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                                             Abstract

This paper aims at bridging the gap between linguistics and English-Arabic translation.
The theory of semantic fields is a linguistic theory which assumes that the lexical items of a natural language can be classified into sets, or fields, related semantically and divide up the semantic space in various ways. For example, the field of “Killing Human Beings” in English includes such lexemes as ‘kill, murder, assassinate, massacre, slaughter, butcher, and execute’ which differ from one another in respect of many components of meaning. The field of “Being Angry” includes different lexemes such as ‘angry, annoyed, irritated, furious, exasperated, and indignant.’ The field of “Looking” includes lexemes like ‘look, gaze, stare, glance, glimpse, peer, glare, and gape.’ The object of the analysis of semantic fields is to collect all the lexical items that belong to a particular field and decompose their meanings into shared and unique components that show their relationship to one another and to the general term.

Translators often resort to bilingual dictionaries seeking translational equivalents during the process of translating texts from English into their native language or vice versa. This practice is quite unsatisfactory in the case of English and Arabic as the existing bilingual dictionaries are rather useless in handling semantic fields in a large number of cases: they lack accuracy. They offer inaccurate translational equivalents and often confuse the translator.

This research attempts to investigate the problem and suggest a new approach to the translation of lexical items in semantic fields. The approach is based on the premises of the componential approach to meaning. The translator should conduct a componential analysis of the semantic fields to which the items in the original text belong. It is hoped that such an approach will prove workable and fruitful and will contribute to the improvement and accuracy of the translation process. 
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1. Introduction
    Saussurean structuralism regards language as a unique system or a network of  functionally- related elements within which each element derives its essence from its relations with the other elements in the system. With respect to the lexicon of natural language this means that the meaning of each lexeme depends on the existence of other lexemes related to it semantically in the language system (1). This position inevitably leads to the conclusion that it does not make sense to fully define or analyse the meanings of lexemes separately.

    The theory of semantic fields assumes that the lexical items of language can be classified into sets, or fields, related semantically and divide up the semantic space in various ways (1). For example, the field of “Killing Human Beings” in English includes such lexemes as ‘kill, murder, massacre, slaughter, butcher, execute’ which differ from one another in respect of many components of meaning (2). The field of “Being Angry” includes such lexemes as ‘angry, annoyed, irritated, furious, exasperated, and indignant’. The field of “Being Proud” includes lexemes like ‘conceited, proud, vain, arrogant, and haughty’. The field of “Taking Hold of” consists of lexemes such as ‘seize, grasp, snatch, grab, grip’. The field of “Looking” includes lexemes like ‘look, gaze, stare, glance, glimpse, peer, glare, gape’. Thus the object of the analysis of semantic fields is to collect all the lexical items that belong to a particular field and decompose their meanings and show the relationships of each of them to one and another and to the general term. Although there are certain lexical gaps and disagreements and indecisions among native speakers in deciding whether two lexemes overlap in meaning or contrast, these are of very limited types and do not invalidate the theory. Looking closely at semantic fields, it is possible to describe the gaps and overlaps (Lehrer, 1994: 16).

2. Semantic Fields: Defining Characteristics
    We may summarize the main defining characteristics of semantic fields as follows. Certainly, it is possible to add other characteristics but the ones given here are felt to be sufficient to define the notion of semantic field for the purpose of this research paper.

(1) A semantic field is a set of lexemes paradigmatically related within a given language system e.g. the field of “Being Angry” which includes such lexemes as ‘angry, annoyed, irritated, furious, exasperated, indignant’.

(2) The field is often subsumed under a general term usually referred to as the ‘archilexeme’( Coserio and Geckler, 1974, 1991); ‘headword’ (Lehrer, 1994); ‘generic term’ (Nida, 1995); and ‘superordinate lexeme’ (or ‘superordinate’) (Lyons,1997). So the lexeme “Killing” is the archilexeme of the field which includes such lexical items as ‘kill, murder, assassinate, massacre, slaughter, butcher, execute”. The lexeme “flower’ is the superordinate of ‘lily, daisy, daffodil, tulip, rose’, etc. 

(3) All the lexemes in the field belong to the same word-class; in particular, they belong to the same part of speech (i.e. nouns, adjectives, verbs, etc.). However, morphological relations are to be taken into account in any analysis of a number of fields or subfields. Thus the field of “Killing” can be divided into subfields that are morphologically related:

                                                           “Killing”
	Field

	Subfields

	

	Verbs
	
	Nouns


	Adjectives



	kill

murder

assassinate

massacre

slaughter

butcher

execute

etc.


	
	killing

murder

assassination

massacre

slaughter

butchery

execution

etc.
	killed

murdered

assassinated

massacred

slaughtered

butchered

executed

etc.


(4) Semantic fields are special types of paradigms being derived from verbal contexts. Take the verbal context: ‘Victoria was pleased about her……’ and the intention to express ‘regular income’. This allows lexemes like ‘pay’ , ‘salary’, ‘wage’, interest’, etc. (Lutzeler, 1982:2).

(5) The term ‘semantic field’ rather than ‘lexical field’ will be used here to refer to the group of lexemes having the characteristics given here. This use will enable us to include in the relevant field such multi-word lexical units as ‘put to death’, ‘put an end to’, whose status between phrasal lexemes and collocations is rather indeterminate. Similarly, an idiom like ‘kick the bucket’ will be treated in the same field with such lexemes as ‘die’, ‘pass away’, ‘expire’, etc. Likewise, ‘spill the beans’ will be included in the same field as other semantic units like ‘reveal’, ‘make known’, ‘disclose’, ‘uncover’, etc. This degree of flexibility or fuzziness might be considered especially desirable when contrasting corresponding fields in two languages for translation purposes.

