allomorph efat namely
-saq combines with the Hopi exponent gHE SAME suu-/sU; to form
expressions meaning THE SAME TIME, as in (12).

(10) Pam hisat nima?
that when go home
‘When did he go home?’ (Malotki 1983:305)

(11) Taavok yaa-sat=hagam ay nu’  tsdéng-moki.
yesterday this-timesPPROX ASSR 1SG hunger-die
‘Yesterday at about this time | got really hungry.’ (Malotki 1983:146)

(12) Pam sU-'intu-saq nakwsu.
that the.samesictime start.out
‘He started out at the same time as I.” (Malotki 1983:144)

The three examples we have just se@oeD, SAY, andwHEN/TIME — should
serve to illustrate some of the considerations involved in identifying semantic
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primes and in ascertaining whether they have equivalents in other languages.
There will be more examples later in the chapter, and in Chapter Two.

We now focus in more detail on some methodological issues that we have
already seen arise — allolexy, portmanteaus, and polysemy.

1.3 Allolexy and portmanteaus

The concept of allolexy was foreshadowed as early as 1980, when Wierzbicka
observed that: “The language of explications cannot be kept entirely free of
contextual variation. For example, to assure the readability of English-based
explications both the forms ‘me’ and ‘I’ have to be used, standing for the same
primitive” (1980:36). Later (Wierzbicka 1989) the term “allolexy” was coined to
designate situations in which several differamtrds or word-formgallolexes)
express a single meaning in complementary contexts. Initially, two types of
allolexy were recognised.

Positional allolexy is illustrated by Englislandme It is impossible to state,
in the form of a substitutable paraphrase, any semantic difference bdtaegn
me That is,| in | did somethingr | don’t knowhas the same meaningragin
You did something to mer People might say something about.néhe
distribution of the alternate forms is determined solely by position| pee-
verbally andmeelsewhere.

Another kind of allolexy is combinatorial allolexy. This can be illustrated by
the relationship betweesomethingandthing. In combination with determiners
and quantifiersthing functions as an allolex GOMETHING. For example:

(13) this thing = this something
the same thing = the same something
all things = all somethings

(The situation with Englisipersonis not immediately clear. It seems, on the one

hand, thapersonis a combinatorial allolex GSOMEONE i.e. this someone = this

person, the same someone = the same pgeton but at the same tinperson

also seems to function as the singular or “individuated” forrreafPLE cf. one

person, many peopl&ee Wierzbicka, vol. Il section 2.1.2 for discussion.)
Another example of combinatorial allolexy is Englislse which functions

as an allolex obTHERwhen in combination with indefinites. For example:

(14) something else = another something
someone else = another someone
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Some observers have expressed disquiet about the concept of allolexy,
suspecting that it may be invoked too readily in order to “find” exponents of
semantic primes where in reality there are none. So it must be stressed: a claim
of allolexy hinges entirely on a claim that the expressions which are supposed to
be in an allolexical relationship do not differ in meaning in any paraphrasable
way. In other words, a claim that X and Y are allolexes can be disproved by
producing a paraphrase of either term, which serves to identify a semantic
difference between them. It would not be viable, for example, for someone to
claim that Englishwant andintendwere allolexes, because it can be shown that
intend contains a semantic component basedrieink which is absent from
want Similarly, it would not be viable to regahy and utter asallolexes,
because it can be shown thater contains a semantic component based on
wORDSwhich is absent froreay.

Recently, a special variety of combinatorial allolexy has been recognised which
has particular theoretical interest. It concerns language-specific case categories of
argumats of the NSM preidates. The key fact is that the arguments of semantic
primes do not meeive uniform morphological treatment either within, or across,
case-marking leguages. For example, in European languages the venis,

SAY, DO, SEE, HEAR, WANT, andFEEL typically select “subjects” of the same case
category(i.e. nominative), but in other languages the subjects of these primes may
fall into different categories. In YankunytjatjameINK, SAY, DO, SEE and HEAR

select ergative case subjects, whilgaNT and FEEL take nominative subjects
(Goddard 1994); in neighbouring Arrernte, omlg, SEE and HEAR take egative
subjects (léndersn and Dobsori994). In some Indo-Aryan languages, subjects
of FEEL, WANT, SEEandHEAR appear in the dative case (Masica 1991:346ff).

