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VARIATION IN MEANING
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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to suggest a viewaflwneaning on the type level
based on “meaning potentials” rather than on mtifigppe meanings founded on
either of the two traditional approaches of abstgemeralization Gesamtbedeu-

tung and typical or basic meanin@iundbedeutung It is suggested that actual
meaning on the occurrence level is produced byestraensitive operations of
meaning activation and meaning determination wisizimbine meaning potentials
with each other and with contextually given infotioa rather than by some simple
compositionality operations yielding phrase andtesgte meaning from simple
type meanings of one of the two traditional kindis. establish this goal, | first

present the traditional notions and discuss sorabl@ms which arise when trying
to handle variation in meaning. | then specificaligcuss the relation of homonymy
and polysemy to the traditional notions. In sect®nl introduce the notion of

“meaning potentials” as an alternative to the tiadal notions and then discuss in
section 4 how this notion might be used to handiblems of meaning variation,

focusing especially on homonymy and polysemy.

Keywords determination of meaningGesamtbedeutungGrundbedeutung ho-
monymy; meaning activation; meaning potential; niegrvariation; polysemy;
reification.
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1. Background
1.1. Approaches to lexical meaning

The nature of word meanings has been discussed antmjuity. The
classical answers of realism, conceptualism, anchimalism (cf.
Quine 1953a) derive from the ancient and medieedlate on the
nature of universals. Realism is traditionally asst@d with the view
that universals, and by extension word meaningsabastract, inde-
pendently existing essences which can be captyrsthling the nec-
essary and sufficient conditions for somethingeoathat it is. Nomi-
nalism is a reaction to this view which insteadrmokthat universals
(word meanings) should be viewed purely extensigrz the set of
things denoted by a particular word. On this vidwereé is no such
entity as “redness”, but only a multitude of thindmt are called
‘red’. Conceptualism, proposed by Abelard (cf. @ill967) building
on Aristotle [1938], is a reaction to both of theegeding ideas, and
claims that universals (word meanings) are conceptental or cog-
nitive constructs created in confrontation with esence. Most lin-
guists, if not philosophers, have since the dayAlwdlard probably
been conceptualists in the sense that they havevedl that word
meanings are mental or cognitive constructs. Theeipe nature of
the mental constructs corresponding to word meaniag, however,
been controversial. Generally speaking, the follmMwo positions
can be discerned:

(1) The Gesamtbedeutungr “intersection” approach. A word
meanings is the largest common semantic denomiriator
all uses of the word (or for all the things denotsdthe
word). This approach, in fact, is often equivalemtessen-
tialism. The essence or common denominator of al\wor
uses is then characterized in terms of the negeasalr suf-
ficient conditions for whatever the word denotekisTis the
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view most often assumed in formal semantics andoh-
bined with conceptual realism, the classical viéWwlato.

(i) The Grundbedeutungr “basic example” approach. A word
meaning is associated with some concrete instahd¢beo
meaning. Mostly this instance is chosen becausespecial
in some sense. It could, for example, be the iirstance of
a meaning that a person encounters. This was gigqroof
John Locke [1960]. It could also be somehow funity
or biologically primary.This is the position of the propo-
nents of “prototype” theory (Rosch 1977; Lakoff Z98An-
other possibility is that it is the product of aealization in-
tended to bring out a particular theoretical pettpe. This
is the idea behind the “ideal types” of Max Webéfeper
1951; Runciman 1972). Finally, it could be the amgte of
meaning that is most commonly associated with tbhedw
This could be called the “stereotype” (cf. Putna®@7g). In
this chapter, | will use the term “Grundbedeuturgr” all
approaches that regard “basic” or “typical” examspdes the
most important ingredient in their account of wardaning,
irrespective of whether these “basic” examples hastori-
cally primary or whether they number more than one.

1.2. The problem of variation in meaning

Let us now see how the different approaches braflycribed above
deal with the problem of variation in word meaniig.order to do
this, we will consider a few examples of variatinorword meaning.

1.2.1. Nature and democracy

In philosophy, conceptual analysis has often besset on an at-
tempt to define “concepts” (in effect “meaning” time sense oGe-
samtbedeutungbhrough the use of necessary and sufficient condi-
tions. An example can be found in the work of th@ekican phi-
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losopher Arthur Lovejoy (1936), who distinguishe@ 6r more
meanings of the wordature. Similarly, political philosophers have
distinguished ten or more meanings of the waecthocracyWe may
well ask whether this is a reasonable analysis filterperspective of
a general approach to wamkaning.

Whether or not we think the analysis is reasondelgends very
much on our view of lexical meaning. Given an apploin which
meanings are identified with necessary and sufftco®nditions, re-
sults like the ones proposed by Lovejoy are moress inevitable if
the words and concepts which are studied are #&nret substantial
empirical content and still be sharply distinguisleafrom other
words and concepts. It may however be questioneetheh these
goals, taken one by one or in conjunction, arearsle. If we aban-
don the goals and try to derive a common meaninglifcuses, we
instead face the problem of very abstract or alneagpty meanings
for words such asatureanddemocracy

What theGrundbedeutungpproach would lead to in this case is a
little unclear since it depends on what typeGrundbedeutungs
assumed. The kind of democracy which is ontogealgtior histori-
cally primary might not be prototypical democraitieal democracy,
or even stereotypical democracy. Whichever kinddefmocracy is
chosen as th&rundbedeutungt is clear that some types of democ-
racy will have to be left out if only om8rundbedeutungs assumed.
The next step would therefore be to assume seGmahdbedeu-
tungs A problem here is tharundbedeutungmplies that there ex-
ists one single basic meaning more strongly thestotype ideal
type andstereotype It might therefore be easier to use one of the
latter three notions (cf. Lakoff 1987). The questis, however, how
many meanings should be allowed and on what grdutids likely
that if this question is pursued vigorously enoutte, final answer
will not be very different from that provided byote who believe in
necessary and sufficient conditions. There wilhiemny prototypical,
ideal, and stereotypical democracies.
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1.2.2. Intention and result

Most action verbs can be associated with an irderdéind a result
and, very often, only one of the two need be pretejustify the use
of an action verb to describe a particular actigiwiood 1980).

Consider the following examples:

(1) a.lwarned him but he did not hear rfiatentional warning),
“to notify”
b. I warned him without intending to do gresultative warn-
ing), “to make someone aware of, e.g. by doing sbimg
(2) a. I flattered him but he did not noti¢etentional flattery)
b. I flattered him unintentionallyresultative flattery), e.git
flattered him that we still knew him

We may now ask whether intentional warnings andltasve warn-
ings, or intentional flattery and resultative féatt, constitute two
different meanings of the verlis warn andto flatter? Our answer
will probably again depend on our view of meanitigour criterion
is necessary and sufficient conditions (i@®gsamtbedeutuipgour
answer will probably be yes, since it seems diftidutnot impossible
to define warnings without taking either intentionresult into ac-
count; it is equally clear that the appropriateeimion and result are
not always present. Again, having only one meafongvarn or flat-
ter runs the risk of being too abstract, even vacuous.

