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Summary

Lexical relations have been thoroughly investigated cross-linguistically (Lyons, 1977;
Cruse, 1986; Murphy, 2003). Antonymy is particularly interesting because antonymous
pairs share both syntagmatic as well as paradigmatic relations. Studies (such as Raybeck
and Herrmann, 1996) agree on the universality of this lexical relation; however, different
perspectives towards opposition have been noted among different cultures (Murphy et al.,
2009; Jones et al., 2012; Hsu, 2015).

The present corpus-driven study investigates antonym use in Modern Standard Ara-
bic text using an on-line corpus (arTenTenl2) and a newspaper corpus (arabiCorpus).
This thesis shows that antonym functions in Arabic are to a certain degree similar to
those found in other languages. A new classification of these functions is presented and
compared to previously identified functions in English text (Jones, 2002; Davies, 2013).
The main difference between this classification and previous ones is in the category Ancil-
lary Antonymy. In this category, canonical antonyms trigger contrast in non-contrastive
pairings. The ancillary use of antonyms is presented as an effect projected on other words
regardless of the hosting construction. As a consequence of removing this category, other
functions of antonym use were identified.

The present study also shows that a Sign-Based Construction Grammar (SBCG) ac-
count of antonyms can capture their syntagmatic and paradigmatic properties. Antonyms
lend themselves well as pairings of meaning and form and therefore can be treated as
constructions (Jones et al., 2012). Therefore, a treatment of antonyms using SBCG is
presented in this study . Based on this treatment, I present a SBCG account of Arabic
coordination as a contrastive construction in which antonyms frequently occur. The coor-
dination construction is then compared to one use of coordination that presents antonym
pairs as units referring to one concept.
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Conventions

The Modern Standard Arabic data investigated in this study are presented either within
the text lines of the thesis or as separate examples. The in-text examples are written
in Arabic script followed by an italicised transliteration of it and an English translation
in single quotes. However, sometimes only English examples are provided, in which case
italics are used when the English word is referred to and quotes are used when these
words are translations of Arabic ones. When syntactic structures, such as coordination
as in X and Y, are discussed, the letters X and Y are used in place of the antonym pair
hosted in these structures. In addition, names of categories of antonym functions begin

with a capital letter. The following is an explanation of how examples are presented.

presentation of examples

The dataset investigated for this dissertation is comprised of three thousand corpus lines.
The examples from this dataset are presented as numbered examples. Each example
consists of four lines; the first line providing the Arabic script. After that come the three
lines of transliteration, gloss, and translation. Sentence (1) shows these four lines.
(1) L4l = &gl — ¥ ol e Oedls (arabiCorpus: Ghad02, ref:
A{427304}S{MainPage}D03-28-2011)

fa-al-xawfu min al-mawti la yamnatu al-mawt bal yamnatu al-hayat
for-the-fear of the-death not prevent the-death but prevent the-life

fear of dying does not prevent death but prevents life



xi

The first line in the examples is the corpus excerpt in Arabic script. Diacritics are
not used in the Arabic script, and therefore, short vowels are not represented. The
examples presented in this dissertation are taken from an Arabic on-line corpus and an
Arabic newspaper corpus. The ones from the on-line corpus featured a number of spelling
mistakes which were corrected in the Arabic script.

The second line is a transliteration of the examples. The letters and symbols used in
the transliteration are drawn from the literature and listed in Table 1. Short vowels are
represented in the transliteration. Hyphens are used to indicate word boundaries and
separate pronoun clitics, the definite article, conjunction, and prepositions. Although
transliterations in the examples are not phonemic transcriptions, some assimilation in

the article and conjunction are represented. In the case of the definite article, moon

letters show no assimilation with the article, such as r)&_.,«:ﬂ al-?islam. Sun' letters,
however, do show assimilation, such as M‘ a-nnaml; so in the transliteration of this

word, the letter J [ in the article is deleted and the letter after it is doubled.

Table 1: Transliteration conventions

Arabic letter | symbol || Arabic letter | symbol | Arabic letter | symbol
8 ? o b <o t
& t T & z h
'C X > d K d
B r 3j z o S
S s o g o d
L t L d ¢ ¢
¢ g ) f & q
B k J 1 ; m
O n 2 h 9 w
S y short vowels | a, i, u long vowels | a, T, @

Conjunction is separated from the word with a hyphen, too; such as in the word Bl 3 wa-

rida. However, the particle wa- can change to w- when it occurs along with the definite

'The letters in the Arabic alphabet are divided into two groups. These two groups are called in the
literature ‘moon’ and ‘sun’ letters. The definite article is assimilated when added to a word starting
with one of the‘sun letters’. The article is not assimilated when used with words starting with ‘Moon
letters’.
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article. For example, when the two words fM—w?‘ al-?islam and J.A.;.H a-nnaml are

connected using wa- they are written as r)@:ﬂj w-al-?islam and Jedly w-a-nnami.

A hyphen is also used in the gloss to indicate the same boundaries in the transliteration
to enable the reader to see the word order in Arabic. Each word is glossed with the same
category as it is in Arabic, but does not include more detailed grammatical information

such as agreement, voice, case, mood, etc. except in cases where this information is

needed. For example, a verb like «2iiS! iktasafa is glossed as ‘discovered’ reflecting
the part of speech and tense but no information on number, gender, or mood are shown

in the gloss. However, possessive clitic pronouns do show some agreement, such as the

third-person singular pronoun la in the two words L&la bidayata-ha and \ans.s

sagira-ha. The word LVL__\.\.g bidayata-ha is glossed as ‘beginning-its’ while the word
answ sagira-ha is glossed as ‘baby-her’ in order to agree with the referent of the
pronoun.

Dots are used in the gloss to separate multi-word translations of a single Arabic word,

such as (}u taqum is glossed as ‘carry.out’.

The last line the numbered example provides is the free translation into English.
In the translation, word order and word choice can differ from the gloss. However, the
translation of the antonymous pair and the grammatical construction that hosts it depicts
the ones in Arabic. The antonymous pair is in bold face in the transliteration and gloss

but not in the translation.



Chapter 1

Introduction

Antonymy is a lexical relation of contrast between a pair of lexemes. This relation has
received much attention in different fields of research (Jones et al., 2012), such as lexical
semantics (Lyons, 1977; Cruse, 1986), lexicography (Paradis and Willners, 2007), prag-
matics (Murphy, 2003), rhetoric (Jeffries, 2010), computational linguistics (Lobanova,
2012; Mohammad et al., 2013), and psycholinguistics (Weijer et al., 2012). Jones (2002)
and Davies (2013), among others, have explored antonymy and opposition from a lexico-
syntactic approach investigating the contrastive lexical items in their syntactic environ-
ment.

The present thesis is a corpus-driven study that takes a constructionalist perspective
to antonym relations in text. The data are obtained using corpus methodology with the
general aim of drawing on their lexico-syntactic interface investigated in previous studies
but with a Construction Grammar theoretical mindset. I explore how conventionalized
pairs of words that share a contrastive relation (canonical antonyms (Murphy, 2003)) are
used in Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) text. I build upon previous work investigating
antonym behaviour and provide a way for accounting for this behaviour using Sign-Based
Construction Grammar (SBCG).

One goal of this thesis is to investigate antonyms as constructions in MSA text using
SBCG. The other goal of this thesis is to find the schematic constructions that pairs
of antonyms usually fill, then to classify these schematic constructions, called ‘frames’

in previous research (Mettinger, 1994; Jones, 2002; Davies, 2013), according to their



function in text building on two previous studies - Jones (2002) and Davies (2013). After
that, I compare the use of antonyms in MSA with antonyms in other languages previously
investigated especially English.

This introductory chapter starts with a general overview of research on contrastive
relations in text. It introduces the goals of this study and presents why these goals are

worth achieving.

1.1 Contrastive relations in text

The term antonymy is used in a number of ways in the literature. Sometimes the terms
antonymy and opposition refer to any pair of words with a contrastive relation (Jones,
2002; Kosti¢, 2011; Lobanova, 2012). However, in some of the literature, antonymy is
confined to gradable pairs of adjectives sharing a contrary relation, such as hot/cold;
as opposed to complementaries or ‘non-gradable’ pairs such as alive/dead (Lyons, 1977;
Lehrer and Lehrer, 1982; Cruse, 1986). In this thesis, the term antonymy refers to binary
canonical relations of contrast where the pair is conventionalized in the mental lexicon
as a contrastive pair based on both its semantic and lexical forms. For example, the pair
hot/cold is referred to as a canonical antonym pair while the pair hot/freezing is said to
have a relation of opposition (Murphy, 2003; Davies, 2013). Thus the terms antonymy
and opposition refer to canonical vs. non-canonical relations of contrast, respectively.
Pairs of antonyms are found to co-occur in text in rates higher than expected (Charles
and Miller, 1989; Justeson and Katz, 1991; Fellbaum, 1995; Lobanova et al., 2010; Jones,
2002; Murphy et al., 2009). For example, Justeson and Katz (1991) found that antony-
mous adjectives in the Brown Corpus co-occur far more frequently than chance would
allow (Justeson & Katz, 1991:18); and Fellbaum (1995) found that the high rate of
antonym co-occurrence extends to nouns, verbs, and across categories, too. Antony-
mous pairs, therefore, stand in a syntagmatic relation in addition to their paradigmatic
one (Murphy, 2003). Murphy (2006), therefore, presented a constructionist account of
canonical antonyms introducing the Antonym Construction which explains the syntag-

matic relation of these pairs.



The approach in this thesis follows mainly the approach in Jones (2002). Jones (2002)
was not the first to investigate antonym relations in text; other research includes Charles
and Miller (1989), Mettinger (1994), and Fellbaum (1995). Jones’s study, however, was
the most systematic and was done on a large scale. Therefore, it triggered a lot of
research on antonyms based on its methodology and classifications of antonym functions.
Jones (2002) searched 56 pairs of antonyms in an English corpus of newspapers and
classified the discourse functions of the co-occurring pairs according to the meaning they
convey and the grammatical structures these antonyms are used in. Jones’s taxonomy
of antonym functions had three parts. The first part is the two major categories of
Ancillary Antonymy and Coordinated Antonymy. These two categories comprise 77.1%
of his dataset. The second part is the minor categories of antonym functions, including
Negated Antonymy and Comparative Antonymy among others, and the third part is a
residual category with types that have very low frequency in his data or that could not
be categorized.

The largest category in Jones’s (2002) classification is a category he names Ancillary
Antonymy. In Ancillary Antonymy, the contrast within a particular pair of antonyms
triggers another contrast in the same sentence. For example, in a sentence like I love to
cook but I hate doing the dishes, the pair of antonyms love/hate triggers an opposition
between cooking and doing the dishes. Thus, the two acts of cooking and doing the dishes
are placed in opposing grounds against each other, and as a consequence they become
opposites at least in that particular context. Triggering opposition between canonically
unopposed phrases in this way has been found in all genres and languages investigated
so far, including the present study.

Following Jones (2002), a number of studies were conducted on corpora of different
genres of English; e.g. spoken English (Jones, 2006) and child speech and child-directed
speech (Murphy and Jones, 2008), and on corpora of other languages, e.g. Swedish
(Murphy et al., 2009), Japanese (Muehleisen and Isono, 2009), Serbian (Kosti¢, 2011),
and Chinese (Hsu, 2015). Arabic antonymy has also been considered in the context of
the Qura’an (Hassanein, 2012). All these studies used the same categories in Jones’s

study and classified the antonymy functions they found accordingly.



A study that takes a different approach is Davies (2013), where he investigated
contrastive structures and how they trigger opposition in context. The importance of
Davies’s classification of opposition in context lies in the fact that grammatical construc-
tions can be contrastive and therefore create oppositions that are not considered to be
opposites in other non-contrastive frames. For example, there is no canonical pair of
opposites to trigger the opposition between bemused and offended in sentence (2). This
opposition, however, is triggered by the comparative construction which creates a com-
mon ground for the two adjectives to be measured against. The common ground is the

reaction of the marchers:
(2) The marchers seemed more bemused than offended. (Davies, 2013: 69)

The sentence in (2) presents a comparison between the expected reaction of the protesters
and their actual reaction. The two adjectives bemused and offended are put on one scale
and the protesters are described to be closer to one end than to the other end of that
scale using the comparative structure.

Based on this argument, Davies (2013) presented a new taxonomy of opposition in
discourse, taking the frame rather than the canonical antonymous pair as a starting
point. Davies then classified grammatical structures hosting oppositions according to
their function in text. Most of the categories in Davies’ taxonomy can be found in Jones’s,
such as the comparative structure discussed above. Sentence (3) shows a canonical pair

of antonyms used in a comparative structure.
(3) Dr Higgs was a lot more right than wrong in her diagnoses. (Jones, 2002: 77)

In (3), the canonical pair right/wrong is used in comparative structure and in (2) the
comparative structure triggers the opposition between bemused and offended.

The similarities between the two classifications indicate that the frames hosting these
oppositions, such as the comparative structure, have a contrastive meaning. This study
aims to make use of the two classifications (Jones, 2002; Davies, 2013) in order to present
a new categorised functions of antonyms in text and explain the differences between the
previous two classifications. The next section discusses why this new categorisation is

important.



1.2 The need for a new taxonomy

Jones and Davies provide competing classifications of frames that host or trigger op-
position. The taxonomy of schematic constructions hosting canonical antonymous pairs
presented in this thesis aims to overcome shortcomings in Jones’s classification while mak-
ing use of the insights of Davies’. Bringing the two classifications together is achieved
through two measures. The first step involves explaining the compatible categories in
the two taxonomies, e.g. comparative structure; and eliminating any discrepancies by
adding categories to Jones’s classification. The second step is identifying any categories
in Jones’s classification that should be removed. These two measures are discussed below.

Some categories are found in both classifications presented by Jones (2002) and Davies
(2013). The similarities between the two taxonomies can be explained through frequency
of use. Usage-based models of linguistic theory, such as construction grammar, view
language as dynamic and fluid; and therefore, repetition of certain linguistic items has a
tremendous effect on their acceptability, form, and semantics (Bybee, 2007). For example,
acquisition of both grammatical structures and novel uses of linguistic items depends
on frequency of use; and even constituent structure is determined by frequency of co-
occurrence, such as the change of want to to wanna (Bybee, 2007: 218). What is more
relevant to my argument is that frequency is an indicator of conventionalization enough
to say that a particular form-meaning pairing is a construction (Goldberg, 2006).

I argue that when structures host canonical antonymous pairs frequently, they acquire
the contrastive meaning. Therefore, these structures carry the contrastive meaning to
the pairs of words/phrases that they host, thus triggering contextual oppositions. For
example, Negated Antonymy is one of the categories in Jones’s classification where one
word is negated for emphasis of its antonym, as in sentence (4a) below. This category is

also found in Davies’ classification of contextual opposition, sentence (4b) below.

(4) a. However, the citizen pays for services to work well, not badly. (Jones, 2002:
87)
b. Make tea, not war. (Davies, 2013: 14)

The two sentences in (4) feature the use of negation to augment the meaning of



one word over the other. In sentence (4a), the frame X not Y hosts the canonical
antonyms well/badly. In sentence (4b) the same frame is used to trigger an opposition
between tea and war which would not be considered contrastive outside this context.
Contrast between them is caused here by the same construction in (4a): X not Y. Similar
constructions, in addition to negation, are found throughout the two classifications.

Jones’s classification of frames hosting antonymous pairs and Davies’ classification
of frames triggering opposition can be brought together. In this thesis, I present a new
taxonomy of frames referred to as schematic constructions. I revise Jones’s classification
taking into account the contrastive frames in Davies’ (2013) study and base my classifi-
cation on MSA text. The main outcome of the revision of Jones’s classifications is the
removal of the category Ancillary Antonymy.

Jones (2002) identified an important function of antonyms where ‘the familiar opposi-
tion is used to signal a more important contrast between a pair of words [...] which have
a less inherit dissimilarity’ (Jones, 2002: 60). The drawback of putting this function
as one category in a classification of syntactic frames is that ‘{m]any of the examples
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of ancillary antonymy [...] rely on other triggers such as “but” [and] “while”’ (Davies,
2013: 87). Moreover, the inclusion of sentences in that category is subjective. Jones
(2002) found that there is no specific frame that is common among the sentences of this
category as is the case in other categories; and some of the sentences can make use of
frames found in other categories. For instance, the sentences in (5) are all from Jones’s

Ancillary category and they can be classified in other categories. These sentences feature

an ancillary opposition between non-opposed phrases.

(5) a. Kennedy dead is more interesting than Clinton alive. (Jones, 2002: 49)
b. It is meeting public need, not private greed. (Jones, 2002: 46)

c. [...] one can only hope that the next few years prove Puttnam’s optimism
justified and his pessimism groundless. (Jones, 2002: 53)

Sentence (5a) shows the pair dead/alive in a comparative frame but Jones did not classify

the sentence under the category Comparative Antonymy. Instead, it is under Ancillary

Antonymy because the pair triggers an ancillary opposition between Kennedy and Clinton

modified by the antonym pair. Similarly, sentence (5b) can be classified as an example



of Negated Antonymy while triggering an ancillary opposition between the nouns need
and greed that are modified by the antonyms public/private. However, the sentence in
(5¢) cannot be classified into any of Jones’s categories, even though it clearly exhibits a
pair of canonical antonyms in a coordinated structure. Jones’s Coordinated Antonymy
category does not include sentences with coordinated clauses similar to (5c). Instead,
pairs of antonyms are used in an X and Y frame that hosts either single word antonyms

or short phrases; as in (6a) and (6b) respectively.

(6) a. He took success and failure in his stride. (Jones, 2002: 64)

b. I've had difficult matches and easy matches with Mat (Jones, 2002: 69)

The function in the two sentences is the same but sentence (6b) shows an absence of
ellipsis. Such ‘contexts show how writers vary antonymous frameworks for rhetorical
effects’ (Jones, 2002: 69). In my taxonomy, the sentence (5c) is classified in the category
Antithesis.

As stated earlier, in the classification presented in this thesis, the category of Ancillary
Antonymy is removed because there is no objective criteria for including a sentence
under Ancillary Antonymy and many sentences where antonyms can trigger an ancillary
opposition can be easily classified under other categories. As a result of removing this
category form the classification, new categories were needed to account for sentences that
Jones (2002) would have included in Ancillary Antonymy.

I view the Ancillary function as a very important function of canonical antonyms
but it is not on par with other categories. Categories like Inclusiveness or Comparison
are functions reflected by syntactic structures that host antonymous pairs. Others are
grammatical functions occupied by pairs of antonyms.! However, the Ancillary function
is an effect projected by antonyms on neighbouring words and phrases. Therefore, from
now on, the Ancillary function is referred to as the Ancillary use of antonyms because
it is not considered as one of the functions in my classification of antonym functions in
Arabic text.

Previous studies on antonym functions show some differences in antonym use across

languages. For example, some functions such as Simultaneity, where a pair of antonyms

!The category Antonyms in Grammatical Relation is an example of this, see chapters 4 and 5.



are used to describe the same referent, are used more in some languages than others.
In addition, the order antonyms appear in differs among languages. These differences
in antonym use have been attributed to cultural effects. The next section, therefore,

discusses cultural aspects of Arabic that make it worth investigation.

1.3 Some cultural considerations of Arabic

Studies on opposition suggest that ‘cultural factors may be affecting our motivations for
using antonyms’ (Jones et al., 2012: 41). This section starts with what these studies tell
us about how culture affects the use of antonyms and moves on to explore some aspects
of Arabic culture that might affect the use of antonyms in Arabic text.

Different cultures agree upon the existence of opposites and view them as different
from other semantic relations (Raybeck and Herrmann, 1996). However, opposition is
viewed differently by different cultures. For example, in Confucian philosophy, the yin
and yang are opposites to each other but have a fluid relation that one can become its
opposite and vice versa. As an example of this fluid relation, Ye (2014) presents an
investigation of complementaries in Chinese using cultural scripts. Ye (2014) explains
that there are three types of complementaries in Chinese. First, a category where a
reversal of antonyms is not possible such as ‘human male/human female’. The second
category includes complementaries where reversal of members is possible in one direction,
as in ‘familiar’ and ‘unfamiliar’. The third type allows membership reversal as in ‘insider’
and ‘outsider’. People often regard anybody they come across as either zijirén ‘insider’
or wairén ‘outsider’. This categorization is not stable because a certain person referred
as zijirén can turn to wdirén one day and vice versa (Ye, 2014).

In addition, antonyms are viewed in some western cultures to be stable with clear
cut distinction between them (Murphy et al., 2009). However, in their investigation of
Swedish antonyms, Murphy et al. (2009) link the use of antonyms to refer simultaneously
to the same property to its lagom culture. In Swedish culture, moderation and compro-
mise is preferred (see Murphy et al. (2009)) and therefore in comparison to English,

Swedish antonyms are used less as extreme points and more when balanced together



(Murphy et al., 2009). The function Simultaneity was also found in Japanese with a
higher frequency than both English and Swedish (Muehleisen and Isono, 2009), which
can be attributed to cultural factors, too.

Antonym sequence can also be determined by socio-cultural values. For example, the
word young precedes old in more instances of their co-occurrence in English (Jones, 2002)
arguably because of their temporal relation, everything starts out young then becomes
old. However, old precedes young in Chinese because ‘the concept OLD can be considered
positive in the Chinese culture because it is associated with maturity, wisdom, caution
and responsibility’ (Hsu, 2015: 75).

Arabic presents a different cultural perspective to antonymy. A study on antony-
mous pairs in the Qura’an by Hassanein (2012) shows that the Qura’an exhibits a great
amount of opposition. In fact, ‘almost 1425 (22.85%) of the 6236 Qura’anic verses include
antonymous pairs’ (Hassanein, 2012: 147). The linguistic features of the Qura’an per-
vade Arabic prose and literature generally since its revelation (Gibb, 1963). Therefore,
great use of contrasts is predicted in Arabic text.

In Arabic tradition, the middle point between two opposing concepts or situations is

considered better and more preferable than the extreme points. The word lawy wasat
‘middle’ is defined in Almaany on-line dictionary as ‘middle centre, average’ when it is a
noun. As a verb wassada means ‘to intercede’; and as an adverb wasat is translated as

‘between’. As an adjective, however, this word is used to refer to a person as being ‘the

best of his people, a noble person’. Therefore, the expression udL'J‘ Je..ﬂ‘j‘ Pawasit annas

‘average people’ roughly means ‘the best of the people’ as opposed to ; j_'éJ\ e Yilyat
alqum which literally means the highest people and translates to English as ‘elite’ (“elite”,
2016). Moreover, it is customary in Arab gatherings that the seat in the middle of the
sitting area is given to the most important guest. While this piece of information is

anecdotal, it does reflect the association of ‘middle’ and ‘best’ in Arabic culture.
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In Arabic Ethics, one is expected to stick to the middle with no deviation from it
(Al-Naraqi, 2006). This is similar to Aristotle’s view of virtue as being the mid-point
between two vices. However, the Arab view of virtue prescribes sticking to that mid-
point and any deviation from it is considered vice. Therefore, there is a sense of ‘all or
nothing’ and a sense that compromise is not valued.

In order to explore the idea of Arab ethics further, I use examples of Arabic proverbs?
that, though not specifically from MSA, may give a glimpse of the cultural values (White,
1987). ‘The fact that proverbs represent generalized knowledge, applied to the interpre-
tation of particular events, suggests that they may tell us something about enduring
cultural models of experience’ (White, 1987: 152). The cultural model discussed in the
following proverbs reflect how opposing situations are viewed in Arab culture. Some of

these proverbs are listed in (7).

(7)  a 8bedl e N¥lgdy Vg l> Ll (http://www.banyzaid.com/vb/t42136.html)

?imma haba willa barak willa misa b-a-nnotazih
either crawl or sit  or  walk in-the-hurry

It either crawls or sits, or walks very fast.
b. Ledb Yy n=la e (http://www.alqasab.org/vb/archive/index.php/t-
35394.html)

yumma srakgen  willa dalma
either two.lamps or  dark

Either two lights, or darkness.

The two proverbs in (7) show how two extreme situations are not preferred. The first one,
in (7a), refers to an animal that either moves slowly or not at all, which is not preferred
as there is no progress, or moves very fast, which is also not preferred because one gets
tired quickly when travelling fast. In this proverb, crawling and sitting are put together

as the same even though, logically, there is progress in crawling. This proverb expresses

2] refrain from using verses from the Qura’an and sayings by Prophet Muhammad about opposites
because that would reflect Islamic teachings and Islamic ethics which are not necessarily similar to Arab
culture, though the two are entwined sometimes.
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how moderation is desired and that deviation from it is not. The second proverb, in (7b),
is also used for the same meaning. In this one, the two extremes of darkness and using
two lights at the same time are not desired, but the middle ground of using one light is.

This preference for moderation does not include preference for compromise as in the
lagom culture in Sweden. Adhering to one’s values all the time with no compromise is
important in Arab culture because any deviation from virtue is a vice on its own. This is
because Arab culture promotes doing something well or not doing it at all as the following

proverb shows.
(8) 42 SNy axb (http://www.toratheyat.com/vb/showthread.php?t=766)

tuxxu-h  willa ?iksir muxxu-h
leave-him or  break brain-his

leave him or break him.

The proverb in (8) is used to advise people to do things they undertake well or not to
attempt them; to either tackle your opponent until you break them or not to confront
them at all. This proverb seems to contradict the previous two because it refers to
extremes with no mid-point. However, taking the mid-point as a reference, one should
stick to their beliefs and values because deviation from one value is similar to deviation
from all values. On an opposite direction, when one decides to behave badly then there

are no degrees to vice as the following proverb shows.

(9) A Xy 5] (http://www.vb.egla3.com/showthread.php?t=36769)

?ida Pakalt basal fa-kattir
if  you.eat onions then-a.loty

If you eat onions, eat a lot.

The proverb in (9) is used as a response to when one points out that what they did is a
small sin. Because onions will make breath smell bad, the amount one eats is not relevant.

Similarly, doing something bad once stains one’s reputation as much as repeating it does.



12

To conclude, the relevant aspects of Arab culture that might affect the use of antonym
pairs in text are that the mid-point between two opposites is preferred, and that sticking
to that middle is very important because any deviation from one aspect is a deviation
from the whole. During data analysis, these cultural cues are found to be reflected on

antonym use in MSA text which will be discusses in chapter 8.

1.4 Structure of the thesis

This thesis is divided into eight chapters. The second chapter is divided into three
sections. The first section presents in more detail an overview of what contrastive lexical
relations are, how antonymy is defined, what different classifications of antonyms are
available in the literature, and which of these classifications is relevant to the present
study. The second section explores previous work on contrastive relations in context.
This section is arranged chronologically starting with earlier studies such as Charles and
Miller (1989), Mettinger (1994), Fellbaum (1995), to more recent ones such as Kostié
(2011) and Hsu (2015). Particular focus is on Jones’s (2002) and Davies’ (2010) studies,
their methodology, and outcomes. The third section discusses studies of opposition in
Arabic.

Chapter 3 presents the corpora used to obtain the data for this thesis. Methodology
used for choosing search-word pairs and for extraction of dataset examples is also ex-
plained in this chapter. Towards the end of this chapter, the data are described briefly
and the method of data analysis is discussed.

Chapter 4 serves three objectives. Firstly, it introduces the new classification of
antonym functions. Secondly, this chapter compares previous classifications presented by
Jones (2002) and Davies (2013) and discusses parallelism and Ancillary use of antonyms
more closely. Thirdly, towards the end of this chapter, a comparison between antonyms in
Arabic and other languages regarding antonym sequence and part of speech is presented.

Chapter 5 extends the discussion of the new taxonomy of antonym functions that
is presented in chapter four. In chapter five, the different grammatical constructions

hosting antonymous pairs are discussed with examples from the dataset. The sections in
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this chapter represent different categories of antonym functions. They are arranged in
descending order based on the number of sentences in each category.

Chapter 6 introduces Sign-Based Construction Grammar. This chapter serves as part
of the background literature. This part of the literature is situated in chapter 6 in order
to be closer to the construction grammar analysis presented in chapter 7. Chapter 6
starts with a brief overview of constructionist approaches to grammar, then explains how
SBCG as a formalized framework of Construction Grammar works. Finally, this chapter
reviews work on antonyms from a constructionist point of view.

Chapter 7 introduces a formalized treatment based on Sign-Based Construction Gram-
mar of both canonical antonym pairs and coordination in Modern Standard Arabic. It
also presents a discussion of Inclusiveness and Unity as conventionalised uses of coordi-
nation of antonyms in MSA.

The conclusion is presented in chapter 8. This chapter reviews relevant parts of the
research and sets the ground for future work. This chapter also discusses how Arabic

cultural aspects affect how antonyms are used in MSA text.
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Chapter 2

Contrastive relations

Earlier studies on lexical semantics viewed contrast as a sense relation. Cruse (1986)
and Lyons (1977), for instance, define different types of antonyms based on logical rela-
tions and native speaker intuitions. Other studies show that it is an association relation
between lexical items, too. For example, pragmatic and cognitive approaches, such as
(Murphy, 2003) and Jones et al. (2012), show that both sense and lexical item are in
relation. The chapter starts with different definitions and classifications for contrastive
relations.

The second part of this chapter discusses the studies on contextual use of antonyms.
Antonyms behave differently in text, different from other relations because they have both
syntagmatic and paradigmatic relation. Therefore, researchers turned their attention to
contextual uses of antonyms. For example, Deese (1964) proposed that antonymous pairs
can be substituted for one another in certain contexts and that this substitutability is a
cue for learning antonym relations. The adjective big in the sentence This book is big.
can be replaced with its antonym small and the sentence remains semantically sensible
and syntactically correct. However, Charles and Miller (1989) found that antonym pairs
co-occur in the same sentence and proposed the co-occurrence hypothesis instead. Both
paradigmatic and syntagmatic properties of antonyms are of equal importance and this
is shown in studies such as Jones (2002) and Davies (2013).

The chapter ends with an overview of what has been done on antonymy in Arabic so

far, including Hassanein (2012), which is a study on antonymy in the Qura’an following
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Jones’s (2002) methodology.

2.1 Defining and classifying antonyms

This section reviews some definitions of antonymy, starting with definitions based on
different types of contrast such as Lyons (1977) and Cruse (1986). Then I move on to
presenting a pragmatically oriented definition and pay some attention to the property of
canonicity of antonymous pairs.

Earlier research on lexical relations in general and antonymy in particular, such as
Lyons (1977) and Cruse (1986), was introspective. It defined antonymy according to the
type of the relation between lexical items. Although the approach of the present study
looks at antonyms in context, a look at antonym pairs out of context is essential because
this study takes stand-alone antonym pairs as a starting point. Therefore, different
relational kinds of contrast are presented before presenting the definition of antonymy
adopted here.

Contrast between lexical items can be of different relational kinds, and a very detailed
classification of them is presented by Lyons (1977). In his classification, contrast can
be either binary or non-binary. In binary contrast, the relationship is between a pair
of lexical items, while in non-binary contrast, the relationship involves multiple items
that can be cyclically or serially ordered sets. According to Lyons (1977), contrast is
a general term referring to any type of opposition, the term opposition is restricted to
binary contrast, excluding sets of contrastive terms like summer/autumn/winter/spring;
and more specifically antonymy is restricted to gradable oppositions, such as hot/cold or
tall/short.

Cruse (1986) also presents a detailed typology of contrastive relations with definitions
for each type. He presents three major types of contrasts. First, complementaries are
pairs of words that ‘exhaustively divide some conceptual domain into two mutually exclu-
sive compartments’ (Cruse, 1986: 198). The pairs alive/dead and pass/fail are examples
of complementaries. The second group of contrasts is antonymy which refers to gradable

oppositions that can be used in comparative structure, such as hot/cold and tall/short.
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The third group is directional opposites like up/down.

Research on antonymy moved away from being introspective to looking at lexical
relations in context in which antonymy is not defined as gradable opposition only. For
example, Murphy (2003) presents a theoretical model for defining antonymy as well as
other lexical relations from a pragmatic point of view. In her model, antonymy is viewed
as ‘a sub-type of contrast in that it is contrast within a binary paradigm’ (Murphy,
2003: 9). The antonymy relation can be explained through the principle of Relation by

Contrast in (10).

(10) Relation by Contrast—Lexical Contrast (RC-LC)
A lexical contrast set includes only word-concepts that have all the same contex-

tually relevant properties but one. (Murphy, 2003: 170)

The general principle of RC-LC is that antonymy is a relation between concepts that is
affected by pragmatic constraints. These constraints determine what is relevantly similar
and what is different between the two concepts. So in the sentences This book is big and
This book is small, the two adjectives predicate an attribute of the book pertaining to its
size. They differ in one aspect in this context. However, in other contexts antonyms can
differ in more than just one property as long as their difference is minimal compared to
their similarity.

Generally, antonymy can be defined through both semantic opposition and minimal
difference (Murphy, 2003); the (RC-LC) principle states that this is determined contextu-
ally. Semantically opposed lexical items are incompatible, which means that one cannot
truthfully refer to the same concept, action, or property in any particular moment using
both words. For example, optimism cannot also be pessimism, a person who is walking
is not running. If a building is tall, it cannot be short at the same time using the same
measuring reference, and if some books are heavy for someone to carry, they cannot be
light for the same person, too.

Minimal difference constrains the meaning of antonym because it is not enough to say
that antonyms have incompatible meanings. For example, tall is not the opposite of heavy
because they differ in too many relevant ways. Tall refers to height while heavy refers to

weight. Although tall and heavy are incompatible, they refer to different dimensions and
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one can be both tall and heavy at the same time. Tall and short, on the other hand, are
similar enough to be antonyms because they both refer to height. Similarly, light and
heavy both refer to weight and therefore they are better candidates to be antonyms.
Davies (2013) presents an explanation of the relationship between opposites that
elaborates what is meant by minimal difference. He argues that two dimensions or poles
compose the relationship between opposing words. He calls these two dimensions the
‘Plane of Equivalence’ and the Plane of Difference. He explains that in the Plane(s) of
Equivalence, the opposing ‘pair can co-exist in the same conceptual domain’ (Davies,
2013: 108). For some pairs, only one plane can be identified, but others can share several
planes of equivalence. The ‘Plane of Difference,” on the other hand, identifies how the two
opposites differ from each other. One example that Davies presents is the antonymous

pair unity/division. The two words:

are equivalent in that they are both abstract nouns and examples of the
cohesive qualities which organic or non-organic bodies can possess in relation
to each other. They differ in the level of cohesion attained from maximum
(‘unity’) to minimum or none (‘division’). (Davies, 2013: 110)

Incompatibility and minimal difference are useful properties for defining antonymy.
They are, however, dependent on contextual use of antonyms. Auto-antonyms are words
that are opposites to themselves and therefore seemingly violate the incompatibility con-
dition; but they refer to two different concepts that are minimally different from each
other. For example, to cleave means to bring together or to separate from each other
(Murphy, 2003: 173). However, contextual cues determine the senses and thus the in-
compatibility is revealed.

On the other hand, minimal difference can also be seemingly violated by new oppo-
sitions that are contextually contrasted. For example, in the sentence (11), the phrasal
opposition between colony and equal and valued part of this nation is not minimally
different if taken out of context.

(11) We are not a colony, we are an equal and valued part of this nation. (Davies,
2013: 13)

Incompatibility and minimal difference are suitable criteria to describe canonical antonym
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pairs which stand in both a semantic and lexical relation.!

In the present thesis, the term antonymy is not confined to gradable contrastive pairs
as in Lyons” and Cruse’s typologies. Instead, gradability is considered as one attribute of
some antonym pairs. Antonyms can be gradable like tall/short because they measure the
dimension in different directions, in this case the dimension of height. So, even something
that is short can be taller than something else (Bierwisch, 1989). On the other hand,
antonyms can be non-gradable such as alive/dead or married/unmarried. There are no
degrees between the opposing words, rather, they divide one conceptual space.

Gradability of antonymous pairs, however, is affected by context. A gradable pair
like hot/cold can be used exclusively, i.e. with no reference to their gradability, as in
sentences like I put the hot drinks on the table and the cold ones on the counter. On the
other hand, non-gradable pairs like alive/dead can be used with a scalar meaning as in He
is more dead than alive. Paradis et al. (2015) investigated this property in antonymous
adjectives and found that when the adjective is descriptive it is scalar, but when it is a

classifier it is non-gradable, as the sentences in (12) below.

(12) a. The book is thick. (Paradis et al., 2015: 156)

b. Put all the thick books in the box to the left and the thin ones in the one to

the right. (Paradis et al., 2015: 157)

The adjective thick in sentence (12a) above describes the book, and this description refers
to a scalar property. However, the same adjective is used in (12b) as a classifier where two
distinct groups are referred to: thick books and thin ones. Paradis et al. (2015), therefore,
reject polysemy of adjectives and argue that the meaning of an adjective is evoked by
its integration with the meaning of the noun it modifies along with the contextual frame
(Paradis et al., 2015: 157).

Other classifications of antonymy, such as directional, complementary, etc., will not
be discussed further as they are not relevant to this study. This is because despite
attempts to categorise antonyms according to their semantic properties, all these types
(complementary, gradable, directional, etc.) have similar functions in text and co-occur

in similar types of contexts (Jones, 2002). However, one property of antonyms is related

ICanonicity is discussed below in section 2.1.1.
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to this study and that is their canonicity as antonymous pairs. This property is discussed

in the following section.

2.1.1 Canonicity

Antonymy, as defined here, is a relationship between a pair of incompatible words that
are minimally different. Some antonym pairs form a canon through conventionalization.
This section reviews what is meant by an antonym canon. It also reviews how canon-
icity is determined and how canonical antonyms differ from non-canonical oppositions.
Canonical antonymous pairs have become conventionally contrasted and therefore do not
need a context to be understood as antonyms while non-canonical ones are context-bound
oppositions (Murphy, 2003).

Studies based on their authors’ native-speaker intuitions, such as Lyons (1977) and
Cruse (1986), as well as psycholinguistic studies, such as Deese (1964) and Charles and
Miller (1989), agree that some antonym pairs are better representatives of the relation of
contrast than others. The notion of canonicity in these studies is referred to as good vs.
bad antonyms (Cruse, 1986), systemic vs. non-systemic (Mettinger, 1994), and canonical
vs. peripheral (Murphy, 2003).

