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1.0 A o

MEWAIOI R Sl e o 79 dAAA7} &P AA b F52A Az Zo] &

29 EEE He 9A w0 BEY AFdE 99 B2 el dAkH 2 F A
rgmst wokshel MAIRS %0IsHE Al wbdel AAssinh o A L adedl

TF MEKHIIe I8 o, BEokiRe Morris & Z3EEEH (Semiotics) o] A Al o Al = 7]
% (sign)9} o} AF(object) 7+o] $gFEtA (referential relationship)o &) o3tz & 2Hel <=
PER
1.1 Morris o FHHERS WoFAA L A 1, 2
T o o] EMT o k. HA AllzolA Ek
(sign) <} fFRE# (interpreter 5 FLHES] AF4-2}) 2]
W& TR
9} #fR(object F 3 FHE7H sHElvl= DAY I
Zl
3

24
£
3

A& pragmatics; oS0 2 Ik g ) ]
AE dF3le AL semantics; Toz § FHES)
o2 9o A S A7 E AL syntactics 2}
QA 2oy e Gee 448 aqg e ]

e WA} ohieh A2Eg ol HAbste] 4 Al

(pragmatics) ! wn| (syntactio b)

O,

1 Charles W. Morris, Foundations of the Theory of Signs, International Encyclopedia of Unified
Science, Vol. 1, N. 2, Universits of Chicago Press, 1938.
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2 R VE 2R
Z+g = Ak

1.2 5 A2%el A sign; & denotatum, (FEREHFDE HA sEsle Aol o 2
denotatum, o] 7}zl 42 9] =] %}(a class of properties)& 7}2]7] © 24 denotatum; # 7+ A
d FAE Pk o9 sign o] AR AAste 424 AL designatum, (HEREHEE) =t

Signg————————-Designatum;————————Denotatum;,

Signj————————Designatum;————————Denotatum;

(mediator) (what is taken account (real objects,
of: a class of properties) situations, etc.)

Interpretant
(the takings-account-of)

|

Interpreter
o e i e
A2 E
9B =t )AL Alxz Foby idwsign) 9 HR(objec) o] FA o] o bk FHE
ERARAY o8 WA= =& difel A4 =2 M2xo]A sign, & designatum, (hFE
)& §3te] denotatum, (FEREHFD =} BA A AL B F g,z @57 o4
EBRESS 53t HMHRA BAAAD = e AL Aol 34 x(interpreter) 24 L
LHE AYste P9 (F Al2= interpretant) & o 24 s153 2o

a2y o AN e 4=k & 48 ¢ (interpretant) o] 9] &3tz & FEFEME S (designatum)
= Mol w2} Holst 9lg E ofE} Aztel PGB L S AL ¢ F AT FAY
BoRiol A 2 TEklE vtz o] ERMEGA o Fai, HWBIE—3F o7 SdA49 &
T dTshe A& 19309 2744 Bk Fasd gz Bréal & 2R¢ &
9 & okz e AAA 4L § Apgol.?

2.0 °)AH A2xA T Lt JtEv]E EEHESY A B2 HEHE ATEHE
& ST Chistorical semantico)e] 2} -2},  Bréal & Sémantique (semantlcs)il e 8
AT Aoz (1) orus “l_f‘73'3¥ YAz (2) ovluigle ERE EHGY A2
AZ Ade. 22 2 FAAAY deAT7 Fifh, ik SELEH S92 SFIQ9%
€+ AAtz FFEF A2 YAtz =¥ Agolmz Azt AsH Fikol M FoF

n.'lm ))‘.

2 Michel Bréal, Essai de Sémantique (1897). Translated by Henry Cust as Semantics; Studies in the
Science of Meaning, New York: Dover Publications, Inc. 1964.



B @est Kk (&Eh) 3

o453 Fzagnt. =epd 29 orjuislgralely v walile] BRE 2 LEM
B = 71ukg Tz gl

2.1 Bréal 2 ojrjwisle]l Sfalo 2 Hf{t(specialization), 4yt (differentiation), Hi4t
rradiation)e] 41¢ §2 gleh. THPHEI 2 42 depie 2ol e 9g @ =

T 95 e, AAdE = @Al 2 e vl 2o)A HE A4S 2@
7be WiES I £ Latin o] 4] T®] whokwl )i graignor, forgor, haugor, juvenor,
gencior v} Z A}1-]l pesme, proisme S-0] pluswF t} P e Ptz " o7 k. ggo
2 [bls AEEAR 2dEol 27 ol fHible HiIdel A4 F ¢ &= A
= TR JFY EE AL sentiment o) A= Btz vellE A o] Fale] A= sentir(to feel)
9} penser(to think)9] Fwo] ¥v] &8 x}e) A& ® =ha] sensible (intelligent, reasonable)o]
Sl ek ek AAZ THelE oW ERel g ERESel o v #AYE A T
tt. 7}3 ddovtedw (to have toothache), omipuedw (to suffer in one’s spleen), Aapuyridéw (to
have a sore throat) 5-& iaw FERE 7l U}, o] Y S A jaw s ofn Awe E3
T Zol&Z FE o] poivPdos — poAvPdiiw (to be leaden-hued), 2i0os — Abiaw (to have the
disease of stone) 5 i&EEs} o] F-olzlit}. W3] jFaolglm o] = ql 99 3 A o]
= Bréal & g4 glola JEiel Agld ez d& d4, “‘“,‘?’(False Perception), i,
HEREEA (new acquisition), HHERES 44 %& 52 U