If we instead believe iGrundbedeutungsve may choose one of
the two cases or a combination of both as the masaning and then
try to derive the other cases in some principledmaafrom the basic
meaning. Another option would be to say that weehawo Grundbe-
deutungs which would diminish the difference between Ge-
samtbedeutungnd theGrundbedeutungpproaches.
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1.2.3. The meanings of the vag@in Swedish

As a third example we will consider the SwedisHowg, ‘to walk or
to go’. Here are some of the very many uses olvétb (cf. Voion-
maa 1993):

3) (i) Pelle gar till skolan
‘Pelle walks to the school.’
(i) Pelle gar i skolan
‘Pelle goes to (attends) school.’
(iii) Bilen gar bra
‘The car runs smoothly.’
(iv) Motorn gar inte
‘The motor does not function.’
(v) Motorn gar att laga
‘The motor can be mended.’
(vi) Det gar inte att roka har
‘It's not possible to smoke here.’
(vii) Det gar inte an att roka har
‘It's not socially acceptable to smoke here.’
(viii)  Han gar ofta pa nitar
‘He often runs into problems.’
(ix) Han gar ofta pa bluffar
‘He is often fooled.’
(X) Han gar pa alla sa dar
‘He attacks everyone that way.’
(xi) Vagen gar fran Goteborg till Boras
‘The road leads from Goteborg to Boras.’
(xii) Han gar pa bussen
‘He enters the bus.’
(xiii)  Det gar bra
‘That will be OK.’
(xiv)  Det gar jag inte med pa
‘| don’t accept that.’
(xv)  Han gar ut med henne
‘He dates her.’
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(xvi)  Inget gar upp mot sol

‘Nothing is better than sun.’
(xvii)  Nar gar du upp p& morgonen?

‘When do you get up in the morning?’
(xviii) Vad gar det ut pa?

‘What is it about?’

How many meanings afa should we assume? Is the wdramony-
mous or polysemous? Even if the problem can be abiaereduced
in complexity by regarding some phrases as sepaeate particle
constructions, the question arises as to whethenethre in fact a
finite number of meanings faga or whether, as seems more likely,
we can expect the number to vary with new meanegsg continu-
ously added, which would imply that any approackellaon a fixed
set of meanings, whether it be based on generaln=abr basic ex-
amples, would be inadequate.

1.2.4. Words that can function as several partpeéch

Yet another problem concerns words that can bg@resdito several
parts of speech.

In English it is very common for some words to lsediboth as
verbs and nouns, e.g9 run (verb) anda run (noun), ora book
(noun) ando book(verb). Other words can have verbag (singing,
adjectival & singing child, and nominal usesthis singing. In
Swedish there is a similar variation between atjaktand nominal
functions, e.g.unga plantor‘young plants’(adjective) ande unga
‘the young ones’ (nounAre we to say that words suchtasok, sing-
ing, or ungaare homonymous or polysemous, i.e., are theyrdifte
words which just happen to coincide in form, or aeedealing with
one word with several meanings associated withewifft parts of
speech?f we want neither homonymy nor polysemy for suabrds,
what would be involved in claiming that they arenasemous?
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1.3. Meanings of different types of linguistic egsion

Linguistic expressions are not all of the same sgimaype. Some,
like nouns, pronouns, adjectives, and verbs, caadseciated with
denotations. Some, like verbs, pronouns, and saiverlas, help to
deictically anchor what is said in the speech sibtna Some, like
other adverbs, prepositions, conjunctions, and @fiers, are more
difficult to associate with denotations and are enfunctional in
character. Still others, like interjections, feedbavords, and “com-
munication management words” (hesitation sounds), e&tre expres-
sive rather than denotative. In addition, seveype$ of expression
such asyou knoware polyfunctional, in that they can have morentha
one of the above mentioned functions.

It is not clear that the two approaches to meadiagussed above
fit these different types of expression equallylwalhich of the fol-
lowing alternatives is the best characterizatiothef meaning of the
prepositionn? (see also Vandeloise, This volume.)

® An abstract relation of inclusiorGesamtbedeutungThis
would be neutral as to whether we are talking aloclt-
sion in a mathematical proof or inclusion in a leott

(i) A concrete spatial relation of inclusio®Gundbedeutung
This would claim that inclusion in a bottle is mdrasic
than inclusion in a mathematical proof, and woutdhaps
try to derive the latter from the former.

Whatever solution we adopt faor, it is not clear that we necessarily
want to adopt the same solution for all other typlesxpression.

2. Monosemy, polysemy and homonymy

2.1. Criteria for polysemy and homonymy

Linguists have long distinguished between polysamy homonymy
(e.g., Lyons 1977: 22, 23%)sually, an account like the following is
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given. Homonymy obtains when two words accidentalfye the
same form, such asank (‘land bordering on a river’) anblank (‘fi-
nancial institution’). Polysemy obtains where onerdvhas several
similar meanings, such as thmyof permissionmay | go noywand
the may of possibility (it may never happé@nSince it is not easy to
say when two meanings are totally different or laiesl (as in ho-
monymy) or when they are just a little different rlated (as in
polysemy), it has been customary to adduce additionore easily
decidable criteria such as one or more of the atig:

(1) If two linguistically distinct forms have histically coa-
lesced we have homonymy, otherwise polysemy.
(i) If the meanings can be associated with twitedent parts of

speech, we have homonymy, otherwise polysemy. This
would mean that many if not most English concresans

are homonymous since by the process of coversmynadan
usually also be verbs, eg.chair - to chair, a table - to ta-
ble, a fork, - to fork, a telephone - to telephoete. Since
most of these cases do not derive from differestohical
origins, we must either adopt a wider notion of loogymy

and reject the historical criterion, or reject gaat of speech
criterion and say that part of speech variatiom isase of
polysemy.

(i) If the meanings, although associated witle game part of
speech, can be associated with two different itileal
paradigms, we have homonymy, otherwise polysemy, as
with the French-based Swedish loanwad vag - flera
vagor (‘a wave - many waves’and the Germanic woren
vag - flera vagarn‘a scale - many scales’).

The trouble is that, although helpful, these citeare not totally
compatible and do not go all the way. There arexagere we may
think that the meanings are clearly distinct arat thee therefore have
homonymy but which cannot be distinguished by tiverg criteria,
e.g.,charm (a kind of interpersonal attraction) and the tersed in
physics, i.e.charm (a kind of physical energy). Not even the word
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bank,usually given in most textbooks as the archetymgample of
homonymy, is clear-cut. Both the ‘financial bankidathe ‘river
bank’ meanings derive by a process of metaphor fobdnFrench
banc‘bench’. Since we are dealing with the same phsgpeech and
there are no differences in inflectional paradighe meanings of
bankare not a case of homonymy by any of the abover@i The
criteria also separate many things we perhapsafeehot so distinct,
such as Swedisén 6l‘a glass or bottle of beer’ aredt 6l ‘a kind of
beer’, or the already discussed switch betweensvarid nouns in
English. It seems that, in the last analygis,have to rely on our in-
tuition that clearly distinct meanings should bassified as homo-
nyms and that less clearly distinct meanings shoelalassified as
polysemy. Traditional linguistic criteria for disguishing homonymy
from polysemy, although no doubt helpful, in thel éarn out to be
insufficient.