I will use the canonical pair hot/cold as an example in the discussion of canonical vs.
non-canonical antonyms. This pair refers to the temperature scale represented in figure

2.1 when they are used to describe liquids.

Figure 2.1: Temperature scale

boiling hot warm  lukewarm cool cold freezing

A
v

The adjectives in each side of this scale can be considered opposites: warm, hot and
boiling are all opposites of cool, cold, and freezing. However, not all pairs are canonical
antonym pairs. For example, hot/cold, cool/warm, and freezing/boiling are canonical;
but freezing/warm is not. Moreover, some pairs are ‘better’ antonyms than others, such

as cool/warm is considered better than freezing/boiling. The criteria for determining this
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goodness of antonymy are discussed below, but first I discuss how canonical antonyms
differ from non-canonical ones.

Mettinger (1994) differentiated between systemic and non-systemic opposition. Ac-
cording to Mettinger, systemic opposites relate to Saussure’s langue and can be recog-
nized by native speakers in a ‘neutral’ context. The non-systemic opposites ‘[c]ontrast
on the level of parole’ (Mettinger, 1994: 69), and need to be understood from the context
in which they appear. The notion of systemic vs. non-systemic opposites is similar to
the notion of canonicity.

Psycholinguistic studies find that canonical antonyms elicit each other in free word
association tests (Deese, 1964; Charles and Miller, 1989). Canonical antonyms are also
recognised as opposites faster than non-canonical ones (Herrmann et al., 1979). Moreover,
in priming tests canonical antonym pairs prime each other (Becker, 1980; Weijer et al.,
2012). Weijer et al. (2012) also found that co-occurrence frequency per se does not
fully explain the priming effect that has been seen within antonym pairs. In neuro-
linguistic tests, canonical antonyms also stand out as different from contextually bound
oppositions. Weijer et al. (2014) conducted a neurophysiological study in which they
measured N400 amplitudes of the participants’ brain responses. They found that brain
responses to canonical antonyms showed significantly different N400 effects than brain
responses to non-canonical antonyms (Weijer et al., 2014). They conclude that members
of an antonym pair ‘exhibit different levels of strength of relatedness’ (Weijer et al. 2014:
4).

Paradis et al. (2009) combined different methodologies to investigate antonym canon-
icity. They used corpus methods to retrieve highly co-occurring canonical antonym pairs
in the British National Corpus and used these words in two types of tests: an elicitation
experiment and a judgement experiment. The elicitation experiment involved asking
participants to provide the best opposite for the test items. In the judgement experi-
ment, the participants were presented with pairs of antonyms and were asked how good
each pair is as opposites. A cluster analysis of the results from both experiments showed
that there are a few pairs strongly associated on both the lexical and semantic levels,

e.g. bad/good, heavy/light, and young/old (Paradis et al. 2009: 405). There are also
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pairs of opposites that are less lexically associated even though they are semantically
associated. An example of these opposites is alert/tired (Paradis et al. 2009: 408). They
conclude that this is ‘an indication of a core canonical antonyms and a large number of
pairings from more to less strongly lexically coupled’ (Paradis et al., 2009: 414). These
core canonical antonyms are used to express domains that are relevant to human life in
different cultures (Weijer et al., 2014; Paradis et al., 2015). The findings in Paradis et al.
(2009) confirm the canonicity continuum; which explains the different levels of ‘goodness’
of opposition in the pairs hot/cold, boiling/freezing, and warm/cool discussed above.

Finally, corpus studies have shown that canonical antonyms co-occur in certain con-
trastive constructions (Fellbaum, 1995; Mettinger, 1994; Jones, 2002). Examples of these
constructions include: X but Y, turning X to Y, and more X than Y. Moreover, canon-
ical antonym pairs co-occur in more types of these contrastive constructions than non-
canonical antonyms (Jones et al., 2007).

The studies discussed above, whether based on native-speaker intuitions, psycholin-
guistic experiments, or corpus studies, all agree on a continuum of canonicity and that
strongly canonical antonym pairs differ from non-canonical ones. I move now to discuss
what makes an antonym pair canonical and how goodness of representation is determined.

Cruse (1986) lists three criteria that determine the ‘goodness’ of the opposing pair:
uni-dimensional scale, purity of opposition, and semantic range. A scale with one dimen-
sion, that is with two ends on one line, is important for the judgement of an antonym
pair as ‘good’. The pair should also be symmetrically distributed along this scale. The
pairs hot/cold, boiling/freezing, and warm/cool, for example, all share a uni-dimensional
scale which is the temperature scale. They are also symmetrically distributed as is shown
in Figure 2.1 above. The words cold and hot are further apart with the same distance
from the mid-point of the scale. This is also true for boiling/freezing and cool/warm.
Kotzor (2010) adds that symmetrical distribution is not enough for canonicity, but the
overall distance between the pair is important, too. The greater the distance between
lexemes the better they are as representatives of canonical antonyms. For this reason,
hot/cold is a better antonym pair than warm/cool. However, symmetry of distribution

and over all distance do not explain why hot/cold is higher in the canonicity scale than
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boiling/freezing.

The second of Cruse’s criteria for goodness of opposites is purity of opposition which
refers to the ‘proportion of the meanings of the opposed terms is exhausted by the
underlying opposition’ (Cruse, 1986: 262). For example, according to Cruse (1986)
the pair male/female is considered more pure than man/woman because there is more
shared componential meaning in the former than the latter: male/female refer to all living
creatures of any age, while man/woman refer to human adults only. The last factor is
semantic range which refers to the non-propositional meaning of the pair as opposed to
their logical meaning. If the pair share their non-propositional meaning and have the
same connotations, they are regarded as better antonyms, ‘that is why, for instance, tubby
and emaciated are not fully satisfactory opposites, although they incorporate a binary
directional opposition’ (Cruse, 1986: 262).

Determining the goodness of antonymy helps to determine pairs of antonyms that
are representative of the prototypical antonym pair. Therefore, cognitive studies such
as Paradis et al. (2009) and Kotzor (2010) used Goodness-of-Exemplar judgement tests
to find the properties of the antonym prototype. Moreover, Cruse (2011) updates his
criteria of good antonym pairs. In his later work, Cruse lists three features for the proto-
typical opposing pair: binarity, inherentness, and patency. He argues that a prototypical
antonym pair consists of only two members, and distinguishes between inherent binarity
and accidental binarity. The pair up/down is inherently binary because ‘the possibilities
of movement along a linear axis are logically limited to two’ (Cruse, 2011: 154). So,
an inherently binary opposite pair is better than an accidentally binary one. The third
feature is patent binarity which means that the opposition is in the pair’s meaning not in
their contextual meaning. For example, the pair yesterday/tomorrow is a better antonym
pair than their referents Monday/Wednesday, if today is Tuesday. The reason behind
this is that yesterday/tomorrow has patent binarity while in Monday/Wednesday the
opposition is contextual and not in their meanings.

The criteria discussed so far have an effect on the canonicity of antonymous pairs
represented conceptually. These conceptually salient oppositions are reflected in the

canonicity of lexical items. However, what makes certain lexical pairs more canonical
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than another pair is their degree of conventionalization (Murphy, 2003).

The degree of conventionalization depends on two factors. First, in order to become
conventionalized, opposing pairs must co-occur in context, so that their pairing may be
learnt. Thus, more conventionalized pairs co-occur more frequently than other possible
oppositions in the semantic field (Jones et al., 2012). Second, the two items share a
mutual relationship (Jones et al., 2007). For example the antonym of heavy is light
and the antonym of light is heavy. Murphy (2003) adds stability across a number of
senses as an indicator of canonicity. For example, the pair black/white are used to refer
to colour, race, and as adjectives describing coffee with or without milk. Moreover,
semantic properties of the pair are not the only relevant properties, morphological and
phonological properties of the lexical items can contribute to their canonicity (Murphy,
2003). For example, the pair awake/asleep is judged as a better antonym pair than
awake/sleeping or up/asleep (Murphy, 2003: 34).

In summary, antonym canonicity lies on a continuum rather than clear cut groups
of ‘good’” antonyms and ‘bad’ ones (Jones et al., 2012). Highly canonical antonyms are
generally very parallel in their semantic characteristics, and they are conventionalized
through use. Highly canonical antonyms are recognized as antonyms out of context
while pairs of antonyms lower in the canonicity scale need contextual cues to frame them
as contrastive. The next section presents studies that have investigated antonyms in

context.

2.2 Antonymy in context

Since the introduction of corpus and computational tools, a lot of research on antonymy
has been conducted using corpora. This section reviews these studies with special refer-
ence to Jones (2002) and Davies (2013), which have described particular uses of antonyms
in text. After that, other studies based on Jones (2002) are briefly discussed.

Charles and Miller (1989) used the Brown corpus (Francis and Kucera, 1982) to
search for antonym pairs in text and found that antonymous adjectives tend to co-occur

together in the same sentence more frequently than predicted by chance. They reject the



24

substitution hypothesis and add that the ‘the cue for learning to associate direct antonyms
is not their substitutability, but rather their relatively frequent co-occurrence in the same
sentence’ (Charles and Miller, 1989: 357). Justeson and Katz (1991) used the same
corpus to examine Charles and Miller’s (1989) co-occurrence hypothesis. Their findings
supported the co-occurrence hypothesis, but they added that antonymous adjectives tend
to co-occur in the same sentences in contexts where each antonym could be grammatically
substituted for the other.

Fellbaum (1995) also used the Brown corpus to investigate antonymous pairs from
different word classes, and found that semantically opposed words from different word
classes, such as the noun [life and the verb die, co-occur at high rates. Therefore, she
claims that antonymy is a property of concepts (which can be realized in different word
classes) rather than words. Fellbaum (1995) describes the syntactic structures where
antonyms co-occurred and presents these syntactic structures as a possible explanation
for the co-occurrence of antonyms in context. Some of the frames she found include ‘X
and Y’ as in all creatures great and small, ‘X or Y’ as in a matter of life or death, and ‘from
X to Y’ as in from the first to the last (Fellbaum, 1995: 295). These syntactic frames can
be filled by contrasting nouns, verbs, or adjectives. However, some verb-verb pairs do not
have the same arguments or the same syntactic form, as in (13); and some noun-noun
pairs do not agree in number and some occur in different syntactic environments. In

sentence (13), ending is a gerund while began is a verb in the past tense.

(13) The couple were married last Saturday, thus ending a friendship that began in
their schooldays. (Fellbaum, 1995: 292)

Mettinger (1994) conducted the first systematic study on antonymous pairs and iden-
tified grammatical frames hosting antonyms. He analysed 350 pairs of antonyms taken
from the 1972 edition of Roget’s Thesaurus and 350 pairs from a corpus of novels (Met-
tinger, 1994: 2). He divided his data into two groups. The first group comprises 61.5%
of the antonym pairings in his data. This group included the antonym pairs that were
classifiable into categories. These categories were labelled according to their functions:
simultaneous validity, cumulative validity, confrontation, choice, retrospective correction,

comparison, mutation, and reversal. The remaining 38.5% of his data were unclassifi-
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able and were labelled as instances of cohesion where ‘the context stresses the contrast
constituted by the juxtaposition of X and Y’ (Mettinger, 1994: 41).

These studies show how research on antonymy shifted from being introspective based
on intuition to more pragmatic approaches using corpus methodology that show antonym
pairs as used in context. From here, I focus more on Jones (2002) and explain the
methodology he used and his classification of antonym functions in text. I move then
to Davies (2013) to highlight differences and similarities between his study and Jones’s.
I focus on these two studies because the classification presented in this thesis builds on
their work. After that, studies on antonym functions in other languages are reviewed

before I end this section.

Jones (2002)

At its time of publication, Jones’s (2002) study was the largest systemic study of antonym
co-occurrence using a corpus methodology. One goal of the study was to identify the
syntactic structures in which antonyms co-occur and to classify their functions. Jones se-
lected 56 antonymous pairs, including both frequently and less-frequently used antonyms,
and including both morphologically related and unrelated antonyms. He searched for co-
occurrences of these words in a newspaper corpus of about 280 million words taken from
the Independent newspaper (1988-1996). He then selected 3000 sentences to form the
dataset for his analysis.

Jones (2002) classified the functions of grammatical frames hosting antonym pairs in
his dataset into eight categories listed in Table 2.1. The table lists the more frequent
categories in the first column and the most frequent frames used in each category.

The first category is Ancillary Antonymy, where a canonical antonym pair triggers
another opposition between words that otherwise might not be opposed to each other.
He labels the antonymous pair as A-pair, and the opposing words as the B-pair. So in the
sentence from Jones’s data I love to cook but I hate doing the dishes, the pair love/hate
is the ‘A-pair’ and to cook and doing the dishes is the ‘B-Pair’ (Jones, 2002: 46). There is
no specific frame for Ancillary Antonymy, but parallelism plays an important role in the

presentation of the opposition in these sentences. Murphy et al. (2015) re-examined the
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Table 2.1: Jones’s (2002) grammatical frames hosting canonical antonyms.
antonymy category grammatical frame
Ancillary Antonymy no specific frame

Coordinated Antonymy XandY; XorY
X but Y

Comparative Antonymy more X than Y
X rather than Y

Distinguished Antonymy the difference between X and Y
separating X and Y

Transitional Antonymy from X to Y
turning X to Y
Negated Antonymy X not Y; X instead of Y
X as opposed to 'Y
Extreme Antonymy the very X and the very Y
either too X or too Y
Idiomatic Antonymy (idiomatic expressions)

effect of parallelism on creating a secondary opposition in the sentence. They examined
both semantic and formal parallelism in addition to the connective used between the two
parallel parts. Their findings supported Jones’s finding that formal parallelism diminishes
the need for a contrastive connector. Their findings also confirm their hypothesis that
lexically related words in B-pair position reduce the need for contrastive connectives even
further.

The second category in Jones’s categories is Coordinated Antonymy where the antonym
pair ‘signal[s] inclusiveness or exhaustiveness of scale’ (Jones, 2002: 75). The two major
frames in this category are ‘X and Y’ as in He took success and failure in his stride
(Jones, 2002: 64); and ‘X or Y’ as in Yet, win or lose, he could fade faster than Donny
Osmond (Jones, 2002: 66).

Ancillary Antonymy and Coordinated Antonymy are the two largest categories in
Jones’s classification with almost the same percentage, 38.7% for Ancillary Antonymy and
38.4% for Coordinated Antonymy. Jones et al. (2012) compared the discourse functions
found in six corpora from previous research: adult-produced writing in English, Swedish,
and Japanese; English adult-produced speech; English child-produced speech; and En-
glish child-directed speech. They found that the two classes of Ancillary Antonymy and
Coordinated Antonymy are the most dominant of the discourse functions in all these

corpora.



27

The other six classes are called minor classes by Jones. The sentences in (14) are

examples of each minor category in Jones’s classification.

(14) a. Small monk tails are cheaper than large ones. (Comparative Antonymy;

Jones, 2002: 78)

b. The difference on grain imports between fast and slow economic growth...

(Distinguished Antonymy; Jones, 2002: 81)

c. The mood in both camps swung from optimism to pessimism. (Transi-

tional Antonymy; Jones, 2002: 85)

d. The public has cause for pessimism, not optimism, about the Government

plans. (Negated Antonymy; Jones, 2002: 88)

e. Nothing, it seemed, was too large or too small for Mr. Al-Fayed. (Extreme

Antonymy; Jones, 2002: 92)

Comparative Antonymy constitutes only 6.8% of Jones’s (2002) dataset. This cate-
gory includes sentences with antonyms put in comparison to each other such as the one
in (14a). In this sentence, small/large monk tails are compared against each other. The
category Distinguished Antonymy (5.4%) includes sentences with an explicit distinction
between pairs of antonyms. The sentence in (14b) is one of the examples Jones provides
for this category. Transitional Antonymy (3%) presents a shift or movement from one
antonym’s meaning to the other as in sentence (14c) above. Negated Antonymy (2.1%) is
used to affirm a word’s meaning by negating its opposite. This use dominates in spoken
discourse more than in written text (Jones et al., 2012). Examples of Negated Antonymy
include sentence (14d) above. In Extreme Antonymy, the structures are similar to Coor-
dinated Antonymy. The difference is that there is a comparison between the far two ends
of the scale expressed by the antonym pair, such as in sentence (14e). The last category
in the minor classes is Idiomatic Antonymy. This category includes sentences where the
antonym pair is used as a part of ‘a familiar idiom, proverb, or cliché’ (Jones, 2002: 93).

The remaining sentences in Jones’s data, 160 sentences, are grouped in a Residual
Category. Even within this group, there are some functional subcategories: Unity (seven

sentences), Conflict (eighteen), Simultaneity (eight), Association (seventeen), Specifica-
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tion (sixteen), Oblique stroke (seventeen), and Equivalence (five sentences). The remain-
ing nineteen sentences receive no further classification.

Later work added a category to Jones’s classification: Interrogative Antonymy (Jones
and Murphy, 2005; Jones, 2006; Murphy et al., 2009) . This category involves forcing a
choice between the two words in the antonym pair. Sentence (15) is an example of this

category. In this sentence, there is a choice between good and bad.
(15) Is she a good mommy or a bad mommy? (Jones and Murphy, 2005: 414)

The classification presented by Jones helped in understanding antonym behaviour in
text. First he pointed out that antonym pairs can trigger novel oppositions. His Ancillary
Antonymy category featured unconventional contrasts that are context bound which
directed research to elicitation of non-canonical antonyms from text and to how these
non-canonical antonyms occur in text, not just in an Ancillary context but in the frames
found in his study. Jones (2002) also shows how a corpus driven approach is suitable for
investigating sense relations. His functional approach linked form and meaning which
also made antonymy subject to accounts based on Construction Grammar. I move now

to discuss Davies’ (2013) study on opposition in context.

Davies (2013)

Davies (2013) also investigated frames and their functions in English. He explored the
syntactic frames identified by Jones and reclassified their functions. However, rather than
investigating these frames with reference to canonical antonyms, Davies searched for the
frames to look for new oppositions. Davies (2013) categorized the discourse functions of
oppositions in context into eight categories, listed in Table 2.2. The first column of the
table lists the categories proposed by Davies. The second column lists the grammatical
frames used for each category.

In Davies’ (2013) typology, the first category is Negated Opposition. The sentences
in this category generally present the negation of something in favour of another as in
sentence (16) below. The underlined words are hosted in the frame not X, Y which

triggers a contrast between them.
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Table 2.2: Davies’ (2013) grammatical frames (triggers) for non-canonical opposition.

opposition category grammatical frame
Negated Opposition X not'Y

not X, Y
Transitional Opposition X turns into Y

X becomes Y

Comparative Opposition more X than Y
X is more A than Y
Replacive Opposition X rather than Y; X instead of Y
X in place of Y
Concessive Opposition X but Y; despite XY
while X,Y; although X, Y; X, yet Y

explicit Opposition X contrasted with Y; X opposed to Y

the difference between X and Y; X against Y
Parallelism no specific frame
Binarized option whether X or Y

either X or Y

(16) We are not a colony, we are an equal and valued part of this nation. (Davies,

2013: 13)

The second category is Transitional Opposition. In this category, a transition is

expressed from a state to a later state, as in sentence (17) below.

(17) British marchers have spurned isolation for solidarity, and fear for fury. (Davies,

2013: 76)

The third category is Comparative Opposition. As in Jones’s typology, this category
involves a comparison between one opposite and another which indicates gradability
of that pair. Sentence (18) below shows non-canonical oppositions in a comparative

structure in which the marchers’ attitude was inclined towards being bemused.

(18) the marchers seemed more bemused than offended by the occasional shouts of ‘go

home, scum.” (Davies, 2013: 69)

The category Replacive Opposition includes sentences with the frame X rather [than/
Y. Jones (2002) includes this frame in his Comparative Antonymy category but Davies
assigns a category for it. The category Replacive Opposition ‘sits functionally somewhere
in-between the negations and comparison’ (Davies, 2013: 65). Sentence (19) below is an

example of this category.
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(19) That they had made tea - and coffee - rather than war was borne out last night
(Davies, 2013: 66)

The next category is Concessive Opposition. This category involves the use of a
concessive conjunct such as although, but, yet, however, and despite. An example from
Davies’ data is presented in (20) below, in which there is a subversion of an expectation

that large numbers of marchers entails that the march in not peaceful.
(20) Despite the numbers, the march was peaceful. (Davies, 2013: 186)

Another category in Davies’ classification is Explicit Opposition with sentences using
a frame that refers explicitly to the opposition between the pair as in (21). This category

is similar to Jones’s Distinguished Antonymy:.

(21) The country people came to London to join in a well-organized, well-behaved

march through the streets. They contrasted dramatically with the crowds who sat

down for CND, ... (Davies, 2013: 77)

The category Parallelism includes sentences with a formal parallelism between the
two parts of the sentence, as in (22) below. Davies attributes the triggered opposition
to the parallel structure that foregrounds the opposing pair. Parallelism is an important
feature of antonym co-occurrence and proves important for non-canonical opposition co-

occurrence, too. Parallelism will be discussed in detail in section 4.2.

(22) 1If Mrs. Thatcher presided over the collapse of heavy industry, Tony Blair has

watched the slow death of farming. (Davies, 2013: 82)

The last category is Binarized Option which is Davies’ update of Interrogative Antonymy
introduced to Jones’s classification by Jones and Murphy (2005). In this category a choice

is presented as in sentence (23).

(23) The only question now is whether Mr Blair still treats those hundreds of thousands

of people as an irrelevant minority, or accepts that this time, the countryside really

has spoken. (Davies, 2013: 89)
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The main difference between the two approaches is that ‘Jones is [...] treating his
frames as environments in which to house co-occurring pairs rather than as triggering
oppositions’ (Davies, 2010: 29). However, the category Coordinated Antonymy which is
one of Jones’s major categories does not appear in Davies’ classification. Jones (2002)
lists the form X and Y as one of the frames in the category of coordinated antonymy.
Davies (2013), on the other hand, does not include this frame in his taxonomy because he
claims it does not trigger other oppositions and only canonical antonyms appear in this
frame. In addition, Davies (2013) removed Ancillary Antonymy from his classification
and adopted Parallelism instead. He explains that parallelism foregrounds a pair of
lexical items/phrases and invites the reader to contrast them (Davies, 2013: 51).

It is argued throughout this thesis that schematic constructions host canonical antonyms
frequently; therefore, these constructions acquire the contrastive sense and trigger oppo-
sitions between non-opposed words. The degree of contrastiveness, however, is different
from construction to another. For example, ‘coordinate constructions [with and] may
be weaker than other constructions associated with coordinated antonymy [...] in terms
of their contrastiveness’ (Hsu, 2015: 69). It is because the coordination construction
is weaker in its contrastive meaning that it is not found in Davies’ study on emerging
oppositions.

The works of Jones (2002) and Davies (2013) are important to the present study
because they explain how emerging oppositions are construed in text whether through
canonical antonym pairs or syntactic structures. I return to these two studies in section
4.1 in order to highlight the differences between them and the analysis carried out in this

thesis.

studies on other languages

Other corpus studies have been conducted on languages other than English in response
to Jones’s work. For example, Murphy et al. (2009) conducted the first cross-cultural
study that showed Jones’s categories were applicable to languages other than English by
comparing Jones’s findings to Swedish. They used Swedish translations of the antonym

pairs in Jones’s study as search words in a Swedish corpus. They found that discourse
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functions of antonymy in Swedish are similar to those in English with somewhat different
frequencies for each function.

Muehleisen and Isono (2009) investigated antonym functions in Japanese, but they
did not translate the 56 pairs listed by Jones. Their study focuses on twelve antonym
pairs. The reasons they provided for their choice all pertain to the fact that Japanese
has a very different syntactic structure compared to English. They then identified the
syntactic structures where these antonyms are found. Similar to the findings of Murphy
et al. (2009), they found that discourse functions of antonymy in Japanese are similar
to those in English and Swedish; but the proportions of antonyms in each category is
different.

Lobanova et al. (2010) investigated antonyms in Dutch. They used a number of
antonymous pairs to extract grammatical structures from a corpus, and used these struc-
tures to find more antonyms. Most of these extracted pairs were nouns, and some were
co-hyponyms that acted as antonyms in context.

Kosti¢ (2011) conducted a corpus study on antonym co-occurrence in Serbian. She
used the Untagged Electronic Corpus of the Serbian Language that contains 22 million
words of written text from different genres. She found that the two largest categories of
antonym functions in Serbian are as a signal of inclusiveness (Coordinated Antonymy)
in 44.4% of the dataset; and as a signal of contrast (Ancillary Antonymy) in a third of
the dataset.

Hsu (2015) investigated Chinese antonyms in the Chinese Gigaword Corpus and also
found that the sentences in his data fit the classification in Jones (2002) with a dominance
of the Coordinated Antonymy category. Hsu (2015) also found ‘that the morphosyllabic
structure of an antonym pair in Chinese can influence how it is used’ (Hsu, 2015:70). For
example, some syntactic structures prefer one syllable antonym pairs.

These studies showed how Jones’s work, both methodology and categorization of
antonym functions, is applicable across different languages. The major categories of An-
cillary Antonymy and Coordination Antonymy identified by (Jones, 2002) in his English
data were also major categories in the other investigated languages with some variation

on which one is used more than the other. Other categories were also found in differ-
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ent frequencies which can be due to cultural factors. The present study adds another
cross-linguistic perspective.

Similar to Jones (2002), some of these studies, e.g. Muehleisen and Isono (2009)
and Lobanova et al. (2010), used syntactic frames in order to extract antonymous pairs
form corpora. However, none of them presented a different taxonomy for contextual
oppositions. The present study makes use of Davies’ (2013) work on emerging oppositions
to identify weaknesses in Jones’s (2002) taxonomy and to present a taxonomy of antonym

functions in MSA. The following section reviews work done on antonymy in varieties of

Arabic.

2.3 Previous studies on Arabic antonyms

The present study contributes knowledge about antonymy in general as well as about Ara-
bic linguistics because antonymous relations among words in Arabic are under-investigated.
In addition, this study proposes to take different angles from previous research on oppo-
sition in Arabic in fields like auto-antonyms, translation, and rhetoric.

Much of the work done on Arabic antonyms has investigated auto-antonyms.> An
auto-antonym is a lexical item with two opposing senses; context alone can determine
the meaning intended by the speaker. The most comprehensive work on auto-antonyms
in the present day is AlKhamash’s (1991) thesis on the phenomenon in Arabic. Al-
Khamash (1991) presents a review of earlier work on auto-antonyms by eight traditional
Arabic linguists such as Qutrub, Abu Ubaydah, AlTawwazi, Ibn al-Sikkit, Abu Hatim,
and others. Al-Khamash (1991) then classified the homonymous opposites taken from
the eight sources he reviewed. He then explained the different views regarding their
development as auto-antonyms. Al-Khamash (1991) attributes the formation of auto-
antonyms and their high frequency in Arabic to a number of reasons. Some of these
reasons are related to phonetic and morphological aspects of Arabic words. For example,
some auto-antonyms are homonyms that have opposite meanings formed through the
interaction between roots and some templates of the active and passive participles or

through some verb conjugation processes. Other auto-antonyms in Arabic are the result

2also called homonymous opposites
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of semantic processes like semantic shift, metonymy, and euphemism.

Another angle in the existing research on opposition in Arabic is the translation point
of view. For example, Ali (2004) investigated antonyms and synonyms in irreversible
binomials in MSA and how they can be translated into English. Irreversible binomials
are words that come in a fixed order such as odds and ends (not ends and odds) (Malkiel,
1959). Malkiel (1959: 113) defines binomials as ‘two words pertaining to the same form-
class, placed on an identical level of syntactic hierarchy, and ordinarily connected by
some kind of lexical link’.

The antonymous couplings in the Arabic irreversible binomials investigated by Ali
(2004) relate to universally familiar concepts like time, space, size, and number (Al,

2004: 348). Ali (2004) provides four reasons behind this ‘sequential fixedness’ in Arabic

irreversible binomials: near vs. distance as in Sl,l.aj la huna wa hunak ‘here and there’,
positive/constructive vs. negative/destructive as in _&lly ad| alzayr wassar ‘good and

evil’, valuable/desirable vs. less valuable/desirable as in C\j:ﬂj CL;:N 3 fi al?afrah

wal?atrah ‘(in times of) happiness and (in times of) sadness’, and the last reason is the

syntactic structure as in 15 -0 1 u.:? Payna hada min dak ‘what is this compared to
that’. Ali (2004) also states that the sequence of these couplings is sometimes the same
in both Arabic and English, like ‘good and evil’; while others are culture-specific.

The third angle from which antonyms are usually looked at in Arabic is from the point
of view of rhetoric. Antithesis is a major device used in Arabic poetry where opposing
words are employed to show contrast (Ali, 2004: 352). Arabic studies on antithesis (e.g.
Ali, 2004; Abdul-Raof 2006; Abdunabi, 2010) treat antithesis as an embellishment that
adds good style to Arabic text. They classify antithesis into two types: negated and
non-negated antithesis. In negated antithesis, the same lexical item is used twice: once

in the affirmative and another in the negative forms. A usually cited example is the
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following verse of the Qura’an: () gdlsg ‘o.aj,eu" Me fla taxafuhum wazafun ‘Do not fear
them, but fear Me’ [Qura’an, 003: 175].

On the other hand, in non-negated antithesis, a pair of antonyms is used in the same
sentence. An example that Ali (2004) presents for this type of antithesis in Arabic poetry

is presented in (24) below:

(24) Loludl gus el ne Ky A s K o Lo )l (s (ASSafiti; Ali 2004:

352)

wa-Taynu a-rrida Yan kulli Yaybin kalilatun wa-lakinna Yayna
and-eye the-approval from all blemish tired and-but  eye
a-ssuxti tubdi al-masawiya

the-resentment reveal the-shortcomings

The eye of approval is blind to all blemishes. But the eye of resentment reveals
shortcomings.
Antithesis was discussed in detail centuries ago by AlQazweeni® who (as cited in
Abdunabi (2010)) presents three rhetorical devices where opposites are used in text.
One of these devices is antithesis in its negated and non-negated forms. The second type

is multiple antithesis in which two pairs of antonyms are used in parallel with each other

as in the following verse of the Qura’an: LS 16Ky MG 1eKads falyadhaku qalilan
walyabku katiran ‘Therefore they shall laugh little and weep much’ [Qura’an, 009: 82].
In this verse, the verb laugh is contrasted with the verb weep and at the same time, the
adjective [little is contrasted with the adjective much. Multiple antithesis is similar to
Ancillary Antonymy when both the A-pair and B-pair are canonical antonyms.

The third use of opposites is what AlQazweeni refers to as ‘fake opposition’ where
a pair of opposing lexical items are used but these lexical items do not have the same
arguments which is similar to what Fellbaum (1995) found in her data. An example of
‘fake opposition’ is cited in (25). In this example, the two verbs laughed and cried do

not have the same agents.

3AlQazweeni’s (1268-1338 AD) terminology for different types of antithesis are _JuJdl 3Ll tibag
assalb ‘negated antithesis’, gLﬁ}H Gl tibagq Pal?igab ‘non-negated antithesis’, du\all Palmuqgabalah
‘multiple antithesis’, and slzd! fLV"‘ ?tham Pattadad ‘fake opposition’.
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(25) ujj i) de? Joy oo (}a L == Y (Dafbal; Abdulnabi, 2010: 80)

la taYdabt ya salmu min radsulin dahika al-mastbu  bi-ra?si-hi
not wonder oh Salma about man  laughed the-grey.hair in-head-his
fa-baka

so-he.cried

Oh, Salma! Do not wonder about a man who in his head ‘grey hair’ laughed, so
he cried.

AlQazweeni also states that parallelism is a major rhetorical device where antonyms
can be found. Parallel phrases similar in their syntactic structure are juxtaposed for
rhetorical purposes. AlQazweeni defines parallelism as two phrases that are similar in
rhythm but not rhyme (Abdunabi, 2010). Studies on Arabic rhetoric as well as studies
on translation to and from Arabic can benefit from studies that investigate the functions
of grammatical frames of opposites and antonyms such as the present study.

Hassanein’s (2012) study of antonymy in the Qura’an has found many rhetorical
devices using antonymous pairs such as parallelism, repetition, deixis, euphemisms, and
ellipsis. His study is similar to the studies discussed in the second section because it is
based on Jones (2002) but I include it here with the discussion of Arabic antonymy for

clarity because it is a study on a variety of Arabic.

Hassanein (2012)

Hassanein’s research takes Jones’s (2002) study as a starting point to classify the discourse
functions of opposites found in the Qura’an. However, Hassanein did not preselect the
antonymous pairs as Jones (2002) did, but rather searched manually for co-occurring
oppositions that exist in the Qura’an. Hassanein (2012) covered a different range of
opposite types than what is covered in the present study, such as deictic expressions,
active/passive verbs, and active/passive participles. He identified the antonyms found
in the Qura’an and the syntactic frames they appear in, and grouped them according
to Jones’s (2002) classification. The goal of his research was to enhance the English
translation of the Qura’an. The main idea behind his research is that if the grammatical
structure hosting the antonyms added to the meaning of the pair, this structure should

be kept in the target language in order to maintain the same function.
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Hassanein’s (2012) classification of antonym functions in the Qura’an is listed in Table

2.3.

Table 2.3: Hassanein’s (2012) classification of functions of antonyms found in the

Qura’an.

antonymy category

grammatical frame

English frame

Ancillary antonymy

Coordinated antonymy

Comparative antonymy

Distinguished antonymy

Transitional antonymy

Negated antonymy

Extreme antonymy

Idiomatic antonymy

Subordinated antonymy

Exchanged antonymy

Case antonymy

5 9

Yy .

oo 3!

o

V4

o g

Sl o

f:..

&.J.Aj e &.J.A
53l o

L lesl, o Ty sl

L Ak
Yy . ¥
b

no specific frame

Xand YV; XorY
neither X nor Y

X ADJ-er than Y

X not as Y, prefer X over Y
know X from Y

distinguish X from Y

from X to Y; X after Y

X then Y

X and not Y; not X but Y
not X and Y

too X and too Y

from X and from Y

Xand Y; XorY; X fromY
if X then Y; when X then Y

buy X for Y; sell X for Y
substitute X for Y
neither X nor Y

Xand Y

There are some differences between the data from the Qura’an and Jones’s data.

First, in Ancillary Antonymy, Hassanein found instances where the A-pair is present but

the B-pair is not (Hassanein, 2012: 149). The verses in (26) represent one of the examples

he provides for this case.
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(26) & 3521 Y5 JBI Y50 5501 ¥y LR Y5 e 5eals AU s5ed s
SlgaV Y5 22V o 92ad g (Qura’an: 035, 019 - 022)

wa-ma yastawT al-?7atma wa-l-basiru e wa-la  a-ddulumatu wa-la
and-not equal  the-blind and-the-seeing e and-not the-darkness and-not
a-nniru e wa-la  a-ddillu wa-la al-hartiru e wa-ma yastawt al-?ahya?u
the-light e and-not the-shade and-not the-heat e and-not equal the-living
wa-la  al-Pamwatu

and-not the-dead
The blind and the seeing are not alike, nor are darkness and light, shade and

heat are not alike, nor are the living and the dead

Hassanein (2012) explains that an abstraction of the B-pair is represented by concrete
instances in the A-pair. The verses in (26) compare a set of instances with another set
and states that they are not equal. A blind person is not equal to someone who can see,
darkness is not equal to light, shade is not equal to heat, and the living are not equal
to the dead. In Ibn-Kathir (2002)*, the two contrasted sets in these verses represent
a believer on one hand and a non-believer on the other. Therefore, Hassanein (2012)
claims the contrasted words present in these verses are B-pairs to an absent A-pair which
is believer and non-believer.

I do not agree with Hassanein’s argument. There is no deleted or absent A-pair,
rather, these contrasted pairs are instances of Coordinated Antonymy which are used
figuratively. In fact, Hassanein classifies another verse, in (27) below, with a similar
structure under Coordinated Antonymy because the antonyms in that verse were not

used figuratively.

(27) C/J»i‘ gj:./f él;:l}j 355 RAAL é,q.:i‘ S il N J; (Qura’an: 005,100)

- "2

qul la yastawt al-xabttu w-a-ttayyibu wa-lawu  ?aYdkaba-ka katratu
say not equal the-bad and-the-good and-even.if like-you abundance
al-xabtt

the-bad

Say [Prophet], bad cannot be likened to good, though you may be dazzled by
how abundant the bad is.

4Ibn Kathir (1300-1373) is an exegesis of the Qura’an. Different exegesis have different interpretation
of the Qura’an. He is the most well-known exegesis because he linked the verses of the Qura’an with
sayings of Prophet Muhammad peace be upon him and the sayings of the Sahaba, the prophet’s followers.
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The structure in (26) and (27) is the same S St (L) ¥ X and Y are not equal’.
However, in (26) the pair are used in a figurative sense to refer to something else, while
(27) the pair is used literally.

Hassanein (2012) presents another discrepancy between his and Jones’s (2002) data.
In Comparative Antonymy, there are examples of elliptical comparison where one antonym
is mentioned but not the other. This is not a case of antonym co-occurrence because
there is only one antonym in the sentence. However, Hassanein claims that because the
second pair is understood these sentences are counted as co-occurrence of antonymous
pairs. An example that Hassanein presents is repeated in (28) in which the next life is

compared to this life.
(28)  Staid 515 ols 55 287 652305 (Qura'an: 017, 021)
wa-l-al-axiratu Pakbaru daradatin wa-?akbaru tafdila

and-verily-the-hereafter bigger degrees  and-bigger favour

But the hereafter holds greater ranks and greater favours.