Bréal & o|v|uisle] FHE v F#FAL, 7|9 #5R, = e}z (metaphor), Z%AL, #
RFES AL, HAE, YN (articulated groups) § o2 TEI}z 2 Aoy AA L
walgz stgloh. e olw 2Ee Eol A flfIe]l shEl A ks £ Ylel EFEAA
7} BEES A HES olE o flvd vz By v Eike #iES ERAM AR
= oA ool we dejdthz wobth ENERCIR WA @el mel o] TojAA
zt gare ulzo] 9)p| & o] £x B3tz 3§ Ho|E o]|F& parce que, afin que, est-ce que,
peut-étre que, Cest que 5-& I3rh.

Bréal 3 29] A7 Reisige] 9jate] | 3= FHMLS AT+ 2 oJFZE Q77 A
&5)o) ghowm EIRBTAEY F FoPorz &3 A o]2x g3

3.0 EaEe LSS Aztd w H3lEe FAHE e A} dxFez, BHHEY
NS, HEHRY =0l A E Azt B4 glo] aT3sle & gFol At A S
Ao A EEERRGC B o) 5 Bk FA R Ed & (1) f%E(sign) o} #REHR (denotatum)
ko] Atolo] ML S (designatum)& M JYAAA 2E A4 () HEHEES MAE 14

’;Et_ephen Ullmann -& Semantics: An Introduction to the Science of Meaning (1962)2] 6%
(pp. 193-235)0ll Al FEskii{be] A& ¥z g, =& o EAE FER#e 9, 2 XEF
q7, 2 A AstA FHAA A Aesld Tz GFA.




4 ERWRE Ve 28
Sha Gt EREERE A 1R WA A odE 9 ary F Awd Assh ek
3.1 flof HREGE A4ste A A9 x4 o2& L A. Richards 9} C. K. Ogden
o] 9)e}. Richards-Ogden &) o] 2} [#F9]
ZAES E A5 Y ez symbol
3} referent Afofo] thought or reference &
AJA A4 nE Zeo] A2zl Hepyt Morris
o A& . 3 A3=elA symbol &
thought 1} reference(Morris &] designatum 3]
£})8 717 A} referent(Morris 2] denotatum

al @)k 27 o] o)zl vk el Fahd symbol

SYMBOL Stands for REFEREN’
(an imputed :eldlion) =} referent = 74 ;d 2 Q] 31‘,1_74] 7} o] o] ;g_ 4":
TRUE

olx 74 Aol 37 (an imputed relation) =k
A 3= o] A==t oy =ZfflA symbol 3}

referent 2}o] o] o] Mo 2 FA W AL =8 A A TAE FTAFL Aol 23H A

el QA ol 4 (B8] AE, 4TS, des T FaA Azl WIHE
A wez 22 ofE o] SAES ¥R =Mmoz A T weHA 5 oA AR
symbol } referent 7} 47 AqsE Aoz & AFA 4735 Richards-Ogden &
ol ke Hehe AHEA otz 2 & Jgrez ¥4 - F3 EAE
Siolol vzs o7t gk uhE ASE A& F vz FAssic oA wd Hkil
& e AL 99F QoA AR Y AAel HHAel HAE ALE A 2l F
A+t

3.2 HEEUKHS £ Q14 EWLa AYe $3se Adclch. Bloomfield £ ef
2 54 HEBEee SASE A Azte) kel N7 B A=A EHHR L
S A9elA drl g FodE Aold. o2 FEFAHC Aol e Aol A
AzF g, g, 7], i (thought, concept, image, feeling, act of will) 2-& Z.& 2l
29 AGA Gk, AAHFel B 4=y 2499 554 PAd s @
2. b it m=e”, “elEs} ofmet” GO H& AA el dqfmel wiEst gle A
9 EA0H, &7 THEF Y BRARLE AL 3 o o)v » =Aol%n

4 C. K. Ogden and I. A. Richards, The Meaning of Meaning, New York: Harcourt, Brace and World,
1923, p.11.

5 Ibid., p.14ff.

® Bloomfield #}4 & behaviorism o] & ©+2 222 93 2}7] Q1AL mechanistic § Zlo]2}xz etz 3l
% (Language, p.142). Frieso] 9] &= Bloomﬁeldt behaviorism o] & <«ojol] ulti st =719 A
o] & physicalism o] 2 Z<o]s} A4 v 2 Aslbz A 7 c}h o}, Fries, p.59.



ok HHEA HiE (@) 5
2 Aoz, T T2 4 F Yoke @A EdAE treolyst w3t
) Qol etz e}

=¥ Bloomfield & olo} 9} ofv|gte] A E gl o] LEERAAH A vojof &
e e FAYE B 29 Hige oy HAezv THIES AN Zdg. Al
1ot HEBHRIY Al W Adelr]l Atsd WYL HEEEMKGoltz E3onv
Bloomfield & #p#{to] FA = o34 b, =zl 29 #oksbel A3 Aeles 29 4%
T4H (2e 271 4 <012 714 594) Bkl 9% 2= ¥ £3] gz o
ok A9 FHAMEATE TR A 2.8