(6) A semantic field is not a mere ‘domain’ or ‘set’ as these terms are normally used in linguistics and anthropology. The term ‘domain’ is normally used to mean a cultural area characterized by a set of lexical items and expressions included in the domain on cultural rather than linguistic criteria. A set is a group of lexemes or lexical units related to one another by the fact that they describe some topic or a subject area or a situation e.g. ‘guitar’, ‘drums’, ‘drumsticks’, ‘electronic organs’, ‘piano’, ‘bass guitar’, ‘microphone’, ‘stage’, ‘singer’, ‘loudspeaker’, ‘amplifier’, ‘curtain’, ‘teenager’, ‘spotlight’, ‘television camera’, ‘cameraman’ to describe a topic like “Pop Concert” or a set like ‘counter’, ‘safe’, ‘telephone kiosk’, ‘telephone’, ‘receiver’, ‘telephone directory’, ‘stamps’, ‘stamp-machine’ to describe a situation like “At the Post Office”.

(7) Semantic fields are not fields of associations. In the case of an associative field one can include any lexical item or unit associated in one way or another with the field. An associative field is thus ‘uncontrollable’ in the sense of Coserio and Geckler (1991).

3. Sense-Relations

 The speakers of a language intuitively feel a relationship between certain pairs or sets of lexemes which is not accounted for by an overt phonological or grammatical similarity. The speakers of English, for instance, intuitively feel that the lexemes ‘parent’ and ‘child’ , for example, are semantically related in a way not shared by ‘parent’ and ‘take’; ‘bachelor’ and ‘married’ are different in meaning but more similar than ‘bachelor’ and ‘river’ ; the lexemes ‘chair’, ‘stool’, ‘bench’ and ‘sofa’ are related in a way that ‘chair’ and ‘horse’ are not; and so on.

    One of the goals of an adequate semantic theory is to characterize and explicate the semantic relations holding between semantically-related lexemes and how these relations are being made use of in the communicative process. Any theory which fails to capture these relations satisfactorily must be inadequate either in principle or in some detail of the theory.

    The theory of semantic fields makes use of a number of lexical relations in terms of which the fields are structured.

In this section we shall deal very briefly with the most important of these relations in English in order to clarify the notion of semantic field for the purpose of contrasting fields between English and Arabic.

  3.1. Synonymy
  The sense-relation of synonymy or ‘sameness of meaning’ has been widely debated, and even confused by some authors. Part of the debate, or confusion, is due to the ambiguity of the term ‘meaning’ itself. Does ‘meaning’ in ‘sameness of meaning’ refer to denotation only or should it be taken to refer to ‘sense’ as well? Should it be confined to ‘descriptive meaning’ (i.e. denotation and sense, or what is often referred to as ‘conceptual’ or ‘cognitive’ meaning) or should it be extended to cover other types of meaning such as ‘emotive meaning, ‘stylistic meaning’, ‘dialectal meaning’, etc

  However, we may distinguish two interpretations of the term ‘synonymy’ that are often encountered in the literature. The first will be referred to as the ‘narrow interpretation’; the second the ‘broad interpretation’. According to the first, two lexemes are synonymous if they are:

(i) interchangeable in ALL contexts; and

(ii) identical in ALL types , or aspects, of meaning.

By the first criterion, two lexemes can never be considered ‘true’ (‘absolute’ or ‘real’) synonyms unless they occur in ALL contexts without the slightest change in meaning,  i.e. they should have the same distribution in the totality of a language whether this totality is taken to mean all actual utterances or all potential utterances or both. The two lexemes ‘profound’ and ‘deep’, for example, are interchangeable in ‘He offered them his profound sympathy’ and ‘He offered them his deep sympathy’. But in a context like ‘The boat sank in ………………… water’ the lexemes ‘deep’ and ‘profound’ are not interchangeable as ‘*The boat sank in profound water’ is unacceptable. Since there is no total interchangeability between ‘deep’ and ‘profound’, they are not, it is claimed, synonymous.

    By the second criterion, two or more lexemes may have the same descriptive (conceptual or cognitive) meaning but differ in connotative (mainly emotive) meaning. An oft-cited example is that of the three lexemes ‘economical’, ‘thrifty’ and ‘stingy’ which have the same cognitive meaning “careful in the spending of money, energy, etc.” but differ in emotive meaning. The lexeme ‘economical’ is void of any emotive meaning; ‘thrifty’ indicates approval and ‘stingy’ indicates ‘disapproval’.

    If synonyms are conceived of in this way, that is, completely identical in ALL types, or aspects, of meaning and totally interchangeable in ALL contexts, then it is undoubtedly true that there are very few such synonyms in language. And, in fact, little purpose is served by such a definition. We will avoid this narrow interpretation of synonymy on theoretical and practical grounds.

    As for the second interpretation of synonymy, it holds that two or more lexemes are synonymous if they express one or more ‘ideas’ in common, e.g. ‘accelerate’, ‘quicken’, ‘hasten’, ‘expedite’, ‘dispatch’, ‘urge’, ‘drive’, ‘step up’, etc. It is clear from this list that there are some of the given lexemes which may be regarded as synonyms in some contexts such as ‘quicken’, ‘hasten’ but there are others like ‘urge’, ‘expedite’ and ‘drive’ which are open to criticism. ‘Accelerate’ means to “to go or make go faster’; so do ‘hasten’ and ‘quicken’. But ‘urge’ throws the emphasis upon the force that impels rather than upon the result which usually but not always is to make go fast; ‘expedite’ stresses the removal of impediments so that a progress or process is not delayed longer than is necessary or normal and , therefore , usually means to go faster than it might; ‘drive’ does not normally imply ‘speed though in one sense it means ‘go or move fast or violently along’ as in ‘ The ship was driving along before the wind’. Thus in all the three cases, viz. ‘urge’, ‘expedite’ and ‘drive’ , the element of ‘speed’ may or may not be implied; if implied , it is subordinate to the main implications of the meanings of lexemes. Furthermore, without taking the context into account one is hardly justified in regarding ‘accelerate’ as synonymous with ,say, ‘urge’ or ‘dispatch’. One of the familiar meanings of ‘urge’ is to “to request earnestly; to try to persuade” as in ‘The dealer urged me to buy the car’.
Given the lexemes ‘accelerate’ and ‘urge’ as synonyms out of context , the translator will very likely confuse them as interchangeable in all contexts. This overgeneralization will certainly lead to numerous translation errors.