In (28), the verse states that the hereafter holds greater favours but does not say than
what, but exegesis tell us that it is this life that is contrasted here (Ibn-Kathir, 2002). The
method Hassanein used to extract co-occurrence of antonyms is different from Jones’s
and the present study. He manually went through the Qura’an to identify sentences for
his analysis, and therefore, included such sentences. However, in a corpus study where
co-occurring pairs of antonyms are searched for, such sentences will not be retrieved.
Moreover, three categories were added by Hassanein (2012) to account for functions
not identified by Jones (2002) as table 2.3 shows. The first category Hassanein adds is
Subordinated Antonymy. In this category, one antonym of the pair is in a main clause
and the other is in a subordinated clause. It ‘signals subordination of either of the two
antonymous pair members to the other’ (Hassanein, 2012: 204). An example of this is

in (29).
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(29)

0 e Jl :;,J?;; gj&_é jg 58 :;5 (Qura’an: 002, 280)
wa-7n kana du Yusratin fa-nadiratun ?ila maysarah

and-if he.was owner.of difficulty then-delay to easyy

If the debtor is in difficulty, then delay things until matters become easier for
him.

The structure in Subordinated Antonymy as presented by Hassanein is found in the MSA

data of the present study. However, I classify the structure according to the meaning it

conveys; and in this case, there is a meaning of Consequence. The situation presented

through the second member of the antonym pair should happen as a consequence of the

situation expressed by the first member of the pair.

Another category Hassanein presents is Exchanged Antonymy, in which there is a

process of exchanging a referent of one antonym in place of its opposite such as a process

of transaction as in the verse in (30) below.

(30)

-

J.:\:..;.: B:SV s é.ﬁj@j C»Z/J’ G L;.:\.;Jo\.i FIA] bju%‘ &gj‘ é\;j;‘ (Qura’an: 002,
16)

?ula?ika alladma istara-w a-ddalalata bi-l-huda fa-ma rabihat
those  who bought-they the-straying with-the-guidance so-not win
tikaratu-hum wa-ma kan-u muhtadm

trade-their ~ and-not were-they guided

They have bought error in exchange for guidance, so their trade reaps no profit,
and they are not rightly guided.

The last category Hassanein introduces is Case Antonymy an example is presented in

(31). ‘Case is used here in a generalized sense to indicate either the syntactical function,

such as subject and object, or the semantic role, such as agent and patient, a noun carries

out within the framework’ (Hassanein, 2012: 212).
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- Z

(31) & glaclly ZJUEN b i 55.@.:;3.3 Y Bl QU:\J‘ ‘;.;,fl..i..? :)5\5 (Qura’an: 022,

073)

wa-7in yaslub-hum a-ddubabu Say?an  la yastangidu-hu min-h daYufa
and-if rob-them  the-fly something not retrieve-it from-it weak
a-ttalibu wa-l-matlub

the-requester and-the-requested

And if a fly took something away from them, they would not be able to retrieve
it. How feeble are the petitioners and how feeble are those they petition!

In this verse, the two words _JUall attalibu, ‘seeker’ and o glal! almatlab ‘sought’ are
the active and passive participles of the verb meaning ‘to seek’.

Hassanein’s study shows that Jones’s typology is also applicable on Arabic. However,
this thesis investigates MSA which presents a different variety of Arabic. In addition,
the present study aims to overcome the shortcomings in Jones’s classification which will

be discussed in chapter 4.

2.4 Concluding remarks

I started this chapter with some definitions of antonymy and opposition. Antonymy is a
binary relation of contrast between words; opposition, on the other hand, is the novel con-
trastive relation triggered contextually. Section 2.1.1 focused on canonicity as a defining
factor of antonymy in this thesis. An antonym canon is a conventionalized antonym pair
that native speakers usually recognize out of context. Canonicity of antonym pairs lies in
a continuum. Pairs of antonyms can be conventionalized pairings of form and meaning;
they also can be ad hoc couplings opposed to each other on the basis of their context
only. The relevance of canonicity of antonym pairs to this study is twofold. First, the
investigation starts with searching pairs of canonical antonyms in an MSA corpus. Sec-

ond, one aim of this study is to present a constructionist account of canonical antonyms.



42

Therefore, it is vital to specify what is meant by canonical antonyms prior to choosing
pairs of Arabic antonyms, and prior to specifying their features as constructions.

This study is based on Jones’s (2002) study on antonymy and Davies’ (2013) study
on opposition, so a differentiation between the two studies is vital. Therefore, 1 dis-
cussed Jones’s and Davies’ work as well as work done on antonym pairs co-occurrence
in context in different languages based on Jones’s study. They give valuable insight into
the similarities of antonym functions cross-linguistically. Antonym pairs were found to
co-occur in coordinated structures to indicate inclusiveness of the whole domain shared
by the pair. They also trigger contrast between other pairs in the sentence. Antonyms
were also found in negated structures for emphasis and in comparative structures where
one antonym is measured against the other. These similarities of antonym use cross-
linguistically suggest the universality of antonym functions. However, these functions
occurred in different proportions which indicates linguistic or cultural effects.

The present study investigates MSA written text. Therefore, section three reviewed
previous work investigating antonymy in Arabic. Contrast was investigated in Arabic as a
relation between words regardless of context. However, contextual cues were considered in
the case of auto-antonyms. Moreover, Hassanein’s (2012) study followed Jones’s approach
to investigate antonymy in the Qura’an with the goal of arriving at a better translation
of it.

Generally, the focus of this chapter is to present a discussion of how previous work on
antonymy relate to the present study. The next chapter explains the corpus methodology
used in this investigation and how it is similar or different from what has been discussed

here.
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Chapter 3

Methodological considerations

Antonymy, as Fellbaum (1995) stresses, is more pervasive among adjectives than among
other parts of speech, but she also notes that ‘there is nothing special about antonymous
adjectives [...] rather, there is something special about antonymous concepts, no matter
in what form these concepts are lexicalized” (Fellbaum 1995: 285). From this perspec-
tive, I investigate antonymous concepts from different word classes in Modern Standard
Arabic. This chapter discusses the methodological choices that were made prior to this
investigation. These choices include choosing the corpus, the pairs of concepts, and the
forms these concepts are lexicalized in. Throughout the discussion relevant linguistic

properties of MSA are introduced.

3.1 Choosing the corpora

This section starts with a brief introduction of the language under investigation. After
that, it introduces the corpora arTenTenl2 and arabiCorpus which are used for this

investigation.

Modern Standard Arabic

This study investigates antonymy in context in Modern Standard Arabic. This variety of
Arabic is often described as ‘a functional written standard for all Arab countries’ (Ryding,

2005: 9), and is defined as ‘the written language of contemporary literature, journalism,
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and “spoken prose”’ (El-Hassan, 1978, as cited in Ibrahim, 2009: 17). A more detailed
definition is adopted by McLoughlin (1972, as cited in Ryding, 2005: 9), which states that
MSA is ‘that variety of Arabic that is found in contemporary books, newspapers, and
magazines, and that is used orally in formal speeches, public lectures, learned debates,
religious ceremonials, and in news broadcasts over radio and television’. Investigation
of any phenomenon in written Arabic has to be on MSA, as the other varieties are
primarily spoken rather than written. Though vernaculars can be found written in chat
rooms and social networks and in limited printed form as part of local culture, these
written sources can hardly be considered to be representative of the vernacular because
of MSA interference (Holes, 1995).

Words in Arabic are derived through the interaction of lexical roots and phonological
templates; i.e. circumflexion. The phonemes of the lexical root, mostly consonants, are
arranged into a template of vowels, and sometimes certain consonants, that operate as
discontinues morphemes (Ryding, 2005). A familiar example from English is the different
forms related to to sing: sing, sang, sung, song, singing, singer, unsung, songs. The
difference between these forms involves only one vowel in the stem and the addition of
prefixes and suffixes. In addition, this process is not productive in English. However,
Arabic morphemes can involve several discontinuous vowels (Ryding, 2005). A famous
example from Arabic is the different derivations from the root ktb given in Table 3.1.

Inserting the root ktb into the template CaCaCa yields the word kataba ‘wrote’, while

inserting it in the template CiCaC yields the noun S kitab ‘book’.

Table 3.1: Words derived from the root ktb
C,\f kataba write (PERF. sING. MAS.)

2
C/w{; yaktubu Wr1te (IMPER. SING. MAS.)
g,s:i.; maktab desk (siva. mas))

éﬁf kitabah the act of writing
oS kitab book
"::0 s maktabah library (sic. rem)

ULK.; maktabat library ev. rem)
o ¢ maktub written
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In addition to this circumflexion, there is a system of suffixes and prefixes that inflect

words for gender, person, and number. For example, the suffix & -at changes a singular

noun to the feminine plural as in Table 3.1, the word for library (singular) maktabah to

libraries (plural) maktabat and the prefix - ya- indicates masculine imperfective when it
occurs verb initially as in yaktubu ‘he writes’; also in Table 3.1.

Some words in Arabic do not fit precisely to the root and template system explained
above, such as pronouns, function words, and loan words (Ryding, 2005). None of the
words investigated in this study are of this type. However, the interaction between root
and template is the basic morphological method of word formation in Arabic. This
interaction is also employed by writers to create literary devices that give texts written

in MSA the ‘poetical feel’ that Holes (1995) mentions in the following quote:

Arabic was characterized by recurrent patterns of language which to the west-
ern eye (and ear) have a rather ‘poetical’ feel to them. Assonance, rhyme,
paranomasia (i.e. root-pattern echo and repetition) are intricately interwoven
to produce balanced juxtapositions of sounds, words, phrases and sentences.
These surface structural effects are counterbalanced by semantic patternings
of various degrees of synonymy and antonymy. (Holes, 1995: 269)

In this study antonymous roots are chosen to be searched in a corpus in order to
obtain words in the different word classes: verbs, nouns, adjectives, and adverbs. Two

corpora were chosen for data collection, which are introduced in the following section.

arTenTenl12 and arabiCorpus

To collect data for this study, a corpus with a comparable size to previous studies was
needed. However, such corpus was not found. Therefore, two corpora are used to obtain
data: the arTenTen12 sample of on-line text (Kilgarriff et al., 2004) and the All News-
paper part of arabiCorpus (arabicorpus.byu.edu). The arabiCorpus is an online corpus

developed by Dilworth Parkinson at Brigham Young University (BYU). Neither corpus
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provides means to search for the Arabic triliteral root. In the absence of a tool that
searches for the root, a tagged corpus is the best resource to search for words with the
same root in different word classes. Both corpora used here are tagged.

A tagged corpus enables the researcher to search for the base form of the word (not
the root) without inflectional prefixes or suffixes. The number of search strings needed
for each root differs depending on whether the written form of the root contains vowels
or semivowels, or whether all its letters are consonants. To illustrate why this is, Tables
3.2 and 3.3 show the search strings for the root J | b tal ‘tall’, and the ones for the root
J U@ & gsr ‘short’. Because the root fal involves a vowel, more search strings are needed
because vowels in the root change when they interact with the vowels in the templates.
In these tables, the search words represent the base form of the word. For example, the
search word =% gasur can yield words like ~28 o ya gsur , O =8 ya gsur an, and

loa a8 qusru huma.

Table 3.2: Search strings needed for the Table 3.3: Search strings needed for the
root tal root gsr , -
resulting words search string resulting words  search string

u)bj_b4duj_\g4ubj_\g JJj_\g AU ol (ol (3 b g
Uj)j-“-“djja-"dj-\‘:‘.‘djjﬂ djj‘ &&ﬁcwwcf,a'é _pad
d‘jj‘ d‘jj‘ Qj(O“fA;_.;(_i
= b Ju

e o L

Because this study required a tagged corpus, I used arTenTen12 which is a sample
of the arTenTen five-billion-word Arabic on-line corpus. TenTen corpora are created
by Web-crawling for different languages with a designated target of 10'° (10 billion)
words (SketchEngine, 2012). While arTenTen itself is still an initial version and not
yet tagged, the arTenTenl2 sample is. The arTenTenl2 sample consists of 50 mil-
lion words, and the SketchEngine (Kilgarriff et al., 2004) tools are used for searching
it (http://www.sketchengine.co.uk).

The arTenTenl12 corpus presents MSA as it is used today. At the time of data

collection, starting at January 2013, arTenTenl2 had fifty million words from on-line
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sources. This sample has been updated as of August 2015, and the number of word
tokens in it is 115 million words.

The other corpus used for this study is the All Newspapers corpus at arabicor-
pus.byu.edu. The arabiCorpus in the BYU website has corpora in five genres: Newspa-
pers, Modern Literature, Non-fiction, Egyptian Colloquial, and Pre-modern. The total
number of words in the whole corpus is 173,600,000. The newspaper section contains over
135 million words taken from newspapers from Egypt, Syria, Morocco, Kuwait, Jordan,
and the Saudi-owned newspaper Al-Hayat, published in London. Issues from these news-
papers span from 1996 to 2010. I chose to use the newspaper sub-corpus because earlier
studies of antonymy (such as Jones (2002) and Davies (2013)) used newspaper corpora
for their studies. Also, Egyptian Colloquial and Pre-modern sub-corpora represent other
varieties of Arabic not MSA. The All newspapers corpus was updated in July 2012 when
new sections were added and parts of the corpus underwent some de-duplication.

In combination, the arTenTen12 corpus and the arabiCorpus provide about 200 mil-
lion words for investigation. Using two corpora allows for comparison between news-
paper use of MSA and how MSA is used on the web. Previous studies on antonyms
were conducted on newspaper corpora. So using a newspaper corpus is also good for
cross-linguistic comparison.

After choosing the corpora, the next step was to decide on the words to be searched

in it. This is the topic for the next section.

3.2 Search strings

The list of antonymous pairs from Jones’s 2002 study was used as a guide for choosing
MSA search strings in this study. In order to reflect MSA, search words must be used
across all Arabic dialects and familiar to speakers from different Arabic-speaking regions.
Because Arabic is rich in synonyms, one dialect may adopt a certain word and another
dialect its synonym and this is reflected on MSA used in that region (Ibrahim, 2009:
5). Therefore, one person translating the words in Jones’s list into Arabic is not enough

because this might reflect only one dialect of Arabic. My solution for this was to present
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a questionnaire to people from different regions where they are asked to provide the
antonym of potential search words. A translation of the first word from each pair in
Jones’s (2002) list, which was arranged alphabetically, was used in the questionnaire
and participants were asked to provide an antonym for each (see Appendix A for the
questionnaire used and Appendix B for a translation of it in English). In order to
ensure enough exposure to MSA, the participants targeted in this stage of the study are
university graduates from different Arabic-speaking countries who took their degrees in
a subject taught in Arabic.

Two hundred questionnaires were received; some were hand-written and some were
completed on-line through the Bristol Online Survey tool. Fifty-five of these question-
naires were removed for different reasons. Two on-line questionnaires were written in
a font that neither Internet Explorer nor Firefox were able to identify. Ten question-
naires were not completed because the participants left some unanswered questions, so
they were excluded from the study. FKEighteen participants were younger than twenty
years old. Their answers were excluded also because enough exposure to MSA cannot be
guaranteed. Twenty-five questionnaires were completed by participants whose course at
university was not taught in Arabic. As enough exposure to MSA cannot be guaranteed,
their participation was excluded.

The participants were from different Arab countries in order to make sure that the
major dialects in Northern Africa, the Levantine, the Persian Gulf, and different parts
of Arabia are included. Although this study investigates MSA and not the different
dialects, it is important to include participants from different dialectal regions because
according to Ibrahim (2009), use of MSA does differ according to the background of its
users. The participants are from Saudi Arabia (110 participants), Egypt (14), Kuwait
(1), Syria (7), Tunisia (1), Jordan (2), Morocco (6), Yemen (2), and Sudan (2). The ma-
jority of participants are from Saudi Arabia because Saudi Arabia is home of four major
Arabic dialects: Gulf Arabic, Najdi Arabic, Hijazi Arabic, and Yemeni (or Southern)
and Tohaman. Moreover, two other dialects are also spoken there: Bahraini in the east
and Levantine in the north (Prochazka, 2010; Watson, 2011).

The countries above cover the major regions of Arabic dialects. Egypt, Sudan,
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Tunisia, and Morocco represent the dialects of North Africa. Syria and Jordan rep-
resent the Levantine. Saudi Arabia and Kuwait represent Najd and the Persian Gulf.
The last region is the western and southern parts of Arabia represented by Saudi Arabia
and Yemen. Of course there may be further dialectal variation among speakers from each
country, but I consider this a small limitation of my data.

Based on the results of the questionnaire, 37 pairs of antonyms from Jones’s list were
used to feed search strings in this study. They are enumerated in Table 3.4 overleaf with
their Arabic counterparts. This leaves out 19 pairs of words in his list which will not be
used in this study. These are discussed further below.

Words used in this study:

The questionnaire identified 28 pairs of Arabic roots that semantically correspond to
37 English pairs of antonyms from Jones’s list. Because roots in Arabic do not stand
alone (Ryding, 2005), they appear in Table 3.4 as words corresponding to the word class
of the English ones. For example, both the adjectival pair fast/slow and the adverbial

pair quickly/slowly can be transferred into Arabic using words from the roots sr{/bt?

producing the pairs quaJ / Er sarif/ bati? and skay / &y bibut?/ bisurfah. Other
pairs of words that share the same root in Arabic include the ones in rows 2, 6, 8, 12,
13, 15, and 29 in Table 3.4. In these rows, the Arabic word class corresponds to the first
English pair of antonyms. The pairs old/young and large/small in row 8 are grouped
together because the roots kbr/sgr are used to express both ‘size’ and ‘age’ in Arabic.
The Arabic words for the pairs good/bad and advantage/disadvantage in row 2 are

exceptional because two roots are assigned for ‘good’. The words badly, bad, and disad-

vantage were all translated using words formed from the root sa? producing the words
st (s v (5 Lo bisu?, sayyi?, masawi?, respectively. However, participants were
divided when it came to the MSA words for well, good, and advantage. Some participants

used words from the root hsn for all three. Others used words from the root dad for
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Table 3.4: Search words used in this study.

1 | attack/defend Cs‘.,u / P’LV‘
2 | bad/good badly/well advantage/disadvantage | ¢ g / (=) A
3 | confirm/deny ) s/ S
5 | difficult/easy J‘V“ / oo
6 | right/wrong rightly /wrongly AR
7 | new/old fl""; / N
8 | old/young large/small Are | AS
9 | punishment /reward oy 7 olas
10 | alive/dead S /5
11 | fast/slow quickly/slowly :u_\a.n / CJW
12 | feminine/masculine female/male S ) Cike
13 | fail/succeed failure/success o/ Sy
14 | happy/sad ) e
15 | optimism/pessimism optimistic/pessimistic TSL“‘J / Js
16 | peace/war o~/ TM'“
17 | poor/rich S s
18 | strength/weakness o / 83
19 | hate/love ) 0SS
20 | high/low i /o e
21 | long/short ad / JJ)L
22 | dry/wet Ay =
23 | married /unmarried o Jsj d 9 A
24 | dishonest/honest u.\.,j / S
25 | lose/win ek X
26 | heavy/light Caas /o &
27 | hard/soft o/ B
28 | begin/end S/ ;L\,u
29 | private/public privately /publicly }\.; / e
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the first two and hsn for the third. Still others used a word from the root maz for
the third word. I decided to use the root sa? for the ‘bad’ sense and both hsn and
&ad for the ‘good’ sense. This way the pairs corresponding to bad/good, badly/well, and
advantage/disadvantage are all searched for.

Four words in the questionnaire elicited antonyms with the same root but in different
morphological templates. These four words are listed in Table 3.5 where the first column
shows the word used in the questionnaire, the second column shows the antonym pro-
duced by the respondents, and the third column shows the root that the words in column
two share. This same-root-different-pattern phenomenon is not surprising because one
type of variation existing in MSA among different regions is that the same root can be
used with different templates for the same meaning (Ibrahim, 2009: 5). This provides
another justification for the method adopted in this study of searching for roots rather

than words.

Table 3.5: Words with the same root but different phonological template

seed word antonyms root

privately e e publicly % v f\'c Tam ’ ! ¢
TUSUST Tumumi, Yamm

married C 3 Ao unmarried o J.c? , ol izb O ¢
mutazawidg ?a%zab, Yazib

incorrect Ll correct Clye, cas, wsle | swbh O g e
xati? sawab, mustb , sa 7ib

feminine ¢ yj masculine 5,455 5 53 dkr , & 3
I;umfawf gl"ukﬂrf, éakarf

All participants unanimously agreed on the antonyms of 14 words. These pairs are
listed in Table 3.6. However, a note should be made about the pair active/passive.
The MSA words produced from the questionnaire correspond more to the pair ‘posi-
tive’/‘negative’ and therefore they are excluded from this study.

Another eight words, listed in Table 3.7, produced two antonyms or more because

they are polysemous, but the sense corresponding to the sense in Jones’s list was always

opposed to the same word. For example, the pair attack/defend corresponds to / (°->Lr

Cébg_ yudafit/ yuhadim, but participants produced another word as an antonym for ‘to
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Table 3.6: Antonym pairs with 100% agreement

fast /slow bati? | sarty su_‘a.) / Er
quickly /slowly bibut? / bisurfah  slay / i a9
new/old qadim | d&adrd f:_.,\."e yaEE
hate/love yuhibb | yakrah ) 0SS
strength/weakness  daff / quwwah las / 83
heavy /light zafif / tagil e
alive/dead mayyit /| hayy S /5
large/small sagir | kabir So / J:..f
private/public fam | zas r\:— / el
active/passive salbt | Pidgabiy s =l
long /short qastr | tawil ;uas / Ji b
fail /succeed yan &ah | yafsal =/ S
feminine/masculine  dakar / Punta ; S/ d"\j
right /wrong batil | haqq AR

attack’, namely C>bu yataragad ‘to retreat’. This word is an antonym of a different
sense of the word ‘to attack’ than is indicated by the English antonym pairing; so by

removing all counts of it, the other word scores 100% as an antonym for ‘to attack’.

Table 3.7: Words with a 100% agreement on one of their senses

attack: defend, retreat yuhadgim : yudafi§, yataragas C>‘J.\.:J. ‘C'e\.p. (“-’Lv:
difficult: easy, simple sa®b : sahl, bastt SN RO
begin: finish, procrastinate  yabda?: yantaht, yataqa$as sy iy L\..i
failure: success, winning fasal : nackah, fowz Ty ccls %Y
hard: soft, kind qast : layyin, hanun, tayyib b (O g (Y 1
high: low, below Yalt : munzafid, Pasfal Ju\ it Jle
peace: war, hostility salam : harb, Yida? las (o > :{}LW
optimism: pessimism, tafa?ul : tasa?um, Pihbat Lol crsL:J s\
depression

The remaining three words showed some variation but a single lexical item was present
in the majority of the questionnaires. This group of words complete the list of words
used in this study. I move next to discuss the reasons for excluding the pairs that were

not used in my study.
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Words excluded from this study:

Table 3.8 shows a list of the 19 pairs of antonyms from Jones’s list that were excluded
from this study. Their exclusion was for different reasons. First, two pairs are rarely used
in the corpus for the sense used in Jones (2002): drunk/sober and gay/straight. While
the words drunk and gay have counterparts in Arabic Jr taml and 3L& Sad respectively,

there is no straightforward lexical item for their antonyms.

Table 3.8: Words left out from this study.

active/passive agree/disagree cold/hot

boom /recession officially /unofficially ~ correct/incorrect
discourage/encourage gay/straight rural /urban

fact /fiction false/true permanent /temporary
guilt /innocence explicitly /implicitly — directly /indirectly
illegal /legal drunk/sober major/minor
prove/disprove

Excluding the pair active/passive was discussed above. The pair prove/disprove was

excluded at a later stage of data collection. After tagging, most sentences with co-

occurring yutbit/yu?akkid ‘prove/disprove’ had the same meaning as confirm/deny. It
turned out that the word for ‘prove’ was used synonymously as the word for ‘confirm’.
The remaining fifteen pairs in Table 3.8 exhibited so much variation that a decision on
which word to choose is difficult, and may affect the results of this study. Six of these
words are enumerated in Table 3.9. The first column in this table shows the antonym
pair taken from Jones’s list. The second column shows the word that was used in the
questionnaire. This word is a translation of the first word in the English pair. The third
column shows the number of responses from the questionnaire.

Having decided which words of Jones’s (2002) list were to be included in the study,
the next step was to decide on the seed strings to be used when searching the corpus.

The next section discusses this step.
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Table 3.9: Words showing too much variation in the questionnaire.

antonym pair word antonym responses
in English
boom /recession Slass! Ol (Ol = ol cals ( plax] (bl cJ>L

Pizdihar (355, ¢J g3 ULQ;(@‘J'; G gAN (535 ‘JE“\J“JL‘Q‘
IYWISREA PR EYd

guilt/innocence V‘J?‘ (lail ‘CMM‘ (Ol :QLJ (Dglldl s SLM ¢ 86l
rigram gm‘rjs“yu?u-awm‘@‘rm‘wj
permanent / ffb s 3 (s <C\4.1;.o (350 <L"3'L'e B 4\3\,_.>?
temporary da?im Lk cc\aj:.a Ldfij Lo v 4‘.\:‘
directly/ d bl s ¢ BUcdauly (e dmy (Pl slasl cBole] Oled
indirectly mubasarah ¢ oo ¢ Ao (Lesl 0 ¢ Jomn ¢ Slio pE ¢ o 50 (i
ey L (ALolin o ol o 5155
major/minor de:\ S sl cblasl
?agdsyy ) "
fact /fiction PYIVES Job (Bl 2 ceng ;o0 (Jbs
haqiqah

3.3 Seed strings

In this study different word classes are searched for. Therefore, seed strings are selected
in a way that they can elicit words form different word classes. Seed strings are the
strings entered in the search tools to elicit different forms of both words in the antonym
pair. Due to circumflexion in Arabic words, discussed in section 3.1, the number of seed
strings differs for each root. The morphological properties of the major word classes are
discussed below in order to show how these properties affect the decision of choosing seed

words.

Verbs

Verbs in Arabic take three forms: imperative, perfective, and imperfective. Both per-
fective and imperfective forms! inflect for gender, number, person, and voice (Ryding,
2005). The imperative form inflects for gender and number only and is always in the
second person. There are ten verb forms in Arabic each expressing a different aspect,

such as progressive, habitual, etc. Form I is the simplest with the template CaCaCa, as

IThe perfective and imperfective forms of the verb are also referred to in the literature as the past
and non-past forms, respectively.
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in o & Saraba ‘drink’, which is a regular verb in Arabic. Table 3.10 shows the different
inflections of the verb Saraba ‘drink’. The table shows that the three consonants from
the root o , 4 are always next to each other with no consonants or long vowels in

between. Because only affixes are involved in the formation of the different forms of the
verb, a search in the corpus with a query word o & would yield all the forms shown in
Table 3.10. The short vowels can be ignored as texts in corpora are not vocalized, which

means that short vowels are not represented in the corpus.

Table 3.10: Different inflections of the verb Saraba‘to drink’ in MSA.

perfective imperfective imperative
person FEM. ‘ MAS. FEM. ‘ MAS. FEM. ‘ MAS.
(singular)
first sarabtu " JJ aSarabu & ;,:%‘
second dujw Eo UUJWJ & A &3]‘”‘ < 5
Sarabti Sarabta | tasrabin | tagrab israbi | israb
third O M- RSO
Sarabat Saraba tasrabu | yasrabu
(dual)
first sarabna LS & nasrabu & j.;q
second sarabtuma L33 5 tasraban oL J:'.J israba U j.:‘
third saraba | o2 oL | ol
tasraban | yasraban
(plural)
first sarabna LS & nasrabu & &
second U vaw Cp O || Gl | e )
Sarabtunna | Sarabtum | tasrabn | tasrabun || iSrabna | iSrabu
third GA | sE | GE | GsH
Sarabna Sarabu || yaSrabna | yasrabuin

However, irregular verbs change some root sounds as they interact phonologically with the

sounds of the morphological template, and this is reflected in the orthography. Irregular

verbs include the geminate verb root where one consonant is geminated (doubled) like

a hazza ‘shake’, the hamzated verb root where one letter is a glottal stop such as Jl.

sa?ala ‘ask’; the hollow root, in which the second written sound of the root is a vowel,

e.g.JB qala ‘say’; the ‘defective’ verb root, that ends with a vowel such as _Sn Masa



56

‘walk’; and the assimilated verb root where the root starts with a glide, as in Mg walada
‘give birth’.

In this study, I use 28 antonym pairs, which would mean 56 roots, though because
I use two roots for the sense ‘good’ the total number is 57 roots. Of these 57 roots, 37
are regular and 20 are irregular. None of these irregular roots is an assimilated root,

therefore, this root type is not discussed further. The first group of irregular verbs in my

list have the geminate root. The consonant is written once with a shaddah T over it to
represent gemination (Ryding, 2005: 458). When this type of root is used in a template
that would put a vowel between the doubled consonant, the consonants are both written.

This process is called the ‘split stem’ (Ryding, 2005: 458). For example, the three

geminate verbs in my list are ;.;_> &aff ‘to dry’, jas wassa ‘to make private’, and é.:-
famma ‘to make public’. However, because text in the corpora are not vocalized, only
one search word for each verb is enough to elicit all forms of these verbs. However, this
form contained only two letters, e.g. I used s to search for the roots zs and zss.

The second type of irregular verbs in Arabic is the hamzated root, which refers to
a root that contains a glottal stop. These roots are quadriliteral, i.e. with four letters

instead of three. There are many types of hamzated roots but only two types appear in

my words. The first is the one word in my list that ends with a glottal stop lag yabda?

‘begin’. In this case, the internal state of the root does not change and only one form is
needed. The second group contains four verbs (3= Pahaqqa ‘to make right’, ;.,.>‘ Pahabba
‘loved’, &S5V Pakkada ‘confirm’, and Q.A Pammana ‘to ask somebody to be honest’.

The glottal stop in these words is word-initial, which means that it is deleted in the

imperfective form of the verb. Therefore, two forms are needed for each of these verbs.

For example, the perfective verb ;.,o‘ Pahabba ‘loved’ changes to £ yuhibbu ‘loves’ in
the imperfective form.

The third group of irregular verbs is the hollow verb root, where the second letter of

a triliteral root is a vowel. The verbs in my list belonging to this group are (Y lana
‘soften’, slu sa?a ‘to become bad’, &l mata ‘die’, JWb tala ‘become long’, Hl& zana ‘be

dishonest’, and ;b faza ‘win’. There are five types of hollow verbs, but the ones in my
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list are of two types. The verbs (¥ and :L. belong to one group where the vowel @

changes to T in the imperfective form of the verb. The perfective verb ()Y lana becomes
o yalin in the imperfective and sl sa?a becomes oy yasi?u. Therefore, two search

strings are needed to elicit verbs from this root. The second group includes &\l mata
‘die’, JU tala ‘become long’, H\& zana ‘be dishonest’, and ;U faza ‘win’. These verbs
change the vowel a to U in the perfective, and also need two search strings each.

The last group of irregular verbs in my list has a defective verb root, which means

that the last letter of the triliteral root is a vowel. Four verbs in my list belong to this

group, all of which end with the vowel a. Two change from a to I: & nafa ‘deny’ and
L> haya ‘live’ become 2 yanfi and £ yuhyr. The other two change from a to u g3

qasa ‘to harden’ and Ms fala ‘to go higher’ become sz, yagsu and ¢lay yalli,

respectively. This group of verbs need two search strings, too.

Nouns

Nouns in Arabic are of two types: derived and primitive. Derived nouns are derived from

a verb root, but primitive nouns are not. Primitives are considered to be part of the core

lexicon of the language (Ryding, 2005: 92). Examples of primitives include d¢ls tawilah

‘table’, o j/ kurst ‘chair’, and 4% nazlah ‘palm tree’. All nouns in my study are derived
nouns.
Nouns inflect according to five features: gender, humanness, number, definiteness, and

case (Ryding, 2005: 119). Gender and humanness are inherent in the noun’s meaning.
Gender, however, can be marked or unmarked on the noun. For example, dqllo tawilah
‘table’ has the feminine marker & ah while u...:‘"“ Sams ‘sun’ does not have a feminine
marker but is considered to be a feminine noun by convention. On the other hand,

number and definiteness are determined semantically according to the referent of the

noun. Number can be singular, dual (masculine or feminine), or plural (masculine,

feminine, or broken). Definiteness can also be of three types: proper nouns ass dafad,
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definite by encliticisation &SN < bintuhu addakiyah ‘his smart daughter’, and definite

by procliticisation &SN i) albintu addakiyah ‘the smart girl’ (Ryding, 2005).

Case is syntactically determined according to the position of the word in the sentence.
There are three cases in Arabic: nominative, accusative and genitive. Case is marked on
singular nouns and on feminine and broken plurals® using diacritics which do not affect
the search process in a corpus because text in both corpora used here is not vocalized.
The suffixes of dual and masculine plural nouns, however, change according to the noun’s
case, and thus they have been counted as different words in a corpus. The examples in

Table 3.11 show the difference between the three plural patterns. Three words are used

in the table to show the differences in the three plural patterns. The word 8w sayyara

‘car’ is feminine and therefore takes the feminine plural, adding -at. The word (}5 qalam

‘pen’ takes the broken plural. The third word is _wXge muhandis ‘engineer’ which takes
the masculine plural, adding - to the word. Of the 57 words in my list, 21 words need
an additional search string to account for the noun form in both its singular and plural

forms. The rest are covered by searching for the form of the verb from which it is derived.

Adjectives

Adjectives inflect for gender, number, definiteness and case; some adjectives also inflect
for degree (Ryding, 2005). They agree with the noun they modify, but this agreement
depends on their function. Adjectives in Arabic have two functions: attributive and
predicative (Ryding, 2005). Attributive adjectives follow the noun to form a noun phrase,

and agree with the noun in gender, number, case and definiteness. Ryding (2005: 239)

provides the following examples for attributive adjectives: Jyw ;¢ fawzun sahl ‘an easy

win’ and J.P;Y‘ J.a,_J\ albahru al?ahmar ‘the Red Sea’. Predicative adjectives, on the

other hand, follow the noun to form a clause, and agree with it in gender, number, and

2The broken plural is a cover term for many rules that change the template of the word to make
it plural. It ‘involves a shift of vowel patterns within the word stem itself, as in English “man/men,”
“foot/feet,” or “mouse/mice.” It may also involve the affixation of an extra consonant’ (Ryding, 2005:
144).
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Table 3.11: Cases in Arabic (‘car’, ‘pen’, ‘engineer’), showing the three number patterns.

number  nominative accusative genitive

car

singular ~ sayyaratu 8 )l sayyarata oJL...ﬂ sayyarati § )luw
dual sayyaratan (U, sayyarataimn (vl  sayyarata Ul
plural sayyaratu C)bh.u sayyarati &)l sayyarati & !,lw
pen

singular  qalamu ’(}5 galama, (}5 galami A)ﬁ

dual gqalaman ylels gqalamum  rels galama leJ3
plural ?qgalamu 5)&3‘ ?qalama r’)&.'é\ ?qalami fM.'é‘
engineer

singular  muhandisu _Zaige muhandisa _gaige muhandisi _wAige
dual muhandisan luAyge muhandisam (rwaige muhandisaleaye
plural muhandisin O gwiige muhandism rwige  muhandist qwiige

case, but not definiteness. Examples include i ob oW alga?imatu tawilah ‘the list is

long’ and 4573 ® hiya dakiyyah ‘she is intelligent’ (Ryding, 2005: 240). The adjectives
in the investigated dataset serve both predicative and attributive functions.
Thirty-two of the 57 words in my list need an additional search word because a vowel

is inserted into its root in the adjective form.

Adverbs

Very few words in Arabic are adverbs by themselves (Ryding, 2005), e.g. la2é fagat ‘only’

and lus &iddan ‘very’. The majority of adverbs are nouns and adjectives in the ac-
cusative case functioning as adverbs. The accusative case is formed using diacritics or
suffixes, as explained above for nouns. However, some adverbs are formed in a phrase

using words meaning ‘manner’; ‘way’, or ‘form’ with the adjective (Ryding, 2005). For
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example, the phrase uo\o' VK.AJ bi-shakilin xas literally means ‘in a private manner’ but
functions as ‘privately’. No additional search strings are needed for extracting adverbs
because nouns and adjectives are searched for.

Based on this review of different word classes in Arabic, the seed strings are chosen.
Appendix C shows different forms of each part of speech. The last column of the table
in Appendix C records the number of seed strings needed for each root. The next step

is to use these seed strings to search the corpora.

3.4 Searching the corpora

Generally, the method for searching the corpora is the same in both arTenTenl12 and
the arabiCorpus. The first word of each pair is searched for and a concordance of its
occurrences is elicited. The antonym of the search word is searched for within that
concordance list and the lines containing both words of the pair within a +9/-9 span of
words are saved in a file. This proximity window was chosen after experimenting with
smaller and larger search spans. A very short span of words would skew the results
towards shorter structures such as coordination where single-word antonyms appear in
such frames as X and Y. The three windows -5/+5, -9/49, and -11/411 were compared.
The search spans -5/+5 and -9/49 had considerable difference in the number of elicited
sentences. However, a very small difference was witnessed between the windows -9/+9
and -11/411.

The initial search in both corpora is the same. However, differences in the SketchEngine
and the BYU search tools forced some variation in the search method. For arTenTen12 in
the SketchEngine, a string is entered into the search bar at ‘simple query’ as the ‘part of
speech filter’” was not yet available at the time of data collection. The concordance lines
are then shown in the SketchEngine tool. The list of citations for that word is generated
and all antonymous word forms co-occurring within the chosen window of +9/-9 words
are copied into a file. I used the function collocates in the SketchEngine to arrive at the
co-occurrences. After all seed strings for the root are searched for, I move to another

root and so on.
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The BYU is a learner corpus designed for language learners. It does not provide
advanced ways to manage the results as the SketchEngine is intended to do. However, I
devised a method for dealing with the results which made it manageable. First a search
string is entered in the search box choosing ‘string’ in the part of speech filter to elicit
different forms of the word. The results file is then downloaded and saved. After that,
the antonym is searched for in that file using shell script in bash terminal.

After all co-occurrences of antonym roots are collected from both corpora, I go through

the data manually to filter it and remove unwanted lines based on the following conditions:

1. Verses from the Qura’an are removed. Some verses tend to be repeated several
times for various reasons. The main reason for removing verses of the Qura’an is

that they represent a different form of Arabic than MSA.