A E7hA B Eham-E, A2%e] v]Fo & W, nis} ket 2 fREEHRA] HEER
Rl Aak v & B3-S 4 5 9. o]zl g 9 A (Richards-Ogden, Bloomfield)& &
iy Fokamol 2k T2 B EKH (Bréal SO ol at A =rt AsbE o drE d4,
A2 el IR FAolgivh: Bl A F#H Fikwd W E HelvA 2edh

4.0 §lolA =3 @ikt EHHRAY A E Fhd A HEEEY G A
flol HERAZ & o, o] HEHAAEL E3] YZ3e] K- Zo] ohet F8d AdS
& 5 lg. 743 “book”elzl Fgfv ol AU Ank& vl AHo] ol Fglol B
< oE Ae EEYT. =3 LA Az =E dElE 3AFHA genz by e
Fi3k “John Smith”7} JERFSHE AES 743 195193 19619l 27] WE@ QEold. of
Sl £ AR ool A A Qelrte FAZ Ad ATl FEAN BE oF
o WAz i@t RgReA 9t Ae AdseE grled Py e @Rk General
Semantics) o] 2} e},

4.1 2 93¢ 2z =3 o] dTF FEHF Alfred Korzybski £ o & 5o $2, PE
B, 598, LER S dcd] FHA Lok A3 AEE AR A, BEolq ik
Fiokst HE, W, BUAS LokilA Woldtdl =i [FE] =g AU, 27t [FHE
ge}](evaluate) g Aflel 4G Zel, 25 FH9 Aoy, &, Z1&de Hd =
S g3z 2 5ol dE AZER A 9 E . Stitidel o] AAF
A olF BBELFNAE 2 Abmy4 (A 28 FES 54D Jeote] x5 = 2y 37
AA Qb See BAYT. 2 ) A3 EES HED) AT wES wgd)
vt (D ARe g 2 AdE opdT (F 2L 20 Y £4 2 AHE
b=, (@ A=e ¥ #fe =27 o JeAE ge (5 2L oW AEe )
EE A o gl F4 ge), G oA4Hd AxE 2 Ax AAY A=E HEH ok
39, 2 289 AEE A 2 ARY A2 AxE mgok Fohe HikelA M

e

o o

7 Bloomfield, pp.142-144.
8 Bloomfield, pp.425-443.



6 EBHRE VE 28

HERPHCIG (5 2o A 2¢ & F 3z, 2 Zo] A ol A T2 =2 5 3l
. ol& Ao JAd HEFHL hdel $540l A=, =avt fz AAH FHol
e A FAE £ 29 Mz S FEFHCl ZHE Aot dob e A
okl &3 Ze ojf2EdA LR AAL F48EH A D od A2 2 4
E AHele G A€ #AD, @ 28 AL AorAn A ohd AHolx (Md+ +
gl oA widjdoln. FRolak kD), () oFFAE A U3 FAlel Aokl AL T
s (Mde #tdst SA6 D = =D,

4.2 °AY fzmdtz FAQAF ojrl 2R 2 FEFTHAA Folel 2EDA 2 B
Hed oz Aer] A7 PP o2A Korzybski® Qzte] #4119 #HEAY & #HEZ <+
A€ R7HA AL AdPe. FAY Fa3t AE B4 GeF Ao D 2E 2HL 4
2 ERY S tA2s EHE 9ok i, 71 old ARELS ZE A FYE K
Mg nolmz > <HEE> HY HEE 24 HAoldel v ARdE 715
T @ A4 &A% 259 e G2z <R ALY> <& &
29> AY HME 4oz 29 A4nd vhEd A4S INEE 3o FRHE A3
= FEHoR 3% 4 A . (3) ZE A IFHIY A HE4A Mzt
o] e Mg 3 ol EASA Xdte AAY HHAY AEA 8 2E AL o
A HY FE g AdE 7199 5. @ Tzgel & zofolet ¥4 A7 e
At) SoA e TAZ Aolet e AgdE TLEE e e o817} glemz ofd
AdA Y JAst T AA AEHFE EFE dol fdolok Ak ) G 2 F
T Eo] #AdAolz ¥AHEG Aojmz v o FHF RAFEN gle AFde 7
“FRA” “AF” 53} 2ol FIANRE ¥4 Aoz AdE T U TLE G
A ek (6) dole AHAL S T Sle AR SEMNeE ed Fed. gt
3 AEd FAEE T HF Fok “bio-chemistry” ¥ do] E( oz AAF tho
€ &%, ogA FolEoz QA" ZHEE AA oW AR Eo ddHozE FelF
Joent AAo e FHAH e A& A3 £.°

o3¢ ¥rtH 2 wad —MEKAOIZ S/ AFe A%z 2 AYgL HlYxF
xYgozH, qoE Fi Edilo vid o A4 HES Aol noty e sietH
3t mEE 2o o AAIA uleed JddE e 2YPolgdn & 4 gl

5.0 Ferdinand de Saussure &= § Y% t}2 YtE 3} interanimation iy WA, & AE
254 @A) Atz 2y k. 73 engseignement o] 2k LS A4xo] FAIF ulel ol

enseignement, enseigner, enseignons,-::-:- Zhell FEEo]zF LEQ9 471 Qlth. enseignement,

® Alfred Korzybski, Science and Sanity, 2nd edition. Lancaster, Pa.: Science Press, 1941.