Are these variations in case-marking “meaning-bearing”? The answer to a
guestion like this depends to some extent on one’s concept of meaning. If we
confine ourselves to meaning in the sense of a specifiable, paraphrasable
component, the answer must be in the negative. Whether a semantic prime like
DO, SAY, Or THINK selects a subject in the ergative, nominative, or dative case
cannot carry any separable (i.e. paraphrasable) meaning. If it did, a word like
SOMEONE would have different meanings in expressions corresponding to
SOMEONE DID..., SOMEONE SAYS.., SOMEONE THINKS.., and so on — both within
each language, and across languages. Rather, the case-forms of the arguments of
semantic primes must be regarded as combinatorial variants (allolexes) which
are lexically conditioned, i.e. determined on a language-specific basis by the
identity of the prime. On this view, it is a language-specific fact about
Yankunytjatjara, for example, that subjectsbaf, THINK, SAY, SEE, andHEAR
require a certain marked (ergative) form; it is a language-specific fact about
Arrernte that subjects afo, SEg, andHEAR (but notsSAY andTHINK) require a
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certain marked form (also normally called ergative); and so on.

One hastens to add that these comments do not apply when a particular
language offers &hoice between, say, nominative vs. ergative subject (or
between nominative vs. dative). In this kind of situation, we can expect one of
the cases to be semantically unmarked, and the other to convey an explicable,
paraphrasable meaning (specifiable in terms of the prime in its unmarked case
frame, along with other elements). Even more important, there is no denying that
case-selection of complex (i.e. non-primitive) predicates is semantically
governed. One can often — perhaps always — predict the case-frame(s) of a
complex predicate from its compositional semantics. To give a simple example,
it is no coincidence that in Yankunytjatjara all verbs of doing, verbs of saying,
and verbs of thinking select ergative case subjects. It follows from the fact that
the Yankunytjatjara primegalyani (D0), wangkanyi(SAY), and kulini (THINK)
themselves select ergative subjects. For more on the question of language-
specific surface cases, see Wierzbicka (vol. 11, section 4.4).

A third kind of allolexy — very different to those considered so far — can be
called “inflectional allolexy”. Consider obligatory tense-marking in English. In
an English sentence likedid somethingas in (15a) below, the wordid is
semantically complex, conveying botib and past tense. But notice what
happens if we “paraphrase out” the semantic content of past tense (i.e. ‘at some
time before now’), as in (15b), which is the way that the meaning of sentence
(15a) would be represented in natural semantic metalanguage. In this context,
choice of the forndid as opposed tdo becomes automatic, since it would be
ungrammatical to exchange the forms.

(15) (a) 1did something.
(b) At some time before now, | did/*do something.

The conclusion to be drawn is this: In ordinary Englidb,anddid are

semantically distinct; and obviously, therefonet in an allolexical relationship.

In (15a)did is not an allolex oflo. But in an English-based NSM, as in (15i9,

and did are allolexes — because, in the NSM, time-reference will always be
independently represented in lexical terms, and consequently the distribution of
did as opposed tdo can be predicted from the surrounding context.

There are two implications of this result. First, it dramatises the difference
between a full natural language, in this case English, and the natural semantic
metalanguage based upon it. Second, it enables NSM theory to resolve a
difficulty which has puzzled many observers, namely, how to reconcile the
existence of language-specific inflectional categories with the claim that there
can be perfect semantic equivalence between the NSMs based on different
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languages. The full description of any NSM must include a tabulation of the
semantic content of all the inflected word-forms of that language, somewhat in
the style of the Word-and-Paradigm approach to inflection. For example, a
description of an English-based NSM must contain information stating that when
an NSM clause contains the time adjunct ‘at some time before now’, the form
did must be substituted f@o, thatsawmust be substituted faEeE thatwanted

must be substituted fovanT, and so.

Given this, full translatability between NSMs can be assured. This can be
illustrated by comparing the (a) and (b) sentences below, which show how two
sample sentences composed of identical primes would be expressed in English
and Malay, a language with maflectional or positionahllolexy. Conveniently,
in these examples the words occur in the same order in the two languages. (The
only difference is that Malay has the ligatuy@ang intervening between
SOMETHING sesuatuandBAD buruk in the expressiorsesuatu yang buruk
‘something bad’). Engliskdid anddo, in the (a) sentences, both correspond to a
single Malay word-formbuatpo in the (b) sentences. Englislandme in the (a)
sentences, both correspond to the single Malay word-fokonl in the (b)
sentences. Even so, it is obvious that there is no difficulty in transposing
meanings between the two languages.