2. Duplicates are removed. Duplicate sentences were present more in the arabiCorpus
but some arTenTenl2 files had them, too. This is because newspapers report the

same news and certain forms tend to be repeated.

3. Some words had homonyms, and therefore sentences containing these words with

different senses of the search words than intended were removed. An example of
this is the pair uau/ch zas / Yam ‘private/public’. The word VLC fam can be
an adjective meaning ‘general, public, or not specialized’; a noun meaning ‘a year

or a period of twelve months’; or a perfective form of a verb meaning ‘to float’

(http://www.almaany. com/ar/dz’ct/ar—en/r /).

4. Searching for some strings sometimes caused elicitation of unwanted words that

contained the same letters in the same order as the search string. For example,
when the word _els xas ‘private’ was entered in the search engine, there were

words like u‘l‘”i Paszas and 8 nole zasirah among the results. These words were
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removed manually.

The filtered data is ready to be tagged, as discussed in the next section.

3.5 Tagging

The resulting data contained over 52 thousand concordance lines from the All Newspapers
corpus in the BYU and over 19 thousand lines from the arTenTen12 in SketchEngine. The
co-occurring antonymous pairs in these sentences were tagged according to part of speech:
verbs, nouns, adjectives, adverbs, and sentences with co-occurring antonyms of different
word class. The data were also tagged according to whether there is an identifiable
schematic construction or frame that the pair appears in and what this construction
is. For the purposes of this study, the frames I refer to as schematic constructions are
syntactic structures that contain an antonymous pair. Finally, the data were tagged
according to which word of the pair appears first. After the process of tagging, an

extract of the data is chosen to be the sample dataset for analysis.

3.6 Building the dataset

In Jones’s study, three thousand sentences were chosen for the dataset. His procedure for
choosing these sentences is reflected in the one used in my study. Jones (2002) started
by deciding how many sentences of each pair is required for each antonym pair. This,
to an extent, reflected the actual occurrences in the data, but at the same time Jones

followed some general guidelines:

e no more than 60 per cent of database sentences should feature adjectival antonyms;
at least 10 per cent should feature antonymous nouns, at least 10 per cent should
feature antonymous verbs, and at least 10 per cent should feature antonymous

adverbs;
e at least 250 database sentences should feature non-gradable antonyms;

e at least 250 database sentences should feature morphologically related antonyms;
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e where possible, while still meeting the criteria above, sample size should reflect

co-occurrence frequency. (Jones, 2002: 32)

In Jones’s study, the antonym pair new/old had the highest number of sentences in
the dataset because this pair had the highest frequency of co-occurrence in the corpus.
However, not all antonym pairs reflect their frequency in the corpus because the above
conditions had to be met. For example, the pair directly/indirectly co-occurred 492 times
in the corpus and was sampled 79 times in the dataset, while the pair old/young co-
occurred 2,704 times but only 69 sentences were sampled. ‘The explanation for this is
twofold: first, indirectly/directly is a morphological pair; and second, indirectly/directly
is an adverbial pair. Both of these factors contribute to “up-weight” the database repre-
sentation of directly/indirectly’ (Jones, 2002: 32). After deciding on how many sentences
of each pair is required, the next step is to select the sentences from the sub-corpus.
Jones chose every n!" sentence where n represents the number of actual occurrences of a
certain pair in the corpus divided by the number of sentences required from that pair.

On a similar line, the conditions for choosing the data for my study should account
for the proportion of each part of speech and the number of occurrences in each corpus.
The question remains on the best procedure to follow in order to obtain a dataset that
is representative of the co-occurrences of these pairs in the corpus and at the same time
somewhat compatible with procedures followed in previous studies in order to facilitate
comparison.

One option is to follow the same percentages for each pair in Jones’s study. This
option would allow for better comparison with previous studies on English and other
languages since they too have a similar data selecting method. This method would
also allow for comparison of individual corresponding antonymous pairs in two or more
languages. A major drawback for this method is that the data selected would not reflect
the occurrences of the search words in the corpora used in this study. Moreover, Jones
used 56 pairs of antonyms, but in this study only 28 pairs are used.

Another option is to devise my own strategy for selecting the data set in order to
ensure that the chosen sentences are representative of the corpus. The general procedure

is similar to that of Jones’s where the percentages of important factors are calculated,
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and then the number of required sentences are decided. For example, the percentage of
the antonym ‘large/small’ is 12.7% in the corpus, therefore, 12.7% of the 3000 sentences
contain the pair ‘large/small’, i.e. 356 sentences. I then go to my ‘large/small’ sub-corpus
and choose 356 lines of that file by selecting every 25th sentence because 9117 (the actual
number of ‘large/small’ co-occurrences in my data) divided by 356 is around 25. The
same method is used to decide on how many sentences of these 356 are verbs, nouns,
adjectives, or adverbs.

This procedure is an adaptation of Jones’s (2002) general system. However, since
each pair in my study can have more than one part of speech and since all antonym
pairs in my study are lexical ones and there are no morphologically negated antonyms,
the general conditions Jones devised as guidelines for choosing the sentences in his study
are not needed here. The condition of assigning a minimum number of sentences for
non-gradable antonyms is also discarded because fourteen of the antonymous pairs in my
study are gradable and fourteen of them are non-gradable. Therefore, the general plan
here is to adhere to the proportion of pairs in the corpus, and to reflect the proportion
of each part of speech for each pair individually.

A final point is due here. I am using two corpora, therefore, this procedure has been
carried out twice; once for the data from the arTenTen12 corpus to obtain 1500 lines and
once for the data from the arabiCorpus also 1500 lines. Tables D.1 and D.2 in Appendix
D show the numbers for each part of speech for each pair in the sub-corpus and in the
dataset for each corpus.

The following section presents a discussion of the dataset that was obtained.

3.7 Data description

The search for antonym pair roots in both corpora elicited 72 thousand concordance
lines. The distribution of antonym pairs in these occurrences is shown in Tables 3.12
and 3.13 for the arTenTen12 corpus and the arabiCorpus newspaper corpus, respectively.
The first column in these two tables shows the corresponding antonym pair in English,

the second column shows how many times this pair co-occurs in the corpus, the third
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column shows the percentage of that co-occurrence. The last column lists the number of

sentences in the analysed dataset.

Table 3.12: Co-occurrences of antonym pairs in arTenTen12.

antonym pair no. in corpus percentage no. in dataset
alive/dead 1497 7.6 114
attack/defend 657 3.3 50
bad/good 378 1.9 29
begin/end 2042 10.4 154
confirm/deny 103 0.5 8
difficult /easy 295 1.5 23
dishonest /honest 173 0.9 13
dry/wet 84 0.4 6
fail /succeed 414 2.1 32
fast /slow 116 0.6 9
feminine /masculine 1454 7.4 111
happy/sad 89 0.5 7
hard/soft 17 0.1 3
hate/love 474 2.4 36
heavy/light 209 1.1 16
high /low 163 0.8 12
large /small 3153 16 239
long/short 527 2.7 40
lose/win 334 1.7 25
married /unmarried A7 0.2 4
new /old 1318 6.7 100
optimism /pessimism 68 0.3 5
peace/war 641 3.3 49
poor /rich 1075 5.5 82
private/public 1272 6.5 97
punishment/reward 300 1.5 23
right /wrong 1294 6.6 98
strength /weakness 1512 7.7 115
Total 19706 100 1500

Table 3.12 shows the distribution of antonym pairs in the arTenTen12 corpus. The search

strings elicited 19706 concordance lines from this corpus. The pair with the highest co-

occurrence is , o 4/ C @ kbr/sgr; the root for ‘large/small” co-occurring 3153 times.

The pair with the lowest co-occurrence is s w 3/0 | J gsa/lan the roots for ‘hard/soft’
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with as little as 17 co-occurrences only.

Table 3.13: Co-occurrences of antonym pairs in All Newspapers in arabiCorpus.

antonym pair no. in corpus percentage no. in dataset
alive/dead 2470 4.7 70
attack/defend 3728 7.1 104
bad/good 68 0.1 4
begin /end 4167 8 122
confirm /deny 1196 2.3 34
difficult /easy 938 1.8 27
dishonest/honest 162 0.3 8
dry /wet 112 0.2 3
fail /succeed 1824 3.5 52
fast /slow 300 0.6 9
feminine/masculine 1882 3.6 54
happy/sad 125 0.2 4
hard/soft 32 0.1 1
hate/love 793 1.5 23
heavy/light 460 0.9 13
high /low 355 0.7 10
large /small 5964 114 171
long/short 1383 2.6 40
lose/win 3017 5.8 86
married /unmarried 132 0.3 4
new/old 4110 7.9 118
optimism/pessimism 326 0.6 9
peace/war 4344 8.3 125
poor/rich 2146 4.1 63
private/public 7254 13.9 206
punishment/reward 336 0.6 10
right /wrong 886 1.7 25
strength/weakness 3791 7.2 107
Total 52301 100 1500

The distribution of antonym pairs in the arabiCorpus is shown in Table 3.13. There were
52301 concordance lines elicited from this corpus. The highest rate of co-occurrence in
this corpus is in the pair ; ! C/ % ‘ C fam/xas ‘private/public’. This pair co-occurred
7254 times in the BYU but only 1272 times in the on-line corpus arTenTen12. This high

co-occurrence is understandable in a newspaper corpus as there is an ongoing debate
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about the privatization of public sectors in Arabic-speaking countries during this period.
Similar to the arTenTen12, the lowest co-occurring pair in the arabiCorpus is the pair
for ‘hard/soft” with a co-occurrence of 32 times.

The normalized frequency per million words for these co-occurring antonym pairs in
both corpora is calculated by dividing the number of concordance lines featuring co-
occurring antonyms by the number of words in that concordance and multiplying the
result by a million. This means that an antonym construction (a single co-occurrence
of a pair of antonyms) is found 394.12 times in a million words in the arTenTen12 and
387.41 times in a million words in the arabiCorpus. The ratio of their co-occurrence
in the two corpora is 1.017, which means that antonyms co-occur in almost the same
frequency in both corpora.

Table 3.14 records the frequency numbers and rates in both corpora. The first column
lists the pairs in English arranged in descending order from the pair with the highest
frequency of co-occurrence to the pair with the lowest. The six columns record the
frequency of each pair in the arTenTen12 and the arabiCorpus and then in both corpora
in actual frequency numbers and in percentages.

The table shows that the pair for ‘large/small’ is the highest co-occurring pair. This
pair co-occurs 3153 times in arTenTen12 and 5964 times in All Newspapers. In combi-
nation this pair co-occurs 9117 times which makes almost 13 per cent of the data. This
is the highest rate of co-occurrence than any other pair in my data. This high rate of
co-occurrence can be attributed to the fact that this pair is used for a number of senses.
In almaany online dictionary, .S kabir ‘large’ as an adjective means ‘big, of large
size, capacity, importance; wicked, cruel, monstrous; middle-aged, rather old, senior;
respectable’; and as a noun it means ‘a great sin’ or ‘a significant issue’ (“big”, 2016).
So the root , o 4 can refer to either ‘size,” ‘age,” or ‘issue.” The root C o also refers

to the same senses but of smaller or less quality or quantity.
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Table 3.14: Frequency of co-occurrence arranged in descending order.

antonym pair arTenTen % BYU % BOTH %
large /small 3153 16.0 5964 11.4 9117 12.7
private/public 1272 6.5 7254 13.9 8526 11.8
begin/end 2042 10.4 4167 8.0 6209 8.6
new/old 1318 6.7 4110 7.9 0428 7.5
strength /weakness 1512 77 3791 7.2 5303 74
peace/war 641 3.3 4344 83 4985 6.9
attack/defend 657 3.3 3728 7.1 4385 6.1
alive/dead 1497 7.6 2470 4.7 3967 5.5
lose/win 334 1.7 3017 58 3351 4.7
feminine /masculine 1454 74 1882 3.6 3336 4.6
poor /rich 1075 5.5 2146 4.1 3221 45
fail /succeed 414 21 1824 3.5 2238 3.1
right /wrong 1294 6.6 886 1.7 2180 3.0
long/short 527 27 1383 26 1910 2.7
confirm/deny 103 0.5 1196 2.3 1299 1.8
hate/love 474 24 793 15 1267 1.8
difficult /easy 295 1.5 938 1.8 1233 1.7
heavy /light 209 1.1 460 0.9 669 0.9
punishment /reward 300 1.5 336 0.6 636 0.9
high/low 163 0.8 355 0.7 518 0.7
bad/good 378 1.9 68 0.1 446 0.6
fast /slow 116 0.6 300 0.6 416 0.6
optimism/pessimism 68 0.3 326 0.6 394 0.5
dishonest /honest 173 09 162 0.3 335 0.5
happy /sad 89 05 125 0.2 214 0.3
dry /wet 84 0.4 112 0.2 196 0.3
married /unmarried A7 02 132 0.3 179 0.2
hard /soft 17 0.1 32 0.1 49 0.1
Total 19706 52301 72007

3.8 Data analysis

The three thousand concordance lines were analysed according to which function they
convey. Sentences were recorded in a spread sheet and each sentence was assigned a
number from 1 - 1500 in addition to the corpus name. In a different spread sheet corre-
sponding numbers and corpus names were listed. Consequent columns record the tagging
for that particular sentence regarding its: part of speech of antonyms, whether they carry
a gradable meaning, whether they appear parallel to each other, the frame they appear
in, and finally the function of the pair. Sentences with similar antonym functions are
then grouped together and these groups represent the categories of antonym functions in

MSA. Chapter 5 discusses these groups in detail.
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3.9 Concluding remarks

This chapter started with a discussion of the language under investigation, the corpus
used for data collection, and how the sampled data was managed. The chapter ended with
a description of the data and analysis method. A corpus that can provide comparable
data to previous studies in terms of genre and number of tokens was not found. Therefore,
two corpora were used. Seed strings in Jones (2002) were used as a starting point in this
study, but not all of Jones’s list of antonym pairs were used. However, pairs used in this
study elicited enough data because different parts of speech of each pair was searched
for.

The next chapter introduces the new classification of antonym functions that emerged
from data analysis. It also explains how co-occurring antonymous pairs in Arabic are
similar or different from those in English regarding their use, formal parallelism, ancillary

effect, and sequence.
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Chapter 4

A new classification of antonym

functions in text

The purpose of this chapter is to present the new classification of antonym functions, to
present a discussion of the common features found across categories such as parallelism
and ancillary function, and lastly to look into word order and word class of the co-
occurring antonyms. In the first section, a new classification of schematic constructions
hosting antonym pairs is presented. In section 1.2 of the introduction, a justification
for introducing a new taxonomy of antonym functions was discussed. However, I start
the first section of this chapter by explaining how previous taxonomies can be brought
together.

I argue that form and meaning of the schematic constructions are equally important
for the classification of how antonymy is used in text. Therefore, the new classification
presented in this chapter is based on both form and meaning as composites of each
category. The forms that occur in more than one category are discussed briefly.

Section two of this chapter presents the main differences between the classification
proposed in section one and previous classifications presented by Jones (2002) and Davies
(2013) which were discussed in chapter two. In this section, an argument is presented
for the removal of some categories found in Jones’s classification, with special attention
to the Ancillary Antonymy category.

The third section compares the dataset in this study to Jones’s dataset regarding
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antonym order and word class in order to identify any differences between the two lan-
guages. Antonym sequence has been linked to culture-specific factors (Jones, 2002; Hsu,
2015; Kosti¢, 2015a), and is therefore worth investigating in Arabic as it brings a different
cultural perspective.

This chapter serves two objectives of the present thesis, namely how Jones’s (2002)
taxonomy of antonym functions can be updated in light of the MSA data, and what a
comparison between English data and Arabic data can help in understanding antonym

pair behaviour in text.

4.1 A new classification of antonym functions in text

This section starts with a discussion of how a taxonomy of antonym functions can cater for
both canonical antonyms and contextual oppositions. It then introduces the classification
of antonym functions proposed in this study. A detailed description of these classes with

examples from the dataset is presented in the next chapter.

4.1.1 Antonymy functions and opposition functions

This section points out the similarities and differences between Jones’s (2002) and Davies’
(2013) classifications in order to set the stage for introducing the new classification. Jones
arrived at his system by classifying syntactic frames hosting canonical antonym pairs,
while Davies’ was achieved by classifying syntactic frames triggering novel oppositions.
Table 4.1 contrasts the categories proposed by Jones (2002) and Davies (2013).

A quick glance at Table 4.1 shows that Jones’s classification has more categories than
Davies’. This is because canonical antonyms are found in more types of contrastive frames
than non-canonical antonyms (Jones et al., 2007). However, the similarities between the
two classifications are numerous.

Five categories (with slightly different names) are found in both classifications of
contrast relations in text. Although there are minor differences within these categories,
the general functions of antonymy and opposition in them are the same. The first category

in Table 4.1 involves the use of negation to cancel one item of the pair to emphasize
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Table 4.1: Classifications of antonym and opposition functions as presented by Jones
(2002) and Davies (2010).

Jones’s categories Davies’ categories
Negated Antonymy Negated Opposition
Transitional Antonymy Transitional Opposition
Comparative Antonymy Comparative Opposition
Interrogative Antonymy Binarized Option
Distinguished Antonymy Explicit Opposition
Extreme Antonymy Replacive

Ancillary Antonymy Parallelism
Coordinated Antonymy Concessive Opposition
Idiomatic Antonymy

Conflict

Oblique stroke

Association

Specification

Simultaneity

Unity

Equivalence

the other. The second category involves a transition from one state or situation to its
opposite. In the third category, one item of the opposing pair is compared against the
other or against a shared scale, and in the fourth category there is a choice between the
two items of the opposing pair. In the fifth category, there is an explicit use of a word
that points out the distinction between the two items in the pair.

Three categories in Davies’ classification seem not to be used in hosting canonical
antonyms. This is not the case, however. The frame used in Replacive Opposition
is included under Comparative Antonymy in Jones’s classification, and the category
Parallelism is covered by Ancillary Antonymy. Concessive Opposition involves the use
of adversative but which is included in Coordinated Antonymy in Jones’s classification.
Thus the eight categories in Davies’ classification are all used to host antonyms in Jones’s.

The fact that some of the frames found to host antonyms in Jones (2002) are not
found to trigger oppositions in text reflects that contrastive constructions differ in their
strength. For example, negation is a very productive construction. It is used to augment
one antonym over the other, as in (32a); and it also triggers novel oppositions in text, as

in (32b) where one opposite is emphasized over the other (Jones, 2002; Davies, 2013).
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(32) a. We are striving for the withdrawal to facilitate the re-establishment of peace,

not war. (Negated Antonymy: Jones, 2002: 88)

b. ‘Notts County supporters say Make Love not War’, said one. (Negated

Opposition: Davies, 2013: 64)

However, even though coordination is a major use of antonymy in all of the languages
investigated so far, this construction is not found to trigger contrast in text in either
English (Davies, 2013) or Chinese (Hsu, 2015). Hsu (2015) regards coordination as a
weak trigger of opposition because it serves many other functions in text that it is not
conventionalized as a trigger for opposition. Moreover, in Murphy and Jones (2008),
Coordinated Antonymy is counted as a ‘non-contrastive’ use and it does not seem to
aid children’s understanding of opposition. Therefore, schematic constructions hosting
antonym pairs are on different levels of strength regarding their potential to trigger novel
oppositions in text.

Antonym pairs co-occur within some schematic constructions in rates far greater
than is expected (Charles and Miller, 1989; Fellbaum, 1995; Jones, 2002). Therefore,
these constructions acquire a contrastive meaning that allows them to act as triggers of
opposition in text. The mechanisms of the conventionalization of contrastive implicature
are discussed in chapter 6. It is enough here to say that schematic constructions differ in
their conventionalization as triggers of contrast. The classification of these constructions

is presented in the next section.

4.1.2 Classification of schematic constructions hosting antonyms

An explanation of how data analysis was carried out was presented in section 3.8 in
the previous chapter. The categories that emerged from this analysis represent the new
taxonomy of antonym functions. In the taxonomy introduced here, schematic construc-
tions hosting antonym pairs are classified according to both their form and function.
Therefore, the word Antonymy in Jones’s categories is removed as it can suggest that the

function is reflected by antonym pairs alone. The new classification of antonym functions
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in text is presented in Table 4.2 overleaf.! Column one in Table 4.2 presents forms used
in schematic constructions. These forms are coordination, negation, interrogative, com-
parative structure, subordination, conditional, adversative devices, equational sentences,
annezxation, asyndetic adjectives, and preposition phrases. Column two presents the func-
tion(s) of each form. Column three lists how these form-function pairings are lexicalized
in Arabic and column four shows these frames in English. Names of the categories are
indicated in bold.

Table 4.2 shows that coordination structure is used for a number of categories. These
categories include Inclusiveness, Antithesis, Specification, Unity, Distinction, Conflict,
and Association. Coordination also indicates option with or without the interrogative
structure. Lastly, coordination combines with negation to indicate cancelling or inclu-
siveness of antonyms. The second structure under column one is negation. Negation can
indicate the functions of emphasis or correction. Next, the forms preposition phrase and
some adverbial expressions are used to indicate Transition from one state to its oppo-
site. The two forms comparative and subordination are used in the Comparison category.
The category Antonyms in Grammatical Relations includes antonym pairs that co-occur
in a sentence and the relation between them is grammatical. There are three types of
relations. First, two antonyms act as the subject and object of a verb. Second, two
antonyms constitute an equational sentence. The third group is a group of sentences
with a co-occurring pair of different parts of speech: a verb and its nominal argument.
Forms hosting antonym pairs and indicating cause and effect along with the conditional
form are used in the function Consequence. The Replacive function is reflected by the
adverbial ‘instead of’. Adversative concessive devices are used to indicate Concession.
The three forms: equational sentences, annexation structure, and asyndetic adjectives
indicate Simultaneity of antonyms. The last category in the table is Idiomatic where any
form of the ones mentioned above is used.

Two forms in Table 4.2 are used for multiple functions: coordination and negation.

The following is a brief description of these forms.

!The antonym pairs in these schematic constructions may be embedded in a phrase in some cases as
will be discussed in chapter 5.
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Table 4.2: Classification of antonym functions as presented in this study

form function frames in Arabic English
coordination inclusiveness 9 Xand Y
J XorY
antithesis 9 Xand Y
specification 9 Xand Y
unity 9 Xand Y
distinction PO (between X
conflict Y and
association . Y)
(with) interrogative | option f;‘ XorY
with negation cancelling ;‘ 3 neither X nor Y
inclusiveness \fj LY
negation emphasis (j/ Y/ X not' Y
correction Je not X but Y
preposition phrase transition J/ J;‘ R from X toY
adverbial expressions | (from a state (; X then Y
to another) A X after Y
S X before Y
comparative comparison ?aCCaC min more X than Y
subordination ol X while Y
acdy lelle X like Y

e

X as opposed to Y

gram. relations
agent - patient

subject - complement
verb - object

one antonym

acts upon the other
provides info
reversing state

or degree of antonym

parallel structure

cause and effect consequence

conditional PUREN) If X then Y
replacive Ja X instead of Y

adversative devices concession o s 21 t&Q although, but

oy & X even though Y

equational sentences | simultaneity

annexation

asyndetic adjectives

prepositional phrase | spatial proximity S = XinY

any form above

idiomatic
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coordination

Coordination is the most used form to host antonym pairs. It is used in a number of
categories which represent 49.33% of the data. Coordination is polysemous and can
reflect different functions. The Arabic schematic constructions used for these functions
are similar to the English frames X and Y and X or Y. Coordination can also be part of
larger constructions such as in between X and Y. This construction can have the functions
of Distinction, Conflict, and Association depending on the larger context it appears in.

As an example, sentence (33) below shows the construction between X and Y.

(33)  a=dl &L’e:j L] pys 3l,Lll o (arabiCorpus:  Thawra, ref:
archive44209)

fa-kanat al-mubarah bayna hudum alwatbah wa-difa%i  almadkd
so-was the-match between attack Alwathbah and-defence Almajd

So the match was between Alwathbah’s attack and Almajd’s defence

The sentence (33) shows a use of antonym pairs in the category Conflict which shows
there is a situation of going back and forth between antonym pairs. However, the sentence

in (34) below shows a use of the same schematic construction in another function: .

(34) el sbsy o) aally sL:.,L_é;\H ow O,ldly (arabiCorpus: Hayat97, ref:

NEW1997:24173)
w-al-fariq bayna al-?agniya?i w-al-fuqara?i yazdadu ?ittisatan
and-the-difference between the-rich and-the-poor increases width

and the difference between the rich and the poor grows wider.

In sentence (34), the word & JU:J\ alfariq ‘the difference’ precedes the construction between
X and Y, and therefore it indicates Distinction.

In the two sentences in (33) and (34) above, coordination hosts antonyms to reflect
different functions. In addition, coordination of negated antonyms gives different mean-

ings such as Inclusiveness and Cancelling both antonyms. The schematic construction
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for this type of coordination is Y y .. ¥ not X and not Y. Examples are presented in (35)
and (36) below.

(35) & C”“J‘ 3 Aly e {<4}2 Yy S5 Y > Yy ae Yy (arTenTen:
doc.id: 1038051, s.id: 24932171)

wa-la  Yabdun wa-la hur 1a dakarun wa-la ?Punta fa-?inna-kum
and-not slave  and-not liberal not male and-not female for-indeed-you
&amivan fi Imasthi yasu{

all in Christ Jesus

not a slave and not a liberal not a male and not a female, you are all the same in
Jesus the Christ

(36) SAL Y du:ﬂ; A Wi i Jlslenl e Y ag (arTenTen: doc.id:
1350601, s.id: 32182300) )

wa-hiya la tahmilu intima?an ila &insin mufayyan fa-la  hiya
and-she not carry  association to gender particular for-not she
bi-1-?unta wa-la  hiya b-i-ddakar

in-the-female and-not she in-the-male

she does not hold any association to a particular gender, so she is not a female
and not a male
In sentence (35) the coordination of negated antonyms gives the meaning of inclusion,
while in (36), it gives the meaning of exclusion. In (35) BOTH male and female are
equal, and in (36) the person is NEITHER male nor female. The schematic construction
corresponding to the English frame not X and not Y is another polysemous structure.

Lastly, coordination can also be used with or without interrogative structure to

present an Option. The Arabic frames used for this function are j‘ Loj or f‘ ‘(either)

or’. The sentences (37) and (38) below provide examples for each.
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(37) ru‘ CU‘-.‘U‘ &~ ji ool &Ua_'&_)‘ = L) & Ladl (arabiCorpus: Hayat96,

ref:BUS1996:36906)

bi-l-musarakah ?imma mafa al-qitati al-xas Taw mafa al-qitafi
by-the-participation either with the-sector the-private or with the-sector
al-Yam

the-public

by participating either in the private sector or the public sector

(38) dnral L) Ll o f;‘ Ovblell e 887 & J) @zl oy e (arabiCorpus:
Hayat96, ref: GEN1996:14043) )

hal yantamt al-mutaqqaf ?ila fitatin kabiratin min al-muwatinin ?am
does belong the-literate to group big of the-citizens or
?anna-hu salil a-nnuxbah a-ssagirah

that-he descendant the-elite  the-small

Does literate people belong to a big group of citizens or are they part of the small
elite group?

The example in (37) shows coordination with ji . W] ‘either ... or indicating choice. In

(38), however, choice is indicated through coordination with ri ‘or’ in an interrogative
structure.

To conclude, the data shows that coordination is used widely to host antonym pairs
and that it is polysemous because it can reflect different functions. With almost half of
the data using coordination, this structure deserves more attention than other structures

hosting antonyms. Therefore, a constructionist account of it is presented in chapter 7.

negation

Negation is another polysemous structure used for different functions when hosting

antonym pairs. In Arabic, three negation particles are used to negate one antonym
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for Emphasis of the other. These particles are (l lam for negating verb phrases, and ¥

la, and u«.AJ laysa for both verb and noun phrases. When the affirmative antonym is
introduced with bal, negation functions for Correction of a cancelled proposition. Other
uses of negation include inclusiveness of or cancelling both antonyms, which are discussed
above with coordination.

The two forms of coordination and negation are discussed above because they are
polysemous structures. A full discussion of different constructions is presented in the
following chapter. However, a group of sentences remains unclassified. The categories
presented in the classification in Table 4.2 describe 96.4 per cent of the dataset. The
remaining 3.6% is a group of sentences that do not fit into any of the categories and do
not constitute categories with each other.

Table 4.3 presents the antonym functions found in the present study in order of the
most-used to the least-used categories. The first column lists the categories, the second
column the frequency of that category in arabiCorpus, and the third column records the
percentage of that category in this corpus. The next two columns show the frequency
and percentage of the categories in arTenTen12 corpus. The last two columns record the
total frequency and percentage of the categories in both corpora. Inclusiveness is the
largest antonym function in text taking 21.7% of the dataset. The least-used functions
are Replacive (1.3%) and Option (0.7%).

Many categories in the new classification of antonym functions are similar to cate-
gories in Jones’s (2002) taxonomy. These categories are Inclusiveness (which he called
Coordinated Antonymy), Specification, Unity, Distinction (Distinguished Antonymy),
Association, Emphasis (Negated Antonymy), Transition (Transitional Antonymy), Com-
parison (Comparative Antonymy), Simultaneity, and Idiomatic.

Three of Jones’s categories do not appear in the new classification of antonym func-
tions; Oblique Stroke, Equivalence, and Ancillary Antonymy. Oblique stroke is a residual
category that contains sentences where the antonyms are separated by a stroke ¢/’ only.
There were no instances of antonyms used this way in the Arabic dataset, and therefore it
does not appear in this classification. The second (also residual) category is Equivalence.

Jones (2002) provides examples of Equivalence such as a feminine equivalent of the cur-
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Table 4.3: Distribution of different classes of antonym functions in both corpora

arabiCorpus arTenTen12 Total
function frequency %  frequency %  frequency %
inclusiveness 293 19.5% 370 24.6% 663 22.1%
antithesis 259 17.3% 296 19.7% 555 18.5%

grammatical 127 8.5% 116 7.7% 243 8.1%
comparative 112 7.5% 115 7.7% 227 7.6%

negation 111 7.4% 95 6.3% 205 6.8%
transition 98 6.5% 103 6.9% 201 6.7%
simultaneity 82 5.5% 64 4.3% 146 4.9%
consequence 72 4.8% 47 3.1% 119 4.0%
unclassified 66 4.4% 42 2.8% 108 3.6%
spatial 32 2.1% 56 3.7% 88 2.9%
idiomatic 33 2.2% 37 2.5% 70 2.3%
concessive 32 2.1% 28 1.9% 61 2.0%
specification 41 2. 7% 12 0.8% 53 1.8%
unity 26 1.7% 25 1.7% 51 1.7%
distinction 21 1.4% 30 2.0% 51 1.7%
association 34 2.3% 17 1.1% 51 1.7%
conflict 31 2.1% 16 1.1% 47 1.6%
replacive 20 1.3% 20 1.3% 40 1.3%
option 10 0.7% 11 0.7% 21 0.7%
Total 1500 100% 1500 100% 3000 100%

rent masculine realism and the rural version of the urban folk-myth (Jones, 2002: 101).
Only five sentences in Jones’s data are classified under this category, but no sentences in
the Arabic dataset show a pair of antonyms presented as equals as in Jones’s examples.

The main category that differs from Jones’s analysis is Ancillary Antonymy. In this
category, pairs of antonyms function as triggers of other oppositions in text. Antonyms
can function this way in any frame; sentences with an ancillary contrast are ‘semantically,
syntactically, and grammatically distinct’ (Jones, 2002: 45). However, this distinction is
due to parallelism and the fact they have a similar effect of triggering another opposition.
It is not because of a common frame. Therefore, assigning a category for the ancillary use
of antonyms amounts to grouping all ancillary sentences together and then classifying
the sentences that do not have that function. I do not include this category in my
classification of antonym functions and classify sentences according to form and meaning
of the frame. One can then look out for the additional ancillary use that can or cannot
exist alongside the main function of the construction. Ancillary use of antonyms is

discussed in detail in section 4.3 below as a function of canonical antonyms in general
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rather than as a separate category.

Another difference between the classifications of antonym functions is how parallelism
is treated. Davies (2013) assigns a separate category for parallelism. However, the data,
along with findings from previous studies (Jones, 2002; Murphy et al., 2015), show that
antonym pairs more often than not are presented parallel to each other in text regardless
of the constructions they appear in.

In this section I have discussed the common structures used to host antonym pairs
in MSA. I have also presented the new taxonomy of antonym functions and compared
it to Jones’s (2002) taxonomy. I have identified two important features of co-occurring
antonym pairs: parallelism as discussed in Davies (2013), and the ancillary effect of
canonical antonyms as discussed in Jones (2002). The following section 4.2 discusses
parallelism as a common feature found in many of the structures hosting antonym pairs.

The ancillary effect is discussed in section 4.3.

4.2 Parallelism

Antonyms are found to co-occur in parallel structures repeatedly in many studies and
in the present study. This section presents an account of parallelism as a feature that
is often found alongside antonym co-occurrence. First, a definition of parallelism is
presented with some examples from English. Then the effect of parallelism on sentence
processing is discussed along with the effect of parallelism in creating ancillary opposition.
Lastly, the parallelism effect is exemplified by sentences from Arabic data that illustrate

some idiosyncratic properties of Arabic syntax.

4.2.1 Parallelism in English

Parallelism takes place when two structures that are similar to each other in terms of
their formal and semantic components are juxtaposed. Parallelism is not confined to
sentence-internal instances, but because of how the data was collected in this study, all
examples are on the sentence level. The similarity between structures can occur in one

or more levels of analysis: phonology, morphology, syntax, and semantics. Short (1996:
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14) notes that parallelism ‘invite[s| the reader to search for meaning connections between
the parallel structures, in particular in terms of the parts which are varied’.
Parallel structures are found in many contexts such as coordination, as in (39a),

comparison in (39b), and along with correlative expressions in (39c).

(39) a. The Spanish, French, Italian and Portuguese language learning books

are available in book stores.

b. The display screen is smaller than the monitor screen in that lab com-

puter.

c. What you see is what you get.

The sentences in (39) show that parallelism can be on the word level as in (39a), phrase
level as in (39b), or on the clause level as in (39¢). When two structures are parallel,
some of the identical words are removed resulting in ellipsis because ellipsis is governed
by resemblance (Kehler, 2001). For example, in (40) the second part of the sentence is
shortened form but she has been to London to but she has because the deleted words

resemble the ones in the first clause.
(40) T haven’t been to London, but she has.

Psycholinguistic experiments have found that parallelism facilitates comprehension of
the second part of a parallel structure. This facilitation is referred to as the parallelism

effect. This is further discussed in the following section.

Parallelism effect

The term parallelism effect is taken from Frazier et al. (1984). They investigated coordi-
nated noun phrases and found that the second noun phrase in a coordinated construction
is processed faster if it is syntactically parallel to the first. Similar parallelism also facili-
tates processing of verb phrases (Tutunjian, 2010; Callahan et al., 2010). The parallelism
effect is thought to result from a reactivation of material which had been recently acti-
vated in the first clause (Callahan et al., 2010: 102). For example, in (41) the second

conjunct the short thug hit Sam is processed faster because the reader has just processed
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the transitive subject - verb - object structure and, within the subject, the article - ad-
jective - noun structure in the first noun phrase. The objects in the two parts are also

parallel because they are both proper nouns.

(41) The tall gangster hit John and the short thug hit Sam. (Frazier et al., 1984: 423)

Following these experimental studies on parallelism in coordinated phrases, Dubey
et al. (2008) used a corpus methodology to investigate parallelism with and without
coordination in two studies. Their hypothesis in the first study was that coordinated
noun phrases are more likely to be structurally parallel in a corpus; they then compared
their corpus findings to the experimental results of the studies discussed above. Dubey
et al.’s hypothesis in the second study in their paper was that parallelism is independent
of coordination and can be found iner- as well as across- setencially. The parallelism
effect was found to be the same in both situations, with and without coordination; and
coordination had a peripheral role in terms of triggering a parallel structure.

Knoeferle (2014) and Jones (2002) found similar results regarding parallelism and
coordination. Parallelism is more dominant when parts are conjoined using and or while
but not so when conjoined by but.

The studies considered so far took syntactic parallelism in consideration. Knoeferle
and Crocker (2009), however, investigated both syntactic and semantic parallelism and
found that both were associated with the parallelism effect. Their study has found
also that even though syntactic parallelism was found to be stronger than semantic
parallelism, the strongest parallelism effect was found when both syntactic and semantic
properties were parallel. This suggests that parallelism has an additive nature.

The additive nature of parallelism refers to the strength of the parallelism effect when
more linguistic levels are involved. More evidence for the additive nature of parallelism
is found in Murphy et al. (2015), in which they investigate syntactic, semantic, and
phonological properties of parallel parts of sentences hosting antonymous pairs. In their
study, a method was introduced in order to quantify the parallelism of sentences. In
this study, contrastive coordinating devices such as but were found to be less common

when the two parts are highly parallel, arguably because the parallelism contributes to
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the contrast.

4.2.2 Parallelism in Arabic

In the Arabic linguistic literature, parallelism is viewed as either an ‘embellishment’ in
literary writing or as a coordinating device (Abdul-Raof, 2006). Parallel clauses where a
pair of antonyms co-occur create an antithesis between two situations or points of view.

The sentence in (42) is a complex sentence composed of two parallel independent clauses

with antonymous verbs. The two clauses are joined by the connector ¢ wa ‘and’. The

structure of the two clauses is shown in Table 4.4.

(12) 308 0 50 =Y Gandly sl ol M) Al Ll s SOV
s é‘,\.’" ! (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 3805101, s.id: 84165150)

batdu al-?aflam sawwar a-nnindga ka-l-mudrim  alladi yuhadkim
some the-films present the-Ninja as-the-criminal who attack
al-Tabriya?i wa-l-batdu al-axar sawwara-hu ka-l-muntaqim alladt
the-innocent and-the-some the-other present-him as-the-avenger who
yudafifu Tan-hum

defend from-them

Some films present the Ninja as a criminal who attacks the innocent, and others
present him as the avenger who defends them.