Brkame HES HE (E) 7

‘ enseignement )

7 / \ .

/ \
enseigner [ \ clement
/ / \
/ \ .
enseignons ’ \ ]ustcm\ent
apprenti
4 p/ 1ssage chan‘gement \\
. \ tC.
etc 5 / . b
o éducation ; Y Y
y; / armement \
/ etc. \ x
/e!c. / etc. etc\.
: \
/ gl etc. \
7 / \ \
le radical Vanalogie le sufiz la communauté
des signifids des image acoustiq
4=
apprentissage, éducation, - Zhel &= = Bkl FHE) k. =3} enseignement, changement,
armement, -+« -+ Zholl &= FER7F 35242 3¢, enseignement, justement 2] ofv|fijd] & Az}

RS FEHol et olgA FEo4LE JHAl EEEAE e AeA BiAEsgel % dA
T B A shAA "ok Saussure = HYP ek 0 o)) AFAY WAL @S
o FEE Alolo] A o™ v KES & dAFZ AU o9 e WAL
Z1ke 2 28 BHMAEE Ty ARE BERERR G et

5. 1 Trier & #E#& (intellectual terms)?] JF& F3td, MG TF244 84
dojst detvt FoF AEE slertE vd Foh. Guiraud o 24" A EFH55)E
vzl Middle High German-& 1200397 o &

KUNST WISHEIT Kunst, Wisheit, List 8] 4] @te 402 #2
& Bol FA= Adsdtte Foltk. Kunst & o]

§ KUNST S List & . .
& art (d]%), List¥& cunning, craft, trick 59
=oz A [H1G), Wisheit = wisdom (&)=

LIST WIZZEN

| A ade F A welas 2 e
L 1300 Kunst = E%A Fol v His) g x4¢ &
A5 % 2 ol9 List & ERI ss Aoz

A BgE, Kicmol et 47 Ais WA ke $2E TEA o T 2UE 2 34

10 Ferdinand de Saussure, Cours de linguistique génerale, pp.173-175.
11 Pierre Guirand, La sémantique, Presses Universitaires de France, 1955, pp.77-80.
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o] #fi#A =& ulg 3l AHolgtl. Wisheit = Kunst 1} List o 3 fAHERZE 2oz Fa
oz} 447 Bk =E AdE dehde S8olgeh 2 ol % 100ddo] A 13004 of
€ H3d #MEHEes ¥ F Ak 449 Mg Wisheit, Kunst, Wizzen o] 4 &%z o
Folzleh. 120079 vwA, A4H A& 74a) List 7b glol x| 2 Wizzen o] el of
TR oit@ AFH orlst e knowledge o Foz 0] H= Abo} Y Kunst & &)
A el arte] Jl7kAZ . Wisheit & F24 orj& glolAz Fad AvAHL 24
e T2 dyc. o AdAY wUsle HgAE S E 9rste Aol o] HE
AR EIRIS Aol A EHvw I MEBY oW w3t BEER A8 MEe Wed 3
o 2 ykgoezE 27¢ e ¥ drdde Al . EEs F @SER 3
o] BHEE ol Fol A, & it EHRe AA HEEAAA o 949 S E A E
Z1 ol o}

5.2 oA AgH, 4elA grlAdAE HAFE MEERGRS S oz B A
3 T34 F2E mdss =3 G. Matoré ] La Méthode en Lexzcologze(Pans: Didier,
1953)el A 2 WA g o] F k. Matoré = FE9 I Fobs o2 Hokel Tzl AL 2
ST ATHAE okt A Aolm g vtm Bz, 23 Bk A _‘#_0}/‘1 A >
AaHee] AT A U, deld A AR} A3 E AP Aolmnz A3 B
fiol 2tz g}, (Mais, ce qui distingue une science d’une autre ce n’est pas seulement son
object, c’est la diversité formelle, le point de vue. Celui de la lexicologie est particulier; c’est
en partant de D’étude du vocabulaire que nous essairons d’expliquer une société. Aussi
pourrons-nous definir la lexicologie comme une discipline sociologique utilsant le matériel
linguistique que sont les mots.)!? =& S olo]#] s FE&z 2+ HHAH S kel A
o] 2ut S (lexicologie statique) & A =¥ A& Ayt o 2 e &9 #
415 (le champ notionnel) & 7}x 32 9o}, 2]z 2zt #4450 = 27855 (le mot-témoin) 2} =
Zol oct. @AY " 54 Al A2 4re A A #MEE e e wE

o, HEE Fd o AL o #MaBy FA4AL olFH FY AdAHY 7E eEEun
BWHo 2 Efiol oA 2Eg AW ek, oleg FTAA EH-g Matoré & BGETE (e
mot-clé) e}z S oh.  MEEH MY AAlE Trier o A9 K% Qomz 1765419 “art”
S “techniques} g FAo2 ¥ MALS MRET Matorédld W A 6xel oz
2 o A48 FepA e