(16) (a) Atsome time before this, | did something bad.

(b) Pada masa sebelum ini, aku buat sesuatu yang buruk.
at time before thisl do somethingc bad

(17) (a) Ifldo this, people will think something bad about me.

(b) Kalau aku buat ini, orang akan fikir sesuatu
if I do this people will think something
yang buruk pasal aku.

LIG bad about me

There is much more that could be said on the topic of allolexy, but for the
time being we will leave the matter here.

Distinct from allolexy, but related to it insofar as it is another way in which
primitive meanings can appear in a variety of guises, is the phenomenon of
portmanteaus of semantic primes — that is, the situation in which a single word
(bound morpheme, phraseme) expresses a combination of semantic primes. A
simple example is Englishan’t, combiningCAN+NOT. It seems that many
languages have portmanteaus involving negation. An outstanding example is
Minnan (Taiwan), which has no less than eight monolexemic negative words.
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Aside from thesimple negator/negative adveibo®* NOT (which can also
function as a verb, meaningHERE ISNT andNOT HAVE) there aren?? ‘don’t,
bue? ‘can’t’, be® ‘not yet’, maf* ‘don’'t do’, biar™ ‘no need’,boaf* ‘not want
to’, andmma? ‘better not’ (Chappell 1994b).

Portmanteaus withike are also common. In Yankunytjatjaralatji is a
portmanteau foLIKE THIS, equivalent tonyanga puunypa.Many languages
have such portmanteaus, or even more specialised ones for combinations such as
DO LIKE THIS, HAPPEN LIKE THIS Or SAY LIKE THIS. Portmanteaus witbo are
also common; for example, the Australian language Kayardild has portmanteaus
for ‘do this’, ‘do well’, ‘do badly’, and ‘do like someone else’ (Evans 1994). It
may be that in some languages certain combinations of semantic primes are
expressible only via a portmanteau. In Polish, for example, there is a common
expressiordawno femu)‘a long time ago’, which presumably meansONG
TIME BEFORE (NOw). But although exponents exist for the components of this
complex expressiond{ugoA LONG TIME, przedBEFORE terazNow), it is
extremely odd to combine therfdfugoprzed terazsounds much worse thanis
someonén English.

1.4 When exponents of primes have secondary, polysemic meanings

Polysemy is frequently a complication when trying to identify primes and match
them up across languages. Often, the range of use of exponents of the same
prime won't match up, because aside from the shared, identical meaning, the
words in question also have additional meanings which are different from
language to language. Careful language-internal analysis is required. A couple of
examples will help clarify the kind of analysis which may be called for.

Example One

The range of use of the Yankunytjatjara exponentveiNT mukuringanyidoesnot
correspod to that of Englishwant becase mukuringanyican also beused in

ways which approximatEngli$ ‘like, be bnd of (a person)’ (Goddard 1991b). At

first blush it can appear as if the Yankunytjatjara word has a general meaning not
correspoding to that of any English word, but on closer examination this
impressiondisappears. The meanings ‘like, be fond of’ are only found when the
complenent of mukuringanyiis an NP denatig a person, and this NP always
carries purposive cas&u. The maning WANT, on theother hand, is associated
with a chusal complement, e.g. ‘want to do’, ‘want something to happen’.
Furthermore, it can bghown thatthe ‘like, be fod of’ meaning expressed in the
construction with a personal complement NP is not semantically simple. It can be
paraphrased, but the paraphrase relies on the clausal complement construction. For
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example, one component Berson-X Person-Ku mukuinganyiis X Y-ku wiru
palyantjikita mukuringanyi‘’X wants to do good (things) for Y'. This fact
establishes the semantic priority of theNT meanng over the ‘like, fond of’
meaning. Itbecomes €ar thatthe primary meanigs of English want and
Yankunytjatjiaramukuringanyiare fully equivalent. Similar polysemies involving
WANT are four in many languages; for example, the Spanish vgureler not
only hasthe semantically primitive meaningaNT, but also a secondary meaning,
roughly ‘like/love (a person)’; see Travis (this volume, section 4.2.3).

