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We intend in this work to maxa R semantic analysis of antonyms on

the basis of some examples taken from Romanian. We consider both prammatical

and lexical antenyms with a view to grasping the ccrrespondences ari

differences between the two classes. Without wanting to compile a complete

1ist of Romanian antonyms, we are interested, however’, in interpreting

them as components of the vocabulary struture, an interpretation that i

,

relies on a limited number of representative examples.

The conclusions of this study run as follows:

i. The distinction between lexical and grammatical antonyms is only

a formal one. The synonymy, for instance, of the words acord - Tntelegere

in correlation with neintelegere - dezacord - disensiune

"agreement - compact”
"misunderstanding - disagreement - dissension'; nordc ‘goodluck" with

nenoroc - ghinion "hadluck - misfortune'; corect "correct" with incorect -

gresit "incorrect - wrong"; mobil "mobile" with imobil - fix *immobile -

immovable"; prieten "friend" with dugman - inamic "enemy - foe'; a cregte

"to encrease” with a sc¥dea - a descreste "to diminish - to decrease", etc., -

illustrates this assertion. Hence, we shall record with the same semantical

marks words as dezacord "disagreement" and disensiune "disension'', nenoroc
o

luck inion isfortune imobi immobile" an ix ''immo
"hbad luck" and ghini "misfort " imobil "immobile" d fix '"immovable"

a descregte "diminish" and a scadea "to decrease", etc. To this effect,

w2 may assume the existence of the same type of semantic correlations between

the terms of the antonymous couples no matter whether the opposed units are
formally (grammatically) marked, such as is the case of grammatical antonyms,

or are not marked, as is the case of lexical antonyms.
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2. The grammatical'mark - the negative prefix - does not always

X . . . . . . {
show "the direction" of the semantic negation. For instance in such

couples as: schimb¥tor - neschimbdtor ''changeable - unchangeable", constant -

inconstant "constant - inconstant"”, it may be noticed that the negative

A

prefixes designate, by turns, synonymous terms Uiantonymous coup%es:

schimbdtor "changeable": (-Negative) Formal on a semantic plane inconstant

"inconstant' (+Negative) formal.

neschimbator "unchangeable': (+iegative).formal on a semantic plane constant’:

(-liegative) formal. ’

Likewisely:

'

sincer - nesincer "sincere - insincere"

preficut - nepreficut "false - unfalse" ~

where
. . . . ~ ol
sincer "sincere": (-liegative) formal on a semantic plane neprefacut
"unfalse" (true)
nesincer "insincere": (+Negative) formal on a semantic plane prefdcut

"false" etc. .
Similarly, in the frequent cases of antonymy when one term (+Postive)

and 2 second one (+liegative) imply the possibility of relating them to

a third one {ticuter), we notice that it is the term (+Neuter) and not )

<

the (+i:gative) that may be expressed by a unit formally marked with-the

prefix (+Negative). For instance® nelnsemnat "insignificant". in such a.

,

series as: simpatic "likeable'" witn the terms (+Neuter): nefusemnat (or
oarecare) "insignificant or unimpoﬂ%ant" with antipatic "unlikeable';

~ .o e . ~
nepasare 'indifference' or ura "hatred" etc.




Taceric

In this situation, in couples of the type: positive (=basis)/negative

(=negative prefix + basis), -for instance: noroc/nenoroc "fortune/misfortune",

corect/incorect “correct - incorrect", socoti/mesocoti "to regard/to disregard",

etc., we may distinguish the negative unit as a marked term, conditional

on the specification that we refer to the negative formal mark. This

>

principle is valid also for words with any syntactic mark.

’

. As to the semantic plane, the correlation follows, in our opinion,
the same type of description:
noroc "goodluck": (+Positive) in.the couple noroc - ghinion (nenoroc)

e

"goodluck - misfortune (unluck)" where ghinion (nenoroc): (+Negative)

ghinion (nenoroc): (+Positive) in' the couple ghinion (nenoroc)-

i

noroc, where noroc: (+legative)

corect "correct': (+Positive) in the couple corect - gfégit (incorect)

"corpect - wrong (incorrect)" where gregit (incorect): (+legative)

L4
corect where corect: (+llegative) ‘ .

]
a socoti 'to regard": (+Positive) in the couple a socoti - a ignora

\4

(nesocoti) "to regard - to ignore (to disregard)" where ignora -

’
4

nesocoti: (+Negative) Lo

{gre§it (incorect): (+Positive) in the couple gresit (incorect) -

N
a ignora (nesocoti) "to ignore' to disregard": (+Positive) in the

¢ouple a ignora (nesocoti) "to ignore (to disregard)" - socoti

"to regard" where socoti '"to regard": (+Negative), etc.

The situation is equally obvious for thé grammatical antonyms that
postulate a term of rererence, such as the ~ormal negatives of moral 'moral',

the antonyms amoral "amoral' and imoral "immoral''; however, the semantic
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negatives in this couple are: moral "moral" for amoral "amoral" and imoral

"immoral"; amoral for-moral and imoral; imoral for moral and amoral.

Similarly, for lexiéal antonyms such as mggg_”big" which is the negative
of mijlocfg "middle-sized" and mic "small"; mijlocig "middle-sized" is
the negative of mare "big" and mic "small"; mic "small" is tf; negative
of mare '"big" and mijlociu "middle-sized", etc.

3. The intermediate term (+leuter) is designated by the same

»

semantic marks as those of the first and last term.

4. The oppositions materialized in the antonymous series, Jrrespective

-

of their being formed of two or three terms, have a more abstract character

than other oppositions, as they are established between terms marked with
* .
(+), (), (=)

Subseqpent typological studies should find out whether this is a

x -
situation typical of the Romanian language or it corresponds to the

semantic structure of other langudges as well.

L4 ]