    As a conclusion, we may say that, on theoretical and practical grounds, the narrow interpretation of synonymy is ‘too narrow’ and the broad interpretation is ‘too broad’. Synonymy in this research will be used to refer to cases where two or more lexemes have the same meaning in a particular context with no implication being made that they are interchangeable in all contexts or identical in all types or aspects of meaning. 

3.2. Hyponymy 
  By ‘hyponymy’ is meant a relationship of inclusion in the sense that the meaning of a specific lexeme is said to be included within the meaning of a general one. For example, the meaning of ‘lily’, ‘daisy, ‘daffodil’, ‘tulip’, ‘rose’, etc. are included within the meaning of ‘flower’. Similarly, the meaning of ‘pine’, ‘oak’, ‘larch’, ‘fir’ and ‘yew’ are included within the meaning of ‘tree’; the meaning of ‘carrot’, ‘cucumber’, ‘lettuce’ and ‘cabbage’ are included within that of ‘vegetable’, and so on. The general lexeme is referred to, as we have already mentioned, by various names: ‘archilexeme’; ‘headword’; ‘generic term’; and ‘superordinate lexeme’ (or ‘superordinate’). Each lexeme in the same level of the hierarchy is referred to as a ‘hyponym’ of the superordinate. We shall say, for instance, that ‘flower’ is the superordinate of ‘lily’, ‘daisy’, ‘daffodil’, ‘tulip’, ‘rose’, etc, whereas each of these lexemes is a hyponym of ‘flower’ and collectively they are the co-hyponyms of ‘flower’.

    Hyponymy is a relationship of unilateral implication or entailment. The hyponym always implies or entails the superordinate lexeme. To say ‘This is an oak’ implies ‘This is a tree’; ‘This is a hound’ implies ‘This is a dog’, etc.

But ‘This is a tree’ does not imply ‘This is an oak’.
3.3. Incompatibility 

    The relationship of incompatibility is the reverse of hyponymy in that it is a relationship of exclusion: the sense of one lexeme excludes the sense of other lexemes associated with it in a particular semantic field. This relationship holds between co-hyponyms such as ‘lily’, ‘daisy’, ‘daffodil’, ‘tulip’, ‘rose’, etc. To say ‘This is a daisy’ is to exclude all other types of flower (i.e. ‘This is not a daffodil, not a rose, not a tulip, not a lily, etc.’).Thus ‘daisy’, ‘daffodil’, ‘rose’, ‘tulip’, ‘lily’ are said to be incompatibles. Similarly, to say: ‘He was running’ is to say ‘He was not walking’, ‘He was not dancing’, ‘He was not jumping’, etc. to describe the same activity done by a particular person at a particular time. The lexemes ‘walk’, ‘dance’, ‘jump’, ‘crawl’ are incompatibles.

    Incompatibility is to be regarded as a lexical relation holding between lexemes in the same semantic field or a related field rather than between lexemes belonging to totally unrelated fields. Thus ‘walk’ is incompatible with ‘dance’, ‘jump’, ‘crawl, etc. but not with ‘steal’, ‘buy’, ‘win’, etc. as the latter lexemes belong to a completely different field. ‘Chair’ and ‘tiger’ are not incompatible since they belong to divergent fields, i.e. “Furniture” and “Animal”, and the sense of one can hardly be said to delimit the sense of the other.
3.4. Antonymy  
  The sense-relations of antonymy, complementarity, and converseness are traditionally lumped together under one label “oppositeness of meaning’. It was Lyons (1963) who first distinguished between these relations in linguistics and briefly outlined their nature. In spite of the fact that these relations are closely related, we shall, for convenience, discuss them separately.

    The main defining feature of antonyms is that they are gradable opposites in the sense that they may be seen in terms of the degrees of the quality involved. Among gradable antonyms we may distinguish between morphologically unrelated lexemes (e.g. ‘good’: ‘bad’; ‘high’: ‘low’; ‘narrow’: ‘wide’; ‘deep’: ‘shallow’, etc.) and morphologically related lexemes (e.g. ‘friendly’: ‘unfriendly’; ‘usual’: ‘unusual’; ‘frequent’: ‘infrequent’, etc.) . In English a lexeme may have both types of antonym e.g. ‘friendly’: ‘hostile’/ ‘inimical’; ‘friendly’: ‘unfriendly’.

    Gradable antonyms of a many-member set can be placed on a scale in which case they may be ordered: ‘hot, warm, cool, cold’ and may be intensified in a variety of ways (‘very hot’, ‘very warm’, ‘extremely cold’, etc.) to specify certain points on the scale. Other lexemes may be added to the scale (e.g. ‘boiling’, ‘lukewarm’, ‘freezing’, ‘icy’, etc.) so that some of the main points acquire a new subscale: ‘hot’, burning, sultry, sweltering, etc.’ ; ‘warm, tepid, lukewarm, etc.’ ; ‘cold, chilly, cool, frosty, freezing, etc.’