Example Two

The exponent oHAPPEN is often polysemous, having a secondary meaning
approximating ‘appear’ or ‘arrive’. The Australian language Yolngu Matha has
both (Cooke and Goddard 1997). In the Djambarrpuyngu dig#@EtPENis
expressed bynalythu-, which can also meamppear’. In theGumatj dialect,
HAPPEN is expressed bpuna; which can also mean ‘arrive’. The supposition
that these words are monosemous is hardly credible in view of examples like
those in (18) and (19) below, which have an abstract substantive phrase such as
gula=nha manymalgamakurru‘something good’ as subject.

Djambarrpuyngu:

(18) pula=nh& manymak mathu-rr parra-k.
something good “appear””R® 1SG-DAT
‘Something good happened to me.’

Gumatj:
(19) pula=nh& pgamakurru garra-ku buna-na.
something good 4G-DAT “arrive’-3rRD

‘Something good happened to me.’

The polysemyis not difficult to understand ce we see that ‘appearing’ and
‘arriving’ both involve somethingiAPPENING IN A PLACE, after which something
or someone is in the place in questidn the case of ‘appearing’, there is
presumablyan additional component involving being ‘able to see’ something, and
in the case of ‘arriving’ there is additional component involving prior motion.
This kind of polysemy recurs ivarious languages, including Mangaaba-Mbula,
Ewe, and FrenchAn older variety of English had a similar use faappen cf.
senteges like ‘Hehappened upon me just as | was reading the letter’.)

Other frequent polysemies in which semantic primes are involved include:
DO with ‘make’ (Malay, Arrernte, Samoan, Kalangay with ‘speak’ or ‘make
sounds’ (Thai, Mandarinyankunytjatjara, Kalam)BEFORE with ‘first’, ‘go
ahead’, or ‘front’ (Lao, Samoan, Kayardild, EwefEgL with ‘taste’, ‘smell’, or
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‘hold an opinion’ (Acehnese, Ewe, French, Mandarin, EnglisBBLAUSE with
‘from’ (Yankunytjatjara, Arrernte)WaNT with ‘like’, ‘love’ or ‘seek’ (Spanish,
Ewe, Ulwa). Some of these, and additional examples, will be discussed later.

1.5 Non-compositional polysemy (motivated homonymy) between primes

The kind of polysemies we have looked at so far may be confusing at first, but they
are usuallynot too difficult to figure out, and dm a theoretial point of view there
is nothing very surprising about the fact that a word may have two (or more)
related meanings, one indefinable and the other definable. Much less expected was
the finding of the SLU project (Goddard and Wierzbicka Eds 1994) that in some
languages a single form can express two different indefinable meanings. For
example, in Yankunytjatjara a single fokuatjupacan expres bothsoMEONE and
OTHER. In Arrernte a single forrpekecan expres bothmAYBE andiF. As wehave
seen bove, in Samoan a single forfai expresse both DO and sAy. Similar
overlaps recur across languages and they are not semantically arkxtrangl
MAYBE, for instance, have enough affiliation that it is not jarring to discover that
both are expressed by the sapfement in some languages;least, not as jarring
as it woutl be to find thatF was expressed by éhsame fom asyou, Two, or
BAD! This phenomenon has been dubbed “non-compositional polysemy”.

The key to identifying non-compositional polysemy is the existence of
different syntactic properties. Some examples may serve to clarify this point.

Example One

In Yankunytjatjarakutjupaexpresses the meanilegHER when it is adnominal,

as in (20), and the meanimpMEONE when it is the head of an NP in its own
right, as in (21). It might be thought that the latter construction is elliptical, with
an implied head noun such agangu ‘people/person’, but this analysis is not
viable in view of the acceptability of sentences such as (22), given that God
could never be referred to as anangu(Goddard 1994). On account of the
distinct combinatorial contexts, there can be no confusion about which meaning
is intended.

(20) ngayulu munu kungka kutjupa
1sG and woman other
‘me and another woman’

(21) Kutjupa-ngku iti katingu!
someoneERG  baby took
‘Someone took the baby!
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(22) Kutjupa-ngku rawangku nyuntunya nyanganyi munu kulini.
SOMeoneERG always BGACC see and think
Nganalu? Goda-lu.
who-ERG GOJERG
‘Someone is always watching and thinking about you. Who? God.’

Example Two

A more complex example of polysemyfeaund in thePapuan languagéalam,
where a single stegr expresse®o, HAPPEN, andFeEEL. Let us consider first the
DO—HAPPENpolysemy, analogues of which turn up sporadically in languages
around the world. There are certain intransitive contexts in wiriatan only
meanHAPPEN as in (23). There are certain contexts witgerean only meamo,

as in (24a) and (24b).