Hell &7 3 Trier } Matoré o] FEEHEMGR-S 2=t e A& 243 A o)A Morris
o syntactics o] B2Ao) He HE o 2 29 WAE Gk H4A (5 A7 A

2 G. Matoré, La méthode en lexicologie, Paris: Didier, 1953, p.50.
1 Ibid., p.102.
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LE CHAMP NOTIONNEL D’ART ET DE TECHNIQUE VERS 1765

nheur
X
Philosophie
g
V;;u R:iggn umidres
Morale
zd
)
van_]él:;wn u
Esthéti ohgct§ A
;(l)gs::u n]e ;'_Lque Bellc Nature
Beau ideal
ol 4 % &
Le Technique L’ART
& ol &
Beaux-arts
Meétiers les Arts ks
Ad ] Beu%s-_‘l‘:um
Artisan Artiste. =
FE7) %> ol %7t
A 6 =

T 2

2 AgtaAloAul X Hog B ouw ZF 2504 designatum; 2} designatum, 949 2}3] 4

28 g d3ela HHAAL 2 WA E GFhes Hez £ oH, o3y v Eelz

3+ 4= glo}. Matoré AP = [E4k 7| (lexicologie)o]l tz 2 -2 =53 & =z glo.
6.0 M) Bk =AY o g Wy ez Bt (componential analysis)o] Slet.

B o 0N W Lo T W Qi EEST mox o] oIS A TREEY JHEE

°]

& 4> (semantic component)g 3Fo} W &= A o]t}
6.1 old g e FREHATY WEAANE A =8 FHolvp 1 &I KAGHE
S22 BEREC A8 2 A zhekE] HREHY dF So] 2ol

1. o} ¥ 2 a + m 10. 9] £ 2 a —f —m
2.0 9] 4 a+f 11. ¥ m+ m— mt

3.2 4 a4+ m+m 12. ¢4 % m+ m — m™

4. 99 24 a+f +m 13. & o m 4+ m — f+

5 & Z a-+m+f 14. o Y f +m — f+

6. 9 22 a+f+f 15, & w f 4+ m— mt

7.0 & a-—-m 6. 4 & a+ a+m-—a- -5
8. = a — f 17. 2} e + a + m—a—a --- %
9. & 2 a—m—m e B X

WORRE TEEASRY k) [ERWR] Ak
5 il “Korean Kinship Terminology: A Semantic Analysis” TEBH7%] ALA 13 (1967),
pp.70-81. ©] 2 Fol9 AFo] 120MEE AEZ st KK L A% 3 Aol
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A 7] dE £ ZAqk ZHEE AP mE <BHED>, fe <&#>, ay <Bi#
T oL >, +5 2 FHo e Aol gl Ae And AW ZAH>, - 2 Fd
Qe Zo] el Qe Aud <ZAHA Ffi> 92 77 veldch § 164 17729 2
BARAA @ AL E48 <HE> (5 9 A Fo] & 143t E ego)E Hepie] @ &
9 E7HE 2 egooA ¥ ¢ W AL Jehid. 01 3. 23 atm+m) & 2
B FHLE AgEe ARy Yo AT glol(F ), 2z ud —tiy $9 HH:(+mE
AH A —i# 919 BE(+m)& 7=yl e 2ol Zeltt 114 e v <HD>2H
A (4714 ) L m)o] vols}t Beg FAFH, 129 JE & 29 W2 os)
o HEe vehich

AN KBS Fe AAZA 19 28 vad 29, 2 19 2% Agsted 714
3l $RAY 9 4 (contrasting elements) = mF f & T & 4 Q. Loz 13 7¢ )
23 qrleA HREHRE +9 —d& ¢ F 05 113 2o e * U dEes0]
o 163 170 A & #:9) 25 (@, m, H2H4 el e Azt Astale] 9 A 24
& +, -9 Fa7t #WesdE £ 5 Ad. oA WESFHHRS P 242 A&
3] A #377E (minimal pain)o] A HIES] 7] 5& M2 B4y Foh u=, 78 I Feold
Afde AA, HezAde © HEBY #, @ IFY #, @ A HIARA st link) 9]
ol WA or|yRoln, oF dYAelzy @ F2F dwAtdink)} A AH 4 A4
2, ® BB AA I4 A @A ge|YLolz, siAFezr © HUS AH A
o zoldl AYHE dAEA (F +-)9 FAE Y Y Ede ¢ F U

6.2 ol FIAE FFl 2o I} ZHS] FHEME ol Fv AT ol WY BERBEL
o] mojA ¥ Y E¢ YepllE Aoz 2 ANdA i M2 LT dd
A54€ A8 F 9E % ol i, 28w ZE BREKY SHREEE 4By &
#2 BAT F UEA BT BREHK vl E old BHREA Agozy ZAY + JA
g A e oFd 29 F frleld. kY AL Iz e B AAdA =
£ 4 & R REd a9 BHALE stz EEA de o] dAAzAs HFx
3ol 7] 7hEo H.