    As we have seen, gradable antonyms do not represent absolute values in that the denial of one member of the pair does not imply the assertion of the other. To say ‘The water is not hot’ does not suggest that ‘The water is cold’; it may be ‘fairly warm’. Nevertheless, such antonyms are frequently interpreted as ‘polar opposite’, viz. opposites that represent absolute-nature poles rather than a gradable scale. For instance, if we are asked ‘Is he a good driver?’ and we reply ‘No’, we may well be held to have committed ourselves implicitly to the proposition that ‘He is a bad driver’(Lyons,1997:278). 

3.5. Complementarity 
   The term ‘complementarity’ will be used here for the sense-relation that holds between ungradable opposites like ‘male’: ‘female’; ‘dead’: ‘alive’;

‘single’ : ‘married’. It is normally the case here that the denial of the one implies the assertion of the other and the assertion of the one implies the denial of the other. Thus ‘He isn’t dead’ implies ‘He is alive’; and ‘He is dead’ implies ‘He isn’t alive’. In the case of gradable antonyms already discussed, only the second of these implications holds. To say ‘The water is hot’ implies ‘The water isn’t cold’; and ‘The water is cold’ implies ‘The water isn’t hot’. But ‘The water isn’t hot’ does not imply ‘The water is cold’; it may be ‘warm’ or ‘tepid’. Complementarity thus admits of two possibilities only.

    It is obvious that the above pairs of complementaries (i.e. ‘male’: ‘female’; ‘single’: ‘married’, ‘dead’: ‘alive’) are morphologically unrelated. But they may also be morphologically related as in ‘perfect’: ‘imperfect’; ‘mortal’: ‘immortal’.

3.6. Converseness
     This relationship is best exemplified by such pairs of lexemes as ‘sell’: ’buy’; ‘borrow’: ‘lend’; ‘husband’: ‘wife’; ‘parent’: ‘child’, etc. In the following sentence pairs the truth conditions of A and B are the same:

   A                                                             B  
1. John sold the car to Bill.                         Bill bought the car from John.

2. Peter borrowed the book from Jim.        Jim lent the book to Peter.

3. William is Vicky’s husband.                  Vicky is William’s wife.

It is clear from the above sentence pairs that converseness is a typical case of relation which takes syntactic structure into account for its logical implication. For this reason there is noticeable similarity between the relation of lexical converseness and the relation that holds between the corresponding active and passive forms of transitive verbs e.g. ‘A policeman assassinated the minister’ and ‘The minister was assassinated by a policeman’ and also between converseness and the comparative forms of explicitly graded antonyms e.g. ‘Our house is bigger than yours’ implies and is implied by ‘Your house is smaller than ours’. 

    The above form of converseness holds between the senses of two lexemes and may be referred to as the ‘strong’ form of converseness to distinguish it from the ‘weak’ or ‘disjunctive’ converseness holding between more than two senses and may be illustrated by the lexemes ‘offer’, ‘accept’ and ‘refuse’. This will give us a relation like ‘offer’: ‘accept, and ‘offer’: ‘refuse’. Between ‘accept’ and ‘refuse’ there is a relation of complementarity; between either of them and ‘offer’ there holds a relation of the kind that makes ‘offer’ as the converse of both ‘accept’ and ‘refuse’. In the reverse direction, the implication holds between ‘offer’ and a disjunction of ‘accept’ and ‘refuse’.

4. Componential Analysis 
  Componential analysis aims to decompose the senses of lexemes into minimal semantic features which are contrastive and significant ( Nida ,1995 ). It is very similar to the approach of distinctive feature theory in phonology. We may take the following sets of lexemes in English and see how their senses (i.e. as always, one sense of each lexeme) can be analysed into semantic features:
                  man          woman          child

                  bull           cow               calf

The sense in each column and each row share a semantic feature not shared by the other senses: [Male] for column one, [Female] for column two, and [young] for column three. Furthermore, the lexemes ‘man’, ‘woman’, ‘child’, on the one hand, and ‘bull’, ‘cow’, ‘calf’ on the other, all have something in common: [Human] in the first set; [Animal] in the second. From such an analysis we can find many semantic features that may be used to distinguish each set, pair or sense from one another. For a sense of the lexeme ‘man’, for instance, we can have the following:

 ‘man’       [+ Human]     ( to distinguish it from ‘bull’)

                             [+ Male   ]     ( to distinguish it from  ‘woman’)

                             [+ Adult   ]     ( to distinguish it from  ‘child’ )
The relevant sense of the lexeme ‘man’ (as opposed to that of ‘bull’, ‘woman’, and ‘child’) can be thus represented by the three features: 

[+ Human] , [ + Male] , [ + Adult ] and these features are said to constitute the componential definition of one sense of the lexeme ‘man’ which is , to some extent, a formalized dictionary definition. A plus sign is often used to indicate the presence of a feature and a minus sign the absence of such a feature. The lexeme ‘bull’ will thus have, in one of its senses, the features [-Human], [+ Male], [+ Adult], ‘woman’ will have [+ Human], [- Male], [+ Adult], and so on. In the case of such lexemes as ‘child’ which is unmarked for sex and ‘man’ (in the sense of ‘human being’) which is unmarked for both sex and adulthood, we can represent this ‘unmarking’ by the combined mark plus-minus to indicate that a certain feature may or may not be part of the sense of that lexeme depending upon the context.

     However, in analysing the semantic fields to be used in our paper here, we shall adopt the notation used by Rudska et al. (1991) in which the plus sign is used to indicate that a given feature is part of the sense of a lexeme, and a ‘blank’ sign (not a minus sign) to indicate that the feature is either inapplicable or insignificant. The minus sign will not be used.