Table 4.4: An example of parallel clauses from arTenTen12

batdu al?aflam | sawwar | anninda | kalmudkrim | alladt | yuhadkim | al?abriya?i
some films present Ninja as.criminal | who attack innocent
AVl s o (a.le sl [ mly o
walbatdu alaxar | sawwara hu kalmuntaqim | alladtr | yudafiSu Yanhum
and.some other | present him as.avenger who defend them

The two parallel parts in (42) are similar to each other morphologically, syntactically, and
semantically. At the morphological level, both antonymous verbs yuhadgim ‘attack’ and

yudafii ‘defend’ are of the pattern yuCaCiC. Syntactically, the two verbs have similar

argument structure. In the first part, U JJ_;\H P’LV" s ; =8 kalmudsrim alladi

yuhadgim al?abriya?i ‘like a criminal who attacks the innocent’, the verb has an agent
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‘criminal’, and a patient ‘the innocent’. In the second part, s Ce‘.,\_, 6,\_[)\ Al

kalmuntagim alladi yudafiSu Tanhum ‘like an avenger who defends them’, the verb Ce‘,\)

‘defend’ has an agent ‘avenger’ and an anaphoric patient where the patient of the first

part is referred to using the clitic pronoun o hum ‘them’. Besides argument structure,

the pair is also in the same type of relative clause structure. The two coordinated parallel

parts in (42) differ minimally in the semantics of the antonymous pair (°'>LV: ‘attack” and
Cé‘*i ‘defend’.

Abdul-Raof (2006) defines parallelism as a coordinating device where two parallel
clauses are conjoined with or without the use of a coordinating particle. He also notes
that this use of parallelism is widely used in written Arabic which refers to the paratactic
nature of Arabic. Unlike English, Arabic makes more use of coordination (parataxis) than
subordination (hypotaxis). In the following quote, Baklouti (2011) explains the difference

between parataxis and hypotaxis:

Structurally, the clauses paratactically combined have equal status; they
are both free, and the relation between them is symmetrical and transitive,
whereas in hypotaxis, a clause of lower status is bound to a clause of a higher
status which is free; so, the relation is nonsymmetrical and non-transitive.
(Baklouti, 2011: 506)

The sentence in (43) is an example of two phrases connected paratactically without

the use of a coordinator to present the judgement for both males and females.
(43) c@fUY Jo 5ol 5853 Lo o> pde o) (arTenTen12: docid: 3269251, s.id:
73120124)

?inna hadayni haramun Yala dukiiri ?ummat-i hillun
indeed these.two prohibited for males nation-my allowed
li-?inathi-him

for-females-theirs

These two are prohibited for the males of Muslims, allowed for the females

The structure of the two parallel parts in (43) is composed of adj + prep+ noun. The

two antonymous adjectives T‘J> haram ‘prohibited” and Jo hil ‘allowed’ are predicative.

A predicate adjective in Arabic ‘is used in an equational (verbless) sentence to provide
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information about the subject of the sentence, thus completing the clause’ (Ryding, 2005:

240). The two predicate adjectives are used asyndetically as complements for the same

subject -p Ja hadayni ‘these two’. The antonymous nouns & UG/ g y/ 3 ‘females/males’ are
parallel to each other in the same construction ADJ + preposition + N-N.

The corpus data show extensive use of coordination and additive coordinating devices
are almost always present. Only twenty sentences of the 1500 in the arTenTen12 dataset
have the asyndetic structure of two parallel parts with a comma between them and no
coordinating device. The sentence in (43) is one of these twenty. In the All Newspapers
corpus of arabiCorpus, this type of sentence is so scarce that only eight of the 1500
sentences in the dataset have it. These sentences are included in the category Antithesis.

Another example of parallel independent clauses is presented in (44). Here, the clauses
are coordinated with ‘and’. This sentence differs from the previous two in that the antony-
mous pairs in (42) and (43) occurred once in each clause. In the sentence (44), however,
each clause can be looked at individually as an instance of antonym co-occurrence. This
sentence is counted once according to the internal structure of each clause. So this sen-
tence counts for two co-occurrences of antonyms: once in ‘our elders have compassion for

our youngsters’ and once in ‘our youngsters respect our elders’ .

(44) Las P AL Uakoy Laxe Ls cilon Las oMl :L.:;‘ LE™ (arTenTen12: doc.id:
781010, s.id: 6607412424)

kullu-na ?abna?u fa?ilat kabiru-na yaStifu {ala sagira-na
all-us  sons families elders-ours have.compassion on young-ours
wa-sagﬁ‘u—nﬁ yahtarimu kabira-na

and-young-ours respect  elders-ours

We are all parts of families our elders have compassion for our youngsters and
our youngsters respect our elders.
The sentence in (44) has two coordinated clauses. In the first clause, the antonymous
nouns ‘elders’ and ‘youngsters’ act as arguments of the verb ‘have compassion for’. In the
second clause, the antonymous nouns act as arguments of the verb ‘respect’. There is an
internal morphological parallelism within each clause between the subjects and objects

of the verbs. Both words are of the pattern C'aCiC. Both are also nouns with the same
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clitic pronoun U na ‘our’.

Moreover, there is parallelism across the two coordinated clauses, which triggers an
ancillary contrast between the verbs J.c calew yaltifu Tala ‘to have compassion for’ and
¢ A=£L yahtarimu ‘to respect’. The two verbs are presented as qualities that families have
to act according to. Everyone is expected to respect those older than themselves and to
act compassionately towards those younger than themselves.

Ancillary contrast refers to the opposition triggered by antonymous pairs co-occurring
parallel to each other (Jones, 2002). Antonyms in parallel structures can trigger other
oppositions in a pair of words or phrases that otherwise would not be considered opposites
as in the verbs ‘have compassion’ and ‘respect’ in (44). The ancillary use of antonym

pairs is discussed further in the following section.

4.3 Ancillary effect of canonical antonyms

Jones (2002) introduced the ancillary use of canonical antonyms where they trigger a
secondary opposition in the sentence. He proposed that the more canonical antonym
pair is the A-pair, and the triggered opposition is the B-pair. For example, Table 4.5
shows the A-pair and B-pair in the sentence they’re too old to play Hamlet but too young
to play butlers in Hollywood mouies.

Table 4.5: A-pair and B-pair as presented in Jones (2002: 48)
A-pair B-pair

clause 1 | they're too old | to play Hamlet
clause 2 | [they’re] too | young | to play | butlers in Hollywood movies

Jones (2002) presents a taxonomy of B-pairs. Three groups of sentences in his data
feature nominal B-pairs that have a common noun as referent. These three groups are
political, human or geographic B-pairs. Other groups include B-pairs with a relation
that brings them together such as temporal, quantitative, synonymous, meronymous,
and linguistic B-pairs. This taxonomy has been revised by Kosti¢ (2015b) where she
introduces the term reciprocally ancillatory referring to the canonically antonymous B-

pairs. In some of the ancillary antonymy cases both A-pair and B-pair can be identified
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as antonymous outside the context resulting in a reciprocally ancillatory relation between

the A-pair and the B-pair. For example, both contrasts f‘J> / J& haram/hil ‘prohib-

ited/allowed” and U/, 4855 Pinat/dukar ‘females/males’ in (43) above are canonical

antonyms outside of context. An example from English is presented in (45) below.

(45) The problem of evil: usually other people’s; too many bad people are doing it

to too few good people. (In Kosti¢, 2015: 147)

In the other group of ancillary sentences, according to Kosti¢ (2015b), the B-pair
can be either related, synonyms or meronyms, or non-related words. B-pairs in the
related words group can be interpreted as co-hyponyms because of their relation to the
antonymous A-pair (Kosti¢, 2015: 152). For example, the B-pair acquaintances/friends
in (46) below are near-synonyms. In the context of this sentence they are co-hyponyms

because they represent different types of social relations.

(46) Archer was a formal, eccentric man, long on acquaintances and short on friends.

(In Jones, 2002: 51)

The near-synonyms acquaintance and friend are contrasted in sentence (46) which pres-
nents them in this context as opposites rather than synonyms. Near-synonyms? were
investigated by Storjohann (2009) where she found that there is a variation in the rela-
tional type between these pairs. In some cases they are projected as synonyms and in
others they are used as contrasts. This variation depends largely on the contextual cues
around the pair. In an ancillary context, they are contrastive due to their vicinity to
antonym pairs as in (46) above.

The ancillary function of antonyms is found in all investigated languages. In Jones’s
(2002) English data, Ancillary and Coordination have roughly equal frequency. However,
sentences with Ancillary were more common in Swedish data than Coordination (Murphy
et al., 2009: 2175). The opposite is found in Serbian where Coordination is used in
more frequency than the Ancillary function (Kosti¢, 2011). Similarly, in Japanese and
Chinese Coordination is used to host antonyms more than the Ancillary function is used

(Muehleisen and Isono, 2009; Hsu, 2015). These differences among languages might not

2Storjohann (2009) calls for using the term plesionymy (Cruse, 1986) to refer to near-synonyms.
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be the result of how often the ancillary effect is actually present in the languages. There
is the possibility that different people doing the coding could affect the degree to which
they noticed and prioritized ancillariness.

Towards the end of their paper, Murphy et al. (2009) asked the following question for
future research. ‘[Slhould the Ancillary function be considered as belonging to a different
taxonomical level than the other categories, since (arguably) the Ancillary categorization
focuses on the antonyms effect on other elements in the sentence (the B-pair) rather than
the contextual relation between the antonyms themselves (the A-pair)?’ (Murphy et al.,
2009: 2181).

My answer to this question is: yes, it should. I view ancillary as an effect of canonical
antonyms co-occurring in parallel structures that extends the contrast to nearby phrases.
For this reason, the Ancillary Antonymy category in Jones’s (2002) classification does not
appear in the new classification of antonym functions presented in this study. However,
any co-occurring antonyms from other categories can trigger another opposition between
nearby phrases. The question remains: is there a common structure for the triggered
opposition? In Japanese and Chinese, a preference for the B-pair to be syntactically
close to the A-pair has also been observed (Muehleisen and Isono, 2009; Hsu, 2015). Hsu
(2015) argues that processing may be faster when the items to be mapped together (i.e.,
AX and BY) are syntagmatically close to each other (Hsu, 2015: 70). In Chinese, Hsu
(2015) has found that ancillary oppositions commonly have the order XAYB where X and
Y stand for the A-pair and A and B stand for the B-pair in Jones’s terminology. However,
in English, Swedish, and Serbian no specific construction can be identified (Jones, 2002;
Murphy et al., 2009; Kosti¢, 2011). In the Arabic dataset, the triggered opposition can
be the subject of an antonymous A-pair, an adjunct of the A-pair, or annexed to the
A-pair. These are some of the constructions that B-pairs appear in, but they are not
limited to these.

Jones (2002) provides 57 sentences as examples for his Ancillary Antonymy category.
In order to test my approach, I have reclassified these sentences according to the new
classification of antonym functions. I provide some examples in (47) below, but a full list

can be found in Appendix E.



90

(47) a. But a couple of Libyans are only likely to be small minnows in a very large

pond. (p. 52)

b. Now these orders of time have been reversed: the rich rise at dawn, the poor

sleep late. (p. 54)

c. While success is sexy; failure is on a par with cheesy feet. (p. 58)

In (47a), the canonical antonym construction small/large is used in the schematic con-
struction XP in YP where the noun phrases small minnows and large pond are parallel to
each other. The A-pair is the adjectives small/large and the B-pair is the modified nouns
minnows/pond. This creates an ancillary opposition because minnows are contrasted
with pond. 1 classify this sentence in the category Overlapping and Spatial Proximity.
This category includes sentences where the referent of an antonym member is described
to be inside or near the referent of its antonym. The sentence in (47b) is an example
of the category Antithesis. It is similar to sentence (43) discussed above. The sentence
features two parallel structures that present a contrast between two situations rich peo-
ple rising at dawn and poor people sleeping late. There is no lexical coordination device
here, however, the studies on parallelism discussed in section 4.2 show that sentences
with parallel structures are similar with or without a coordination device.

Lastly, I classify sentence (47c) in the category Comparison. One of the forms used
in Comparison is the use of a subordination structure. Success and failure are compared
to each other; one is described as sexy, the other is on a par with the opposed cheesy
feet.

In the dataset investigated in this study, there are 267 ancillary sentences in ar-
TenTen12 (17.8%) and 224 in arabiCorpus (14.9%). Altogether, the dataset contains
491 sentences where an ancillary contrast is triggered. This makes 16.63 percent of the
dataset, which is far less than the percentage of ancillary sentences in Jones’s (2002)
dataset (38.7%).

So far, the new classification has been presented and the differences between previous
classifications of antonym functions and the present classification discussed. This section
also discussed common features found in many instances of antonym co-occurrence: par-

allelism and ancillary use of antonyms. The next sections present a description of the
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co-occurring antonymous root pairs regarding the order of the pair and their word class.

4.4 Antonym sequence

Antonym sequence is the relative order of the antonyms in the schematic constructions.
Previous studies have shown that co-occurring pairs of antonyms have a tendency for a
preferred sequence in English (Jones, 2002), Serbian (Kostié¢, 2015a), and Chinese (Hsu,
2015). In Jones’s data, three pairs co-occurred in the same sequence in all of their co-
occurrences. These pairs are correct/incorrect, prove/disprove, and rightly/wrongly and
the pairs directly/indirectly, confirm/deny, officially/unofficially, and married/unmarried
co-occur in this order in more than 90% of their co-occurrences. The pairs that show the
least tendency to have a preferred order are weakness/strength, urban/rural, dead/alive,
implicitly /explicitly which co-occur in this order in less than 55% of their co-occurrence.
The pair implicitly/explicitly co-occurs in the least stability regarding its order in Jones’s
data with the pair implicitly preceding explicitly 53.3% of the time. Generally, the
binomial test performed in Jones’s study showed more regularity in antonym sequence
in English than in Arabic.

Jones (2002) gives a number of reasons behind antonym sequence in his data. The
first sequence rule is Morphology which is ‘[tjhe most dominant single factor affecting
antonym sequence’ (Jones, 2002: 123). Morphologically related antonyms feature the
root word first then its morphological antonym. In English, this means any antonym
formed by a prefix, such as un-, occurs after the unprefixed form. Morphology is an
important factor in Chinese, too. Monosyllabic (and therefore monomorphemic) pairs
of antonyms adhere to the frequent sequence more than disyllabic ones (Hsu, 2015: 76).
The second factor affecting antonym sequence in Jones’s data is Positivity. The word
that occurs first generally has more positive connotations than its antonym, so good
precedes bad. Magnitude is another factor where large precedes small and long precedes
short. A counterexample to magnitude that Jones found in his data is heavy/light, in
which light occurs first 57.1% of the time. Another factor affecting the sequence of

antonyms is Chronology where ‘one antonym is prone to precede the other in the real
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world’ (Jones, 2002: 127). In Jones’s data, in most cases, begin precedes end, old precedes
new, and young precedes old. Gender also plays a role in affecting antonym sequence
where male precedes female. Another factor is Phonology. In the majority of Jones’s
pairs, the word with shorter syllabic formation precedes the longer antonym similar to
Chinese. Only four of the fifty-six word pairs sampled act as counterexamples: begin/end,
succeed/fail, innocence/quilt, and happy/sad (Jones, 2002: 129). Other factors, such as
Chronology and Positivity, might be at play in these counterexamples. The last factor
is Idiomaticity where the pair favours a certain sequence because they occur in a phrase
that has developed an idiomatic status.

Two further factors are also discussed by Jones: Frequency and Markedness. Fre-
quency estimates that the most frequent of the pair would come first in the sequence.
Markedness, which Jones defines in terms of semantic neutrality only, does affect antonym
sequence but only marginally and might be as Jones states ‘a symptom rather than a
cause of the sequence’ (Jones, 2002: 129). This is because more positive words tend to
be the unmarked of the pair. However, (Kosti¢, 2015a) found that frequency does affect
antonym sequence in 80% of her Serbian dataset sentences. Also twelve out of the 33
pairs she investigated are affected by markedness where the unmarked word precedes the
marked one.

The Arabic data also show the tendency to have a preferred sequence, albeit to a
lesser degree. Table 4.6 records the information regarding pair sequence, except for the
root pair for large/small which will be investigated separately. The first two columns in
Table 4.6 list the English translations of the Arabic roots in descending order of their
stability in ordering. The R1 column lists the roots that appear first in most cases, and
the R2 column lists the roots that appear second in most cases. Column three records
the number of total occurrences of each pair in both corpora. The fourth column records
the number of occurrences of each pair in the order R1-R2. The fifth column shows
the percentage of the R1-R2 sequence. The last column shows the results of the Exact
Binomial Test done to determine the chance of seeing the most frequent order. A score
of 0.05 or less means that the pair tends to appear in the order R1-R2.

The antonym root pair represented in the table by ‘reward /punishment’” had the high-
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Table 4.6: Sequence statistics for antonym pairs in the dataset.

R1 R2 occurrences RI1-R2 percent p-value
reward punishment 33 30 90.9% <0.0001
masculine feminine 165 132 80.0% <0.0001
love hate 59 46 78.0% <0.0001
good bad 33 25 75.8%  0.0023
right wrong 123 93 75.6% <0.0001
succeed fail 84 63 75.0% <0.0001
high low 22 16 72.7%  0.0262
public private 303 220 72.6% <0.0001
optimism  pessimism 14 10 71.4%  0.0898
win lose 111 79 71.2% <0.0001
light heavy 29 20  69.0% 0.0307
begin end 276 189 68.5% <0.0001
long short 80 54 67.5%  0.0012
dishonest  honest 18 12 66.7%  0.1189
deny confirm 42 28 66.7%  0.0218
married unmarried 8 5 62.5%  0.3633
strength  weakness 222 136 61.3%  0.0005
hard soft 5 3 60.0%  0.5000
defend attack 154 91 59.1%  0.0146
alive dead 184 104 56.5%  0.0448
wet dry 9 5 55.6%  0.5000
old new 218 119 54.6%  0.0990
sad happy 11 6 54.5%  0.5000
rich poor 145 79 54.5%  0.1595
slow fast 17 9 52.9%  0.5000
difficult easy 50 26 52.0%  0.4439
peace war 174 87 50.0%  0.5302

est degree of consistency in their sequence. The words for ‘reward’ preceded ‘punishment’
in 90.9 per cent of their co-occurrences. On the other hand, the words for ‘peace/war’
had no preference for their order. The table shows that the words for ‘peace’ preceded

‘war’ half of the time; and so ‘war’ preceded ‘peace’ half of the time, too.

In what follows, I look into the specific case of A4S/ ssw ‘large/small’ ‘old /young’ to
show whether different senses of a pair have different sequences. In Jones’s data, large
precedes small and young precedes old. Because these two senses are expressed by the
same lexical items in Arabic, it is worth investigating this pair separately by breaking

the occurrence frequency according to its senses rather than at the level of lexical item.
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For this reason it was not included in Table 4.6 above. The pair , o 4 & e kbr/sgr
‘large/small’ is used for four senses in the dataset. These senses are shown in Table 4.7
along with their sequence statistics. Column one in the table shows the sense that the
pair refers to. Column two shows the number of times this sense occurred in the dataset.
Columns three and four show the pair in English in the most frequent order. Next the
column ‘frequency’ records how many times the order R1-R2 occurred, and the column
‘percentage’ records the percentage of this frequency. The last column records the Exact

Binomial Test results for the order R1-R2.

Table 4.7: Occurrences of different senses of S/ asw kabir/sagir

sense occurrence Rl R2  frequency percentage p-value
ISSUE 41 small large 32 78% 0.0002
AGE 85 young old 52 61% 0.0251
STATUS 21 large  small 12 5% 0.0814
SIZE 251 small large 134 53% 0.1563

The pair kbr/sgr does not show significant tendency regarding its sequence when it refers

to physical size or the figurative size of someone’s status in society or career. However,

this pair shows a tendency towards the sequence asw sagir ‘small’ ‘young’ - S kabir
‘large’ ‘old’ when it refers to AGE or ISSUE.?

The last column in Tables 4.6 and 4.7 records the p-value results for the sequence
of the co-occurring pairs. A score of 0.05 or lower indicates that the antonym pair
sequence recorded in the table represents the normal behaviour of that pair. A score
higher than 0.05 shows significant difference between the expected behaviour and the
behaviour observed here. The Tables 4.6 and 4.7 show that eighteen pairs out of the
thirty-one pairs of antonym roots appear in the order with the highest frequency and
that this order is representative of their normal behaviour.

The eighteen pairs are studied further below in order to identify the factors that
contribute towards their preferred sequence. The factors used here are the ones presented
by Jones (2002). However, unlike Jones, I use semantic neutralization as only one of the

factors of markedness. Neutralization occurs when one member of the pair is used to

3The sense I refer to as ISSUE is the meaning of the nominal pair 845§ s usually in the

feminine; as in 54,_{5 S f = yalirifu kulla sagirah wakabirah ‘He knows every little and large
[issue or thing]’.
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carry the meaning of the opposition scale as in questions like How long is it?; whereas
the question How short is it? would be marked. In her investigation of the concept of
markedness, Lehrer (1985) presents six factors included in the meaning of markedness
with ‘neutralization’ as the general criterion of the unmarked member of an antonym
pair. Another criterion that Lehrer presents is morphology, e.g. happy is unmarked, while
unhappy is marked. The third criterion is that ratios can be used with the unmarked
member, John is twice as tall as Bill but not *Sally is twice as short as Sue. Positivity is
one criterion discussed by Lehrer (1985); so the unmarked member is evaluatively positive
as in happy vs. sad. Another criterion is similar to Jones’s magnitude factor where the
unmarked member has more of a certain quality, e.g. big vs. small and tall vs. short.
The last in Lehrer’s criteria is that the unmarked member is less biased, which means
that it does not reflect the speaker’s true attitude towards compared items, as in The
steak is better than the chicken, but both are bad. as opposed to *The chicken is worse
than the steak, but both are good (Lehrer, 1985: 398-400).

An important factor that affects the markedness of a member of antonym pair but was
regarded as peripheral by Lehrer (1985) is its frequency. The principle of frequency was
first proposed by Greenberg (1966). It refers to how often a linguistic item is used in text,
and it was argued that frequency is the single most influential factor affecting linguistic
phenomenon not markedness (Greenberg, 1966; Haspelmath, 2006; Bybee, 2007). In
fact, Haspelmath (2006) calls for the abandonment of the term markedness in favour of
frequency of use vs. rarity of linguistic items in text in addition to detailed semantic
descriptions and pragmatic analyses of members of a given pair (Haspelmath, 2006: 64).

Based on this brief overview, the factors included in this investigation are frequency,
positiveness, magnitude, temporal and spatial ordering, and neutralization of semantic
scale. These factors are evaluated in relation of the eighteen pairs that showed significant
tendency regarding their order. Table 4.8 lists the pairs of roots in English and identifies
which of these factors is relevant for each. For frequencies of members of each pair used
in this study refer to Appendix F. Table F.1 in Appendix F shows the frequency of
each pair member of the antonym roots as used in the arabiCorpus. The frequencies of

antonym members in arTenTenl2 are not cited as the size of the corpus has changed
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since data collection.

Table 4.8: Factors affecting antonym sequence in MSA.
antonym pair frequency positivity gender magnitude order neutral
reward /punishment X
masculine/feminine
love/hate
good /bad
right /wrong
succeed /fail
high/low
public/private
win/lose
light /heavy
begin/end
long/short
deny/confirm
strength /weakness X X X
defend /attack X X
alive/dead X
young/old ? X
small/large ?

I T

I T R B R T < T T
"
»

Table 4.8 shows that frequency is a dominant factor for antonym sequence but there are
a few exceptions. For example, in the pairs ‘reward/punishment’, ‘deny/confirm’, and
‘alive/dead’ the less frequent member appears first in the sequence. In the case of the
pairs ‘young/old’ and ‘small/large’, frequency cannot be determined because they are
expressed using the same lexical items. In addition to frequency, some pairs adhere to
the factors presented in Jones (2002): Positivity as in ‘reward/punishment’, ‘love/hate’,
‘right /wrong’, ‘succeed/fail’, and ‘win/lose’; Chronology as in ‘begin/end’; Gender as in
‘male/female’; and Magnitude, in the pairs ‘public/private’ and ‘long/short’.

Kosti¢ (2015a) suggests that grammatical gender might be an indicator for marked-
ness where the unmarked masculine gender precedes the marked feminine one. In Arabic
grammatical gender as well, the masculine is unmarked while feminine gender is marked.

Most of the antonym pairs in my data had the same grammatical gender. However,

grammatical gender difference is present in the nouns j¢8/8,lus fawz/rasarah ‘win-
ning/losing’, 843/ axs quwwah/dalf ‘strength/weakness’, and 8>/ ge hayah/mawt

‘life/death’. In these three pairs the feminine is marked with a 8 ah at the end of the
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word. However, only the pair j92/ 3 S Lws fawz/zasarah ‘winning/losing’ exhibits an
unmarked masculine grammatical gender preceding the feminine one. Therefore, gram-
matical gender can be eliminated as a possible indicator of markedness.

Some antonym pairs in MSA do show a preference towards a specific order. However,
this preference is less stable than what has been observed in other languages such as
English (Jones, 2002) and Serbian (Kosti¢, 2015a). Statistics for antonym sequence in
the two corpora used here are presented separately in Tables G.1 and G.2 in Appendix
G. However, no further comment is made on these tables because the difference between
the antonym sequence in each corpus does not show a specific pattern.

One probable reason behind the lesser tendency of Arabic antonyms towards a specific
antonym sequence relates to the data at hand. The dataset contains roots of different
word classes while antonyms in previous studies are of the same class. Therefore, a test
was carried out on antonyms co-occurring in the same word class more than ten times
in the dataset. Tables 4.9, 4.10, and 4.11 below show the results of the Exact Binomial
Test that was carried out for adjectives, nouns, and verbs, respectively. The pairs that

show consistent behaviour appear in the list of pairs that showed consistent behaviour

in the overall corpus, in Table 4.8, except for the adjectival pair f”/ XA gadim/gadrid

‘old /new’.

Table 4.9: Antonym sequence of co-occurring adjectives in the dataset.

W1 W2 frequency W1-W2 percentage binomial test
good bad 17 14 82.4 0.0064
high low 12 9 75.0 0.073
public private 283 209 73.9 < 0.0001
masculine feminine 14 10 71.4 0.0898
defend attack 28 18 64.3 0.0925
strong weak 64 41 64.1 0.0164
light heavy 19 12 63.2 0.1796
alive dead 16 10 62.5 0.2272
old new 200 113 56.5 0.0384
rich poor 115 62 53.9 0.2279
long short 53 28 52.8 0.3919
small large 311 161 51.8 0.2854
easy difficult 24 12 50 0.5806

Table 4.9 shows the thirteen pairs of adjectives that co-occurred more than ten times in

the whole dataset. Of these thirteen adjectival pairs only four pairs have a p-value less
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than 0.05, which indicates a significant inclination towards the tested behaviour. These
four pairs can be translated in English as: ‘good/bad’, ‘public/private’; ‘strong/weak’,

and ‘old/new’.

Table 4.10: Antonym sequence of co-occurring nouns in the dataset.

W1 W2 frequency W1-W2 percentage binomial test
reward punishment 31 29 93.5 < 0.0001
success failure 48 40 83.3 < 0.0001
male female 147 120 81.6 < 0.0001
right wrong 122 93 76.2 < 0.0001
winning losing 50 38 76 0.0002
confirm deny 12 9 75 0.073
dishonesty honesty 12 9 75 0.073
love hate 21 15 71.4 0.0392
small large 75 53 70.7 0.0002
beginning end 144 93 64.6 0.0003
strength weakness 105 66 62.9 0.0054
good bad 13 8 61.5 0.2905
defend attack 88 51 o8 0.0827
life death 143 78 54.5 0.1578
rich poor 22 12 54.5 0.4159
peace war 153 77 50.3 0.5000

Nouns show more stability in their inclination towards a preferred sequence. Sixteen
noun-noun antonym pairs co-occurred more than ten times in the dataset, of which
eight pairs have a preferred sequence: ‘reward/punishment’; ‘success/failure’, ‘mascu-
line/feminine’, ‘right/wrong’, ‘winning/loss’, ‘love/hate’, ‘small/large’, ‘beginning/end’

and ‘strength/weakness’.

Table 4.11: Antonym sequence of co-occurring verbs in the dataset.

W1 W2 frequency W1-W2 percentage binomial test
long short 15 13 86.7 0.0037
love hate 33 26 78.8 0.0007
deny confirm 19 14 73.7 0.0318
begin end 76 54 71.1 0.0002
succeed fail 17 11 64.7 0.1662
win lose 35 21 60 0.1553

Verbs co-occur less than nouns and adjectives, only six pairs co-occurred more than ten
times. Four of these six pairs have a significant preference to a certain order: ‘long/short’,
‘love/hate’, ‘deny/confirm’, and ‘begin/end’.

Information presented in Tables 4.9, 4.10, and 4.11 provides a better view of antonym
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order in MSA that is comparable to information on antonym order in Jones’s (2002) En-
glish data. This is because antonym pairs in different word class are presented separately
in these tables. For example, frequency for the nominal pair ‘male/female’ is separated
from frequency for the adjectival pair ‘masculine/feminine’. The three tables combined
list thirty-five antonymous word pairs, of which sixteen have stable sequence which rep-
resents 45.7% of antonym pairs investigated here. In Jones’s (2002) data, however, 82.1%
of the antonym pairs investigated in his study showed different levels of stability in their
sequence.

Antonym pairs with low stability regarding their sequence are found more in Arabic
than in English. Out of the 56 pairs in Jones’s (2002) study, only ten pairs had a very
low preference for a certain order. These pairs co-occurred in the order with high fre-
quency less than 60% of the time. These ten pairs are war/peace, minor/major, fast/slow,
light /heavy, hard/soft, easy/difficult, weakness/strength, urban/rural, dead/alive, and im-
plicitly/explicitly. In the MSA dataset, also ten pairs, but out of 28 pairs, co-occurred
in the order with high frequency less than 60% of the time as Tables 4.9, 4.10, and 4.11
show.

To conclude, antonyms in Arabic are less strict in terms of their sequence than
antonyms in English. The following section looks more closely at word class and how it

affects co-occurrence in different categories.

4.5 Word class

Building the MSA dataset was based on the frequency of word class present in the sub-
corpus. The word class frequency in the dataset reflects its frequency in the corpora. This
section investigates how many of each word class falls under each category of antonym
functions in order to find out whether there is an effect of antonym part of speech on
how it functions in text.

Table 4.12 shows how many pairs of each word class appear in each category of
antonymy functions discussed above. The first column in this table lists the categories

of antonym functions. The second column records raw frequencies for the noun-noun
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antonym constructions that appeared in each category for the arTenTen12 corpus then
for the arabiCorpus and for the total for both. The subsequent three columns record the
same information for adjectives, verbs, and adverbs, respectively. Column six is labelled
mix and it records information for co-occurring antonyms of different word class. Lastly,
column seven provides the total sentences for each category of antonym functions.
Table 4.12 shows adjectives and nouns score the highest in a co-occurring antonym
pair. Antonymous adjective pairs co-occurred 1246 times in the dataset and noun pairs
1227 times. Cross-categorical antonyms come next with 333 sentences followed by antony-
mous verbs co-occurring 225 times in the dataset. Adverbs, however, score the least with
only fourteen co-occurring antonym pairs. The reason that adverbs are so scarce might
be because adverbs are a very small category in Arabic and are usually expressed through

multi-word adverbial expressions or through nouns and adjectives in the accusative case

(Ryding, 2005: 276).
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A goodness-of-fit test was used to determine if the data are consistent or not consistent
regarding the distribution across categories of antonym functions. Table 4.13 below shows
the results of this test. A score closer to one means that the word class distributes across
categories with little preference for any of them.

Table 4.13: Goodness of fit test of antonym pairs” word class in each corpus.
nouns adjectives verbs adverbs mix
arTenTenl12 1.000 1.000 0.069  0.000 0.647

arabiCorpus  1.000 1.000 0.158  0.000  0.993
Both 1.000 1.000 0.695  0.000  1.000

Table 4.13 shows that antonymous nouns, adjectives, and adverbs have consistent results
across sub-corpora. The following is a discussion of each word-class category investigated

here.

Adjectives and nouns

Table 4.13 shows that nouns and adjectives distribute across categories in both cor-
pora with no preference for specific category. The similarity in adjectival and nominal
antonym pair behaviour is not surprising. Arabic adjectives and nouns share a number
of features, such as inflection and morphological templates. In addition, they have sim-
ilar distribution in the sentence because they both can form equational sentences and
annexation structures. Moreover, ‘any adjective, including participles, can function as
nouns’ (Badawi et al., 2004: 118). In fact, in traditional Arabic linguistics, adjectives

are considered as one type of nouns (Ryding, 2005).

Verbs

Table 4.13 also shows that verbs are more biased than nouns and adjectives. Verbs are
used more than adverbs across the categories. Nevertheless, similar to adverbs, they tend
to be used in coordination structures and comparative ones. Of all the 225 occurrences
of verbs, 98 of them are in the category Antithesis, 21 are in Comparison, and 20 are in
Inclusiveness. Looking at the two corpora separately, verbs are used relatively more in the

arTenTen12 corpus than in the newspaper corpus arabiCorpus especially in the categories
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Antithesis and Transition. Nevertheless, the inclination of antonym verbs towards these

two categories is not significant because the score 0.069 is > 0.05.

Adverbs

Table 4.13 shows significant results for adverbs. There is a very limited use of adverbs
as antonyms in the corpus, but when they are used, they occur mostly in a coordinating
structure or less frequently, in a comparative structure. Similarly, in Jones’s (2002) data,
adverbial antonym pairs ‘are disproportionately inclined towards the class of Coordinated

Antonymy’ (Jones, 2002: 139).

Cross-categorical antonyms

The last column of Table 4.13 shows that in the overall corpus, pairs of antonyms of
different parts of speech distribute evenly among different categories. However, this even
distribution is found more in the arabiCorpus newspaper corpus than in the arTenTen12
on-line corpus. Most of the cross-categorical antonym pairs occur in the a sub-category
of Antonyms in Grammatical Relations category, which by definition contains sentences
with co-occurring antonym pairs in different word class. Moreover, cross-categorical
antonyms constitute the largest proportion of word class category in the residue sentences
with 42 sentences out of 108 (38.8%).

This section discussed how word class of the antonym pairs relates to antonym use.
The results show antonymous nouns and adjectives have a similar behaviour, they co-
occur in relatively similar proportions and they are evenly distributed across categories.
The distribution of other word class categories, however, is not as distributed as nominal
and adjectival antonym pairs, which can be attributed to the limited distribution of verbs

and adverbs compared to nouns and adjectives.

4.6 Concluding remarks

This chapter covered a number of aspects regarding antonymous pairs in MSA. It started

by presenting the classification of how antonym constructions function in Arabic text.
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The structures coordination and negation are polysemous structures because they are
used for a number of functions. Therefore, they were discussed briefly with some exam-
ples. The new classification makes use of insight from previous classifications of functions
of canonical antonyms as well as functions found in contextual oppositions. The main
contribution of this classification is that it outlines how MSA antonyms are used in text.
In addition, in this classification sentences where antonyms trigger an ancillary contrast
are classified similar to sentences with no ancillary contrast: according to their structure.

As was found in previous studies, parallelism is very common in these functions.
Therefore, the chapter moves to discuss parallelism. Parallelism along with canonical
antonym pairs trigger ancillary contrasts in the sentence as was proposed in previous
studies. However, parallelism is not a property of the antonyms themselves but imposed
on them by the structures they appear in. For example, coordination requires parallel
coordinates, and in most cases the comparative structure also requires parallel compared
items. Non-parallel antonymy appears best in the co-occurring cross-categorical pairs of
antonyms.

Parallelism, however, is dominant when there is an ancillary opposition in the sen-
tence. The new classification proposes a new treatment of the ancillary function of
canonical antonym pairs in which this function is viewed as an effect of antonyms that
are used parallel to each other. For this reason the ancillary use of antonyms is assigned a
section in which I discussed how Jones’s ancillary sentences can be reclassified according
to the new classification presented in the first section.

Towards the end, the chapter discussed antonym sequence in MSA and found that
Arabic antonym pairs are less stable regarding their sequence order than English antonyms.
Fewer than half of the investigated Arabic pairs showed a tendency towards having a
fixed order. Finally, the chapter took a look at word class of antonym pairs and their
distribution among different categories of antonyms.

The next chapter completes the discussion of the new classification of antonym func-

tions. Each category is discussed in detail with several examples from the dataset.
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Chapter 5

Antonym functions in MSA

The purpose of this chapter is to present a close look at the categories of antonym func-
tions in MSA that were introduced in the previous chapter. The different classifications
of co-occurring antonym pairs are discussed in this chapter with examples. Each section
of the chapter represents one category of antonym functions. The sections are arranged

in descending order starting from the most frequent categories to the less frequent ones.

5.1 Inclusiveness

The largest category in my classification of antonymy functions is Inclusiveness where a
pair of co-occurring antonyms are coordinated to indicate inclusiveness of the pair and
exhaustiveness of the scale between them. Studies on other languages have also found
that antonym pairs co-occur in an inclusive coordinated construction at high rates. Table
5.1 shows the percentages of coordination categories in these studies. For example, in
Serbian, antonyms are found in coordinating frames in more than any other frame (Kosti¢,
2011). Coordinated antonyms are also found in high rates in Japanese (Muehleisen and
Isono, 2009) and Swedish (Murphy et al., 2009). Coordinated Antonymy, where an
inclusiveness of the pair is indicated, is one of the largest categories in Jones’s (2002)
classification.