olH & BAMML MEidylolzt B4t 2o Arle 3, BRSO A 24
Fe] ov| g FA A Y FHde e A xolm2, Trier} Matoré 4 Migs Azt #
&9 AP A Forz AL PYPAE T LA LR bda2r, FE vFTY HLAFEBRE
o] WA Hikold. o] R FxZE  Goodenough, Wallace, Atkins, Romney,

8 RSN S 2o MMl Zuke ¥ Aoldey Tejol: Hammeld 3 SERH{S 443k
= A5% 9 or Sydney Lamb 2 RGH#H (Stratificational theory)®] A ollA HAFAE w138
= AEx U



Brokine #HEs ik (&EW) 11

Hammel, Kimball % uko] gle}. V7

7.0 Osgood 59 FBEZ710L
QA =k BHE, MSHEKSR 5
T HoA A FBRE Bkl 4 + At

Z o] AR e o HWEAAE e
rhab7bA] 2 2] ) 3] (reference) o} sl 24 € o

#e] 3 o]

28]} Weinreich 7} XA 3tz 9=

A 259 AF5 A A A9 | (referential meaning) 7} o} 2} #%#£RYS) ¢) (emotive meaning)

9 2xelgeh.
KNIFE

extremely quite slightly neither slightly quite extremely

good - — —~t———+—had
N
kind ——t — + = —icruel
//
wise — + — ——T +——+——— foolish
~
~
complex - ——t —+ T + -+simple
\\\
¢ S~
humble +— + +— +—>— proud
1 ya [
i V2 :
! i
A7T=E
KNIFE

extremely quite slightly neither slightly quite extremely

— 4 —i sad

happy +— $ — et

hard + + +
]

A 8 =

4———i s0ft
]
]
)

7.1 258 A7, 829 =A o (knife, fathers)s} o] ojw #ae Yehie w2EL
Az, o] #aSo] good—bad, kind—cruel, wise—foolish, happy—sad, hard—soft 5
B 38219 #oz o] Folxl A E(scale)o] A ojd fiiie]l vt 7 =718 HERER

ol 59 FEHRYL KBY FnER 4.

18 Charles E. Osgood, George J. Suci, and Percy H. Tannenbaum, The Measurement of Meaning,

Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1957,

19 Uriel Weinreich, “Travels through Semantic Space,” Word 14.346-366.



12 MR VE 28
o2 AdA s, Are ATENY 7HAZ Yol extremely good, quite good,
slightly good, neither good nor bad, slightly bad, quite bad, extremely bad 2 3}giet. ©] 7
gAe Axt ZE 9o nE KEMN d449 4, 718 kind—cruel, wise—foolish,
humble—proud, hard—soft, - Zox ag 2 Hegch. o)gA st Z HEERAT TAA
e sl HEgdd B e ATEY WA adsd 2 Adel A% M
da izl e AAH A 2R Jepdeh EHEE o9 94T Ke [EKS
223 | (semantic profile)o] g} o] & R-o]u], o] ke 2L F—HS(LH) 3
AE Aol Bt bz, =% A—A% FA—ad 43 APse e A4 E FA o
2 Azz grpanz @5 o4 A Aol FUAY Azl % WshE 223
o Fyghige Aol 2 AlAstd =z AR HolEF FAY F U= zAAH 2EL oAk
2 “semantic differential” (GEuEfoE)el g 24 oz jh.

23y o] Aol dz Hxol 93 Prh(rating) & v]ma] 2 A} ojd HEF el
Y FSRAS 4e WA 7Y good—bad Eol A high 5 F& Foz Pt
= 4 beautiful—ugly, sweet—sour, kind—cruel, pleasant—unpleasant S-of A & high
Vel ok (32 2 sharp—dull=fast—slow). o]l gt A & 2A3}7] ¢3te] BRSO
(factor analysis)®] ¥}y 2 H83)gicd. “factor”z) o] B A A-¢aA 7 Q& Hobe 714 o
Fg PlA e oy e A=z MRz 2 BHES P 2old. ERHHY A3z
(1) evaluative factor (good—bad, kind—cruel, grateful—ungrateful, harmonious—dissonant,
beautiful—ugly, successful—unsuccessful, true—false, positive—negative, reputable—disreputable,
wise—foolish o] 2 Gd-& = 991)3 (2) potency factor (hard—soft, masculine— faminine,
severe—lenient, strong—uweak, tenacious—yielding, heavy—IUlight, mature—youthful 5-o 2 < 3F
< FE= HRA), zz]x (3) oriented activity factor(active—passive, fast—slow, excitable—calm,
rash—cautious, heretical—orthodox %o 2 43¢ Fv BH) 5 Aol /M4 244 BRI S
WA 2z #Ee] AA G f1AE olud BERHESES HEEE 42 FkZM (semantic space)
ol Fo2 £ A =7t Osgood%el FErkZ4 Wyjelct. $§ A R = dhgoz Fa
3 HHo 2= (4) stability factor (sober—drunk, stable—changeable ), (5) tautness factor

(angular—rounded,  straight—curved 5-), (6) novelty factor (new—old, usual—unusual =),

(7) receptivity factor, (8) aggressiveness factor 7} WFA 5 ¢} o} .