    There has been a great deal of unnecessary confusion in applying the componential approach to semantic analysis, for most linguists have attempted to determine precisely what the semantic features are for all the senses of a lexeme out of context. This, in fact, is a rigid exercise and even an impossible task in many cases. In line with our conception of semantic field theory, one must determine the semantic features of a particular sense of a lexeme in a particular context by comparing this sense with the senses of other lexemes related to it in a semantic field. For example, in analysing the meaning of the lexeme ‘run’, it is necessary to select one sense at a time , as determined by the context in which it occurs, rather than all the senses of ‘run’ at the same time. We may thus compare the sense of ‘run’ in ‘He ran to school’ with the related senses of such lexemes as ‘walk’, ‘hop’, ‘skip’, ‘jump’, ‘crawl’, ‘dance’, etc; the sense of ‘run’ in ‘The water is running’ with the related senses of ‘flow’, ‘drip’, ‘leak’, ‘pour’, ‘trickle’, ‘dribble’, ‘splash’, etc. and the sense of ‘run’ in ‘The colour is running’ with that of ‘fade’, ‘alter’, ‘disappear’, ‘vanish’, etc. The same applies when a lexeme is used in a figurative or idiomatic sense. For example, the sense of ‘run to earth’ in ‘He ran the quotation down to earth’ should be compared with the senses of such lexemes as ‘find’, ‘locate’, etc. and the idiomatic of ‘run across’ in ‘He ran across his friend in a hotel’ with the senses of lexemes like ‘meet’, ‘come across’, ‘find’, ‘encounter’, etc. Of course, it is possible to analyse later the ways in which the different senses of a single lexeme differ from each other and how they are related. But this is neither essential nor relevant to the analysis of semantic fields, at least for our purpose here.

    We have already given an account of the most significant sense-relations in terms of which semantic fields are structured. These relations can also be described in terms of semantic features. Two lexical items will be synonymous in a particular context if the relevant senses both have the same componential definition. For example, both ‘adult’ (noun) in its human sense and ‘grown-up’ (noun) in an utterance like ‘These clubs are strictly for adults’ are given the same componential definition: [+Human], [+Adult] and are thereby treated as being synonymous. In the case of hyponymy, it is the co-hyponyms which have at least one more semantic feature than the superordinate. For example, part of the field of  “Being Dirty” may include such lexemes as ‘dirty’, ‘filthy’, ‘grimy’, ‘squalid’, ‘soiled’, etc ; the lexeme ‘dirty’ being the superordinate and the other lexemes co-hyponyms which have more semantic features:

Grid 1: Componential Analysis of the field of “Being Dirty

	                                     Semantic   Features

	
	covered with soil, mud, etc. 
	disgusting


	dirt covering surface


	disorder and unhygienic conditions 



	dirty


	          +
	        
	
	

	  filthy 
	          +


	        +


	
	

	  grimy


	          +
	
	          +


	

	squalid


	          +


	         +


	
	            +



	   soiled
	          +
	        
	         +
	


The above table also shows us how incompatible lexemes (in this case ‘filthy’, ‘grimy’, ‘squalid’ and ‘soiled’) can be analysed in terms of semantic features. So we can define the related meaning of these lexemes as follows:

‘dirty’ (superordinate term) : “ covered with soil, mud, etc.”

‘filthy’, ‘grimy’, ‘squalid’, and ‘soiled’ : co-hyponyms to ‘dirty’; incompatibles to one another.

‘filthy’: “ covered with soil, mud, etc. and disgusting”

‘grimy’: “ covered with soil, mud, etc. with the dirt covering the surface.

‘squalid’: “covered with soil, mud, etc. , disgusting with disorder and unhygienic   conditions”
 ‘soiled’ : “ covered with soil, mud, etc. and dirt covering surface”     

We have already talked about the field of “killing” which may include such lexemes as ‘kill’, ‘ murder’, ‘assassinate’, ‘massacre’, ‘slaughter’, ‘butcher’, ‘execute’ and differ in meaning from one another in a number of semantic features. This semantic field can be componentially analysed as follows:

Grid 2: Componential Analysis of the Field of “Killing”

	                                         Semantic Features
	
	

	
	cause to die
	done

on purpose
	criminal

act


	suggests cruelty
	against defencele-ss

people
	condemn-ation
	large number of victims
	Politi-cal reason-ns
	Like animals
	as a lawful punish-ment
	

	K

kill
	     +
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   murder
	     +


	     +
	     +
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	assassinate
	     +
	     +
	     +
	
	
	   
	
	     +
	
	

	massacre
	     +
	     +
	     +
	     +
	     +
	     +


	     +
	
	
	

	slaughter


	     +
	     +
	     +
	     +
	     +
	     +


	     +
	
	+
	

	butcher
	     +
	     +
	     +
	     +
	     +
	     +


	
	
	+
	

	execute
	     +
	     +
	     
	
	
	
	
	
	
	     +


Looking at Figure 2, we can see that the lexeme ‘Kill’ is the superordinate term the meaning of which exists in the meaning of the other field members. The field members are distinguished on the basis of the semantic features of the field. The componential 

analysis illustrated here is clearly informative and illuminating as it helps delimit the meaning of each field member. This is certainly of great help to any translator who translates from English into Arabic and vice versa (3). Let us see how the related meanings of these lexemes are analysed in terms of semantic features:

‘kill’: (superordinate ; headword; archilexeme): “cause to die”.

‘murder’: “cause to die, done on purpose, suggests a criminal act”.

‘assassinate’: “cause to die, done on purpose, suggests a criminal act ,usually for political reasons”.

 ‘massacre’: “cause to die, done on purpose, suggests a criminal act ,suggests cruelty, against defenceless people, suggests condemnation, a large number of victims are involved”.