Let us now consider whether the examples given elodaature,
democracy, warn, flatterand the Swedish ver are to be consid-
ered as cases of homonymy or polysemy. Guided tmgdiocriteria,
most linguists would probably say they should allseen as cases of
polysemy. But if we are to be guided by intuitiafsdistinctness of
meaning, perhaps reinforced by an analysis of sacgsand suffi-
cient conditions for distinct meanings, the ansisdess clear. What
does the meaning afaturein the nature of this equation is unclear
have in common with the meaning of the wordour family enjoys
life in nature and what does @emocracywhich is a dictatorship for
the “good of the people” (as in the people’s deraoess of the for-
mer Soviet Union or China) have in common with atled “direct
democracy”. Concerning Swedigfa, we mayask what the meaning
of ‘possibility’ has in common with the meaning ‘@falking’. Per-
haps, after all, these words should be regardédm®nymous ...
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2.2. Monosemous accounts related to Gesamtbedeanhag
Grundbedeutung

We may now more explicitly relate the three noti@isnonosemy,
homonymy, and polysemy to the two classical congdt ap-
proaches to word meaning discussed above. We insll dliscuss
what would be involved in giving a monosemous aotausing the
Gesamtbedeuturand Grundbedeutungpproaches, we then turn to a
consideration of homonymous and polysemous accounts

On theGesamtbedeutungpproach, a monosemous account would
involve trying to find the largest common denomarator all the
meaning variants of a word. After having excludgdvernment by
the people’, because of the above mentioned peoglEmocracies,
this might result in something likelemocracyequals'some form of
leadership involving people’ (which of course wouldt distinguish
democracy from any other form of leadershipature ‘something
existing’ (which would not distinguish nature vemell from any-
thing else),warning ‘behavior with causal potential to intentionally
alert another person’ (which really includes maettdwviors)ga ‘pos-
sible process’ (i.e., any process). The meaningschkrarly too ab-
stract and general. The attendant loss of infoonawould be so
great that one would probably feel dissatisfiechvatGesamtbedeu-
tungapproach and suggest instead that the words amerfyanous or
polysemous.

On the Grundbedeutungpproach, we might try to determine a
prototypical sense afemocracy, nature, warningndga. However,
as already discussed, it is not entirely clear hbwg would be
achieved. It is especially not clear that the sariteria for prototypi-
cality could be used in order to determine a pym®tin all four
cases. It also remains unclear whether any ofthmples need more
than one prototype (i.e., whether they are homomgrand/or poly-
semous)o do justice to the conceptual material involviédve turn
from prototypes to the other candidates for howctmstruct a
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Grundbedeutunge.g “the original case”, “the ideal case” or “the
most popular case”, it remains an open questiorthneny of these
would actually in all cases correspond to what wmght feel should
be the basic meaning of a word.

2.3. Monosemous accounts and context

We will now discuss the problem of relating wordanig to con-
text. In a sense, most of the problems of meaning vanatisappear
if context is taken into accounthe problems are to a large extent
artificial, in the sense that they exist on an iusttype level but not,
for the most part, on the level of concrete tokand occurrences in
context. It is when we attempt to give a generabaat of the mean-
ing of a word that the problem of how to harmomazey different
shades of meaning (or different senses) arisésilien that we have
to decide whether to abandon monosemy and dectam®inymy or
polysemy.

Let us now consider how the two approaches givel@osemous
account in principle can be adapted to handle tranian meaning
and contextual determination of meaning.

Gesamtbedeutundf we believe in common meanings, these will
almost always turn out to be more abstract andrgétiean meanings
in context. What is needed will therefore be somegss of “infor-
mation addition”. For example, if we analyze theamag of the
word | (‘ego’) as ‘the current speaker’, we need procesddor sup-
plying information about the identity of this pens&uch procedures,
in ordinary talk, are available through processingombination of
linguistic and non-linguistic information given bgaring and sight.

Grundbedeutunglf we believe in basic meanings, we will instead
need procedures of “information change” or transfaion. For ex-
ample, if the basic meaning ifend includes such components as “a

personal relationship”, “feelings of affection”, ttual obligations”,
and “common interest”, in order to account for ateace likeChur-
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chill and Stalin were friends during the wase might have to make
use of an operator of metaphorical extension whiduld delete
most of the above given requirements on friendship.

Neither of the two described procedures is unprobte. “Informa-
tion addition” brings the problem of where the aibaial information
comes from, and the criteria by which it is ideetf In the case of
deictic words likd, mentioned above, there is a fairly clear answer t
these questions. The information can be obtainadiregt perception
in the speech situation. But the answer is not lggakear for words
like natureor democracy

To some extent, “information change” involves tteanme prob-
lems as “information addition”, since some typesbénge involve
addition of information. Very often, however, whatinvolved is the
opposite, i.e., information loss. This is, for exde) one of the essen-
tial ingredients of metaphorical extension whickeiges on the basis
of similarity abstraction. This can be describechaselection of one
or more properties which are similar to or comgatibith other ele-
ments in the linguistic or extralinguistic contexthile leaving out
those properties which are not similar or compatibl

2.4. Homonymous and polysemous accounts

As we have seen, it is very likely that attemptgit@e a monosemous
account of word meaning onGesamtbedeutungr Grundbedeutung
approach will not be possible in all cases. Instgadddition, one or
both of the notions of homonymy and polysemy wélé to be in-
troduced. On th&esamtbedeutungpproach, words will be associ-
ated with a more or less structured set of necgsmad sufficient
conditions, and on th&rundbedeutungpproach with a more or less
structured set of prototypes. However, the intréidacof several
reified meanings does not really solve the probtérhow to handle
meaning variation and contextual determination¢esint introduces
the problem of “information selection”, i.e., theoplem of how to
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select the contextually appropriate meaning variana particular
circumstance.

“Information selection” is a process which, on thesis of con-
text, selects the relevant meaning of a homonynooysolysemous
word. Added to the problem of how and on what b&sidetermine
the multiple meanings, we have the problem of phaog criteria of
selectional relevance. A popular suggestion isn@yae selectional
relevance in a similar way to metaphorical extemsja.e., in terms
of compatibility of semantic features. Each meamilgythus have to
be analyzed in terms of features, and that measingosen which is
most compatible with features of the preceding assibly succeed-
ing words. Some problems with this approach areitha not clear
that all meanings can be successfully decompodedféatures and
that, even if such decomposition were possibles, dften too coarse
a procedure for describing the resulting contextn@aning. Another
problem is that the word meaning must often be airbje with
more than just with features of the words in thmala@ontext.

In addition, it would probably not be correct tsame that the
problem of “selection” would entirely replace theplems of “addi-
tion” and “change”. It is more likely that howeverany meaning
variants are chosen, they will remain contextuallsufficient (see
the discussion ofjd), and that aGesamtbedeutungpproach will
have to cope with both “information addition” angktection”, while
a Grundbedeutungpproach will have to cope with both “informa-
tion change” and “selection”.

3. Word meanings as meaning potentials

To attempt to remedy, or at least give a new petsgeon the prob-
lems discussed above, | would now like to suggedightly different
approach to the problem of word meaning. In additio the two
alternatives discussed above, i.e., (i) intersacfidesamtbedeutung
or common meaning) and (ii) basic exampl€ufhdbedeutungr
basic meaning), a third approach is proposed, nafiiglthe union
or “meaning potential” approach. The inspiratiom this way of
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viewing lexical meaning comes from Wittgensteirdeas of “mean-
ing as use” and “family resemblance” (Wittgenstedb2), as well as
from Rommetveit’s observations on the role of cehfer meaning

(Rommetveit 1974) and the ideas of Naess on “iideat depth”

(Naess 1966). The notion is also very close to dfidmeaning po-
tential” as used by Halliday (1976) and in some sMaythe notion of
“polysemy” employed by Bréal (cf. Nerlich & Clari®97).