The Arabic sentences in the category Inclusiveness adhere to Jones’s description of
inclusion in Coordinated Antonymy. Coordination of antonyms in this category always

indicates inclusiveness and exhaustiveness of scale. Single antonymous lexical items co-
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Table 5.1: Percentages of the category of Coordinated Antonymy in previous studies
investigating antonym functions.

coordination coordination
English 38.4% spoken English 31.3%
Jones (2002) Jones (2006)
child-directed English 18.4% child-produced English 22.9%
Murphy and Jones (2008) Murphy and Jones (2008)
Swedish 25.4% Japanese 13%
Murphy et al. (2009) Muehleisen and Isono (2009)
Serbian 44.4% Qura’an 74.6%
Kosti¢ (2011) Hassanein (2012)
Chinese 41.5%

Hsu (2015)

occur in the frames translated to English as X and Y or X or Y. In this category, ancillary
oppositions are not triggered because the coordinated antonyms form a phrase on their
own or in short phrases where ellipsis is possible. In my data 663 sentences were found
using this frame (293 sentences in the arabiCorpus and 370 in the arTenTen12). This
accounts for 22.1% of my data (19.5% of the arabiCorpus and 24.6% of the arTenTen12).
The sentences in (48) - (53) below give examples of the sentences included in this sub-
category.

(48)  duamly dadly Laadl ru;\l\ boduw i u Qi 25381y (arTenTen12: doc.id: 751,
s.id: 20821)

wa-iktasafa ~ ?anna surfat suqut al-?adsam al-xafifah w-a-ttaqilah
and-discovered that speed falling the-objects the-light and-the-heavy
wahidah

one

and he discovered that the free-fall speed of light and heavy objects is the same.
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(49)

(50)

(51)

3,51 & g3¥1 oS g sy oy pWl Cnellaill 5 WUAT megs ) 5 3m
G:U s P Logmudl il 5,15 o) (arabiCorpus: Hayat97, ref: BUS1997:16752)

wa-yatudu dalik ?ila tawstti  Patmali-ha fT al-qitaTayn al-fam
and-go.back that to expansion works-its in the-two.sectors the-public
wa-l-xas wa-irtifati  kamiyyat al-Padwiyah al-muwarradah
and-the-private and-increase amounts the-medicines the-imported
li-wazarat a-ssihhah a-ssufudiyah xilal —mawsim al-hadd

for-ministry the-health the-Saudi during season the-pilgrimage

and that goes back to the expansion of its work in the public and private sectors
and the increase in the amount of imported medicines for the Saudi ministry of
health during the pilgrimage season.

WSy Wl g b ) sl Lo WL Laladl gl Sl Uma Jo bl g
°J>~\Hj oI L camally dj—"” &= (arabiCorpus: Tajdid02, ref: 315dinehay-
atel97.txt)

wa-fi a-ssiyasah hal hadkar-na  ?imla?at al-yahud al-mugallafah
and-in the-politics did abandon-we dictates the-Jews the-covered
bi-a-sSarfiyah  a-ddawliyah tila sar{i allah wa-tahkimu-h Tala
in-the-legitimacy the-international to law Allah and-arbitration-it on
al-qawiyy w-a-ddafif  Yala a-ddat wa-l-?axar

the-strong and-the-weak on the-self and-the-other

and in politics, did we abandon the Jew’s dictations which are covered with
international legitimacy to God’s law and arbitration of it on the strong and the
weak, on the self and the other?

Llidy =\ UL.‘:‘ G e O ey Lol §)1s) ) BLeYL (arabiCorpus:
Ahram99, ref: 090199ECON04)

bi-1-?idafah ?ila ?idarah xasah bi-tamltk a-SSarikat
in-the-addition to department special in-possession the-companies
bi-mafrifat ?asbab nadgahi-ha wa-fasali-ha

in-identifying reasons success-its and-failure-its

in addition to a special department for handing possession to companies by know-
ing the reasons behind its success and failure.
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(52) eV ) H,Jfﬂ oo el s 93! & dLJ sLid b JfL (arTenTen12: doc.id:
3512751, s.id: 78174932) )

natkul ma nasa?u wa-na?tt Yala al-qawiyy w-a-ddafif  min
we.eat what we.like and-finish.off on the-strong and-the-weak from
al-tarnab ?ila al-fil

the-rabbit to the-elephant

We eat whatever we want and finish off the strong and the weak, from the rabbit
to the elephant.

Al 056 LS 05y LT ol (arTenTen12: doc.id: 2239751, s.id: 51612662)

Payna a-SSudktan min ?Pummat al-Yarab wa-l-muslimm  ?Pasbah-na kulu-na
where the-brave from nation the-Arab and-the-Muslims became-we all-us
&ubunara &urdan tastahiqqu al-garaq wa-l-mawt al-muhm

cowards rats deserve  the-drowning and-the-death the-humiliating

?nahya wa-namutu kama tamutu al-7anYam
do-we.live and-we.die like die the-animals

Where are the brave of the Arab and Muslim nation, we all became cowards, rats
that deserve drowning and humiliating death, do we live and die like how animals

die.

The six sentences above all share the same frame X wa- Y hosting antonymous adjectives,

nouns, or verbs. In sentence (48), for example, the adjectives daad| alzafifah ‘light’ and

ALYl attagilah ‘heavy’ describe the noun rL.‘q;\H al?acgsam ‘objects’. All objects of
any weight are included in the proposition that the free-fall speed is always equal. In
sentence (49), the two sectors, the public and the private, are included in the expansion.
Similarly, sentence (50) demands the arbitration of Sharia law on both the strong and
the weak, sentence (51) asks for finding out the reasons behind both success and failure
when they occur, sentence (52) includes both strong animals and weak ones in the diet,
and sentence (53) condemns having no noble cause in life and describes it as living and
dying as animals.

These sentences combine the antonym construction and the construction X wa- Y to

indicate the inclusiveness of both antonyms and the area of indifference between them.
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Another frame that is also used to indicate inclusiveness is the use of j‘ Zaw ‘or’ in the

frame X or Y. The number of sentences using this frame in my data is 170 sentences (73

sentences in the arabiCorpus and 97 in the arTenTen12). The sentences (54) - (56) give

examples of the frame X or Y used to indicate inclusiveness.

(54)

(55)

Lol e sloe A bslas 4301 LW o Loghe O & sl Loghe 57 0 3
Lo gny! ;\ s (arabiCorpus: Watan02, ref: 011209t42435SPOR)

wa-furas kullin min-huma mutasawiyah f-kullun min-huma min
and-chances all  from-them equal for-all from-them from
a-nnahiyah al-fanniyah xututu-h mutakamilah sawa?an min a-nnahiyah
the-side the-technical lines-its complete whether from the-side
a-ddifaSiyyah ?aw al-hudguimiyah

the-defending or the-attacking

Both their chances are equal, for technically both of them have equally strong
lines whether from the side of defending or attacking.

il e 0552 2 BN il (e sl DLl G K L
0,3lgs o Lamy Lemndd LeSlad j Vil ol L il O b sl N (arTenTenl2:
doc.id: 2960601, s.id: 66916427)

fima sakkala harq a-33ab a-ttunist bufYazizl li-nafsi-h
whereas formed burning the-young.man the-Tunisian Bouazizi to-self-his
a-SSararah allatt fagdgarat maxztun min al-gadab al-kamin wa-lladi ma kana
the-spark that exploded reserve of the-anger the-buried and-that not was
?8adda al-muragibm tafa?ulan ?Yaw tasa?uman li-yalhad ba%dan min

most the-observers optimism or pessimism to-notice some of
bawadiri-h

indications-its

whereas the Tunisian young man’s burning of himself was the spark that ignited
a reserve of buried anger which not even the observers with the most optimism
or pessimism were to notice some of its indications.
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(56) Wl QL;Z g dlall Loy NIl ;‘ Cl;c..)\ Ll (arTenTen12: doc.id:
2690451, s.id: 61018620) )

Yamma a-nnadgah ?aw al-fasal f1 Yamal al-hukumah al-mugblilah
while the-success or the-failure in work the-government the-coming
fa-huwa sa?nu a-nnas

then-it matter the-people

as for the success or failure of the government, that’s the people’s concern

The sentences in (54) - (56) all use the frame X Paw Y to indicate inclusiveness of
antonyms. Sentence (54) refers to the strength of two football teams in both their
defending and attacking sides. Sentence (55) refers to the incident that started the Arab
Spring and uses the frame X 7Paw Y to include all observers whether they are optimistic
or pessimistic. The most optimistic and the most pessimistic of the observers all could
not predict the Arab Spring to take place. Similarly, in sentence (56) success and failure
are both described as the people’s concern.

The sentences hosting coordinated pairs of antonyms presented so far all include
pairs of antonyms in frames X wa- Y and X Paw Y. The pairs are all single lexical units.
However, similar to Jones’s Coordinated Antonymy, a group of sentences using the frame
X wa- Y where the pair of antonyms is found in larger coordinated phrases is included in
this category. These sentences are included in coordinated antonymy for three reasons.
First, they do reflect the meaning of inclusiveness as stated earlier which is the defining
characteristic of this category. Second, an ancillary opposition is not triggered in these
sentences because they appear in the same phrases where ellipsis is possible. Lastly,
the pair of antonyms are part of a phrase or clause that repeat the same words, and an
ellipsis of these words results in the sentences to be similar to the other sentences of this

category. Examples are presented below.



111

(58)

Lelos ia.l.jj Logma e oS C{)‘ o Ywls lggass (arabiCorpus: Thawra,
ref: printview61279)

wa-mafhiman Samilan Yan  a-rrad{i tasmil ?aslihah hujuimiyyah
and-notion  general about the-defence include weapons attacking
wa-raslihah difaYiyyah

and-weapons defending

and a general notion about defence that includes offensive weapons and defensive
weapons

ol 2ol U2 Vs mad) Lasags meodl sy (1 gl L2 e Ln SOT Y

sl &‘M\ O et L) R (j&f\ A ujj TM (arTenTen12: doc.id:
3091301 s.id: 69555007) -

la ?atakalmu huna Yan klisat a-ddawlah allatT yatanazaYu-ha al-gamiiu

not I.talk here about cliche the-country that dispute-it the-all
wa-yaddaft-ha al-gamiiu wa-la  yaqul Yahad ?ayna tabd?u wa-?ayna
and-claim-it  the-all and-not say one where begin and-where
tantaht ?inn-1  ?takallamu Yan al-mudgtama¥i Yan al-Yays Yan
end indeed-I I.talk about the-society about the-living about
al-mustagbal

the-future

I do not talk about the country cliche that everyone disputes and everyone claims,
and do not say where do you begin and where do you end. I am talking about
society, about living, about future.



112

(59) U ki adify atlo ol Y laadl olsxly e ol glas jlal) flo aal
(_Asall (jb..ﬂj A (]L-J‘ Ol (lale 4 oljle dla . oulled | (arTenTenl2:
doc.id: 2638651, s.id: 59902226)

lagad saga al-madazu xitabayy ibn Yarabt wa-?ixwan a-ssafa ?illa
indeed formulated the-allegory discourse Ibn Arabi and-Ikhwaan Assafa unless
Panna siyagatu-h wa-tamtilu-h taxtalif fi al-xitabam

that formulation-its and-represtentaion-its differs in the-two.discourses
hunaka madgazat kulliyah Yammah ka-madkazat  al-Yalam al-kabtr

there allegories broad general like-metaphors the-world the-big
wa-l-falam  a-ssagir

and-the-world the-small

Allegory formulated the discourse of Ibn Arabi and Ikhwaan Assafa, but its for-
mulation and representation differs in the two discourses. There are broad general
allegories like the metaphors of the big world and the small world,

(60) o 5,55 am b O3] 20 5A g Sagad! oYl Yly Cabloall £ ) Gls) oa
55 dm dt CJaJ‘j (arTenTen12: doc.id: 3810551, s.id: 84261559)

huwa al-bawabah a-rra?tsiyah li-l-Yawatif wa-l-?infiYalat  a-ssafidah
it the-gate  the-main  for-the-affections and-the-emotions the-happy
wa-l-hazinah al-huzun ya?tt bafda fikrah wa-1-farah yartt

and-the-sad the-sadness come after idea and-the-happiness come
baSda fikrah
after idea

It is the main gate for emotions: the happy ones and the sad ones. Sadness comes
after a thought and happiness comes after a thought.

The four sentences above show examples of coordinated phrases. The pair of adjectives
Lagma hudgumiyyah ‘attacking” and =L difafiyyah ‘defending’ in sentence (57) are
both part of noun phrases where they modify the noun ‘weapons’. In sentence (58) the

antonymous verbs Jag ‘begin’ and s~ ‘end’ are used in two coordinated questions.
In sentence (59), there is an inclusiveness of both the large world and small world. The

antonym pair here occurs in two noun phrases also. Sentence (60) uses the frame X and

Y twice. The first one is for hosting single lexical items in &y 541y 8amud! ‘the happy

and the sad’; and the second use of this frame is hosting the clauses bfé A diﬂ O
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‘sadness comes after a thought’ and oJ.i_s A= JL z J_&J\ ‘happiness comes after a
thought’.

A very small number of sentences from the group Coordination (23 sentences: seven in
the arabiCorpus and sixteen in the arTenTen12) follow the same pattern as the sentences
discussed above but no coordination morpheme is present. Instead, a comma is placed
between the parallel structures. This structure is used more in English but in Arabic
‘and’ is generally needed which makes this group noticeably smaller. Sentences (61) and

(62) give examples of these sentences.

(61) ol Cans g (552l 855 ot s & S spm &3l (arTenTenl2: doc.id:
1676551, s.id: 39232502) ) ) )

fa-l-mawt yunht kulla Say?in yunht quwwata al-qawwi yunht daSfa
for-the-death ends every thing ends strength the-strong ends weakness

a-ddaStf
the-weak

for death ends everything, it ends the strength of the strong, it ends the weakness
of the weak.

(62) Lyl WL ool o5 (W ousd) aed LUy (ete Lol padl) 58
(arabiCorpus: Masri2010, ref: A25916311803S300D16-Jun-2010)

kuratu al-qadam riyadah sahth wa-lakinna-ha tusYidu al-malaym
ball  the-foot sport right and-but-it make.happy the-millions
galiban tuhzinu al-malaym galiban Paydan

occasionally make.sad the-millions occasionally also

Football is a sport; but it makes millions happy occasionally, makes millions sad
occasionally, too.
In sentence (61) the two clauses are coordinated using the parallelism between them
and separated by a comma. The first part of the sentence shows that the coordination
of the two clauses indicates inclusiveness. Death ends everything, it ends the strength
and weakness of people. Sentence (62) refers to how football can be the cause of many

people’s happiness and sadness. It has control over both emotions. The antonymous
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verbs aawd tusiid ‘make happy’ and J.i tuhzin ‘make sad’ are coordinated parallel
structures.
A small group of sentences, and the last in this category, that use the coordination

structure to indicate inclusiveness include negation with la; i.e. both antonyms are

negated in the frame Yy .. ¥ la ... wala ‘not X and not Y’. The construction X and Y
that indicates inclusiveness integrates with the negation construction. This integration
produces a construction that still indicates inclusiveness because not X is the opposite
of not Y.! There are nine sentences in the arTenTen12 and three sentences in the ara-
biCorpus that coordinate negated antonyms for Inclusiveness. These sentences indicate

inclusiveness of the antonyms and the whole scale between them. Examples are presented

in (63) - (65).

(63) &loadU ¥y oM ¥ Zo> 1, ¥ 5301 gl lia Ls (arabiCorpus: Ghadol,
ref: A{457592}S{MainPage}D03-31-2011)

{ala hada a-nnahwi lladt la yurait hurmatan la li-I-?ahya?i wa-la
on this the-way that not observe respect not for-the-alive and-not
li-l-?amwat

for-the-dead

this way that does not observe respect not for the living and not for the dead

(60) o5 3 Y5 oA oy 3 Y LRemlsl Ly G plawsly &y )l gl iz
(}-‘—J\ (arabiCorpus: Hayat96, ref: GEN1996:4276)

wa-bi-tafakuk a-dduwal al-Yarabiyyah wa-inYidamu
and-with-disconnection the-countries the-Arab and-lack

a-ttansiq bayna-ha li-muadkahati-ha la i zamani al-harbi
the-arrangement between-them to-face-it not in time  the-war
wa-la T zamani i-ssilm

and-not in time  the-peace

and with the disconnection and lack of arrangement between the Arab countries
to face this not in times of war and not in times of peace

IThe frame not X and not Y functions differently in other sentences in the data. This function is
discussed under Negation for Cancelling in section 5.5.3.
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(65) i C:.«u“ 3 Aely L~ (‘Q}e Yy S5 Y > Yy ae Yy (arTenTenl2:
doc.id: 1038051, s.id: 24932171)

wa-la  fabdun wa-l1a hur 1a dakarun wa-la ?Punta fa-?inna-kum
and-not slave  and-not liberal not male and-not female for-indeed-you
&amifan fi lmasthi yasuy

all in Christ Jesus

not a slave and not a liberal not a male and not a female, you are all the same in
Jesus the Christ
The three sentences in (63) - (65) show inclusiveness of the antonym pair. Sentence
(63) criticises somebody for being inconsiderate to everyone including all those who are
living and those who are dead. The inclusiveness here is expressed through negating both
antonyms. Similarly, the sentence in (64) explains that there is no arrangement between
the Arab countries in both times of war and peace. The frame used here is again one
that negates both antonyms only to include them. The sentence in (65) also includes
everyone to be equal in the eyes of Jesus: both males and females.
Inclusiveness is the most widely used construction hosting antonym pairs. The sen-
tences in this category feature coordinated antonyms indicating inclusiveness. Coordina-

tion, however, is used widely for a variety of functions as the following category shows.

5.2 Antithesis

The sentences in the category Antithesis feature a co-occurring pair of antonyms in a
coordinated structure hosting phrases or clauses. There is an antithesis created between
the two phrases/clauses. In antithesis, two opposing situations are presented parallel to
each other using antonymous pairs in which opposing propositions are contrasted. This
juxtaposed opposition is regarded as a semantic embellishment that is commonly used
in Arabic discourse (Abdul-Raof, 2006).

In the majority of sentences in this sub-category, a pair of antonyms co-occur in two
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parallel clauses coordinated with ¢ wa ‘and’. The antonym pair in coordinated clauses
represent a contrast between two situations. This function appears in 555 sentences in
the dataset (259 sentences in the arabiCorpus and 296 in the arTenTen12) which makes

18.5% of the dataset (17.3% of arabiCorpus and 19.7% of arTenTen12). Sentence (66)

shows an example of this group.

(66) ojf\ Lo J.g.ﬁb w\ Lo fjb‘ U\j_a {VEN u’ el b Al d\.a,u S
(arabiCorpus: Masri2010, ref: A23912011641S321D5-Jan- 2010)

wa-dalla  madhab-T mundu tilka al-lahdah  fi al-hayat huwa ?an ?uqawim

and-stayed ideology since that the-moment in the-life it to resist
ma fuhibb wa-?Yatahammal ma ?akrah
what I.love and-tolerate what I.hate

and since that moment my ideology became to resist what I love and tolerate
what I hate.

The writer of (66) describes a turning point in his life when he stopped seeking the

pleasures of life. The verbal pair u}i Puhib ‘love’ and ‘lr{ i Pakrah ‘hate’ are part of
two parallel clauses both of the structure V what I V. This sentence presents a contrast
between two attitudes resisting what he loves and tolerating what he hates. These two
attitudes are part of his new ideology.

Sentences like the one in (66) are also found in previous studies on antonymy. These
sentences were included under an Ancillary Antonymy category. For example, the fol-
lowing sentence from Murphy et al. (2009) shows an ancillary contrast between student

and teacher:

(67)  Ldraren dr aktiv och eleven passiv.

‘The teacher is active and the student passive.” (In Murphy et al., 2009: 2167)

There is an antithesis in sentence (67) between the student being passive and the teacher

being active. More examples from the MSA data are presented in (68) - (70) below.
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(68) awad 0 Lo o 0y awdd g b KU L2 Qi (arTenTen12: doc.id:479301,
s.id: 12023067)

Pan yuhibbu li-lkaffah ma yuhibbu li-nafsi-h wa-yakrahu la-hum
that love for-everyone what love for-self-his and-hate  for-them

ma yakrahu li-nafsi-h
what hate for-self-his

that one should love for everybody what they love for themselves, and hate for
everybody what they hate for themselves.

(69) 1 W6 s Oy Ul Wb Lims’ ]y camlald Lo S 3l G4 Snai ool (o
JE 090 olleadly Sledl o s Oyl Ny (arabiCorpus: Ahram99,
ref:0717990PINO4 )

min Padil nusrat al-haqq al-Yarabrt bi-kulli ma nastatiiu-h wa-?ida
for sake supporting the-right the-Arab in-all what we.can-it  wa-if
nadkah-na fa-l-na fYakru-na wa-?in fasal-na fa-l-na Tadr

succeed-we then-for-us reward-our and-if lose-we then-for-us reward
wa-lakin al-wuquf Tala a-rrastf bi-1-lafitat wa-a-SSiTarat
and-but the-standing on the-pavement with-the-signs and-the-banners
duna  Yamal

without work

...for supporting the Arab right with all our ability and if we succeed, we have our
reward, and if we fail, we have a reward [from God] but standing on the pavement
with signs and banners without work...

(70) o35 sl mal) o)y slel olie¥ ol Gy oe 3 F iw Gu (arabiCorpus:
Ahram99, ref: 0825990PINO7)
bi-hayt yabqga kullun fi makani-h yabqga ?abna?u al-?agniya?i
in-which stay everyone in place-his stay children the-rich

Pagniya?an wa-r?abnatu al-fuqara?i fugara?an
rich and-children the-poor poor

and so everyone stays still, the children of the rich stay rich and the children of
the poor poor

Sentences (68), (69) and (70) show two coordinated clauses hosting antonymous pairs

with no ancillary opposition created. In (68), one is advised to ‘love’ for everybody to
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get the same things they would love for themselves; and ‘hate’ for everybody everything
they would hate for themselves. Similarly, in (69), the verbs ‘succeed’ and ‘fail” are in
coordinated clauses. They are presented as distinct possible outcomes of supporting the
rights of people. Sentence (70) presents a contrast between two groups, the children of
the rich and the children of the poor.

Some sentences in this category feature antonyms triggering another opposition in

the sentence. The following are examples of such sentences.

(71)  Lalday olud¥ls sLd ] Blag o (}-m) Sy ony Y ol ool Jo all Gl
P9 ¥ LKy (arTenTenl2: doc.id:334251, s.id:8580437 )

xalaga allahu tatala  al-mawt wa-l-?Yinsanu la yurid-uh
created Allah Almighty the-death and-the-human not want-it
wa-lakinna-hu yusallimu  bi-h wa-xalaga al-hayah wa-l-?insanu
and-but-he  acknowledge in-it and-created the-life and-the-human
yatlubu-ha wa-lakinna-ha la tadum

desire-it  and-but-it not last

God Almighty created death and humans do not want it, but acknowledge it; and
created life and humans desire it, but it does not last.

(72) i) ondeuds L g o6 (arTenTenl2: doc.id:4068651, s.id:89359332 )

namutu wa-tahya filastin  al-habibah
we.die and-it.lives Palestine the-beloved

We die and the beloved Palestine lives.

(73) aall &£ Sldly G5 ) £ Sy (arTenTen12: doc.id: 1981951, s.id: 45897458)
al-?amanah tadkurru a-rrizq wa-l-xiyanah tadgurru al-faqr
the-honesty pull the-wealth and-the-dishonesty pull the-poverty

Honesty breeds wealth and dishonesty breeds poverty.

Sentence (71) refers to life and death and to human reaction towards them. It features

two clasues coordinated with ¢ wa ‘and’. In the first clause, God created death, and
humans do not want it, but acknowledge it. In the second clause, God created life,

and humans want it but it does not last. The whole sentence makes use of multiple
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opposition between God and humans, death and life, desiring and not desiring. Sentence

(72) coordinates the antonymous verbs & o na-mat ‘we die’ and W< ta-hya ‘it lives’. The
difference between the verbs is that one starts with ‘na’ the first-person plural clitic and
the other with ‘ta’ the third-person singular clitic. This difference is important because
it shows the ancillary opposition triggered between the people (we) and the country (it).
The country is more important than the people. In sentence (73) there is a coordination
between ‘honesty’” and ‘dishonesty’ and what each one has as a consequence. One brings
bounty, they other poverty. An ancillary opposition is triggered between ‘bounty’ and
‘poverty’.

More examples of Antithesis featuring an ancillary contrast are the two sentences in

(74) and (75).

(74) elab Abs of Leds sl s Ol Jamally o ims ) el Jazall oY
Sl C.wLw (arTenTen12: doc.id:2690001, s.id: 61009674)

litanna al-muftaqal a-ssagir alladr tai’s  wa-l-muttaqal al-kabir alladt
because the-prison the-small that you.live and-the-prison the-big that
?al1s Yallama-na ?anna hunaka fada?un sasitun li-l1-fikr

Llive taught-us that there space vast  for-the-thought

because the small prison you are living, and the big prison I am living taught us
that there is vast space for thought

(75) v SAde oM sl ;ﬂ AL ‘Cum G wletls rf‘@ﬂ 3 Gl e f_'cJJb_j
OUlsd ) e ones Jod! (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 1430151, s.id: 33886962)

wa-bi-rrugmi min darawati-h fi al-hudgim wa-istimatati-h fr
and-in-spite from ferocity-his in the-attack and-desperation-his in
a-ddifati  nadidu ?anna hunak Yalaqgat mustarakah bayna a-nnamil
the-defence we.find that there relationships shared between the-ants
wa-gayruh min al-hayawanat

and-other from the-animals

and in spite of his ferocity in attacking and desperation in defence, we find that
there are shared relationships between ants and other animals
In sentence (74), two places for detention are coordinated; one is big, exile, and one
is small, prison. Both these places teach the people imprisoned in them to think. An

ancillary opposition is created between the speaker and the addressee of the sentence,
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or on a larger scale, between the people in exile and the people in prison. The sentence
in (75) features an antithesis between ‘attacking’ and ‘defending’. The two nouns are

coordinated to describe the ferociousness of ants. This description is enhanced with the

use of the near synonyms &liul istimatah ‘desperation’ and 8l > darawah ‘ferocity’.
The category Antithesis is the second largest category of antonym functions in MSA.

The antonym pair function as triggers of a larger opposition between two situations

with or without the use of an ancillary opposition. The third largest category in this

classification is Antonyms in Grammatical Relations.

5.3 Antonyms in Grammatical Relations

The category Antonyms in Grammatical Relations is one of the large groups of antonym
co-occurrence. It includes sentences with an antonym pair related to each other syntacti-
cally. Three types of grammatical relations are found in the data: a pair of antonyms can
act as arguments of a verb, as part of equational sentences, or as a verb and its argument
in the cases of cross-categorical antonymy. A similar use of antonyms has been reported
in Swedish (Murphy et al., 2009). A pair of antonyms co-occurs in a sentence where one
member of the pair is the subject and the other is the object. The example in (76) shows
this use in Swedish.

(76) a. Stora koper sma
Big buys little

b. Det gamla moter det nya
The old  meets the new (In Murphy et al., 2009: 2173)

Murphy et al. (2009) put the sentences similar to the ones in (76) in the residual
category where they are labelled Transitive. This use of antonym pairs is also found in
the Qura’an (Hassanein, 2012). Hassanein grouped these sentences as Case Antonymy

which he defined as ‘the co-occurrence of an antonymous pair within a framework that



121

signals case roles being played by one of its antonymous members or by both’ (Hassanein,
2012: 212).

In my classification, Transitive is a subcategory of the class Antonyms in Grammat-
ical Relations. Other subcategories include antonyms in the Substantive and Verbal
forms. The number of sentences in this category is 243 (127 in the arabiCorpus and 116
in the arTenTen12) which accounts for 7.6% of my data (7.5% of the arabiCorpus data

and 7.7% of the arTenTen12 data). The three sub-categories are discussed below.

5.3.1 Transitive

The Transitive sub-category includes 118 sentences (53 in the arTenTen12 and 65 in the
arabiCorpus). These sentences have a co-occurring pair of nominal antonyms where one
is a subject of a verb and the other is its object or a pair of adjectival antonyms where
one is a modifier of the subject and the other is a modifier of the object. This sub-
category is labelled following Murphy et al. (2009). One sentence in Jones’s Ancillary
Antonymy category is classified according to the present classification as an example of

the Transitive category. This sentence is repeated in (77) below.

(77) Baxter’s active can-do has been overtaken by the passive why-bother. (Jones,
2002: 52)

In (77), the pair active/passive modify the doer and the receiver of the action. At the

same time, an opposition is triggered between the modified nouns. The following are

similar sentences from the Arabic data.
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(78)

(79)

(80)

e sl Wit O iy gy JUBYI fe ey Cydls (s )l ol LS

2wl (arabiCorpus: Tajdid02, ref: 401lisslamic1456.txt)

kma ?anna a-rrutba wa-l-xawfa yadharu Yala al-?atfali ~ bi-wuduh
as that the-terror and-the-fear appear on the-children in-evident
wa-tabata harbun yasunnu-ha al-qawiyyu Yala a-ddaStf
and-added war wage-it the-strong on the-weak

In addition, terror and fear appeared on children evidently. He added: a war
waged by the strong on the weak.

L o3ty i)l 4Ol s KL a0l gl 85 Dsladl Juz
ol d\’; dj—‘m (arabiCorpus: Hayat96, ref: GEN1996:4147)

Pay  bi-gatli al-mufadalah hurrah bi-l-mafna a-ssilbiyy

that.is in-making the-equation free  in-the-meaning the-negative
li-l-kalimah ya?kul fi-ha al-kabir a-ssagir wa-yastagwt fr-ha al-qawiyy
for-the-word eat in-it the-big the-small and-intimidate in-it the-strong
Tala a-ddaftf

on the-weak

that is by making the equation free in the negative sense of the word, where the
big eat the small and the strong intimidate the weak

C\:.CJ‘ o9 Jaall |5 (arabiCorpus: Hayat97, ref: GEN1997:33520)

qatala al-fasalu  Yaduwa-hu a-nnadah
killed the-failure enemy-its the-success

Failure killed its enemy success
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(81) s olly (xiadl Lo Jodd) et my ) de dby @ o Las iy A o)
il Ll oo aly oYl s SOt ) 3yladl Le acsladly (LA
(arTenTen12: doc.id: 1197851, s.id: 28682732)

?inna-hu al-xartf Yindama yafridu Surtuta-hu Yala a-rrabiyi
indeed-it the-autumn when impose conditions-its on the-spring
fa-yantasiru a-ddubul Yala a-ttafatuh ~ wa-l-mawt Yala al-hayat

then-win  decay  on the-blooming and-the-death on the-life
w-a-ttadkaitd Yala a-nnadarah ?inna-hu al-kibar  gabla al-?awan
and-the-wrinkles on  the-freshness indeed-it the-ageing before the-time

wa-1-gurtb fi saYati al-fadgr
and-the-sunset in time the-dawn

It is Autumn as it forces its conditions on Spring, then decay prevails over bloom,
death over life, wrinkles over freshness. It is early ageing, and sunset in dawn.

(82) A o> | gu5 Spill fj.’_dﬂ Qi 555 da>M | (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 1003701,
s.id: 24114186)

al-mulahadatu tu?akkid Yanna a-nnudktma a-ssgirah tadiru hawla
the-inspection confirms that the-stars  the-little orbit round
al-kabirah

the-big

Inspection confirms that the little stars orbit the big ones.

In sentence (78), & > harb ‘war’ is waged by ‘the strong’ (agent) on ‘the weak’ (patient).
Sentence (79) makes use of this Transitive function of antonyms twice. The first use is in
the clause ‘the big’ eat ‘the small’; the second is in the clause ‘the strong’ intimidate ‘the
weak’. Sentence (80) shows another instance of this use when ‘failure kills success’. In
(81) ‘death’ gains victory over ‘life’ in a transitive form where the pair of antonyms are
used contrastively. In this sentence, early ageing is described with a series of canonical
pairs of antonyms where one prevails over the other. Similarly, the ‘little stars’ orbit ‘the
big ones’ in (82).

The sub-category of Transitive use of antonyms includes some sentences where an
ancillary contrast is generated between another pair of phrases. Three examples of this

are listed in (83) - (85).
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(83) Jsldkl slt] oo s, guady Al AaiY) Cand me 33LE Cteedla¥] 593 fam Lo lis
.4 ,a2| (arabiCorpus: Hayat96, ref: GEN1996:6441)

hada ma d&afala quwatu al-?islamiym tatarafaq ma%fa datfi

This what made strength the-Islamists accompany with weakness
al-Tandimati al-qa?imah wa-qusturu-ha Yan ?idgadi al-hululi al-&gadriyyah
the-regimes the-existing and-failure-its from finding the-solutions the-radical

this is what made the strength of Islamists accompany the weakness of existing
regimes and their failure to find radical solutions.

(84) 5.1 fjﬂ‘ @l kel UG Uj.:\n ;,J.;i 3 @ o5 (arTenTenl2:
doc.id: 3673801, s.id: 81577112) )

kun mudaqiqan fI ?glabi al-?umir f-a-ttaYaliba a-ssagirah tutlifu al-kurtima
be exact in most the-issues for-the-foxes the-little damage the-vines
al-kabirah

the-big

Always be careful, for the little foxes damage the big vines.

(85) i o)) L) HUadly ao¥l fs (gsitag SYG lany L las] Q)
Lo i, ol el r\.)é;\fb_ (arabiCorpus: Ghad02, ref: A{428731}S{MainPage}D03-

28-2011)

lakinna-hu Paxta?a katiran wa-Yamiqan f-al-?akbar yastagwi Sala
but-he err a.lot  and-deeply for-the-biggest intimidate on
al-?asgar w-a-nnidamu  a-nniyabt a-ddaSif yurfas

the-smallest and-the-system the-parliamentary the-weak kick
bi-l-a?aqdam li-bina?i  diktaturiyyah qawiyyah
with-the-feet to-building dictatorship strong

but he made a lot of big mistakes, for the biggest intimidate the smallest, and
the weak parliamentary system kicks about to build a strong dictatorship

In (83), the strength of the Islamists goes hand in hand with the weakness of the

regimes. The nouns 3¢5 quwwah ‘strength’ and e~ daff ‘weakness’ are annexed to
other nouns which creates an opposition between them, the Islamists on one end and the

regimes on the other. In (84), an ancillary opposition is created between foxes and vines

that are being modified by antonym adjectives daswll assagirah ‘little’ and &)
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alkabtextscirah ‘big’.

The first part of sentence (85) ‘the biggest intimidate the smallest’ is similar to sen-

tence (79). However, the second part is where the ancillary opposition is created between

s rU'a.'J\ ‘the parliamentary system’ described as weak and &, 5L ‘dictatorship’
described as strong. A parliamentary system is weak and is dying and its death is causing

the birth of a strong dictatorship.

5.3.2 Substantive

The Substantive group includes equational sentences where the nominal and/or adjectival
antonyms are contrasted. FEquational refers to verbless sentences in Arabic (Ryding,

2005). The following are some examples of this category.

(86) s opo S Glas gae Lol Jgb oa oo S LY Yao Vb oy ol Ko
(S oKl (s pad (arabiCorpus: Hayat96, ref: GEN1996:7696)

yumkin ?an yusamma bi-1-?ustliyyati al-?itniyyah fa-kullu man huwa
can to called in-the-fundamental the-ethnic for-all who he
tawTlu al-qamah Yaduwwun mutlaq li-kulli man huwa qasiru-ha

tall  the-figure enemy absolute for-all who he  short-its
wa-l-Taksu bi-1-Yaks

and-the-opposite for-the-opposite

which can be called the fundamental ethnicity: everyone who is tall is an absolute
enemy to everyone who is short, and vice versa.

(87) LY e o5 et Lvjus by UtdUas (arabiCorpus: Ghad02, ref:
A{416410}S{Jordan}D03-06-2011)

mutalibma bi-bina?i madrasah li-fasli a-ddukur Yan al-?inat
demanding in-building school for-separation the-males from the-females

demanding the building of a school for the separation of males from females



126

The two sentences above give examples of pairs of antonyms in equational sentences. In
(86), ‘tall’ people are said to be enemies of ‘short’ people. Sentence (87) calls for the
separation of ‘males’ and ‘females’.

Some sentences in this category trigger another contrast in the sentence, such as the

sentence in (88) below.

(88) LAl cuoly iSOl alll Zlee oY 1350 eglald pamiontd (0nad ) las Lol
sl (arabiCorpus: Thawra, ref: kuttab59172)

Pamma sigar al-murtasin fa-yustahsan tadgahula-hum mu?aqgatan li?anna
while small the-corrupt then-be.better ignoring-them temporarily because
mufaqabat al-lissi ~ al-kabir kafilatan bi-ta?dib  al-liss  a-ssagrr
punishing the-thief the-big enough in-discipline the-thief the-small

as for the small bribe takers, it is better to ignore them temporarily because
punishing the big thieves disciplines the small ones.

In sentence (88), the pair ASI) alkabtestscir ‘large’ and asuall assagtestscir ‘little’
both modify the noun ‘thief’. The two phrases are parallel to each other and are part of

larger parallel clauses in which the sentence claims that punishing the big thief disciplines

the small thief. Both clauses are verbless. There is an ancillary opposition between

{3leo mufagabat ‘punishing’ and MJE ta?drb ‘disciplining’.

5.3.3 Verbal

In the group I call Verbal, pairs of antonyms are of different word classes. One antonym
in the pair is a verb and the other is a noun object. The verb acts on its antonymous
noun. Gradability of the pair plays an important role in the meaning expressed in the
sentence. If the pair of antonyms is gradable, this use of the antonyms indicates a lesser
degree of the noun. If the pair is non-gradable, then the meaning that this use gives is

the reversing of state from one antonym to the other.



127

The sentences (89) to (91) give examples of gradable pairs of antonyms that fall

under this sub-category. They show the verb as if it is moving the noun along the scale

of opposition.