7.2 °]2|§ Osgood %] FEH WY& =& FE Polde] HEe Hi R o}
W 2ol o7 EBRZERE TS & o) ol F FAH N, BAMNY Hikol mE tho]
o T+ HE4% T olv BHBSE 2o AR I fAE Hol gl 23y 2 E
S ol wde] el = #EE I WK Kiie 3§ Aolmz, 2H g
Z1& i o] 2vh HH(factor)o] ki AfHolst & 4 U MM BNRE e¥ F
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JE AL F2 Zslvh. upFo] 23w Osgood & FEfHily FHE cF71& hdA=E
o} dte] ol Aol Al Buf FEARAy EkS A%HQ lexicography, 3 referential meaning o] Fiat o}
= o2 B ad(esly E8a o] 729 BN SHE & Aold. =3 R
Foke] Ao ZE9 Yol obF AlEMCz EFE3 Aol i, = 200 AHdF
500 HEaHd, = e 200 Ad 7670 H=2A g 24 Ade A3AE o9A ¢
AANAAN T8 B Jolutol 5 Wz ol (i Aot & 5 AAAA 2 AAA oFF
3 zto] Slth.

7.3 AAARANA A, BEHES LWt =z WEELE Y HEHERAS BAEAAA oA}
Aoz} FAHLE, E=E jit@Y H2E FIZ gFs HE, EAEE B 432
o A WAL A QA Bl R QmEAA FF IS
MEEMR) Blamlol gk ol Feld shobd Azs] wghd.

8.0 = $ EA WVHEAA WAHEe FEHES T s oFE Z = 3
< LER B ool wolM mm, WM MEpsdd MY wEde f2AA 42
@ Aoloh. ol& HFY WA, F F4H4 |y & W& syntactic semantics o] A T2 A o] &

)

n

=
& 27

ru

u} Logical Syntax ¢} Transformational-generative Semantics 7} ¢l 4| Biji#E #HEY Y-of
of &8ug 7L doldEzA FAE A BRECGEREBEWRGD T 25ke] 4H 27
2 o).

8.1 Chomsky = Syntactic Structures ol x| JEREH) HEREHY bl A AR E 72 2 &
29 53 FHRBHERC £ £ BT A4S A2z SEEREY 4T SEAY
A T-5 FAld z@sle —REFHEGRAANE o] MEEDA S dTHelF Fez FAUH
(These counterexamples should not, however, blind us to the fact that there are striking
correspondences between the structures and elements that are discovered in formal, grammatical
analysis and specific semantic functions....... The fact that cerrespondences betvween formal
and semantic features exist, however, cannot be ignored. These correspondences should
be studied in some more general theory of language that will include a theory of linguistic
form and a theory of the use of languag as subparts.??) == =3 r|s) e H@EkEL7}
Sydoz HAY 227 Nk A2 AR elH] MK (evels of phrase
structure) 7} EA| ] = 709} szt o] A EE AoE S92

A HEae 2§ =le g Chomsky o o] 2] gt #] o}-& Katz ¢ Fodor &) #i# i
LR EWHRE A gz ® 2EY BEisel MAsle]l Katz9} Fodor o AHELG

20 Noam Chomsky, Syntactic Structures, The Hague: Monton 1957, pp.101-102.

21 Ibid, Chapter 8 (pp. 85-91)

22 Jerrold J. Katz and Jerry A. Fodor, “The Structure of a Semantic Theory,” Language 39 (1963),
pp.170-210. Reprinted in Jerry A. Fodor and Jerrold J. Katz, eds., The Structure of Language.
Readings in the Philosophy of Language, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1964, pp.479-518.
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(integrated theory) & 2 WA gl £, o] & M@k, ZiH, HkS A FolA #Haret Bk o
§E A =3y ®

8.2 o9 o]g9 TEHUuukE 497 4% g 2 sk o

1. Y= w7t £, (ship, pear)
2. de W& 94t (pear)

3. 1= w7} =1}, (stomach)
4. Y& 9 & g, (ship)

9 dlEAA 2, 3, 4= 2 Fo] £ 1L 2. e e F e AL
gl v (pear) F7pA] Holm A [F2A] E F Ue AL A}%}—J A 9] o Fol wy
(stomach) o]}, vlxl7}z] 2 4o A [El=H ] o] &3l AEFoe E9 o =& v (ship)
ojt}. wide] 1Mo AE Wi IFold] & e Aol aFgstal Wk Fdal e F74A
7F et A7l A M Jeke Ede psl A FEfkif(lexicon)o A9z ot 2 Ak EAE
371 2 & 2o},

Fol drh.