(23) MiAab nb ak ned wagn ak g g-ek
country such this first origin the happen it.happened
mfab Aytol-jl  alym...
country  Aytol-jl down.there
‘The plae where this originally happened was down there at Aytol-jl.’
(Pawley 1994:408)

(24) (@) Pen g-pan g-pin.
reciprocally you.did I.did
‘I did the same as you.’ (Pawley 1994:404)

(b) Gos etp agi ap kun g-pan?
thought what having.thought come such you.did
‘Whatever were you thinking that you came and did that?’
(Pawley 1993:396)

On the other hand, there are sentences like (25) which are ambiguous
betweerHAPPEN andDO.

(25) Tap etp g-p?
thing what happen/dos&:PERF
‘What's happened?’ or ‘What has he done?’ (Pawley 1994:408)

The crucial analytical question is whetheisinecessary tadopt a polysemy
interpretation (as the presentation so far has assumed), or whether it would be
possible to sustain a monosemy interpretation. A monosemy interpretation would
mean claiming thag- has a unitary meaning in (23)—(24) whichKalam-
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specific and simply cannot be stated in English, and that the apparent differences
(from an English perspective) are imposed by the lexico-grammatical contexts.
But if g- has a unitary meaning, then (25) cannot be ambiguous after all — which
seems unlikely in the light of Pawley’s description.

Furthermore, there is a salient difference betweemrPEN interpretation
and aD o interpretation concerning “aboutness” (Sasse 1987). A question like
‘What happened’ is not about any particular person, whereas ‘What did he/she
do?’ is about a specific person. To claim thahas a unitary meaning in (25)
would mean claiming that this difference does not exist in Kalam, and that a
Kalam speaker would be completely indifferent to it.

An interesting question arises: How could a Kalam speaker identify the
distinct meanings involved, given that both are expressed by the same lexical
form? Presumably — by referencedther, unambiguous, sentencéhe Kalam
speaker can say: “it can mean the samg-a&s example (23) [i.eHAPPEN, or it
can mean the same gsin the examples in (24) [i.e0]".

As for the meanin@eEL, it is readily separated from the other two meanings
of g- because it is found in a distinctive experiencer construction. This takes the
form: Experiencer—Condition—Verb+tensest&3 Theexperiencer appears as a
noun or free pronoun with objective case-marking as in (26).

(26) Yp tep g-p.
me good feel-8G.PERF
‘| feel good.’

Example Three

For a more extreme example, wan take Bunuba, a polysynthetic language
from the Kimberley region of north-west Australia (Knight forthcoming; cf.
Rumsey 2000). Polysemies involvisgy, bo, and sometimes other elements,

are common in the languages of this area. In Bunuba, a simple use of the root
ma-, with a 3rd singular subject, is no less than five-ways ambiguous — between
SAY, DO, THINK, FEEL andHAPPEN?

(27) Ngaanyi=ma g-miy?
what?3/1 3SG.S-MA-PAST
‘What did she do/say/think/feel?’ or ‘What happened?’

The meaningdiAPPEN has very distinctive syntactic restrictions, which make
it easy to separate from the others. Specifically, it only ever ta@eI3NSG
subject (indicating ‘something’, as in ‘something¢B happened’, or ‘things’, as
in ‘some things [8sgG| happened’). When an extra argument (say, X) is added by
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way of OBLique pronominal cross-referencing, the meaning corresponds to
‘something happened to X'

For reasons of space, | report here only Knight's (forthcoming:Ch.9)
arguments regarding the status of #aer-THINK polysemy. To begin with, she
observes that “speakers of Bunuba have no difficulty in discerning one meaning
from another”. She then notes that the meaniagAY is associated with certain
unambiguous syntactic contexts, as when it introduces a direct quote, as in (28).
The meaningsAY also appears unequivocably when an extra argument is added
to ma via the OBLique cross-referencing strategy, in which case the new
argument assumes the role of addressee (or, if context permit$), topic

(28) Yaninja wau wurr-ma-iy-nhingi.
alright  whoa 3ISGS-MA-PAST-3SG.OBL
‘Alright, “Whoa!” they said to him.’

The existence of a real language-internal contrast betgg@eand THINK is
dramatised when the question is raised: How, in Bunuba, could one express a
meaning such as ‘I know what you said but what are you thinking?’ When
Knight explored this question with consultants, it emerged that the expression
ma + thangan ‘mouth/words’ means unambiguouskiAy and thatma +
gun.gulu‘head’ means unambiguoustHINK .