In brief, the proposal is that the basic unit ofrveneaning is the
“meaning potential” of the word. The meaning poi@nis all the
information that the word has been used to conitbgrby a single
individual or, on the social level, by the languagemmunity. The
meaning potential, then, does not result from tnytio find a gener-
ally valid type meaning for a word. Rather, it eetunion of indi-
vidually or collectively remembered uses. The unainuses may
serve as a basis for attempting to find a commoaning in terms of
necessary and sufficient conditions, or a basicningain terms of
some criterion of typicality. The meaning potentigla unit on a
more basic level than the two classical candiddean analysis of
word meaning and is therefore potentially compativith both.

A consequence of this approach is that there mtt@onpt to make
any distinction between lexical and encyclopeditnmation in
terms of the kind of information that is containedhe meaning po-
tential. Meaning potentials contain both kinds mfiormation -- in-
formation deriving from use of language and infotiora deriving
from other experience with the world. (For argunsesdncerning the
arbitrariness and difficulties of drawing a linetween lexicon and
encyclopedia, see Quine 1953b, Haiman 1980, Allwa881 and
1989, Langacker 1987, and Geeraerts 1993.)

Meaning potentials are activated through variougitve opera-
tions. Some of these are triggered through language Others can
be activated independently of language. Whetheobtinguistically
triggered, the activation of a meaning potentialagls takes place in
a context which creates certain conditions for dhgvation. These
conditions determine the way in which the potensactivated. The
result of an activation is normally a structuredtiph activation of
the potential. | will refer to such a structuredt@a activation of a
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meaning potential as a “determination of meanintfie various
kinds of typification discussed in connection wiBtundbedeutung
above are all examples of activation operationsnFthe meaning
potential of horse, we can, through different kinds of typification
operations, produce a “prototypical horse”, an édidaorse”, or a
“stereotypical horse”. The three cases of typifaratre all examples
of operations that can be triggered by a singledw@nother exam-
ple of such an operation might be what we coultl“edlistraction of
essence”, which would activate the necessary affttisat criteria
for being a horse.

Normally, however, we are not concerned with atibraof in-
formation through the use of single words but tigtoduhe use of
words constrained by other words and by extralistgicontext in
such a way that the expression as a whole must neddweant sense
in the situation at hand. Aeavy questioms, thus, a question which
requires cognitive effort to understand and answarile a heavy
stoneis a stone which requires physical effort to lifhe meaning
potentials ofheavyand questionare activated more or less simulta-
neously in such a way that the head word of thestitmient (ues-
tion) sets up criteria for what parts of the meanintgptial forheavy
can be activated iheavyis to serve as a meaningful and relevant
property ofquestion The same kind of conditions on the activation
of the meaning olfieavywould come into play if the wondere to be
uttered as an elliptical comment on the difficuttiy a previously
posed question, as in the philosophical dialog)rbelow:

4) A: What is the being of being?
B: Heavy

Another factor which comes into play is the memeoiyast activa-
tions. Once activated in a particular situatiomteet certain contex-
tual requirements, a meaning potential is probablch easier to
activate again in the same or a similar way.

The notion of meaning potential provides a way afidiing what
has been called the “underspecificity of meaning’,, the fact that
the full lexical and structural potential of a lingtic expression is
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normally not made actual use of. Only what is neagsand/or suffi-
cient for the needs of a particular communicatitaeasion is acti-
vated. For example, we probably activate less métion about
“carburetors” when we interpret (5) than (6).

(5) A carburetor is a part of a car
(6) A car need not have a carburetor since gasoline loarmli-
rectly injected

In order to understand (5), the meaningarfouretorneeds to be less
specified than in order to understand (6). It fakathat the activation
of meaning potentials needs to be related to iddai communica-

tors, since different individuals do not share $hene elaboration of
all meaning potentials and therefore cannot alveayvate the same
information. The same kind of reasoning would agplyhe interpre-

tation of so called PP attachments, a case of whi€h):

(7) The boy saw the girl on the street

Here a particular speaker or listener might nodrteeknow whether
both the girl and the boy, or only one of them, waghe street. For
yet another person, this might be essential.

Thus, the notion of meaning potential provides & wfaconceptu-
alizing “underspecificity of meaning”, as well aher related notions
such as the Norwegian philosopher Arne Naess'omatf “inten-
tional depth” (Naess 1966) and the notion of “depthunderstand-
ing” discussed in Allwood (1976, 1986).

4. Meaning potentials and the problems of word meang
Let us now consider how the proposal of contexyud#termined

cognitive activation of meaning potentials can dei#th the examples
and problems previously discussed.
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4.1. Democracyandnature

On a meaning potential approademocracyandnaturewould both
be assigned only one meaning potential. In priecgiien, we have
monosemy. Operations of essence abstraction dicifoon (yield-
ing prototypes, ideal types, or stereotypes) cdb&h in particular
contexts be applied to the meaning potential te dess rich but
more structured and determinate meanings.

A consequence of having only one meaning potergighat the
two words would not be homonymous. The questionthdrethey
would be polysemous requires somewhat more cacefidideration.
One answer is that they would not be, since eadafl Wwas only one
meaning potential. Another answer is that they maa#y would be,
since it is possible to partially activate the megrpotential in such
a way that the activated information would correspto each of the
distinct meanings postulated by a reifying polyseapproach. How-
ever, a difference between a reifying polysemy apghn and the
meaning potential approach would be that the @giffemeanings are
not seen as a constant feature of a particular .widrd fact that Ar-
thur Lovejoy could identify 60 meanings wéture while a lexicog-
rapher might distinguish only five or six, is notause for concern. It
simply means that they have activated the meanitgngial in dif-
ferent ways. In due course, someone else will griybactivate the
potential in a different way and find a differentmber of meanings.
Another difference, which follows from the firsg that there is no
assumption that the different meanings are disj@intivation differ-
ences may be very gradual in response to diffecentextual re-
quirements.

A third difference emerges in relation to the deteation of
meaning in context. On th@esamtbedeutungr common meaning
approach, this has to be accomplished by combitmegddition and
selection of information. On th@&rundbedeutungr basic meaning
approach, it has to be accomplished through a awatibin of change
and selection. In the present approach, additiahdrange are not
needed since the meaning constructs that necestfiege operations
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are not viewed as fundamental but are themselveslynexamples
of ways in which information in a meaning potentiah be activated.

When it comes to the question of whether selectizgrations are
needed, one answer would be that there is no smlesince there is
no set of reified meanings to select from. Anotheswer would be
that, even if there is no selection, there is ac@se of activation
which functionally resembles selection in thatntyohighlights cer-
tain parts of the information that is availabletlie meaning poten-
tial. (For other suggestions, using the “floodligm¢taphor’of activa-
tion, see Geeraerts 1993 and Tuggy 1993, and éoretlated “aspect
metaphor” see Allwood 1980.) However, a differeasecompared to
the preceding approach would be that activatiorotsmerely seen as
a passive selection of already available meaningsmantic features
but also as an active construal or shaping of tteaed informa-
tion. We will see below how this construal or simgpis very often
triggered by so-called syncategorematic features.

4.2. Intention and result

Warn and flatter, like democracyand nature would be associated
with only one meaning potential. The differencesveen intentional
and resultative warnings and acts of flattery wdudseen as differ-
ences in activation triggered by differing contexttequirements on
sense making. If a person does not hear a warasgugcts of the
meaning potential oivarn which are connected with results cannot
be activated. Likewise, if an action of warningeiglicitly stated to
be unintentional, the aspects connected with imerdannot be acti-
vated.