Ad
o
ety

ul}
Noun
_— ‘\\\v
. . P .
(animate) (or +animate) (inanimate) (or —animate)
(human) (+ botanical) (—botanical)
(nutruition) (transportation)
(7449 d¥] [(T2YTdel Fats  [E9¢d =& A]
RE XA o]
[0} [OF3 w3
stomach pear ship, boat

oo} 2 AR EAlE EIRY old S IAEE A g EAez vz Katz-
Fodor & @oh® (D Mijehe A8 45 28z k. @) o] TAol7 7%
£ Az 9e E%S $5% Jehig. A9Ed A% 2 %ol Aol Al E& M)A
g} Noun, (+animate), Chuman), [ol7} #4149 9]} 7 2 (path 0) & E3) A H =z (-——
o] stomach 3 =), E# =& v} ), Noun, (—animate), (+botanical), (nutruition), [%
HRste) £33 w49 Qo)) AR(w)F FH EA (G pear A, AH

25”_];_1';)]7(-1 _}.wﬁa—tz and Paul M. Postal, An Integrated Theory of Linguistic Descriptions, Cambridge,
Mass.: The M.I.T. Press, 1964.
24 Katz and Fodor, op. cit., p. 500.
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Z=2 ] | Noun, (—animate), (—botanical), (transportation), [& $]o] =+ A9 A2 (w)E
E3 ZAAG(F ship mE boatd AS). (3) o] AL AHAA v =4 (systematic
semantic features)& Wepdch. A A F o w|zbde] gt g o] q FRFES A=A 71 o
L 3 gde] shAl R B TRold, @ 2Hd of e & TEsted WA
715 oz Y7etd Bl ol golth. ol BHEES o4 AHd g3ld ¥ = 4
A ¢ glerte e FA o] 9ot Katz-Fodor = o]l =3 33 o] &l glo] EHAA
Bag g FAYPL Bojrh. @ 2] FEIHE oE grinte] sHAl 543 gRAE
Yellel, o] AL 252 distinguisher 2} 3}o] ] A 3 (systematic)el Zo] oz, &F =E
el $%unH oz 44HE ol oz, & gvlel S4@ Aol Hse. oflelA
distinguisher 2} 3l= A& A A=A 9 =] =2 (Katz-Fodor = ©] 2 & semantic marker 2} Y&
F TEE T A ATl FAE o= £ AU At vt A F 27
A7 JF KEHQA AololA Katz-Fodor 7} distinguisher 2 TA|§ AE o EA354
semantic marker {b& = glttE v]Ito] Yrh.® =z} FA] A2 Katz-Fodor ¢ distinguisher
A AN gelAdz o A feldws UAdAudE, EEA AA s
distinguisher & 7}x) = Axcl: distinguisher §}©] systematic semantic markers =lo 24
B2E BFF 152 o+ dod o o]AFozlEd, 3 2XY “systematic”’F o v A} E&
HMEHo2H T APl =& FEXRE o el 5 A, A3 52 A4 F A
Lzt 8 2 A ddx 4zd .
&3 AA(EA ALl Aode ol o Fx A 2004 [l e [ele A
oA a8tz o 2ke] F ¥ 7] (4J#E# phrase-marher or P-marker) & =)= #10x9} ).

NPT 143
/
/ \
vT Aux
e N
Fa
NP Vvt
| |

Y ul o Past
lezical string 1 2 3 4

A 10 =

ol q MEEHL AW ste M (formatives, | 10 6] A T} Mo | T2 “past” S-)e =)
9= Mol @ 249 J&e HAe) Yz, oA NP9 Ve & ovjd oz Agstd
VT 9 %¢& 93l A9IES w, FEule] Vi s AE 4 Qb G20z =2 A

2% Dwight Bolinger, “The Atomization of Meaning,” Language 41.4(1965), pp.555-573.
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B (output), 5 VT o] 9v| 9} Aux & Agtste] VP Eo| v}a{zic}. mixutoz So =
ee NPot VP fiEe Agshd o 24 A4 %ol sidgg.

°l#1 ¥ 73t (amalgamation) & 13t 3 & B (projection rule)o] et shm AL
TR A gtz 2 A 4Aeke AF 29 1€ vlasd A9Esz @ 9 F 29
-5l I Jolsk Vt& +nutrition o] 2} &7 21 ¢ 744 NPuhg HA o2 9 gehe A Fe
WA T Yoz AIE M o, 2t ATE F Y wd, dE 19 [Fl3e &
(S Agolz 29 F4Dde 28 AGe] gong AIEY w9 v F 7 HE F
A 2 Rol FAAA7} vhot Aol (@EAel AE F.

17l 4703 Katz-Fodor, Katz-Postal o] 2 S/l F3lol 2ol AR Bk 2 2
R2 Z5 0w olzlo] MERS Yutel &3 Rt wo] =odHx gloy AdBAR
Yoz s3z uE.

9.0 o4& aofstd EikmE 2A vFel F 530 duH 2 e mHS HEH
T Ex ERHRAY BAE TYGE BHSH, EAZ G A5 EAse dBvYe
TH3= Aol et BiFe A= HEHEE TS HEEBHRAY Aold AYAAN 2
< Ao, HREE AL FAsz wiel AT A WA FTAA g Foy
T A7t Az d2g o Frh. 5 A5 VA AT AT HEE e ¥ E
B tlAe FAY Frdwe walde A, G2 e TG AR Yol #UE,
Y EHH oz Aty A1E A AdRe A 4aziel da 2R Abold A=
B AU o pE AES) Ao =7 AAA ey i@ /2bE Sx=2 %
€ EiRael WA= 239l

ol ¥ BBk MK AR B HRFA HET z ozl M EFF AL
FAEE Ao 9L F ArldAE 2 A oA R AA X Aol HReIW
TS AY L BN#AE e B et o= A= A9 5 Y AT =R A
YRS AHHE sHe Arudete ol &3k Eikawe dAd =& € £ <tk
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