‘slaughter’: “cause to die, done on purpose, suggests a criminal act, suggests cruelty, against defencelss people, suggests condemnation, a large number of victims are involved, people are killed like animals”.

‘butcher’: “cause to die, done on purpose, suggests a criminal act, suggests cruelty, against defenceless people, suggests condemnation, the person is killed like an animal”.

‘execute’: “cause to die, done on purpose, as a lawful punishment”

The field of “Looking” offers another good example. Here we have a number of lexemes which are distinguished by many semantic features that should be taken into account in the semantic analysis of their meanings and in the translation process as well. The lexeme ‘look’ is the superordinate lexeme (the headword or the archileme or the generic term) of the field. The lexemes ‘gaze, stare, glance, glimpse, peer, glare, and gape’ are some of the field members which are chosen for our analysis here on the basis of their frequency and utility. They are co-hyponyms to the archilexeme ‘look’ and are incompatibles to one another; they have some common semantic features which make them field members but they have also different semantic features which distinguish their related meaning from one another. Let us first have a look at the componential grid of this field: 

Grid 3: Componential Analysis of the Field of “Looking”
	                                                                   Semantic Features
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The lexeme ‘look’, as we have mentioned, is the superordinate (headword) lexeme that can be used, with a very general meaning, to replace the other lexemes in the field. It has only one semantic feature which is the shared feature among the field members. The other lexemes have different semantic features:

‘gaze’: “direct the eyes towards; intently as in wonder, interest, delight, admiration, etc.” 

‘stare’: “direct the eyes towards, intently as in wonder, interest, delight, admiration, etc., 

              for a long time, with wide-open mouth as in wonder, with wide-open eyes as in 

              amazement”.

‘glance’: “direct the eyes towards, momentarily or briefly”.

‘glimpse’: “direct the eyes towards, momentarily or briefly and the object is hardly seen”.

‘peer’: “direct the eyes towards, object is hardly seen, searchingly and closely”.

 ‘glare’: “direct the eyes towards angrily or fiercely”.

‘gape’: “direct the eyes towards for a long time with wide-open mouth as in wonder, shock or surprise”

5. Semantic Fields in English and Arabic

     It is a working hypothesis in linguistics and translation that each language has its own semantic structure just as it has its own phonological and grammatical structure (Weinreich: 1993; Lyons: 1997).

     To the extent that the meanings of the language cannot be brought into a one-to one correspondence with those of another we will say that the two languages are semantically non-isomorphic, that is, they have different semantic structures (Lyons, 1997:55). The degree of semantic isomorphism between two languages is usually taken to be dependent upon the amount of overlap there is in the cultures of the two societies using these languages.

     We have already discussed part of the field of “Killing” and analysed it componentially in English. No analysis has yet been made of the subfield in Arabic. We could follow the same procedure as we did with the field in English, viz. to analyse the subfield in English and Arabic in turn and then contrast the two anlyses for similarities and differences. However, this does not seem necessary here as there appear to be no significant differences in the set of semantic features needed for the analysis. We can easily make a new table with more or less the same semantic features as those used for the English subfield and plot into it the Arabic lexemes and non-lexicalized expressions. Such an exercise does not seem to yield any significant results. What we need to do instead is to contrast the field in English with its counterpart in Arabic in terms of the lexemes or lexical gaps it contains. It is hoped this semantic mapping of the field, or subfield, will enable us to see how the two languages divide up the semantic space of the field. We shall start with the verbs.

     For the lexeme ‘kill’ and ‘execute’, there are Arabic equivalents but for the two lexemes ‘murder’ and ‘assassinate’, we use only one equivalent in Arabic, which obscures the meaning and cancels the semantic features that distinguish the two lexemes in English:

English 


Arabic 


kill



يقتل
                        execute


يعدم
                       ( murder )
                       ( assassinate ) 


يغتال
For the English lexemes ‘butcher’ (v.) ( human beings ), ‘slaughter’ (v.) ( human beings ) and ‘massacre’ there are lexical gaps in Arabic, i.e. there are no Arabic lexemes to refer to what English refers to by single lexemes. Instead, Arabic uses a non-lexical expression to convey the meanings of these lexemes. Thus we have:



English



Arabic


(butcher)



((يرتكب مجزرة أومذبحة
                        ( slaughter)
                        ( massacre)                                        

If we move to the field of “killing” (nouns), we also find a number of lexical gaps in Arabic. The semantic area covered in English by the lexemes ‘massacre’, ‘slaughter’, and ‘butchery’ are denoted by two synonymous lexemes in Arabic. Thus we have:



English



Arabic
                        massacre


           
(مذبحة،مجزرة)






slaughter



butchery

One can hardly find any diagnostic semantic features to distinguish the senses of these lexemes in Arabic when they are used as nouns in English. Certainly, such cases create formidable problems for the translator as we shall see in the next section.

6. Translation Problems
  It is universally accepted that one of the basic principles of translation is that the translated text should accurately reflect the meaning of the original text. Nothing should be arbitrarily added or removed, though occasionally part of the meaning can be ‘transposed’, that is, translated with a different order (Duff, 2003:10). 
 Translators often resort to bilingual dictionaries seeking translational equivalents during the process of translating texts across languages. This is quite unsatisfactory in the case of English and Arabic as the bilingual dictionaries are rather useless in handling semantic fields in a large number of cases: they lack accuracy. If we look closely at a number of semantic fields in English and Arabic, we shall be surprised at the degree of confusion with which English-Arabic dictionaries handle the similarities and differences between the English and Arabic field members. Let us take the field of “Looking” as an example and see how we may have translation problems with this field. The field members we have already discussed are given different and confusing, translational definitions by different bilingual dictionaries. The following table illustrates this case:

English


Arabic 

Source




look:


ينظر ؛ يحدق بدهش

Al-Mawrid  Dictionary ( p. 539 )


  

                   ينظر

Oxford WordPower ( p. 446 )



  
          ينظر ؛ يبصر

Aljazeeraa Dictionary ( p. 181 )

gaze:

               يحدق ؛ يتفرس في

Al-Mawrid Dictionary ( p. 382 )
                       

                   يحدق  

Oxford WordPower ( p. 315 )

                                             يحدق ؛ يحملق

Aljazeera Dictionary ( p. 120 )
stare:                               يحدق ؛ يتفرس فى
            Al-Mawrid  D ictionary (p. 901)

            
        
        يحملق ؛ يحدق  

 Oxford Word Power  ( p. 732)




     يحدق      يحملق ؛ 
             Aljazeera Dictionary ( p. 328 ) 
glance:
  يلقي نظرة عجلى على يلمح ؛  
             Al- Mawrid Dictionary ( p. 389 )




                      يلمح
             Oxford WordPower ( p. 323 )



                      يلمح
             Aljazeera Dictionary ( p. 121 )

glimpse:           ؛ يلمح   يلقي نظرة خاطفة على                   Al-Mawrid Dictionary ( p. 390 )




                      يلمح
            Oxford WordPower ( p. 324 )


                   نظرة خاطفة  يلمح ؛ يلقي
            Aljazeera Dictionary ( p. 122 )

peer:

         يحدق ؛ ينعم النظر الى 
            Al-Mawrid Dictionary ( p. 668 )



              يحدق ؛ ينظر مليا 
            Oxford WordPower ( p. 547 )



              يحدق ؛ ينظر مليا 
            Aljazeera Dictionary ( p. 233 )

glare:

                يحدق ( مغضبا ) 
            A-Mawrid Dictionary ( p. 389 )



             
ينظر شزرا      
            Oxford WordPower ( p. 323 )

                        ينظر شزرا ؛ يبهر ؛ يحملق   
            Al-Jazeera Dictionary ( p. 121 )

gape:

            يحدق فاغرا فاه     
            Al-Mawrid Dictionary ( p. 379 )



                    يفغر(فمه)    
           Oxford WordPower ( p. 314 )


                          يتثاءب يفغر(فمه)
           Aljazeera dictionary ( p. 119 )

It is clear from the above analysis that the three dictionaries do not capture the full meaning of the lexemes in the semantic field of “Looking” and they give very confusing translations for these lexemes in Arabic. A large number of the distinguishing semantic features of the field are ignored and accuracy is lost. The two lexemes ‘gaze’ and ‘stare’ are given the same translation ‘يحدق ؛ يحملق’ by the three dictionaries. This will certainly make the translator, and the reader, think mistakenly they are synonyms in English. The same can be said about the lexemes ‘glance’ and ‘glimpse’ which are translated in the same way, that is, both lexemes in English are translated in Arabic by the three dictionaries as ‘يلمح ؛ يلقي نظرة عجلى (خاطفة)’. This surely obscures their meaning and results in inaccurate translation. The problem becomes worse when the three dictionaries give the Arabic lexeme ‘يحدق’ for the lexeme ‘peer’ as well. Al-Mawrid Dictionary also uses ‘يحدق’ as part of the translational definitions of ‘glare’ and ‘gape’. This is really confusing for any translator who may commit serious errors in translating English semantic fields into Arabic. Both Oxford WordPower and Aljazeera  give ‘يفغر فمه’ as the translation for the English lexeme ‘gape’ which misses the most significant semantic features we find in the meaning of ‘gape’ as we have already seen from the componential analysis of the field of “Looking”. ALjazeera Dictionary makes things even worse by giving ‘يتثاءب’ for the lexeme ‘gape’ in English, which is completely inaccurate as ‘يتثاءب’ has nothing to do with the meaning of ‘gape’.

This is only an example of an English semantic field which is translated inaccurately by some English-Arabic dictionaries. The same can be said about almost all semantic fields in English and their translation into Arabic.

7. Alternative Approach 

     We suggest a new approach to the translation of linguistic meaning from English into Arabic and vice versa. This approach is based on the componential approach to meaning which we have already discussed and illustrated. The translator should conduct a componential analysis of the semantic field to which the lexemes in the original text belong. This analysis may be partial at the outset and can gradually be expanded according to the needs of the translation process. To carry out such an analysis, the translator can make use of various means at his disposal: bilingual dictionaries, semantic monolingual dictionaries, that is, dictionaries organized according to semantic rather than alphabetical considerations (e.g. Longman Lexicon of Contemporary English, Cassell’s  Modern Guide to Synonyms and Related Words, and Webster’s New Dictionary of Synonyms) in addition to his knowledge and linguistic intuition of English and Arabic. Let us illustrate this approach with the field of “Looking” in English. We have already seen that the bilingual dictionaries are not helpful in translating English semantic fields into Arabic. According to our alternative approach we may translate the semantic field of “Looking” in the following way:


English





Arabic

look:



   
     

       ينظر

gaze:



يحدق ؛ ينظر بقصد و باهتمام او اعجاب

stare:


يحدق باهتمام فاغرا فمه وبعيون مفتوحة مندهشة

glance:



يلمح ؛ ينظر لبرهة وجيزة      

glimpse:




يلمح شيئا يكاد لا يرى


peer:




       ينظر بكثب لشئ يكاد لايرى

glare:





   ينظر يغضب او بحدة

gape:

يحدق لفترة طويلة فاغرا فمه باندهاش او بصدمة او باستغراب
The translator does not need to include all the descriptive components of a semantic feature but to include the components that fit the context in the translated text. If we come across a lexeme like ‘gape, for example, while we are translating a text and the contextual clues make it clear that the descriptive component involved is “amazement’, the translator can use ‘باستغراب’ and does not need to use ‘باندهاش’ (‘wonder’) or ‘بصدمة’ (‘shock’) in the above definitional translation of the meaning of the lexeme ‘gape’. The same can be said about the meaning of the other lexemes in the semantic field of “Looking” and the other semantic fields to be translated from English into Arabic.