There is therefore no assumption of reified polygeither on the
type level or on the contextual token level. Theetyevel is charac-
terized only as meaning potential, i.e., as unatti potential infor-
mation which, as a consequence, is not polysemihestoken level
will be characterized only by actualized activatgfdrmation which
normally will be nonambiguous, i.e., nonpolysemdushould, how-
ever, be pointed out that the above observationsad@xclude the
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possibility that meaning potentials can be strieduny habitual uses
in set phrases or collocations or by encyclopealitst For example,
the contrast between intention and result canpprapriate circum-

stances, become a potential or more permanentwing feature of

many verbs.

4.3. The verb ga

As in the previous examplega would only be assigned one meaning
potential. It would thus be neither polysemous lmmmonymous. The
different determinations of its meaning would biggered by the
requirement that the information which is activaidapable of con-
stituting a relevant and meaningful unit in assoerawith informa-
tion activated by the other linguistic expressiwith which it is con-
structed and by the extralinguistic context.

Consider some of the expressions involvidgBilen gar ‘the car
runs’ cannot be construed in terms of walking sicees, as we
know, cannot walk. Consequently, that part of treaning potential
of garelated to walking is not activated. Instead théam of “func-
tioning activity”, which originally was probably deed from “walk-
ing” by abstraction and implication, is activatgiing the meaning
‘the car functions’ or ‘the car is working'. Notkdt the present ap-
proach does not force us to assume that abstraatidrimplication
take placeab novoeach time we hear an expression lien gar
Since, most likely, we have experienced similarsuseany times
before, the readiness for this kind of abstracisopart of the mean-
ing potential. Note also that we are not here n@kicovert assump-
tion of polysemy since, even if the meaning potgntiontains a
readiness for uses which could be seen as fixed eatablished
meanings, it is assumed that these meanings ctaddoa produced
ab novg if the need arises.

Let us consider one more usega in the expressioga ut‘ga +
out’. It might be thought that this should be tezhas a separate lexi-
cal item, since in Germanic languages like Swedvenb+particle
expressions often replace what in other languaggs Romance) are
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a single word. The following examples make cleat the situation
is not so simple:

(8) Pelle gar ut genom dorren
Pelle walks out through the door
(9) Pelle gar ut med a trevlig flicka

‘Pelle dates a nice girl’

(10) Relles prenumeration gar ut
‘Pelle’s subscription expires’

(11) Pelle gar ut med ett meddelande om konkurs
‘Pelle sends out a notice of bankruptcy’

The examples show that the meaningaf ut shifts between ‘walks
out’, ‘dates’, ‘expires’ and ‘sends out’ as a fuontof the lexical and
grammatical context of the phrase. Each time thaning potentials
of ga (first anchored temporally by the present tensbrenr) andut
are activated and determined in such a way thatethdting meaning
makes sense given the grammatical constructionti@dmeaning
potentials of subject, particle, preposition, atgeot. The cognitive
operations which produce this result can be wgzdhovobut they
can also be facilitated by the fact that the megapiotential contains
traces of past activations of a similar type.

It might here be worth pointibng out another feataf the notion
of meaning potential. It involves both expressiod ameaning and is
thus not a purely semantic notion. It is the wgdwhich has a
meaning potential rather than any of its possibsgitof meaning de-
termination. The verlpromenera(‘to walk’, ‘to take a walk’) has a
meaning potential which overlaps with thatgd Both can mean ‘to
walk’ but the other possible determinations of miegrfor ga are
normally not available fopromenera For example, an expression
like motorn promenerawould, if comprehensible, receive as its pri-
mary interpretation ‘the motor walks’ rather thahe' motor is run-
ning/working’, which would be the primary interpaébn of motorn
gar. This shows thaga is conventionally associated with a set of
meaning determinations which are not normally améd for
promenera.However, we might contextually forceromenerato
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acquire such a meaning determination by assumiag) rtiotorn
promenerarwas uttered by a person who did not fully know ldre
guage. Meaning potentials are thus a result of eotonalizations of
semantic operations meeting contextual requirements

4.4. Parts of speech

In classical linguistic approaches, the questioetiver two meanings
of a word can be associated with different partsp#fech has often
been taken as a decisive criterion for determinvuhgther a word is
homonymous or polysemous. In the present apprdashctiterion
does not have a privileged status. The view camagest be dis-
cussed in relation to an example. Let us compaeschkea house

to house, a bike - to bikdRather than postulating two different
words, a noun and a verb, it is assumed that tiseome root form
(houseandbike) with one meaning potential. This root meaning po-
tential has some structure and among other thiogsgms the factual
information that houses and bikes are independexténml entities
which can be used in certain ways. In the firsec#ise meaning po-
tential is activated through the indefinite artielgwhich semanti-
cally is an entity operator), producing the entiypressions (or
nominals)a houseanda bike in the second case, it is through the use
of the infinitival to, a process abstraction operator which produces
the non-temporally anchored process expressiongeftis)to house
andto bike Sincehousesandbikesdenote independent material enti-
ties, the process abstraction activated by uskeoinfinitival to takes
“house” or “bike” as arguments, in this case asrumsents, yielding

to houseprocess which uses house as instrument’tartaike ‘proc-
ess which uses bike as instrument’. If we insteawsicler the root
meaning of a process oriented root liken, its meaning potential
would contain no information thaun is an independent material
object, but rather that it can be “a process oéntibnal quick leg
movement”. An entity expression likerun must therefore derive an
entity from this process. One way of doing thibys'holistic process
reification”, i.e., by regarding the process aslwle as a reified en-
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tity. Another way is by resultative reification,ge.a washfor the
result of washing some particular entity.

Returning to process abstraction, another role timstrument
might be preferred depending on the nature of tbegss and of the
entities involved, but the most common role in psx abstraction
from entity is that of instrument. In some casastony and social
convention have given the activated meanings aiapst@atus. For
example,to bookis not just instrumental in the sense of “to use a
book”, but also locative in the sense of “to recsmmething in a
book, often to record a commitment to participationa future
event”. Over time, as the media have changed, rdgsrding no
longer has to be in a book. So todybookhas a meaning which is
close to that ofo order. The special sense tf bookwhich, in this
case and in many similar cases, is compatible thigheffects of the
original infinitival abstraction, are part of theeaning potential.
However, it seems likely that even though we retam ability to
deriveto book(in the sense of ‘to use a book’) by use of tHaiti-
val to on the roothook,we also store a kind of phrasal meaning po-
tential forto book

The need to assume meaning potentials not onlsofuis but also
for derived forms and phrases can be seen if wepacanEnglish
with Swedish, where the definite article and irtfiral form are
marked as suffixes on the root. The example justugised would, in
Swedish, be as follows: root forbok ‘book’, bok-en‘the book’, att
bok-a‘to book’, where only tha-suffix is needed to show the infini-
tival form. In Swedish, there would therefore bmeaning potential
for bok which could be operated on through use of thendefiand
infinitival suffixes. Besides this basic patterreté would also be
derived complex meaning potentials tooken‘the book’ andboka
‘to book’. The extent to which such derived compteganing poten-
tials are mentally stored will probably depend awtoften they are
used and how irregular the meaning of the compeix irelation to
its constituents.