(29) Ngayini binarri  ncanggu thanguni
1SGPRO know 2sGoBL mouth/words
nganggu gun.gulu nginjaga gi-nj-i-ma?
2sG.oBL head what PRES2SG.SINONFUTUREINS-MA
‘I know what you said (your words) but what are you thinking?’
(lit. ma+ ‘head’)?

Expressions like the following ateerefore unambiguous; aride existence
of these expressions testifies to the existencBunuba ofSAY and THINK as
distinct meanings of lexical units.

(30) (@) Ngaanyi=ma g-ma-iy tharami?
what=/i 3SG:S-MA-PAST mouth
‘What did she say?’

(b) Ngaanyi=ma g-ma-iy gun.gu®
what=a/| 3sG.S-MA-PAST head
‘What did she think?’
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Example Four

Linguists seem to agree that the part-whole relationship is fundamental to the
vocabulary structure of all languages, but there are certainly languages which do
not have a unique lexical form for the postulated semantic pritR& (OF). This

does not necessarily mean, however, that these languages lack a lexical unit with
the meaningPART. In three unrelated languages in which such an apparent gap
has been investigated (Acehnese, Mangaaba-Mbula, Yankunytjatjara) it appears
that PART exists as the meaning of a lexical unit of the same lexeme which can
also mearsOMETHING, THING, OF WHAT.

In these languages the meanmRT is expressed when the relevant lexical
form is used in a grammatical construction associated with possession. (It is as if
instead of saying, for example, ‘the nose is a part of the face’ one says “the nose
is a thing of the face”.) Examples follow.

Yankunytjatjara:

(31) Puntu kutju, palu kutjupa-kutjupa tjuta-tjara
body one but somethingpP many-having
‘(Itis) one body, but with many parts.’

Acehnese:

(32) Bak geuritan angén na = peue.
at vehicle wind there.is many what/something
‘A bicycle (lit. wind-vehicle) has many parts.’

Mangaaba-Mbula:

(33) Iti tomtom na korg-pa-nda boozo kumbu-ndu, nama-nda.
we person GIvV thingNMz-our many leg-our head-our
‘We people, our parts are many: our legs, our heads, ...’

The fact that the notion &fART is expressed using the same lexical form as
for SOMETHING is obviously no coincidence, sinceearT of something is itself a
something (the notioART can be termed a “relational substantive”). The
absence of a unique term fe&RT is certainly notable, and it may indicate, in an
indexical sense, that the notion PART is less culturally salient than it is in
languages which have a unique exponenpPfmT.

Even so, the fact remains thiditere are Acehnesdjangaaba-Mbula, and
Yankunytjatjara expressions (lexical units) with the mearik®T. The semantic
metalanguages based on these various natural languages will still have the same
expressive capacity, and it remains possible to transpose meanings from one
NSM to another in a regular fashion.
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1.6 The syntax of semantic primes

Allolexy... Polysemy... Non-compositional polysemy. Clearly a natural semantic
metdanguage baseon a natural language is a far cry from an ideal “philosophical
language”, in which there would be perfect one-to-one correspondence between
form and meaning. For some commentators, this is all too much. Cattelain (1995),
for example, finds allolexy and polysemy suspicious and disturbing. In his
summary of thdindings of the SLU project he accepts only unique exponents as
truly satisfactory, describing as “problematical” all cases where the SLU authors
had recognised allolexy or polysemy.

This nervousness is perhaps understandable, but it is unjustified. It would be
unrealistic to expect every natural language to harbour an ideal “one form, one
meaning” semantic metalanguage. Natural languages are not designed for the
convenience of linguists. Although it appears, on the available evidence, that
every natural language contains all the necessary raw material to furnish an
adequate semantic metalanguage, it is also true that every natural language has
some individual, language-specific characteristics which must be retained in the
natural semantic metalanguage — at least, if that metalanguage is to retain a
sufficiently natural quality that it remains intelligible to native speakers.

This means that investigating the viability of a universal semantic
metalanguage necessarily requires us also to identify and focus on language-
specific differences. One way to think about this is as follows. Every language L
contains an irreducible semantic core, with universal lexical and syntactic
(combinatorial) properties. As we describe, for any language, the L-specific
realisation of this core, we are describing what may be called the “core
grammar” of that particular language. That is, in the process of identifying and
describing the local exponents of the universal semantic primes, we are also
describing the essential morphosyntactic characteristics of that local language.