(89)

(90)

Lool Sl o LD Lis 85 Cai2 Lo jaes bl oda e sl o 13,
(arabiCorpus: Hayat96, ref: GEN1996:5067)

wa-7ida kana ?udxila Yala hadihi a-ddirasah batda ma yuxaffifu
and-if be introduced on this the-study some what lighten
tiqla hada a-ttayar min laftat  ?adabiyyah

heaviness this the-tide of gestures literary

whether there was introduced to this study some of what would lighten the heav-
iness of this tide of literary gestures

rERS J\.{i U«.LALM S A Tl zJLi..a.n A Qj.“ 3 (arTenTen12: doc.id:
4950101, s.id: 107277177) )

fi al-mawti yakburu a-ssigar yusbihu hadita al-murahigma

in the-death become.big the-little.ones become talk the-adolescents

Paktara &giddryah

more  serious

in death, the little ones grow up, adolescents’ talk becomes more serious

Sl Jsb dlie nasy oM jL e s Q_NL (arTenTen12: doc.id: 3874501,
s.id: 85512431)

fa-?abat mada Yalya-ka satwa blagat-T wa-qasura

then-reject scope highness-your utmost eloquence-my and-shortened

fan-ka tulu lisan-1
from-you length tongue-my

your high status is above my eloquence and my long tongue fell short from you

In (89), the new introductions to the literary genre lighten its heaviness. It is possible to

conceptualize that the ‘tide of literary gestures’ is pulled down the heaviness scale as an

effect of the verb «2ax yuzaffif ‘lighten’. In (90), the children’s age increases when they

discuss death and this is expressed using the verb A5G yakbur ‘grow up’. The noun

J\.«'-..aﬂ sigar ‘little ones’ is contrasted by its verbal antonym so it is pulled up the scale.
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The sentence in (91) is a line of poetry taken from a panegyric poem. Here a figurative
use of antonyms expresses the inability of the poet to praise this person regardless of the
poet’s eloquence. His long tongue (a metonym of poetic ability) is shortened because no
one is able enough to praise this person’s high status.

The following sentence in (92) uses non-gradable pairs of antonyms where one is a
verb and the other a noun. As explained before, this use reverses the state of the referent

from one antonym to the other.

(92) o3k e Vly BV s (dsd) ety aldl g e 5 ddems
(arTenTen12: doc.id: 780951, s.id: 19046065)

wa-gafala-hu yukallimu a-nnasa  fi al-mahdi wa-yuhyiyi al-mawta
and-made-him speak the-people in the-cradle and-bring.to.life the-dead
wa-yubri?u al-?akmaha wa-l-?abrasa bi-?idni llah

and-heal  the-blind  and-the-leper in-permission Allah

and He made him [Jesus| speak to people in his cradle, bring the dead back to
life, and heal the blind and the leper with God’s permission.

(93) A5 ol daay Lo o) cbeu dax &, 4lad (arabiCorpus: Shurug,
ref:A37018WmHmdem€vdAlEmAmDQS—Apr—2009 )

fa-zaharat badkatah sawda?u li-tanft ma yuStagad ?anna-hu mu?akkad
so-appeared swan black  to-deny what think that-it  confirmed

so a black swan appeared to deny what he thought to be confirmed.

In (92), Jesus is able to bring the dead back to life. The verb £ yuhyr ‘bring to life’

acts upon its nominal antonym g j.l‘ almawta ‘the dead’ and reverses their state from
death to life. Similarly, in (93), the adjective AS3e mu?akkad describes the patient of the

verb a5 tanfr ‘confirmed’.
To conclude the discussion of this category, Antonyms in Grammatical Relations con-

tains three groups of sentences, sentences in a Transitive relation, sentences containing
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antonyms in the Substantive, and sentences with cross-categorical antonyms with a Ver-
bal antonym. The sentences in this big category vary in meaning but they are similar in

their grammatical relation and this is the reason they are grouped here.

5.4 Comparison

The category of Comparison is defined as ‘the co-occurrence of an antonymous pair
within a framework that places those words in a comparative contrast or measures one
antonym against the other’ (Jones, 2002: 76). Jones (2002) classifies his Comparative
Antonymy category into four types. The first type is direct comparison where antonyms

are compared against each other as in (94) below.

(94) “Well’, said Cage, completely unabashed, ‘some living composers are more dead

than alive’. (Jones, 2002: 77)

The second type is indirect comparison where antonyms are compared against a sep-

arate scale as in (95) below.
(95) The new bills are more colourful than the old ones, (Jones, 2002: 77)

Direct and indirect comparison make use of the frames more X than Y and X is more
ADJ than Y. The third type is preferential comparison that uses the frame X rather than

Y to indicate a preference towards one antonym as in (96) below.
(96) Wanting to be happy rather than sad, I accepted (Jones, 2002: 78)

Lastly, the fourth type of comparison in Jones’s typology is equal comparison where
no distinction exists between the antonyms, using frames similar to X is the same as Y,

as in (97).
(97) All fat, unsaturated no less than saturated, is fattening. (Jones, 2002: 79)

In the MSA data, there are 112 comparative sentences in the arabiCorpus which
makes 7.5% of the 1500 sentences there and 115 sentences in the arTenTenl2 corpus
which makes 7.7% of the 1500 sentences. In Jones’s data, comparative antonymy was

found in 6.8% of the sentences in his dataset. While these numbers are very similar, it
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is not clear that all examples here would have been categorized as ‘Comparative’ under
Jones’s criteria.

The comparative function in Arabic is classified into four types. The first one is
similar to Direct Comparison where the comparative form is used to evaluate the co-
occurring antonyms against each other. In the second type, two subordinating clauses
with antonymous pairs are put in parallel to each other creating a comparison between
them. The third type is similar to Equal Comparison where two antonyms are presented
as similar to each other with no distinction between them. The last type is the opposite

of equal comparison. In this type the difference between compared items is pointed out

using words like u...<.c ‘opposite’. These types are discussed below.

Direct Comparison

The comparative adjective in Arabic is formed with the use of the morphological pattern

2aCCaC usually followed by the word e min ‘than’. In the examples in (98) - (100),

the words J‘V‘j Pashal ‘easier’, AS i Paktar ‘more’, and J\f T Pakbar ‘bigger’ are all in
the pattern ?7aCCaC. The frame in this type of comparison is X 2aCCaC min Y. The

morphological pattern here can accommodate any trilateral root used for comparison.
(98) S Ewlb o il Eogll T (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 350301, s.id: 8965246)

tadkiru al-mu?annati ?shalu min ta?niti al-mudakkari

masculiney the-femininey easier than femininey the-masculiney

turning the feminine to masculine is easier than turning the masculine to feminine
(99) agad) Wl e i (:‘.\2.‘\ Wlas wi (arTenTenl12: doc.id: 1511551, s.id:

35664987)

?uhibbu Yabdallahi il-qadTmi ?aktara min Yabdallahi il-dgadtd
Ilove  Abdullah the-old more than Abdullah the-new

I like the old Abdullah more than the new Abdullah.
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(100) onabol! v slus o A J\{‘im‘ Jgsd! sl J\ﬂ (arabiCorpus: Ghad01
ref: A{448789}S{MainPage}D03-31-2011)

?Pataru fasadi lmas?ul  il-kabir Pakbar bi-katir min fasadi sigar
effect corruption the-official the-big bigger in-much than corruption small
al-muadafm

the-employees

The effect of a big [senior] official’s corruption is much bigger than the little

[junior] employees’.
Sentence (98) tells a novice in Arabic grammar to, when in doubt about the grammatical
gender of a word, make it masculine because making the feminine into masculine is
more acceptable than making the masculine into feminine. Here the process of forming
a grammatically masculine word is described as ‘easier’ than forming a grammatically
feminine word. In example (99), the sentence compares a person, Abdullah, before and
after he changed. The speaker prefers the old Abdullah to the new one. The opposing pair
is used as attributive adjectives describing the nouns in each phrase. In (100), corruption

is compared in two situations according to who is exercising it. The comparison occurs

between the two phrases, the phrase 5! JS.WU s\ fasadi Imas?uli lkabir ‘a senior

official’s corruption’ and the phrase (nawoeld! o slus fasadi sigari Imuwadafin
‘the junior employees’ corruption’. These two phrases are compared using the frame X

2aCCaC min Y.

Subordination

In another set of sentences, subordination using ‘while’” or ‘when’ is used for comparison.
In (101), the comparison is between how a strong person is treated and how a weak one
is treated. The sentence (101) would be classified under Ancillary Antonymy in Jones’s

(2002) classification.
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(101)

CAJ{J"' o9 ly 059l (&5 Caonall Ll el G4l Calal V) G Y,
(arTenTenl2: doc.id: 3112251, s.id: 69977584) &

wa-la  yuitr haqqan ?illa  li-sahib al-haqq il-qawiyy ?amma a-ddaftf
and-not give right except to-owner the-right the-strong while the-weak
fa-yatimmu takawuza-hu w-a-ddawsu Yala karamati-h
then-be bypassed-him and-the-stepping on  dignity-his

He doesn’t give one’s due except for the strong claimant while the weak would
be bypassed and his dignity would be stepped on.

In sentence (101), the ‘strong’ are compared to the ‘weak’ using subordination by Lel

Pamma ‘while’. The strong are given their rights while the weak are not.

Equal Comparison

The third type of comparison is equal comparison. The frames used for this type are

lols mitlama, aiy yusbihu , and S ka . These frames can be translated as ‘X is like Y’

or ‘similar to X, Y’. Sentences (102) and (103) give examples for this type of comparison

where the similarity of the two situations containing the antonyms are pointed out.

(102)

(103)

Yo Y Wl L4 Y e das K (arabiCorpus: Hayat96, ref: GEN1996:11136)
kullu gissati hubbin la-ha nihayah mitla-ma la-ha bidayah
every story love  for-it end like-that for-it begining

every love story has an end as it has a beginning

sbis eol 05Kt Lo b b 5 Ul sl Lle (arTenTen12: doc.id: 3060201,
sid: 68936369) )

mitla-ma ?affalu ?ana fi mahya-y fa-fi ~mamat-T1 sa-taktina Tanta
like-that I.do I in living-my then-in death-my will-you.be you
dunya-y

world-my

Just like what it is while I am living, in my death, you will be my world.

In sentence (102), a love story is described as having an end just like it has a beginning.

The similarity of the antonyms pointed out here is that they are boundaries of the two
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ends of the story. The frame used here joins the parallel phrases 4.:\1. ) laha nihayah
‘has an end” and &loaw \J laha bidayah ‘has a beginning’ using the word s mithlama

‘like’. The word Wl mithlama ‘like’ can also occur at the beginning of the first phrase

as in (103). In this case the second part of the sentence is introduced by -5 fa ‘then’.
The frame in sentence (103) can be translated to ‘similar to X, Y’. The speaker tells her

lover that he is her world during her life and will continue to be after her death.

Unequal Comparison

The last type of comparison is when the frame J&Ju bifaks ‘in opposition to’ is used. In
this type, instead of pointing out the similarities of the compared items, the comparison

between them points out the difference. This can be seen in example (104).

(104) Ll @ g o uadUL gl saal s o Sotld] ey Cavad) b 25 Wi
ey Ul slogdl saaty g sley iy b U WKs (arTenTenl2: doc.id:
661951, s.id: 16331847)

wa-li-dalik  fa-fr fasl  i-ssayf yasxan al-yabis surfah wa-yatamaddad
and-for-that in  season the-summer get.hot the-land quickly and-expand
al-hawa?u al-mulamisu la-hu bisurYah ?aydan bi-Taks al-ma?i

the-air the-adjoining to-it quickly also  in-opposition the-water
fa-?inna-hu yasxunu bibut?in wa-yatamaddad al-hawa?u l-mulamisu la-hu
for-indeed-it get.hot slowly and-expand the-air the-adjoining to-it
bibut?

slowly

Therefore, in the summer season the land heats up quickly and the adjoining air
expands quickly also opposite to water which heats up slowly and the adjoining
air expands slowly.

Sentence (104) compares the reaction of land and water towards heat. Here two parallel

structures on each side of the frame along with the antonyms slao bibut? ‘slowly’ and

{s i bisurfah ‘quickly’ create an ancillary opposition between land and water. One
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might argue that this sub-category is similar to Jones’s Distinguished Antonymy category.
However, in Distinguished Antonymy, the two antonyms are used as two poles in the
comparison of something else but here in Comparative Antonymy the comparison is
between the two antonyms themselves. This is discussed later in the category Distinction.

The category of Comparison is the third largest category in the Arabic data. It makes
use of the comparative form as well as the subordinating structure to compare between

a pair of antonyms.

5.5 Emphasis, Correction, and Cancelling

The functions of Emphasis, Correction, and Cancelling are grouped together in one cate-
gory because they all make use of negation. In previous studies of antonym functions, such
as Jones (2002); Murphy et al. (2009); Davies (2013); Kosti¢ (2011), Negated Antonymy
is one of the major categories of antonym functions in discourse. Similar to Jones’s
Negated Antonymy category, one word is negated in order to emphasise or augment its
antonym in the functions Emphasis and Correction, but both antonyms are negated in
the function Cancelling. However, there are two differences between this category and
Jones’s Negated Antonymy. First, Jones includes two frames that do not involve explicit
negation, X instead of Y, and X as opposed to Y. However, Davies (2013) assigned the
frame X instead of Y a different category, Replacive Opposition. I leave the function of
replacing one antonym with the other to a separate category similar to Davies’s because
it does not involve negation and because the meaning conveyed in the sentence is different
from the sentence meaning in this category. The frame X as opposed to Y also does not
involve negation and therefore it is included in the category of Distinction.

The second difference between this category and Negated Antonymy is that Jones
(2002) classifies some sentences containing negated antonyms under Ancillary Antonymy

as in sentence (105).
(105) It is meeting public need, not private greed. (Jones, 2002: 46)

The sentence in (105) negates one antonym private to augment the other public. However,

Jones classifies this sentence under Ancillary Antonymy not under Negated Antonymy
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which makes the number of sentences with negated antonyms in Arabic and English not
comparable. In my classification, antonyms can create ancillary contrast in the sentence
and this function extends to all categories of antonymy functions. Therefore, a sentence
like (105) is classified as Emphasis in my classification.

Sentences containing negation of one antonym have two functions. The first is labelled
negation for Emphasis. In this category, one item of the antonym pair is negated to

augment and emphasise its opposite. The following is a discussion of this sub-category.

5.5.1 Negation for Emphasis

According to Jones (2002), Negated Antonymy, which accounts for 5% of his data, refers
to ‘the co-occurrence of an antonymous pair within a framework that negates one antonym
as a device to augment the other’ (Jones, 2002: 88). The typical framework used for this
category is X mot Y. This subcategory is similar to the Negated Antonymy category in
Jones (2002). The frame used in Arabic is also similar to the English frame; a negating
particle is used between the two antonyms.

In Arabic, negation involves the use of one of numerous particles. These particles

include L ma, ¥ la, ¥ o) lawla, D bila, and d“'d laysa for negating equational sentences

and noun phrases; and g lam, W ma, ¥ la, ) lan, U lamma, and ¥ laysa for negating

verbal sentences and verb phrases (Badawi et al., 2004). The particles that are found in

the dataset are Y la, (l lam, and U.A.\J laysa. So the schematic construction for this
subcategory in Arabic is X not Y where not stands for any one of these three negators.
The number of sentences that make use of this frame in my dataset is 136 sentences (62
in the arTenTen12 and 75 in the arabiCorpus) which accounts for 4.5% of my data (4.1%
in the arTenTen12 and 5% in the arabiCorpus). Sentences (106) - (110) are examples of

such sentences.
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(106)

(107)

(108)

Slasl juae ¥ CL_ﬁ' Jhas ghy (and ¥ 545 aae < Lisaws o Glaly
(arabiCorpus: Watan02, ref: 011202t41380EXTR)

wa-7adafa  Tanna tataddudiyatu-na hiya masdaru quwwah la da$f
and-he.added that diversity-our it  source strength not weakness
wa-hiya masdaru nakah la masdaru ?ixfaq

and-it source success not source failure

He added that our diversity is a source of strength not weakness, a source of
success not a source of failure.

;L__;.';F\H oMy sl aall e Ll > 90 Sjco\.:l‘ D) Ll s Cddal lag
(arabiCorpus: Thawra, ref: archivel4758)
wa-hada yatatallab tagymr  siyasati istihlak al-miyah ?id  yatawadzab

and-this demand changing policy consumption the-water where must
falay-na datmu al-fugara?i wa-laysa al-?agniya?u
on-us  support the-poor and-not the-rich

demand of changing the policy of water consumption, because we should support
the poor not the rich

e ol oy @Al ¥ Ldly ll) SLISE gkl 3 et )y
(arTenTen12: doc.id: 1866001, s.id: 43279972)

wa-li-ragbati-hi fr tatwivi  1?iktisaf li-1-bina?i wa-a-ssilmi
and-for-desire-his in recruiting the-invention for-the-building and-the-peace

la lilhurubi wa-lakin hayhata la-hu ma ?arad

not for-the-wars and-but alas for-him what he.wanted

because he wanted to recruit the invention for building and peace not for war,
but alas what he wanted

In (106), the sentence asserts that diversity is a source of strength not weakness and

success not failure. Two nouns are negated, «as.> daff ‘weakness’ and (ola=! Pizfag

‘failure’, to emphasise and augment their opposites, 3¢5 quwwah ‘strength’ and CLﬁ

nadgah ‘success’. Similarly, the negator laysa is used in sentence (107) between the two

antonymous nouns sJ.'a'_bJ‘ alfugara? ‘the poor’ and &N\ al?agniya? ‘the rich’ in order

to assert that it is the poor who are in need of support. Also sentence (108) emphasises

that the purpose of the invention is for ‘peace’ not for ‘war’.
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Similarly, the sentences (109) and (110) negate one item of the antonym pair to

augment the other. The antonyms in these sentences have an ancillary function, too.

(109)

(110)

by ol e 85 e i b Wik Ty Iy Gosead g0 S el W
inold ! o 3 2kl (arabiCorpus: Watan02, ref.: 011014t30368FRON)

Pamma al-masartiu llatt intaha tasmmma-ha wa-lam yabd?u tanfida-ha
while the-projects that ended design-its and-not begin execution-its
fa-hiya masrufu mabna al-masrahi wa-qaYatu al-maSYaridi fI haram

it project building the-theatre and-hall  the-exhibitions in campus
al-gamifah

the-university

the projects whose design has ended and whose execution has not begun are the
project of the theatre and exhibitions hall in the university’s campus.

Lamly ot Yy Jate¥) Lad o Tag gb Lo Jolayy Wem cuadl A,
C‘}Y‘ (arTenTen12: doc.id: 2943951, s.id: 66568234)

wa-yakturu al-haditu hawla-ha wa-yatulu sardu-ha fa-hiya tabda?u min
and-be.much the-talking around-it and-be.long telling-it for-it begin  from
lahdat al-?iYtiqali wa-la ~ tantahTt bi-lahdat al-?ifradg

moment the-arrest and-not end with-moment the-release

telling this story takes a long time for it begins with the arrest and does not end
with the release

The antonymous verbs in (109), d"t/.'j‘ ?intaha ‘ended’ and ;‘Jw ybda? ‘begin’, along with

the fact that they are parallel, create an ancillary contrast between the subjects of the

two verbs, Geseal tasmimuha ‘its design’ and Wias tanfiduha ‘its execution’ respectively.

Designing something and executing this design is put in contrast with each other where

one ended but the other has not begun.

The verbs ‘begin’ and ‘end’ are also contrasted in sentence (110). This sentence refers

to abuse of prisoners. The prepositional phrases that follow the two verbs are contrasted
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with each other. The ‘arrest’ and ‘release’ are the beginning and end of prison time, but
abuse stories begin with one but do not end with the other.

The sentences 106 - 110 are examples of how antonyms are used in negation frames
to indicate emphasis. The second sub-category is negation for correction where one
antonym is negated and the other is introduced by bal. The word bal cancels a previous

proposition and introduces a new one.

5.5.2 Negation for Correction

Similar to the previous subcategory, sentences in negation for Correction feature a negated

phrase or clause and an affirmative antonym. However, the second clause is introduced

with the word _J; bal, which can be translated to English as ‘but rather’, ‘rather’, or
‘but actually’ (Ryding, 2005). Bal cancels a previous proposition and introduces a new
one. This corrective sense is present in sentences like John is not American but British
(Izutsu, 2008: 649).

The corrective sense is lexicalized in some languages. For example, German sondern
and Swedish wutan are used for the corrective sense, while German ober and Swedish
men are used for the non-corrective one. In Arabic, one use of the word bal is as a

connector that strongly contradicts a previous negated statement and asserts what follows

it (Badawi et al., 2004). It is also considered as a linguistic tool of restriction, as in L
Ladb b ldes ‘)Lw ma salimun mu$alliman bal tabtban ‘Salim is not a teacher but
a doctor’ (Abdul-Raof, 2006: 116). Ryding (2005) also includes bal under a category
similar to restriction, which she calls exceptive expressions. These expressions introduce
phrases that contrast with a previous propositional content (Ryding, 2005: 650).

The excerpt in (111) below shows the corrective sense of bal used to contrast the

antonym pair J§ladl a-ttafa?ul ‘optimism’ and TSLLU‘ a-ttasa?um ‘pessimism’. The
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excerpt includes the context before the sentence where the antonyms co-occur in order
to show the cancelled proposition. The corrected proposition in this excerpt is people’s

pessimism regarding the visit of the American Secretary of State to the Middle East.

(111) Js> 5Ll o5l 85 3 Ay ¥ ol el JB 5aaU coldsl 545 oo
L tls BLo0 g 0UsSy 4 5LaTly J5Ll o Yy a1 320 g WWs=
O ot 25l cubids] Oaale Sl i O s ¥ Sl By Y s

3,L 1 ax U = (ﬁﬁ f" Jsldl Glatll (arabiCorpus: Ahram99, ref:
120999FRON10)

wa-tan  ziyarati Pulbrayit l-ilqahirah qala al-wazir PYanna-hu la
and-about visit ~ Albright to-Cairo said the-minister that-he not
yusarik fi nabrati a-ttasa?um  al-mutarah haula d&awlati-ha fi a-$sarqi
participate in tone  the-pessimism the-raised around trip-her  in the-east
al-rawsat wa-qala ?anna a-ttafa?ul w-a-ttasar?um yakiinan natigatan
the-middle and-said that the-optimism and-the-pessimism be result
l-i-zziyarah wa-laysa sababan musbagan la-ha wa-qala ?anna-hula yasihhu
for-the-visit and-not reason before for-it and-said that-it  not be.right
?an nastagbila a-ssayyidah madlm  ?ulbrayit b-i-ttasa?um

to greet the-Ms Madeleine Albright with-the-pessimism

bal yadgibu ?an nastagbila-ha b-i-ttafa?ul tumma nahkuma
but.rather must that greet-her with-the-optimism then  judge

{ala natikati a-zziyarah

on result  the-visit

Regarding Albright’s visit to Cairo, the minister said that he does not participate
in the tone of pessimism raised about her trip to the Middle East. He said that
optimism and pessimism must be a result of the visit and not its cause. He said
it is not right to greet Ms. Madeleine Albright with pessimism but we should
greet her with optimism then judge the result of the visit.
Excerpt (111) is an example of the schematic construction (not) X bal Y where a proposi-
tion is introduced only to be cancelled by its opposite which is considered to be the correct
proposition. The excerpt shows that people were pessimistic and that they thought that

the visit would not have good consequences. The writer here presents what he thinks is

the right attitude towards this visit: not to be pessimistic, but to be optimistic.
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There are 21 sentences in this group (eleven in the arTenTen12 and ten in the arabi-

Corpus). Some examples are presented in (112) - (114) below.

(112) oV &L s Y Ol 01 3Bl ol sl b ol HL0) s Mo
oAl aw Sgue Il A s Glug o (arabiCorpus: Masri2010, ref:
A266643118685299D20-Aug-2010)

sa-yadallu  hunaka iltizamun  ?amrikiyy tawilu al-?7amad tidkaha 1%iraq
will-continue there commitment American long the-period towards Iraq
?id ?anna al-insihab la yafnt nihayat al-?amr bal bidayatu

for that the-withdrawal not mean end the-issue but beginning
marhaltin ?intiqaliyyah &gadidah bavda al-harb

stage transitional new after the-war

There will continue to be an American long-term commitment towards Iraq, for
the withdrawal does not mean the end but the beginning of a new transitional
stage after the war

(113) alL4! o ey — ¥ ool e Cedls (arabiCorpus: Ghad02, ref:
A{427304}S{MainPage}D03-28-2011)

fa-al-xawfu min al-mawti la yamnatu al-mawt bal yamnatu al-hayat
for-the-fear of the-death not prevent the-death but prevent the-life

fear of dying does not prevent death but prevents life

The sentence in (112) reports the speech of the American State Department Spokesman
Crowley. Crowley assures the Iraqis that pulling out the American troops from Iraq
was not the end, but a beginning of a new relationship between the two countries. The
assumption that the American presence in Iraq has ended is cancelled using the antonym

‘beginning’ introduced by bal.

Similarly, the antonym pair & el! almawt ‘death’ and 34| alhayah ‘life” are used in
the same frame in (113). This sentence is part of a letter from one activist in Iraq to his
friend who is inside an American prison in Iraq. He promises to come help him out of
prison even if this would lead to his death. He states that fear of death does not make

one avoid what might cause it, it prevents life itself, because death is inevitable.
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Correction of a cancelled sense can also occur in sentences where an ancillary oppo-

sition is triggered, as in (114) below.

(114) Lo e bk 23631 Lol e s Bl o dm s Ol e ] ] Vs
el OWly 4l b 7 L Yoo gl 3 (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 2379451, s.id:
54526194) )

hada al-musalsal al-fasil min zaman wadgada man yudafitu Yan-hu min
this the-series the-failure from time found who defend from-it from
Pashabi  al-Taglam tabYan laysa huban fT ta§ wa-nudgumi-ha bal
possessors the-pens surely not love,py in Tash and-stars-its  but
kurhan  li-l-lihyati  wa-ttiyab al-qasirah

hatred 4py for-the-beard and-the-clothes the-short

this long-time failing series found writers who would defend it surely not out of
love for Tash [name of TV series] and its stars but out of hatred for the beard
and short clothes [a metaphor for religious people]

The context of sentence (114) above is that actors in a sitcom are accused of ridiculing

the religious culture in Saudi Arabia, and some newspaper columnists are defending these
actors. The word ) laysa in (114) negates that these columnists defend the sitcom
out of love for it and for the actors in it. The word Jo bal, then, introduces the real
motivation, which is hatred for all that is religious in the culture. There is an additional
contrast in this sentence between the sitcom tas wa-nudgumi-ha ‘Tash and its stars’ and
religion ‘the beard and short clothes’ which appear as adjuncts to the adverbs L hubban

and W S kurhan.
So far two functions, Emphasis and Correction, were discussed. The third function

in this category is Negation for Cancelling. This is discussed in the next section.

5.5.3 Negation for Cancelling

The sentences discussed in this section include instances where both members of the
antonym pair are negated. In this sub-category there is a meaning of cancelling both

ends of the antonym scale and the area of indifference between them is referred to, as in
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sentences (115) - (117). The frame used in these sentences is ¥y .. ¥ la ... wala ‘not
X and not Y’. This frame is used for this function fifteen times in the arTenTenl12 on-
line corpus and seventeen times in the arabiCorpus newspaper corpus. This frame is
polysemous because it is also used for inclusiveness of both antonyms as was discussed

in the category Inclusiveness in section 4.1.

(115) sedl S de 3908 mdy &) B9 §lus ¥y 98 ¥ Al 3 Lillay ) Sua s
odewdd) (arabiCorpus: Tajdid02, ref: 514isslamic3503.txt)

wudgidat britanya fi halat 1a fawz wa-la xasarah wa-qarrarat wadfa
found  Britain in state no winning and-no losing and-decided putting
quyud Yala hidkrati  al-yahud li-filistm

restrictions on migration the-Jews to-Palestine

Britain found itself in a state of no win and no lose, so decided to put restrictions
of Jews’ migration to Palestine.

(116) SdL s Y, d"’“” P Mo tmn pdm Y] slell Jox™ Y P (arTenTen12:
doc.id: 1350601, s.id: 32182300)

wa-hiya la tahmilu intima?an ila &insin muYayyan fa-la  hiya
and-she not carry  association to gender particular for-not she
bi-1-?unta wa-la  hiya b-i-ddakar

in-the-female and-not she in-the-male

she does not hold any association to a particular gender, so she is not a female
and not a male

(117) (Ju)mj <~ > J Je.wj‘ﬂ G sly wmaadl u’ i )l s 9w (arabiCorpus:
Ghad01, ref: A{448193}S{Ma1nPage}D03 31-2011)

siwa a-rragbati fT a-ttasiidi wa-ibqa?i  a-SSarq al-?awsati fi hali
except the-desire in the-aggravation and-keeping the-east the-middle in state
al-la-harbi wa-al-la-silm

the-no-war and-the-no-peace

except the desire for aggravation and keeping the Middle East in the state of no
war and no peace
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The three sentences (115) - (117) use the frame not X and not Y similarly. In (115),
Britain is found in a situation between winning and losing; both antonyms are cancelled
and a state between them is created. In (116), the woman referred to is described as not
a female and not a male, so again an area in between these non-gradable antonyms is
created. Finally, sentence (117) refers to a state between war and peace in the Middle
BEast.

Another frame that indicates cancelling both antonyms is the use of j Paw ‘or’ in a
negated sentence. This is similar to the English frame neither X nor Y. The following
examples show the Arabic frame ‘not’ X Zaw Y used with antonyms of different parts of
speech. This frame occurs nine times in the newspaper corpus in arabiCorpus and seven
times in arTenTen12 on-line corpus.

(118) aweys oo L7l sz.a_b J Lelos a3 sHs (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 2510901, s.id:
57259622)

wa-laysa dalika difafan  ?aw hudgiman ?innama huwa tawstf
and-not that defending or attacking but it description

and that is not defending or attacking, but rather a description.

(119) e ;‘J}l‘ ,\:ft 2% 09 d/ub fwb Gaxdl > Ol 2 U.KJ (arabiCorpus:
Ghad02, ref: A{419055}S{J0r€1an}D03—28—2011)
lakinna farhan haqq al-mutahaddit  bi-ismi ban ki mun rafada
but Farhan Haq the-spokesperson in-name Ban Ki Mun refused

ta?ktd al-xabari ?aw nafyi-h
confirming the-news or denying-it

but Farhan Haq, Ban Ki Mun’s spokesperson, refused to confirm or deny the
news.

(120) fj"'"” 0Aalay Lo 2l ;‘ S Sl SO (b (arabiCorpus: Ghad01, ref
A{459766}S{MainPage}D03-31-2011)

wa-lam takun isra?il tu?akkid ?aw tanfr ma yaStaqidu-hu al-Yumum
and-not be Israel confirm or deny what believe-it the-public

and Israel was not confirming or denying what the public believes
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(121) 3 thais Yope o o W 5085 ol J3W 0935 s 093 Il Ka s
3 t‘fa“ (arabiCorpus: Ahram99, ref: 0622990PIN03)

fa-?inna-hu yumkinu al-qawla duna  mubalagah wa-dtuna tafa?ul
for-indeed-it can the-saying without exaggeration and-without optimism
Paw taSa?um bi-?anna-na nugdimu Yala marhalatin mifsaliyyatin fr

or pessimism in-that-we approaching to stage critical in
a-ssirali  al-Tarabiyy

the-conflict the-Arabian

It can be said with not exaggeration and without optimism or pessimism that we
are approaching a critical stage in the Arab conflict.
Sentence (118) above describes the style of a writer and explains that this description is
not defending it against this style’s critics nor it is an attack on it. In sentence (119),

the spokesman refused to confirm the news and he refused to deny it, too. Similarly, the

antonymous verbs in (120) ‘confirm’ and ‘deny’ are included in the negation using g lam

which is used to negated verbal clauses. Sentence (121) uses the negator (g5 dun

‘without’ to eliminate both optimism and pessimism and be in the area in between.
The sentences in this group all use negation of one or both antonyms to indicate the

functions of Emphasis, Correction, and Cancelling. The function Emphasis is the largest

of these three functions. It is similar to Jones’s (2002) Negated Antonymy category.

5.6 Transition

The category Transition is similar to Jones’s category Transitional Antonymy. ‘Transi-
tional antonymy sentences describe a movement from one antonymous state to another’
(Jones, 2002: 146). The number of sentences in this category is 103 in the arTenTen12
(6.9%) and 98 in the arabiCorpus (6.5%). The percentage of the category of Transition

in the dataset is 6.7% compared to 3% in Jones’s data. The schematic constructions used
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for this function are ulj w o min ... Tila and J. oo min ... li both meaning ‘from X

to Y'. A common feature among these sentences is that the frame is preceded by a verb

denoting change or transfer, as in sentences (122) - (125). The verb indicating transfer

is underlined.

(122) Ae 5eban g8 Comwod Llad)l Jo J) o Llail) o e JsY) of JGy

(123)

é\:ﬂ‘ $ gouzo (arabiCorpus: Hayat97, ref: NEW1997:29467)

wa-qala Panna al-?intiqal min halli il-qadaya al-?ashal ?ila
and-he.said that the-transition from solving the-issues the-easiest to
halli  il-qadaya al-?asfab  huwa mugamartun gayru madmunati
solving the-issues the-hardest it risk not guaranteed
a-nnatarid

the-results

and he said that moving from solving the easiest issues to the hardest ones is a
risk with not-guaranteed results.

S ) e e Laallly e &b (ule dle Jus w34 (arabiCorpus: Shurug, ref:
A48248WnyfynmscdD3-Sep-2009)

wa-qad tabaddala halu-hu mabayna tarfati Yaynin wa-intibahati-ha min
and-already changed state-his between blink eye and-opening-its from
faqrin ?ila gina

poverty to wealth

and his state changed in a blink of an eye from poverty to wealth.

(124) o= {\!K&.‘L‘e Can s ‘5,3’5" Sl e 38ay Qi g Ol Q;‘ JB e

s Asw & (arTenTen12: doc.id: 322851, s.id: 8303622)

man qala ?anna al-hanana  yadkibu 7an yatadaffaga min a-ttaraf

who said that the-affection must to pour from the-end
al-?aqwa l-il-?adSaf faqat k-al-?ummi llatt tahnu Yala
the-strongest to-the-weaker only like-the-mother who has.affection for
sagiri-ha

baby-her

Who said that affection has to pour from the strongest end to the weakest end
only, like a mother who has affection for her baby?
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(125) 85*“3 sgaually [UaTY] ol Jl (J’.“”j J‘-’J‘j Sﬁu‘ el O’"J‘)ﬂ‘ ol nsdy

(arTenTen12: doc.id: 760251, s.id: 18579671)

wa-tagayyara suluku a-ttuwwari min suluk  al-mubadarati wa-al-fifl
and-changed attitude the-rebels from attitude the-initiation and-the-doing

wa-al-hudgim ?ila suluk  al-Pintidari wa-a-ssumudi
and-the-attacking to attitude the-waiting and-the-resistance
wa-a-ddifa¥

and-the-defending

the attitude of the rebels changed from the attitude of initiation, doing, and
attacking to the attitude of suspense, resistance, and defending.

The speaker in sentence (122) talks about the risk in transfer from J.Vj\ﬂ Llaz)l e
halli lgadaya [?ashal ‘solving easy issues’ to the parallel phrase Wfﬂ L=l o halli

lgadaya I?asfab ‘solving difficult issues’. The frame used here is .. JI .. o JauY!
moving from X to Y. Sentence (123) refers to the change in someone’s financial situation

from poverty to wealth in a short period of time. This change is again expressed by a

verb JaJ tabaddala ‘changed’ along with the frame from X to Y. The question in (124)

also uses the verb $2.L yatadaffaqu ‘pour’ to express movement and the frame from X
to Y that indicates the direction of the movement. In this example, affection is poured
from the stronger person (mother) to the weaker one (baby) which places mother and

baby in ancillary opposition to each other. In sentence (125), the same is repeated, a

verb indicating change _axi tagayyara ‘changed’ and the frame from X to Y to indicate
the direction of this change. This time the two opposing ends are not expressed by one
pair of antonyms but by three pairs. On one side is the earlier state before the change
that occurred in the rebels’ behaviour. On the other side is the later state of the change
where the rebels’ behaviour is expressed by the opposites. The change is presented in
parallel structure. The behaviour changed from initiation to suspense, from doing to

resistance, and from attacking to defence.
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A final note on the frame ‘from X to Y’ is that when the verb indicating transfer or

change is absent, there is no movement from one situation to its opposite in the transition

as in sentences (126) and (127) below.

(126)

(127)

LA ) Al e Laey Usle dndamy 83 o) el colad] Ol e 555
(arabiCorpus: Hayat96, ref: SPO1996:2607)

wa-ka-Yadati mubarayat al-d&iran &ara liga?u tisrm wa-hittm
and-as-usual matches  the-neighbours came meeting Tishreen and-Hitteen
saxinan wa-mutiran min al-bidayah ?ila a-nnihayah

hot and-exciting from the-beginning to the-end

and as it is customary in matches between neighbours the match between Tishreen
and Hitteen was exciting from beginning to end.

(RS2 Jl ("“J.‘:{w ‘o-y&fi (arTenTen12: doc.id: 1156251, s.id: 27696149)

Pakramtu-hum min kabiri-him ?ila sagiri-him
[.treated.generosity-them from elder-their to youngster-their

I treated them with generosity from the eldest to the youngest.

In sentence (126), the football match was exciting from beginning till the end. Similarly

in sentence (127), the speaker states that he treated his guests generously all of them

from the eldest to the youngest.

Other less used frames that indicate transition are g)l Pila ‘X toY’, aa batd ‘X

after Y’, J.e qabl ‘X before Y’, and (; tumma ‘X then Y’. These frames are discussed

next.

In the frame X to Y similar to the frame from X to Y, a verb is used to indicate

transition or change from one state to another. The only difference is that the preposition

min ‘from’ is not used here. Examples (128) and (129) have the noun | o£ tahwil

‘changing’ then the frame X ila Y ‘X to Y.
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(128) 898 J) camaall Llzs J; o5 J] 2silidl ew G (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 810551,
sid: 19719761)

haytu sa%a  al-mustasfa ?ila tahwili nuqati a-dda$fi tila quwwah
where worked the-hospital to change points the-weakness to strength

where the hospital worked to change the points of weakness to strength.