     It is hoped that such an approach will prove workable and fruitful and will make some contribution to the improvement and accuracy of the translation process.

8. Conclusions

     Translation is a complex process which involves the knowledge and the mastery of at least two linguistic systems. The translator is required to be as accurate as possible when translating from one language to another in order to convey the meanings of the original text. To translate only “approximations” of meaning is not a satisfactory exercise. The translator is really at a loss if he depends wholly on bilingual dictionaries. In the case of the English and Arabic languages, these dictionaries are unreliable and lack accuracy. In general, they are unable to capture all the components of the linguistic meanings of the semantic field members. As has been shown, they offer inaccurate translational definitions for many field members. This obscures the real meaning and results in inaccurate translated texts.

     It is a general observation by many linguists, translators and others that the semantic space of linguistic fields in English and Arabic cannot be brought into a one-to-one relationship. This necessitates a new approach to translating the meanings of the lexemes in semantic fields between the two languages. This approach is based on contrasting semantic fields in English and Arabic rather than contrasting ‘atomistic units’ unrelated to one another. The lexicon of a natural language is seen here as a network of semantic relations rather than an aggregation of isolated items to be translated as individual semantic units. This new approach to translation enables the translator to capture the full meanings of the lexical items in the field and translate them accurately according to the contexts involving the occurrence of these lexemes in the original texts. 

Notes 

1. There is no general agreement among linguists on the status of the word as a linguistic unit. This seems to originate, primarily, from the fact that the term ‘word’ is a most ambiguous one in linguistics. Its definition, the criteria involved in its identification, and its status are still matters for debate (see, for example, Seiler, 1964; Swaminathan, 1973; Zgusta ,1991; Lyons, 1997). In order to avoid the ambiguity and inaccuracy involved in the use of the term ‘word’ above, some linguists (e.g. Mathews, 1994, Kempson, 1997, Lyons, 1997) prefer to use the term ‘lexeme’; others (e.g. Halliday, 1961; Sinclair and Jones, 1974) prefer to use the term ‘lexical item’ in reference to the minimal semantic unit. Both terms ‘lexeme’ and ‘lexical item’ are used interchangeably in our research here.

2. Lexemes will be referred to throughout this paper by enclosing their citation-forms in single quotation marks. By the citation form of a lexeme is meant the form of the lexeme that is conventionally employed to refer to it in standard dictionaries e.g. ‘kill’, ‘murder’, ‘assassinate’, and ‘execute’ will be referred to as lexemes. It is important to realize that the citation-form is indeed a form of the lexeme (being used for a metalinguistic purpose); but it should not be identified with the lexeme itself which is an abstract entity. Following Lyons (1997) the double quotation marks will be employed in this paper for two purposes: first, for quotations proper, as distinct from citation; and second, to refer to the meaning of a lexeme.

3. ‘Arabic’ here refers to modern written Arabic, viz. the form of the language which, throughout the Arab world from Iraq to Morocco, is found in the prose of books, newspapers, etc. and is employed in formal public address. It provides a medium of communication over the vast geographical area whose numerous and widely diverse local dialects it transcends.

References
Coserio, E. and Geckler,H. ‘Linguistics and Semantics’. In Sebeok, T.A. Trends in Linguistics.Vol.12. The Hague: Mouton. 1974.

Coserio, E. and Geckeler, H. Trends in Structural Semantics. Germany: Gunte Verlag Tubingen. 1991.

Duff, A. Translation . Oxford: Oxford University Press. 2003.

Halliday, M.A.K.‘Categories of the Theory of Grammar’, Word, Vol.17, No.1961:241-291. 


Kempson, R.M. Semantic Theory. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997.

Lehrer, A. Semantic Fields and Lexical Structures. Amesterdam and London, North Holland ,1994 . 

Lutzeler, P.R. ‘The Notion of Lexical Field and its Application to English Nouns of Financial Income ’.Lingua, Vol. 56, 1982 :1-42.

Lyons, J. Semantics (Vols. 1 and 2). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997.

Mathews, P. H. Morphology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994.

Nida, E.A. Componential Analysis of Meaning. The Hague: Mouton, 1995.

Rudska et al. The Words You Need. London: Macmillan, 1991.

Seiler, H. ‘On Defining the Word’. In Lunt , H.G. ed. Proceedings of the Ninth  International Congress of Linguistics. The Hague: Mouton, 1964.

Sinclair, J. and Jones, S. ‘English Lexical Collocations: A Study in Computational Linguistics’, Cahiers de Lexicologie ,Vol . 24, No. 1, 1974: 15-61.

Swaminathan, R. ‘The Word’, IRAL Vol. 11, No.1, 1973:29-49.

Weinreich, U. ‘On the Semantic Structure of Language’. In Greenberg, J. ed .Universals of Language. Cambridge, Mass.:M.I.T. Press, 1993.

English-Arabic Dictionaries Consulted
Aljazeera: English-Arabic, Arabic-English Dictionary. By Dr. Moosa Al-Rijebi .

Muscat: Union Bookshop, 2005.
Al – Mawrid : A Modern English-Arabic Dictionary. By Munir Ba’albaki. Beirut: Dar El-ilm Lil-Malayen, 2005.

Oxford WordPower : English-English-Arabic Dictionary . By Helen Warn, ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003.
PAGE  
22