It seems evident that a language-specific core grammar will establish a good
deal about the general typological profile of that language — if only because a
natural semantic metalanguage constitutes a broad, semantically-based sample of
any language. A core grammar will show, for example, whether the signalling of
basic semantic-syntactic relationships is accomplished in language L
predominantly by word order, by morphological marking (and if so, whether by
head-marking or dependent-marking), or by other means. It will show whether L
has verbal inflection, whether it has person-agreement, whether it has bound
pronominal affixes. It will disclose how basic specifications of time, place, and
quantification are accomplished (including whether these systems are assimilated
to noun-like morphosyntax, to verb-likeorphosyntax, or constitute separate
grammatical subsystems). In this way, the establishment of any L-specific NSM
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can be seen as a foundational step in the comprehensive grammatical description
of that language.

At the present time, the use of NSM analysis as a technique for overall
language description is still in its early stages of development. It can be said,
however, that once the L-specific morphosyntactic peculiarities of the exponents
of semantic primes are established, we will presumably find that many of these
are “passed on” to semantically complex lexical items. It may even turn out that
most of the morphosyntactic peculiarities of L-specific complex lexical items are
inherited from the morphosyntactic characteristics of their semantic components.
These possibilities are being mentioned to make the point that the L-specific
properties of core grammars (patterns of polysemiglexy, word-class
characteristics, etc.) should not be seen as a mere nuisance to be shunted aside.
They constitute the essential individuality or “personality” of each language —
the minimal set of properties which makes this language different from all
others, and as such they deserve to be studied in their own right. This is not,
however, the main focus of the present set of studies, and a thorough exploration
of how NSM analysis can be applied as a bottom-up technique of language
description will have to await a subsequent study.

The priority of the present volumes is the universal aspects of the syntax of
the natural semantic metalanguage, for three main reasons. First and foremost,
the semantic metalanguage has not been fully described until its syntax (i.e.
combinatorial properties) has been fully specified. Nor, until this has been done,
can we know whether the goal of a universal semantic metalanguage is realisable
at all. The existence of some shared or matching combinatorial patterns across
all languages is just as important to the project as the existence of shared
semantic primes. Second, the syntactic (combinatorial) properties of a prime
form part of its distinctive “signature”. By knowing exactly what we expect of
the combinatorial properties of each prime, we are better able to zero in on them
in particular languages.

Third, the combinatorial properties of semantic primes constitute the basis for
universal grammar, both in the sense that they are literally universals of syntax,
and in the sense of providing linguists with a firm and universal basis on which
to develop a descriptive-typological framework for describing languages. These
themes will be further pursued in Chapter Two, and in the closing chapters of
Volume Il
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Abbreviations

ABS  absolutive NONFUTURE nonfuture tense
APPROX approximation OBL  oblique pronominal
ASSR  assertive PAST pasttense

DAT dative PERF  perfect

DIR directional PRES present tense

EMPH emphatic particle PRO  cOre pronoun

ERG  ergative 1sc first person singular
GIV given 2sG  second person singular
1 interrogative/indefinite 3rD  third inflection

INS insert 3sc  third person singular
LIG ligature RDP  reduplication

NSG  non-singular S intransitive subject

NMzZ  nominalisation

Notes

1. Actually, there is one slight inaccuracy in this list, since in the SLU studies (Goddard

2.

3.

and Wierzbicka Eds 1994) the elemeBtow was represented insteadussler.

Knight's (forthcoming) analysis differs frothat of Rumsey1990, 2000), who regards
ma as having a single undifferentiated meaning between, for examyaadsAy.

It might seem that the possibility that an OBLique argumennafcan indicate a
locutionarytopic, i.e.SAY SOMETHING ABOUT Y, re-introduces the possibility of
ambiguity with THINK, specifically withTHINK SOMETHING ABOUT Y. In fact this
ambiguity does not arise because @BLique argument ofma can never be
interpreted as a “topic of cognition”. To express the meaning ‘X thought about Y’ in
Bunuba, one uses a separate lexical fdimgatRA2 ‘think about’ (Knight
forthcoming269-270). The alternation betweema andlinga+RA2, which can be
viewed as a kind of allolexy, provides another argument in favoualfiaving a
meaningTHINK which is distinct fronsAy.
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