4.5. Meanings of different types of linguistic eeggions
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As has been noted above, different types of linguesxpressions,
such as different parts of speech, often haverdiftefunctions. The
consequence for the present approach is that ngepotentials must
be able to contain many types of semantic-pragnaicmation. For
nouns, verbs, adjectives, prepositions, and cotijum; there must
be information about entities, properties, procgsaad relations as
well as about states, events, and course of evEimése must also be
information about emotions and attitudes and alays of manag-
ing communication. The latter type of informatiaaspecially im-
portant for interjections, feedback words, and tatish words. The
information must further clarify whether use of twerd is to “ex-
press”, as in the normal use of the interjectwow or hesitation
word eh to “denote”, as in the normal use of words sushaa and
red, or to “anchor in the speech situation”, as in tieemal use of
pronouns, tense affixes, and definite articles.

4.6. Contextual determination

Contextual determination of meaning is a crucialtudee of the pre-
sent proposal. Activated actual meaning only existsontext. Out-
side of context, there is only potential meaningnt@xtually deter-
mined meaning is normally fairly unambiguous, evkmhere are
exceptions. Ambiguities are mostly unactualizecepbéls which are
allowed by the linguistic structure and can be olesg by not taking
all contextually given restrictions into account.

In accordance with what has been suggested abbJmgaistic
expressions (morphemes, words, idioms, phrase$,agécassociated
with meaning potentials. Meaning potentials conraettexpression
both to encyclopedic information and to more speailfy linguistic
information concerning its use. When used, a listitiiexpression
activates its meaning potential through cognitiyrations whose
function is to achieve compatibility between theamieg potential of
a particular expression, the meaning potentialstioér expressions,
and the extralinguistic context. Contextually detered meanings
thus result from partial activation of the meanpmentials of the
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expressions guided by cognitive operations. A subkthese opera-
tions can be characterized as semantic-epistensi@tpns (Allwood
1989, 1998); the operations are connected witguistic expres-
sion or structural configuration and with a concepepistemic ef-
fect. The basis for the operations are basic covgnadperations like
discrimination, similarity abstraction, typificatip and reification,
which exist independently of language but are espdnand elabo-
rated by being connected with language.

Given this outlook, a crucial task is to show havtfedent contex-
tual requirements together contribute to activalinguistic meaning.
Since this is a fairly complex task, all the praseaper allows is a
brief consideration of some of the main linguistitd extralinguistic
requirements.

4.6.1. Linguistic requirements

One way to approach the linguistic requirementsn@aning activa-
tion is to divide the vocabulary into “categorernatand “syn-
categorematic” expressions. Syncategorematic esipres consist of
conjunctions, prepositions, pronouns, quantifiesseme adverbs,
some interjections and derivational and inflectlaaffixes, as well
as “construction types” like predication, attrilmutj etc. The use of
these expressions, as an important part of theaning potentials,
allows activation of the semantic-epistemic operai mentioned
above. Another part of the vocabulary is made ufcategorematic”
roots and stems, i.e., roots and stems which ntyraa¢ used as
nouns, verbs, and adjectives (as well as, in sases; adverbs and
interjections). The meaning potentials of suchsaot claimed to be
subject to both syncategorematic and categorencattextual de-
termination yielding actual, more complex contekjudetermined
meanings. Thus, the categorematic mot combined with the syn-
categorematic determinexr and the construction type “determiner-
head” yields as a result the nomiralrun with a reified process
meaning. Another example is given by the compoglads house,
which requires a slightly different kind of actiwat than house
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glass since in the first casglasshas to be activated as a property of
the headhouseand, in the second cas®usehas to be activated as a
property of the headlass Thus, syncategorematic requirements of-
ten determine the way categorematic terms shoutelaged, i.e., the
two ways of relatingglass and house discussed above are syn-
categorematically different. The categorematicrieigins are given
by the encyclopedic information connected with theaning poten-
tials of the root formglassandhousethemselves.

Syncategorematic restrictions operate through #mastic re-
quirements of different grammatical constructiake imodifier-head
or subject-predicate. This idea is similar to tlmnaepts of “tag-
meme” (Pike 1967) and “constructional meaning” @arg 1995).
They also operate, in general, through the usenfiéctional and
derivational morphology as well as through the aksyncategore-
matic or functional parts of speech like prepossioconjunctions,
some adverbs, numerals, interjections, feedbacldsycand “own
communication management” words. The combinatiorcatégore-
matic and syncategorematic requirements constitheesnost impor-
tant part of the linguistic requirements on thevation of a word
meaning.

4.6.2. Extralinguistic requirements

Meaning is also determined through extralinguisbatextual condi-
tions and requirements. The most important of ttese (i) percep-
tually available information in the speech situatiii) requirements
imposed by whatever activity the speaker and l&teme pursuing,
and (iii) other activated information.

Perceptually available information in the speedhagion is re-
quired to help determine the meaning of deicticalbed pronouns
and adverbs. But it is also used to spatially axdporally anchor
what is being talked about, by use of tense mar&kedsadverbs. In-
formation concerning the activity is needed, foamyple, to help de-
termine the function of what is being said. Thection of the word
ice creamwill, for example, vary depending on whether iuitered
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by an ice cream sales person as an offer of i@t uttered by a
child as a response to a question NKbat do | have in the bagi
What would you like for dessert®. the first case, it would here be a
guess rather than an offer and, in the secondsserteon of a desire.
Activity may also determine denotative meaniktprphologymeans
one thing when doing linguistics and another whemgl cellular
biology. Force means one thing in physics and many other things i
everyday life.

Finally, “other activated information” includes ethtypes of acti-
vated information which perhaps extend outsidehef immediate
situation or the current activity. If | s&veryone camehe universe
of quantification must be implicitly available ifraeaningful predica-
tion is to result. If | saye is small the universe of comparison must
be implicitly available for a meaningful predicatito be made. This
type of information is necessary but does not neetle given by
perception of a joint activity.

4.7. Homonymy and polysemy

What conclusions can be drawn with regard to tleblpms of ho-
monymy and polysemy? As we have seen, the apprsaghested
tries to make use of “reified polysemy” as little @ossible. Words on
the type level have meaning potentials which, ddpgnon context,
allow for many different determinations. Some oédé@ might be
frequently occurring, and traces of their activatiman be stored as
part of the meaning potential. They can, howevkvags be con-
structed again if they are products of regular esses for determin-
ing lexical meaning. In the case where such prese$sve been
combined with idiosyncratic conventional featulds in the case of
to book these are separately stored. The present apppradicts
that there is potentially a continuum of meaningstérminations of
meaning) rather than a small set of meaningsst kads to an ex-
pectation and a readiness for ever new shadesaiinge The mean-
ings which are actually constructed are alwaysptioglucts of mem-
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ory activation and the application of contextuadnsitive cognitive
and/or linguistic operations on meaning potentials.

The approach, thus, does not assume that we @itiheistore or
only generate new meanings, but rather that wenafte both, as is
also claimed by Langacker (1987). We have mechanfenpartially
activating meaning potentials in a context sensitvay which can
always be usedb novobut, once an activation has taken place, we
can store a trace of the activation and are, tbe¥efn a position to
activate many meanings both productively and asaltr of reactiva-
tion of a stored trace. Since the trigger for dipallar activation of a
meaning potential is a contextually given requiratre sense mak-
ing, mostly involving compatibility with the meamgnpotential of
other words constrained semantically by a particgl@mmatical
construction as well as by extralinguistic contéig traces of activa-
tion often involve storage of collocational relatships to other mor-
phemes or words as well as to stored informatiautbxtralinguis-
tic context. It is the complex of all this inforn@t which constitutes
the meaning potential of a word.

Returning to the notions of homonymy and polysemg, have
noted that traditional linguistic criteria are mothe end sufficient to
distinguish the two notions. Let us now try to puksé analysis fur-
ther by considering whether we should allow fofication of varia-
tion in meaning in some sense. The most radicatoggh answers
this negatively and points out that, since vemyeliactual ambiguity
(except, perhaps, in jokes and word play) existeand use on the
occurrence level, homonymy and polysemy in a r@iense on the
type level really only come into existence throubgl work of lexi-
cographers or other linguistic analysts who trngtionmarize the ac-
tual uses of a word.

A less radical and perhaps more reasonable appiabmhis for
reification of meaning variation also in ways whemfe more directly
dependent on ordinary language users. We may Isnegiiish reifi-
cation on an individual and a collective level. tBa individual level,
we could talk of variation in type meaning whichresfied in the
sense of being stored in memory because of:
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(1) being so different that separate meaning g@knhave de-
veloped,
(i) irregularity in derivation,

(i) habitual occurrence in a specific collocatjo
(iv) study of dictionaries, or
v) remembered explicit stipulations.

For example, we might stipulate the polysemycawling by ab-
stracting over and reifying its meanings in exara@each as the fol-
lowing (cf. Fillmore and Atkins 2000, from whom tlegamples are
taken):

(12) a. A small baby crawled out on its hands and knees
b. The two hedgehogs crawled from the nest
c. A beetle began to crawl up his leg
d. She felt his hand crawling up her thigh
e. A cloud of steam crawled slowly upwards from thencley
f. 1 crawled into my sleeping bag

On the collective level we could talk of reification at least three
senses:

(1) Similarities between language users with rdgar criteria
(i) — (v) above. The greater the degrees of simylathe
more individual reification will be established.

(i) The existence of norms and normative sanstisapporting
the similarities between users.

(iii) The existence of artifacts (like dictionasjeexternally reify-
ing and supporting certain patterns of meaningetgfftia-
tion.

We can use these five individual and three colectiiteria of reifi-
cation to define more or less restrictive notiohpaysemy and ho-
monymy. In fact, we face what is basically a terohiigical choice,
and different authors might want to define polysemydifferent
ways depending on their theoretical interests aalggoWe might
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note, however, if we want to make use of both gxexshomonymy
andpolysemya restrictive use of polysemy will force us tokaan
even more restrictive use of homonymy. Since thighibe incon-
venient, a proposal which gives both terms a aeanain of applica-
tion and allows a fairly clear way of distinguispithem is probably
to be preferred over one which does not. A suggesti this direc-
tion using the first three criteria on the indivadlevel is the follow-
ing. Homonymycould be used when actual variation in meaning is
felt to necessitate the assumption of two or masgitit meaning
potentials on the type level. A somewhat broaddionowould also
include cases when a particular determination cdnimgy can not be
produced by regular context sensitive meaning atitia operations
from a meaning potential. When it can be produced iegular way,
we speak of ‘polysemy’. This suggestion would maké/semy the
general case for word meaning on the type levelthod, perhaps,
come close to Bréal’'s conception of polysemy of ZL8erlich and
Clarke 1997). The fact thatke has a potential for both an object and
a process determination is not sufficient to sat the root is ho-
monymous, since both processes are regular. Thessipnto bike
is regularly derived as a process involving a l@kean instrument or
object and, following this suggestion, we wouldarehboth as part
of the regular polysemy difike

However, the case would be different if we turrthte expression
to booksince here the derivation is not regul@do bookdoes not
normally mean a process involving a book as amungnt or object.
But, as we have mentioned above, for historicadarsg, a very spe-
cific use was conventionalized, whose functioruishsthat it requires
no books at all today. In this case, it would, éfiere, be possible to
speak of homonymyThe discontinuity between the two meaning
determinations is also strengthened by the fadtttiey are associ-
ated with different parts of speech, but this isaariliary rather than
a decisive criterion.

The suggestion is therefore to associate polyseitly regular
variation in meaning and homonymy with disjoint mieg potentials
as well as with the lack of existence of regularcgsses of context
sensitive activation. This leads to the questiomtvéhregular activa-
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tion is. | will first give a few examples of polysg here (for further
examples, see Allwood 1989, 1998; Pustejovsky 1991)

1. The relation between instance and type in Swedish

(i) instance Dar kommer en bil
‘A car is coming’
(i) type Volvo ar en bil jag gillar

‘Volvo is a car | like’
2. Activity dependent focus shifts
(i) object -> process a bike - to bike
(i) process -> object John is washing - Take your washing
(i) object->event  The film-> During the film
(iv) event->object During dinner-> Eat your dinner

(v) intention | warned him but he did not hear me
(vi) result | warned him without intending to
3.  The relation between individual and substance in Sedish

(i) individual Dar kommer en bil
‘A car is coming’

(i) substance Har far du inte mycket bil for
pengarna
‘Here you don’t get much car for the

oney’

Homonymy is involved when no regular derivationtlos type can
be found or when there are a number of speciaticeshs on the
derivation. This treatment of homonymy means thathave a fairly
broad notion and that the meanings covered bygesmmord form, in
fact, can be more or less disjoint. If a word vag meanings that are
very different, like the two meanings @sank a joint integrated
meaning potential could hardly exist. Even if alaghmisled by the
similarity tried to build one up, it would sooner later probably de-
velop into two different potentials. In other cadige book the his-
torical connection is more recent, so that for sdnstorically ori-
ented persons the variation in meaning would temdatd polysemy
rather tharhomonymy
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As regards the linguistic criteria for homonymyeyhalso play a
role in the present approach. If two meanings eadlyr disjoint, the
fact that different syncategorematic operations learapplied to the
different meanings tends to reinforce the impresglmat there are
several meaning potentials rather than one. Difigze in inflectional
paradigms are therefore also in this approach soreto declare ho-
monymy. But it is not a foolproof reason. If two améngs have much
in common, as in the case abikeandto bike the differences might
rather be attributable to a set of regular meamietgrmining syn-
categorematic operations which have activated itfereihce than to
irregularity and an inherent disjoint structurghie meaning potential
itself.

The suggestion is thus to use "polysemy”, on tipe tevel, for all
variation of meaning supported by regular derivaloprocesses.
Some parts of this variation will be reified in tkense of being
stored in memory supported by often used collooatitt might also
be reified by individual stipulations or by beirgcorded by lexicog-
raphers. “Homonymy” is reserved for variation inanig which is
connected with disjoint meaning potentials or whaamnot be pro-
duced by regular processes. This is, howevernaietogical choice
and nothing much in the arguments presented abowvenéaning
potentials and contextual determination would depamit.

5. Summary and conclusion

In this chapter, | have attempted to show thatiticaghl theories of
word meaning often lead to a very large numberetiad meanings
combined with procedures for selecting the contktuappropriate
meaning. If instead only one or a small number ebnings is as-
sumed, these theories are forced also to assurnenben of mean-
ing-adding and meaning-changing operations whieh difficult to
justify. Sometimes these two difficulties are conda, as when each
word becomes associated with a multiplicity of ieglf meanings,
which forces the assumption of selection mechaniagsnavell as of
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operations of addition or change in order to predeontextually
appropriate meanings.

As an alternative to these approaches a suggestimade where
words on the occurrence level are seen as, in gemonosemous.
On the type level, these words are also, as oftgooasible, seen as
monosemous and associated with a meaning poteftialmeaning
potential is an activation potential for all thdammation (linguistic
and encyclopedic) connected with a word. It canstractured in
various ways, for example by being connected willasic epistemic
or ontological orientation such as entity, procesroperty. So, for
example bike has an entity orientation whilgashhas a process ori-
entation. The meaning potential also contains srafemeaning de-
terminations through coactivation with other lingfi¢ expressions.
These traces can be freshly produced if the prooksseaning de-
termination is of a regular type. If this regulgpe occurs frequently,
it can be stored and merely reactivated rathem fteshly produced.
If it is of an irregular type, as in the case ofideg to bookfrom
book the collocation probably acquires a permanentningapoten-
tial of its own with new information which can beore or less con-
nected with the regularly activated informationthe processes of
activation are regular and based on a common ymadgrimeaning
potential, it is suggested that the tegowlysemybe used. If they are
irregular, leading to disjoint meaning potentidl®e termhomonymy
can be used.

The contextually determined meaning of words ondbt@urrence
level is, thus, usually monosemous and is the redwdn imposition
of a number of linguistically and situationally givrequirements on
the activation of a meaning potential. Ambiguitydgmolysemy are
seen as non-actual structural possibilities whiasteonly when we,
as analysts or speakers, ignore some of the comaterdstrictions on
meaning. Since the degree to which a meaning patergeds to be
activated also varies with context, the phenomesfamderspecific-
ity turns out to be an expectable feature of th&@exdual determina-
tion of meaning. The approach thus allows for hoynon when
meanings are conceptually disjoint, but appeakhi®notion as sel-
dom as possible. Homonymy is involved, only wherne&planation
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in terms of a linguistically and extralinguistigaltonditioned activa-
tion of two or more meanings from a joint meanirgential fails.
We also pointed to the continuum which exists fr@gular context
sensitive activation of a meaning potential to pelmy and ho-
monymy. This continuum, to be sure, still leavesrofphe question,
how to delimit polysemy in relation to variationword meaning on
a type and occurrence level. If a greater degrespetification is
desired, this could be obtained by talking of “typelysemy” and
“occurrence polysemy”.

Finally, it is worth pointing out that the meanipgtential ap-
proach in relation to traditional approaches isaisense, a case of
trying both to eat your cake and to keep it tdoisTis so because the
meaning potential approach allows both generatinatiGesamtbe-
deutung} and typical examplesGfundbedeutungsto be produced
from the meaning potential, when needed. Howewah Bpproaches
are seen as making use of processes availabladarantextual de-
termination of meaning rather than as descriptiohshe ultimate
nature of meaning.

References

Allwood, Jens

1976 Communication as Action and Cooperati¢@othenburg Mono-
graphs in Linguistics, 2). Goteborg University, @ement of
Linguistics.

1980 “On the analysis of communicative action”. Michael Brenner
(ed.)The Structure of ActiorDxford: Basil Blackwell, 168-191.

1981 On the distinctions between semantics andnpaigs. In: Wolf-

gang Klein and Willem Levelt (edsQrossing the Boundaries in
Linguistics.Dordrecht: Reidel, 177-189.

1986 Some perspectives on understanding in spakenaction. In:
Mats Furberg, Tomas Wetterstrém, and Claes Abatg.Yéogic
and AbstractionActa Philosophica Gothoburgensla 13-59.

1989 “Om begrepp — deras bestamning, analys ochvkmikation”
(ms). Goteborg University, Department of Linguistic
1998 Semantics as meaning determination with sécrepistemic op-

erations. In: Jens Allwood and Peter Gardenfors.j&bgnitive
SemanticsAmsterdam: Benjamins, 1-17.



36 Jens Allwood

Avristotle
[1938] Categories. On Interpretation and Prior AnalytiG&anslated by
Harold P. Cooke and Hugh. Tredennick, London anchi¢alge,
Mass.: Loeb Classical Library, Harvard Universitye$s and W.
Heineman Ltd.
Fillmore, Charles J. and Beryl T.S. Atkins
2000 Describing polysemy: The case of ‘crawl’. ¥ael Ravin and
Claudia Leacock (eds.polysemy: Theoretical and Computa-
tional ApproachesOxford: Oxford University Press, 91-110.
Geeraerts, Dirk

1993 Vagueness'’s, puzzles, polysemy’s vaga@egnitive Linguistics
4,223-272.
Gilby, Thomas
1967 Peter Abelard. In: Paul Edwards (dgincyclopedia of Philoso-

phy. Concon, Collier MacMillan Publishers, 3—6.
Goldberg, Adele E.
1995 A Construction Grammar Approach to Argument StrrectChi-
cago: University of Chicago Press.
Haiman, John

1980 Dictionaries and encyclopediafmgua 50 329-57.
Halliday, Michael A. K.
1976 The form of a functional grammar. In: GuntKeess and Micha-

el, A. K. Halliday System and Function in Languag@xford:
Oxford  University Press, 7-25.
Lakoff, George
1987 Women, Fire and Dangerous Thing8hicago: University of
Chicago Press.
Langacker, Ronald W.
1987 Foundations of Cognitive Grammar, Vol. 1, Theoistierereq-
uisites Stanford: Stanford University Press.
Locke, John
[1960] An Essay concerning Human UnderstandiGgteways editions.
[1969] 5th printing, Chicago: Henry Regnery Company
Lovejoy, Arthur O.
1936 The Great Chain of Being: A Study of the Historyaofldea
New York. 1960.

Lyons, John
1977 SemanticsCambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Nerlich, Brigitte and David D. Clarke
1997 Polysemy patterns of meaning and patternsistbrl, Histo-

graphia LinguisticaxXIV:3, 349-385.



Meaning potentials and context 37

Naess, Arne

1966 Communication and Argumer®slo: Universitetsforlaget.
Pike, Kenneth, L.

1967 Language in Relation to a Unified Theory of theuBture of

Human BehaviarThe Hague: Mouton.
Pustejovsky, James

1991 “The Generative LexiconComputational Linguisticd7: 409—
441.
Putnam, Hilary
1975 The meaning of meaning. In: Hilary Putnam )(édind, Lan-

guage and RealityPhilosophical Papers, Vol. 2. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 215-171.
Quine, Willard V.O.
1953 a On what there is. In: Willard V. O. QuiReom a Logical Point
of View Harvard: Harvard University Press, 1-19.
1953 b Two dogmas of empiricism. In: Willard V. O. Quirleom a
Logical Point of View Harvard: Harvard University Press, 20—
46.
Rosch, Eleanor
1977 Human categorization. In: Neil Warren .Je®tudies in Cross.-
Cultural PsychologyVol. 1. London: Academic Press, 1-49.
Rosch, Eleanor and Carolyn B. Mervis

1975 “Family resemblanc&sCognitive Psychology': 573-605.
Rommetveit, Ragnar
1974 On Message Structureondon: John Wiley & Sons.
Runciman, W. G.
1972 A Critiqgue of Max Weber's Philosophy of Social &ciee Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.
Weber, Max
1951 Gesammelte Aufsatze zur WissenschaftslgBrel edition.) Tu-
bingen.
Wittgenstein, Ludwig
1952 Philosophical Investigation®xford: Basic Blackwell.
Voinonmaa, Kaarlo
1993 On the Semantics of Adult Verb Acquisiti@@othenburg Mono-

graphs in Linguistics, 12). Goéteborg University, jaement of
Linguistics.