(120) o) oLk Lt Jload) Gd5ud] Jamy oo s sluill i J) (arabiCorpus:
Ahram99, ref: 102999FRON13) )

?ila tafast al-fasadi wa-tahwili ba¥di al-mas?ulm 1-il-?amwali
to spreading the-corruption and-transfer some the-officials to-the-moneys
al-Yammati li-hisabi-him al-xas

the-public to-account-their the-private

to the spread of corruption and the transfer of some officials of public moneys to
their own private accounts.
In sentence (128), the hospital is working on changing weak aspects in the hospital to

strong ones. The two nouns on each side of the frame are parallel to each other. In

sentence (129), a similar structure is used. This time the clitic preposition (} /i ‘to’

is used. The antonymous pairs in this sentence are adjectives that create an ancillary

opposition between the nouns they modify, money and bank accounts.

The frame a=s batda X after Y is also used to indicate a transfer from one state

to its opposite without a verb indicating transformation or change. An example of the

frame is provided in (130). The word 4= bafda can sometimes be followed by the

indefinite pronoun b ma as in (131).

(130) 343 dmy Clmadg 343 dmy Uy 3> A O 9K 9o ¢! (arTenTenl2: doc.id:
3825401, s.id: 84557921)

al-futuru huwa sukunun batda hiddah wa-lmin batda siddah
the-indifference it calmness after fury  and-mildness after harshness
wa-daSfin bafYda quwwah

and-weakness after strength

indifference is calmness after fury, mildness after harshness, and weakness after
strength
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(131) 653;\" N P L\o Lo Wi il =d) &Ll (arabiCorpus: Hayat97,
ref: SPO1997:9289) )

al-musabaqatu al-mahaliyyatu allatt Pasbahat daftfatan &iddan baYdama
the-tournament the-local that became weak very  after
kanat al-?aqwa

it.was the-strongest

and the local tournament that became very weak after it was the strongest.

The frame X after Y indicates transfer and points to the order of this transfer. In
(130), the sentence describes ‘indifference’ using parallel phrases all in X after Y frame.
This sentence was retrieved from the corpus when searching the pair weak/strong, but
the other phrases, ‘calmness after fury’ and ‘mildness after harshness’, are also good

examples of transfer of state using this frame. Sentence (131) describes the state of the

local tournament using the word A=y bafda ‘after’ linking two parallel clauses. The
two clauses consist of one of the sisters of kana® followed by the antonymous pair. In
the example, the gradability of the antonyms is made clear. The tournament was the
strongest and then its strength decreased and now it is not the weakest, but it is very
weak.

Similar to X after Y, the frame X before Y indicates order of transfer. However, the
order here is usually an unexpected one. For example, the two sentences in (132) and

(133) show that the people receiving the special treatment go against the expected order.

(132) Al LS naa! & lxslgie iy (arTenTenl2: doc.id.: 3946351, s.id.: 86950481)

baqrta mutawadifan mafa a-ssagir  qabla al-kabir
you.remained humble with the-young before the-old

you remained humble with the young before the old

2Kana and its sisters is an expression used in Arabic linguistics literature to refer to a group of
verbs that have the same behaviour. They are always followed by two nouns; the first noun is in the
nominative case and the second noun is in the accusative case.
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(133) ol 331 13 slamdall Goi a5 LY LLIN diie Slae o SBWY! oda ol
(arabiCorpus: Ahram99, ref.: 111599FRONO05) )

Panna hadihi al-?ittifaqiyyat hiya mimratun mustarakun l-il-insaniyyah
that these agreements it heritage shared for-the-humanity
liranna-ha takfalu huquqa a-dduSafa?i qabla al-?aqwiya?i
because-it secure rights the-weak  before the-strong

that these agreements are a shared heritage for humanity because it secures the
rights of the weak before the rich
The sentence in (132) is similar to sentence (127) discussed above. The difference is
the frame used. In (132), gabla ‘before’ indicates that what is expected is that it is
more important to be humble with the elders not the young, but this frame indicates an

unexpected order. Similarly, the sentence in (133) puts the weak before the strong.

The last frame used for transfer of state is ( tumma ‘X then Y’ as used in (134).
tumma is ‘an adverb that indicates a sequential action, coming later in time than the

action in the preceding sentence or clause’ (Ryding, 2005:416).

(134) st Wpud JoxU & Saiame dmeo LI 4 20 (,L 3\.@ (arTenTenl2: doc.id:
3810151, s.id: 84256041)

ma-lam taqum  bi-tadkrubatin bidayatu-ha satbatun mutaqaddah tumma
if-not carry.out in-experience beginning-its hard complicated then
tatahawwalu li-sahlatin mumtiYah

turn to-easy fun

if you did not carry out an experiment that starts hard and complicated then
turns to be easy and fun
The sentence in (134) feature a change of an experience from easy to difficult using the
frame X tumma Y.
The sentences in the Transition category all use five frames that express the function
of transition from one state to its opposite. This transition is gradual and takes place

through steps.
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5.7 Simultaneity

In Jones’s classification, Simultaneity is one of the minor categories. He describes that
‘in a given context the dual properties of X and Y may be applicable to the same ref-
erent’ (Jones, 2002: 99). Only eight sentences were found in this category in Jones’s
data. However, simultaneity of antonyms was found in Swedish more frequently than in
English (Murphy et al., 2009). Of the 4000 investigated Swedish data, 2.1% fall under
this category. In Japanese, Simultaneity was found in 7% of the 600 sentences investi-
gated (Muehleisen and Isono, 2009). The total number of sentences in this category in
the MSA dataset is 146 (82 sentences in the arabiCorpus and 64 in the arTenTen12).
Simultaneity accounts for 4.9% of my dataset (5.5% of the arabiCorpus data and 4.3%
of the arTenTen12 data).

Simultaneity is expressed in the Arabic dataset using three different grammatical
forms. The first form is the use of equational sentences, the second is the use of annexa-

tion, and the third is the use of asyndetic adjective sequences.

equational sentences

The first grammatical form expressing simultaneity of antonyms is referring to a word

as its antonym which is equivalent to the English frame X is Y. In Arabic, this can be

through the use of an equational sentence or the use of a form of )§ kan ‘be’ depending
on the tense of the sentence. The number of sentences in this sub-category is 18 in the

arabiCorpus and 24 in the arTenTen12. Examples are provided in (135) - (137).
(135) bl 35al &adly bge JWV 8b> 5 (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 109451, s.id: 2883209)
yra hayat a-ddulli mawtan wa-l-mawtu  li-1-Vizzahti  hayah

see life  the-degradation death  and-the-death for-the-honour life

He sees: life of degradation is death, and death for honour is life.
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(136) d‘MMJbﬁw\MMSydaﬁw‘uwf&bﬁ
(arTenTen12: doc.id: 665401, s.id: 16408144)

wa-kullu dt lizzin fa-galibu-hu allah wa-kullu dr quwwatin
and-all owner dignity then-over.thrown-him Allah and-all owner strength
fa-daS1f  finda allah wa-kullu &gabbarin fa-sagirun Yinda allah

then-weak near Allah and-all great then-little near Allah

everyone with dignity is over thrown by Allah and every strong person is weak in
front of Allah and every powerful person is little in front of Allah

(137) dusas 8,9d Ll 0T a3 LI oday (arabiCorpus: Hayat97, ref:
GEN1997:5616)

wa-hadihi a-nnihayah qad takiinu bidayah li-tawratin =~ d&adidah
and-this the-end might be beginning for-revolution new

this end might be the beginning for a new revolution

Sentence (135) is composed of two equational sentences where & 5_1‘ almawt ‘death’” and
3L hayat ‘life” are equal to each other. The antonymous nouns are used simultaneously
because death is described as not the end of life, but as a type of life. There is another

contrast in the sentence between ‘honour’ and ‘degradation’. Sentence (136) also uses an

equational sentence to express simultaneity. Everyone who is 8¢5 (¢ dI quwwatin ‘strong’

(lit. owner of strength) is at the same time awms> dalif ‘weak’ when his strength is
compared to that of God. Sentence (137) refers to the end of colonial economy as the

beginning of a new revolution.

annexation structure

The second set of sentences uses annexation structure.3 Annexation structure is when

‘two nouns [are] linked together in a relationship where the second noun determines the

3This structure is referred to differently in the literature. Annezation structure is the one adopted
here, but others include genitive construct, ?idafa, the construct phrase, and status constructus (Ryding,
2005; Badawi et al., 2004; Abdul-Raof, 2006).



153

first]...]and thus the two nouns function as one phrase or syntactic unit’ (Ryding, 2005:
205). This structure is highly frequent in Arabic, and is similar to noun-noun compounds
in English such as coffee cup or taxi driver, or to phrases using of such as cup of coffee or
bottle of water. The use of an antonymous pair in an annexation structure is by definition
limited to nouns as the sentences (138) and (139) show. This sub-category contains 17

sentences from the arTenTen12 and 42 from the arabiCorpus.

(138) YL Glay odmg ¢ 3Lal HUal GLAN Gl e Sl ) ol olizel os o sl
o.»b;‘j TU.Q':” v el (arabiCorpus: Hayat96, ref: NEW1996:33661)

wa-7alraba  Yan ?iYtigadi-hi bi-?anna al-hadita  yumattilu bidayata
and-expressed on belief-his  in-that the-accident represent beginning
a-nnihayah l-i-nnidami  al-Viraqiyy wa-hadihi bidayatu al-?igtiyalat
the-end for-the-regime the-Iraqi  and-this beginning the-assassinations
a-ddaxilyyah bayna a-nnidami wa-?afradi-h

the-internal between the-regime and-members-its

He expressed his belief that the incident represents the beginning of the end for
the Iraqi regime, and that this is the beginning of internal assassinations between
the regime and its members

(139) 7 ol pUss 3 onibsll o LS Wity ) st fLal! Sy ST e lag
gl (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 4047301, s.id: 88958165)

baftdan Yan Takrubati al-masalihi a-SSaxsiyyati llatt yastagillu-ha kibar
away  from acrobat the-interests the-personal that exploit-it big
sigaru al-muwadafm fr qita%i al-masrah fI a-ddawlah

small the-employees in sector the-theatre in the-country

away from the acrobats of personal interests that are exploited by the senior
junior employees in the theatre sector in the government

The annexation structure in (138) is LI &lws bidayatu annihayah ‘the beginning of
the end’. The ‘end’ of the Iraqi regime happens gradually and its beginning is marked by
the assassinations. Similarly, there are different degrees in status for junior employees,

and the ones referred to in sentence (139) are the ones in the higher degrees. The two
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nouns J\,:fkibdr ‘big” and JL-L@ sigar ‘small” are linked to each other by annexation. The

same employees are referred to as senior and junior at the same time.

asyndetic adjectival sequences

The third group of sentences in this category is when a noun is described by an adjective

and its antonym at the same time. In this group of sentences, as exemplified in (140)

- (143), an asyndetic sequence of adjectives is used. ‘Asyndetic sequences of adjectives

occur when the two (or more) adjectives are inseparable qualities of the noun’ (Badawi

et al., 2004: 106). This group is by definition limited to adjectives.

(140)

(141)

Catally (! e LeaS Bogde 8505 3 Waad 55100 ods caedes wis Y1 L
slall (arTenTen12: doc.id: 1207501, s.id: 28903095)

Pamma ?alan fagad tahattamat hadihi a-dda?irah li-tudxila-na fi da?iratin

but now already broke this  the-circle to-enter-us in circle
&adidatin gqadtmah min al-Yunfi wa-1-Tunfi al-mudad
new old of the-violence and-the-violence the-opposite

but now this cycle was broken just to let us into a new, old cycle of violence and
anti-violence

O oy Lgs i) ol Olamy 3 Ssamie 2es K0T sgmy b 5 dols
Las sq ) Ly o)l (arTenTen12: doc.id: 1502501, s.id: 35478215)

xasatan fr dilli wududi ?afkarin qadimatin mutadaddidah ft
especially in shadow presence ideas  old renewing in
wuddani nitinyahu lladt dawman yaftaridu ?anna Alquds  yskunu-ha
heart Netanyahu who always supposes that Jerusalem inhabit-it
al-yahud faqat

the-Jews only

especially in the presence of old renewing ideas in Netanyahu’s heart who always
supposes that Jerusalem is inhabited by Jews only
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Ol skl LS9 Aol daml e ) CL#" S asslt oulsall 3 ol (arabiCorpus:
Ghad02, ref: A{423745}S{MainPage}D03-28-2011) )

wa-yadxulu Yadadun min a-nnuwab fi munakafatin maSa
and-enter number of the-members.of. parliament in arguments with
al-huktimah wa-mafa a-ssahafah wa-yagibu al-famalu al-famu
the-government and-with the-press and-be.absent the-work the-public
al-xas fi al-qawanmi al-mu?aqqatati llatTt tahtadku ?ila muradkafatin
the-private in the-laws  the-temporary that need to revision
Samulatin li-tuwakiba attatawurat

thorough to-keep.up developments

Some members of Parliament would start arguments with the government and
with the press, and the public, private work becomes absent among the temporary
laws that require a comprehensive review to keep pace with development

(143) o : e lo V5L iy de 8AS) Snnall Dyl ods lgiblss »~ Loy Jo
e, CLM &fi sL.Aj e & s el 58LAc (arabiCorpus: Masri2010,
ref: A28042911980S300D10-Dec-2010)
hal yatrahu muwatintu hadihi a-ddawlati a-ssagirati al-kabirah Yala
do ask citizens  this  the-country the-small the-big  on
watani-him tasarulatin samitah mitl hal sa-yatarafaq  bina?u
country-their questions silent like do will-accompany building

al-malafib  ma¥Ya bina?i ?asSya?a ?uxra masanitun rubbama
the-stadiums with building things other factories maybe

Do the citizens of this small, big country ask their country silent questions, like:
will the building of stadiums be accompanied with the building of other things,
factories maybe?

The antonymous adjectives used in an asyndetic sequence in (140) are 3.ua> &adidah

‘new’ and 4au3 gadimah ‘old’. The violence cycle is describes as ‘old’ because it has
happened before, but is also ‘new’ because it is happening again. Sentence (141) also

refers to old things that are also new. The morphological template used for the adjective
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‘new’ is different. The word 3>a= mutadkaddidah ‘renewing’ here is an active participle

4 The active participle refers to the doer of the action

that is used as an adjective.
(Ryding, 2005), so this is a personification of the old ideas in Netanyahu’s mind that
renew themselves again and again.

Sentence (142) refers to a period of chaos when there is no clear-cut distinction be-
tween the public and the private sectors. In this sentence, workplace is referred to as
both public and private by using the two adjectives in an asyndetic sequence. Similarly,
Qatar is referred to as both small and big in (143). The country is small in size but it is
also big in status because it was able to win hosting the World Cup.

Simultaneity is a function where opposing treats are used to describe the same object

or situation. This function is expressed through three structures with antonymous nouns

or adjectives or both.

5.8 Consequence

The sentences in the category Consequence feature co-occurring antonyms where one
situation induces its antonym. The two antonyms are in a relation of cause and effect or
consequence in which the occurrence of one depends on the occurrence of the other. This
is a category that has not been identified in Jones’s study. The reason for this might
be that similar sentences were included in the Ancillary category, which is removed
in my classification. However, not all sentences in this category trigger an ancillary
contrast. The number of sentences in this category is 119 (47 in the arTenTen12 and
72 in the arabiCorpus), which makes 4% of the dataset (3.1% of the arTenTen12 data
and 4.8% of the arabiCorpus data). The meaning of consequence is expressed through
either conditional clauses and subordinated clauses. A similar category was identified
by Hassanein (2012) and is called Subordinated Antonymy in which ‘the subordinator
begins the subordinate clause and functions here as a signal of precedence’ (Hassanien,

2012: 204). The four sentences in (144) - (146) provide examples from this category.

4Participles in Arabic are based on voice, they can be active or passive. This is different from English
where they are based on tense. They are generally substantive, and when they are functioning as
adjectives, they can function as noun modifiers or predicate adjectives (Ryding, 2005).
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(144) LW QW) & Cano WL amy Urasl ) 543 5Usj5ls (arabiCorpus: Hayat97,
ref: GEN1997:30798) )

wa-izdiyad quwwat a-rrafidin = yain1 tilgariyyan  daSf
and-increasing strength the-rejectors means automatically weakness
hugkat al-galibiyyah al-qabilah

argument the-majority the-acceptor

the increase in the strength of the rejectors means automatically the weakness of
the accepting majority.

(145) Bl i (o 39 Ogdly Loal N oas (arabiCorpus:  Hayat96, ref:

.

GEN1996:4066)

fa-tafummu al-karahiyah wa-l-xawf yasud hima yagib al-hubb
then-prevails the-hatred and-the-fear spreads when absent the-love

then hatred prevails and fear spreads when love is absent.

(146) .p s=s L"5;3! o e g e bl bl plasial o Asy ol Us Tre N
(arTenTen12: doc.id: 2509401, s.id: 53095987)

wa-qad sarraha Yalanan ?nna-hu yaStazim istixdam tarasanati-h
and-did declare publicly that-he intend using  shield-his
l-i-ddifa¥i Yan nafsi-h ff hal taSarrudi-h li-?ayyi hudgam
for-the-defending of self-his in case encounter-his to-any attack

and he declared publicly that he intends to use his shield to defend himself in the
case of any attack.
The three sentences above show that it is possible to replace the frame to X as a conse-
quence Y or X causes Y to express the same meaning. In sentence (144), for example,
the increase in strength of one group of people means the increase of weakness of another.
In (145), hatred spreads when love is absent. So the absence of one antonym causes the
spread of the other. Finally, defence happens only when there is an attack in (146). So
defence is a consequence of the attack.
In a small number of sentences in this category, the antonymous pair occurs in a

conditional sentence; with one antonym in the protasis and another in the apodosis.
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Eleven sentences in the arTenTen12 had the antonymous pair in a conditional sentence,

and 18 sentences in the arabiCorpus; which makes 28 sentences in the whole database.

Conditional meaning in Arabic can be expressed in various ways. The most used

conditional particles are Qj ?in and ¢} law (Badawi et al., 2004). However, particles like

3] ida, o) WS kama law, and Y} lawla can also be used with conditional meaning. More-

over, there are other ways of expressing condition such as using adverbial conditionals

(e.g. Wi haytama and K kullama), elliptical conditionals (=..Y¥1g wa?illa ...fa), or

indefinite conditionals (e.g. S mata, Legs mahma, and O man). All these types

of conditionals are found in the small number of sentences in my data and each will be

explained with its example below.

(147)

(148)

Uold, aaxin Ul oL CaUL <&y 5 56 13) (arabiCorpus: Thawra, ref:
archive32283)

?ida faza fariqu-h bi-l-lagab fa-?inna al-liga  sa-taxsar barsalunah
if ~ win team-his in-the-title then-indeed the-Liga will-lose Barcelona

If his team won the title, the Liga [the Spanish League| will lose Barcelona

Sl Jal e Caxs 353 oLa) Jal sljl Ly (arTenTen12: doc.id:1570601 ,
5.id:36961342 )

wakullama izdada  ?ahlu a-$8ami  quwwatan daYufa  &arsu
whenever increased people the-Levant strength weakened equanimity
Pahlu IYiraq

people Iraq

The stronger the people of the Levant, the weaker the equanimity of the people
of Iraq.
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(149)

(150)

Lol e gl O A1 0l Vg Gsidl fe Wy Vsl 055 of g p3LIG
EVIRVEY N — el O él.a.aj andy 3)l9ag Lbj ol (arabiCorpus: Ahram99,
ref: 080999FILE02)

f-a-ssalam yadibu ?an yakiin Yadilan wa-qa?iman Yala al-huqiq
for-the-peace must that be fair and-based on the-rights
warilla fa-?inna  al-harb l-i-ddifa%i {an salamati al-watan
otherwise that-indeed the-war for-the-defending of safety  the-home
Pardan wa-mawarid wa-Sath  wa-masalih wa-makanah tusbih wadiban
land  and-resources and-people and-interest and-status become obligation
mugaddasan

sacred

peace must be fair and based on rights, otherwise war to defend the safety of
one’s home; its land, resources, people, interest, and status; becomes a sacred
obligation.

e Ul oo e alay o 8 (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 855751, s.id:
20781163)

fa-man kanat bidayatu-hu sahthah kanat nihayatuhu sahthah
for-who was beginning-his right was end-his right

for whose beginning was right, his end would be right

Sentence (147) is a conditional sentence using the particle \Sj 7ida ‘if’. The antonymous

verbs ;U faza ‘won’ and .. satazsar ‘will lose” are contrasted in away that if one

happens, then the other will happen as a consequence. If the team wins, then the Spanish

Football League ‘Liga’ will lose the football team Barcelona. Similarly, sentence (148)

uses the conditional particle X~ kullama ‘whenever’. However, in this sentence an

ancillary contrast is generated between the people of the Levant and the people of Iraq.

They are put in contrast to each other because when one is strong the other is weak.

Sentence (149) uses the elliptical conditional -5..N)g wa?illa ...fa. This conditional

‘is used in opposition to a preceding statement in the sense of “otherwise”’ (Badawi et

al., 2004: 642). In (149), peace must be fair otherwise war becomes sacred. In sentence
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(150), an indefinite conditional is used. Indefinite conditionals ‘refer to an undefined
entity in the protasis that they introduce’ (Badawi et al., 2004: 664). The conditional
sentence (150) states that anyone who has a good beginning will have a good ending as
a consequence.

The sentences in the category Consequence have in common that one antonym takes
place as a consequence of its antonym. Structures used in these sentences include condi-

tionals and other subordinated clauses indicating consequence or cause and effect.

5.9 Overlapping and Spatial proximity

The category of Overlapping and Spatial proximity includes sentences where the antony-
mous pair occur in the same place (overlapping) or near each other (spatial proximity).
The number of sentences in this group is 88 (56 in the arTenTen12 and 32 in the arabi-

Corpus) which makes up 2.9% of my data (3.7% of the arTenTen12 data and 2.1% of the
arabiCorpus data). The form used in this category is a prepositional phrase such as -

bi- and 3 I both meaning ‘in’, or adverbial expression such as ey wasat ‘in the
middle of’. The sentences in this category present two contrasting situations in the
same place. The antonyms in these sentences do not refer to the same referent as is the
case in Simultaneity. However, even though the meaning in these sentences is similar
to a coordination of the two antonyms, there is an added reference to their position in
relation to each other. The sentences in (151) - (153) provide sample examples from this

category.
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(151)

(152)

(153)

sl Wl Ll sl Ll g Ji L g Ll e bl & L
o] o Yoy sl & (arabiCorpus: Thawra, ref: archivel09)

ma yatimmu mulahdatuhu min siyasati a-ddamdi ladayna yatamattalu
what being noticed from policy the-integration we.have represented
bi-damdsi al-murassasati al-fasilah bi-l-mu?assasah

in-integration organization the-failing with-the-organization
a-nnadkihah ?ay naqlu al-fasali badalan min ?islahi-h
the-successful that.is transfer failure instead of mending-it

What we notice in our integration policy is the integration of the failing orga-
nization with the successful organization; that is, transferring failure instead of
correcting it.

3\.-.” 3 s d"‘j 3 & & (arabiCorpus: Thawra, ref: archive26607)

fagrin muxzin fr ?agna dawlatin fi al-Yalam
poverty shameful in richest country in the-world

a shameful poverty in the richest country in the world

Llde 5,553 o 3 du?ruu.: QB Yl dt‘" 9y led W (arTenTenl2: doc.id:
3642001, s.id: 80909498)

allatt frma yabdu tarba ?illa wa-?an ta$is ka-?unta i mudtamafin
that what appear refuse unless and-that live like-female in society

dukiirt mutasallit
male dominant

who apparently would only live as a female in a dominant masculine society.

In sentence (151), the failing and successful organizations are integrated together. Re-

placing the frame in this sentence with a coordination construction leaves out the order

intended in the sentence. For instance, the clause ‘the integration of the failing orga-

nization and the successful organization’ indicates that it is the failing one that under-

goes change. Similarly, in sentence (152), poverty overlaps with richness. The shameful

poverty is inside a rich country and not the other way round. The Iraqi woman referred
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to in sentence (153) refuses to live but as a female even though she is inside a masculine
society.
Some of the sentences in this category feature an ancillary contrast triggered by the

antonym pair. Examples of these sentences are provided in (154) and (155).

(154) {<=H rUl.J J C)Laj >l Logmll J dAS dg> L*; ipie Boglas 2 L3
(arTenTen12: doc.id: 3616951, s.id: 80398940)

lakinna-ha tabga xutwah sagmrah fi dawlah kabirah mitil a-ssuftudiyyah
but-it stays step  small in country big like Saudi
bi-hadkati ?islah fI nizam al-hukum

in-need repair in system the-regime

but this remains a small step in a big country like Saudi Arabia which is in need
of reform in its regime

(155) St Glad) dawy Spnall €3 2 > dlag g (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 508401, s.id:
12709735)

wa-yadkil-hu habisa gurfatihi a-ssagirah wasat al-bustan al-kabir
and-made-him prisoner room-his the-small middle the-garden the-big

and it made him a prisoner in a little room in the middle of the big garden

In (154), ‘step’ is contrasted with ‘country’ because they are modified by the antonym
pair ‘small’ and ‘big’. In sentence (155), the room is contrasted with the garden. This
contrast is triggered by the antonymous pair ‘small’ and ‘big’. The small room is inside

the big garden.

This category includes sentences where the spacial position of antonyms is referred

to.

5.10 Idiomatic Expression

The category Idiomatic Expression includes sentences where antonymous pairs co-occur

in frequently-used multi-word expressions. Jones defines this group as ‘[t]he co-occurrence
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of an antonymous pair within a framework that would be recognised as a familiar idiom,
proverb or cliché’ (Jones, 2002: 93). The expressions hosting antonymous pairs which
were found in the MSA dataset are listed in Table (5.2) that also shows the frequency
(column F) of their occurrence in the dataset. This category includes 70 sentences (33

in the arabiCorpus 37 in the arTenTen12).

Table 5.2: Frequency of idiomatic expressions in the dataset.

F idiomatic expression

15 issue of life or death mas?alat hayat ?aw mawt

12 be it long or short tala ?am qasur

8 a wrong disguised as right haqqun yradu bihi batzl

7 denied confirming nafa mu’?akidan

5 seek death and be gifted with life utlub almawt tuhab laka alhayat

4  succeed where others fail nadgaha haytu fasala alazarun

3 right prospers and wrong perishes dahara alhaqq wazahaga albatil

3 begin where it ended nabd?u min haytu intaha

3 every beginning has an end likulli brdayah nihayah

3 the best defending is attacking afdal wastlah liddifa$t alhudgum

2 death is part of life almawt sunnatu alhayat

2 right is clear and wrong is fuzzy alhaqq ?ablad walbatil laklad

1 saying what is wrong vs keeping silent almutakallim bilbatil wa assakit Yan
on right alhaq

1 wrong is one hour, right is forever albatilu  safah  walhaq ligiyam

assaiah

1 let us see what’s right as right and ywrina alhaq haqqan walbatila

what’s wrong as wrong batilan

Some of the expressions in Table 5.2 are adaptations from verses from the Qura’an, such
as dahara alhaqq wazahaga albatil ‘right prospers and wrong perishes’, or sayings by
famous people, such as haqqun yradu bihi batil ‘a wrong disguised as right’. Some of
them are expressions that were used so many times that they are considered clichés, such
as masralat hayat ?aw mawt ‘issue of life or death’. The second type is used more in
the All Newspaper corpus in arabiCorpus. Sentences (156) - (157) give examples of the

expressions in my data.
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£

(156) Gsis o (ol on Lo o pad ol JUb Olud¥l e slazal o 03] = Al
53¢lly &=l (arabiCorpus: Hayat97, ref: GEN1997:15107)

laysa hunaka ?idan Yala imtidad Yumur al-?insan tala PTaw

not there so on length age  the-human lengthened or

gasur ma huwa Yagsa min SYuquq  al-mahabbah wa-l-mawaddah
shortened what it harder than disloyalty the-love and-the-compassion

Therefore, there is nothing, however long or short a person lives, harder than
disloyalty of loved ones.

(157) & 5o A oS5 pals o Jslay L] # 5 rll JU log w2 N1 e 2 )
oo o1 el ‘u&‘j < 81 (arabiCorpus: Watan02, ref: 011215t43671LOCL)

Pinna Yumar d&abir al?ahmad mahma tala a-zzaman huwa fumru ?insan
indeed age  Jabir Al-Ahmed however be.long the-time it age  human
yatilu ?aw yagsur wa-lakin al-?7abqa  huwa Yumru alkuwart

be.long or be.short and-but the-staying it age  Kuwait

wa-l-?aham baqga?u alkuwart

and-the-important staying Kuwait

Jabir Al-Ahmed’s age, however long it is, is a human age, it might be long or
short, but what will stay is the age of Kuwait, and the most important is the
stability of Kuwait.

The expressions in this category can vary in different cases and inflections. That is to say,

the idioms are not fixed in terms of their morphology, but rather adaptable according to

their distribution in the sentence. In sentence (156), for example, the antonymous verbs
R ;‘ JW ‘be it long or short’ refer to a period of time that might be long and might
be short, but length is not important. The period of time referred to in this sentence is
a person’s age. Sentence (157) also uses the same pair of antonyms in the same frame
to refer to a period of time, also a person’s age in this sentence. However, the verb form
in these two sentences is different. In (156), the verbs are in the perfective form while in

(157), they are in the imperfective. They are counted as one idiomatic expression.
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The sentences (158) - (161) below show other idiomatic expressions with antonymous

pairs.

(158)

(159)

(160)

ool 52 el J sasldl Biy g sosll 1Ay dosanlly dassll s 5,UY0

(e b sl — (l ob Gy adl il & Bldaily g «( JbL (arabiCorpus:
Thawra, ref: kuttab34229)

wa-1-?itarah gayr al-muwafagah wa-l-mafduhah li-hada al-maudufi
and-the-thrill not the-successful and-the-exposed for-this the-subject
wifqa al-qafidah allat1 taqul hagqun yuradu bi-hi batil

according the-rule  that says right  wanted in-it wrong
wa-b-intibagin ~ mafa al-matal al-maSruf ?in lam tastahi fa-iffal
and-in-agreement with the-proverb the-known if not you.be.shy then-do
ma Si?t

what you.wanted

and the unsuccessful exposed thrill for this subject according to the rule that says
a right intended for a wrong purpose and in agreement with the known proverb
if you are not shy do as you like.

Bl d Cayd osll ey e ol O3 ey LSy (arTenTen12: doc.id: 534451, s.id:
13326655)

wa-kullu-na yaSrif ?anna man yatlub al-mawt tuhab la-hu al-hayat
and-all-us  know that who pursues the-death be.gifted for-him the-life

and we all know that who pursues death is endowed with life.

oy s Gl e Oy o) Geldaaddl) adll ol & all 2 Bl o

s G e ;L\,..\...«j dJ""” Jov LI 59 (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 877851,
s.id: 21331622)

Panna masar al-xarigiyyah al-masriyyah tigah al-qadiyyah al-filistmiyyah
that path the-foreign the-Egyptian towards the-issue  the-Palestinian
lan yanharif Yan a-ttariq alladt rasama-hu al-wazir a-ssabiq  nabil
not deviate from the-way that drew-it  the-minister the-former Nabeel
alfarabr wa-sanabda?u min haytu ?intaha

Alarabi and-we.will.begin from where ended

that the path of the Egyptian foreign policy will not deviate from the way drawn
by the former minister Nabeel Al-Arabi and we will begin from where he ended.
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(161)  ms o OF 1] o 24 LUl cu 326 (arTenTen12: doc.id: 2017551, s.id:
A6742748)

fa-1-haqqu  ?abladk wa-l-batilu laglads liman ?arada ?Pan yafham
for-the-right clear and-the-wrong stutter for-who wanted to understand
wa-yalt

and-comprehend

right is clear and wrong is blurry, for those who want to understand and compre-
hend
The four sentences above are examples of idiomatic expressions making use of antonymous
pairs. Sentence (158) uses the expression hagqun yuradu bi-hi batil ‘a right intended for
a wrong purpose’. This is a saying first said by Ali bin Abi Talib, one of the Prophet’s
followers, which is still used for legitimate/legal means used to achieve illegitimate/illegal
goals. The idiom in sentence (159) contrasts ‘life’ and ‘death’ in a conditional sentence,
whoever asks for death will get life. Similarly, sentence (160) uses the expression ‘to
begin where something ended’ to refer to continuing on the same strategy of previous
management. Lastly, sentence (161) makes use of a famous saying about ‘right’ and
‘wrong’ which was first said by Aktham Attamimi who died in 630 AD. This saying
states that right is clear and one attempts it with no hesitation, which is opposite to
wrong because one hesitates before attempting it.
These expressions make use of other schematic constructions from the categories in my
classification. They are grouped in this category because they are multi-word expressions

has acquired an idiomatic status.

5.11 Concession

The category Concession is not present in Jones’s (2002) categorization of antonymy
functions, but it is present in Davies’s (2013). The reason behind its absence in Jones’s
2002 (and Mettinger’s 1994) data according to Davies (2013) is that both Jones and
Mettinger focus on canonical antonyms expressed by words rather than non-canonical
phrases. Concessive particles, however, ‘involve the triggering of contrasts between cir-
cumstances expressed usually through whole phrases’ (Davies, 2010: 72). However, con-

cessive sentences hosting canonical antonym pairs were present in Jones’s (2002) data.
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They were classified under Coordinated Antonymy. I assign a category for concessive
contrastive devices because they enhance the contrast already present in the antonym
pair. The number of sentences in this category is 61 sentences (32 sentences in arabi-
Corpus and 28 in arTenTen12) which makes 2% of the dataset (2.1% of the arabiCorpus
and 1.9% of the arTenTen12).

‘Adversative/concessive clauses contrast a previous statement or piece of discourse’

(Badawi et al., 2013: 611). This is expressed by words with the meaning of although,

but, and despite. Adversative devices are a mix of coordinators, such as U‘Q g walakin

‘but’, and subordinators, such as (;.:- = birrugmi min ‘even though’. They earned a

category of their own due to the common meaning shared by them.

Some of the concessive particles in Arabic include uﬁl lakin ‘but’, -y (,_c -\ birragmi

min ‘even though’, ) Yj ?illa Panna ‘except that’, slg > hatta walaw ‘even though’,

‘o..é- -, rugma ‘although’, &Q lakinna ‘but’, and Qj 9 warin ‘and even’. This list is not
inclusive of all adversative devices; it includes the ones used in the dataset.

The adversative particles u.(J lakin and C,.Q lakinna share their written form. The
difference between them in usage is that lakin is a connector that connects two sentences,
while lakinna ‘requires a dependant form in its noun and focuses on the subject of the
sentence’ (Badawi et al., 2013: 322). For this reason, lakinna is always followed by a

noun, or a clitic pronoun, as is shown in (162) and (163) below.

(162)  LogSdt Wl 3 e ol o 15 A5 Uy iy s oy s ]
(arabiCorpus: Masri2010, ref: A260488118155297D28-Jun-2010)

Punaqisu qadiyyatan bada?at sagirah wa-lakinna-ha sawfa takburu
[.discuss issue started small and-but-it will get.bigger
wa-takburu  hatta tusbihu  sudaYan  fr ra?s al-huktmah
and-get.bigger until it.becomes a.headache in head the-government

[ am discussing an issue that started small but it will grow and grow until it is a
headache in the government’s head.
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(163) .. J(U:J:w rj.u 3¢ “»JJQ\J‘C ﬂj w2 L\o il C‘U‘ (arTenTen12:
doc.id: 2331001, s.id: 53537613) )

a-rrarifu a-ssagiru &iddan fi hadmih wa-lakinna Yamala-hu kabirun
the-fantastic the-small very  in its.size and-but  work-its big
&iddan fa-huwa yaqumu bi-taxzmi kulli ...

very  then-it does in-save  every

which is fantastic and very small in its size but what it does is very big because
it stores

The example in (162) talks about an issue that started small but will not stay that way.

The phrase ASG Ogw \V&J g walakinnaha sawfa takbur ‘but it will grow” show how the

word lakin focuses on the subject. It has a clitic pronoun that refers to the subject. The

antonyms here are not of the same word class. The word Saswe sagirah ‘small’ is a

predicative adjective describing the subject ‘issue’. However, its antonym A5G takbur
‘get bigger’ is a verb in the imperfective mood. In (163) the speaker refers to a gadget
that is small in SIZE but what it does is big because it has a large memory. This is a type
of concession because the expected proposition here is that a small size is an indicator of
small capacity. There is an ancillary opposition between size and ability created by the
antonyms _aS kabir ‘big’ and asw sagir ‘small’.

Sentences in (164) - (166) below provide examples in which two statements with a

co-occurring antonymous pair contrast each other using other adversative devices.

(164) L5J>';1 o~ 4 akdl > w5 K f)l.d‘ O3 3 Le 556 (arabiCorpus:
Hayat96, ref: GEN1996:12999)

gadirah Yala ittixadi qarari a-ssalam wa-?nnama turidu d&arra
able to taking decision the-peace and-but it.want pulling
al-mantiqati ?ila harbin ?uxra

the-region to war  another

It was able to take the decision of peace but it wants to pull the region into
another war.
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(165) lions J3¥ Oha¥) 5l oa)piam 06 &oanll ogisd o2, LAl 5 olal]
(arTenTen12: doc.id: 2921151, s.id: 66101056)

a-$Sababu fi aldgaza?ir rugma quwati-him  al-Yadadiyyah fa-?inna
the-youth in Algeria  though strength-their the-number  then-indeed
hudura-hum daxil al-?ahzab lazala dafifan

presence-their inside the-parties still ~weak

Although youth in Algeria have a numerical strength, their presence in political
parties is still weak.

(166) o‘y’\ﬂ Slas 3 o4 i:’ & 2 o) 4= (arabiCorpus: Hayat97, ref:
GEN1997:42877)

wahatta law baga lkatibu hayyan fahuwa fr YVidadi 1?amwat
and.even if stayed writer alive  then.he in number dead

and even if the writer stays alive, he will be considered dead.

Sentence (164) refers to a country that it is able to enforce peace, but is willing to cause

war. The two clauses are joined by the concessive particle Lc:j Pinnama which can be

translated to English ‘but’ or ‘however’. Another concessive device, Qp c,.c ) TUGMaQ ...
fa?inna ‘although’ is used in (165). The strength of the youth is contrasted with their
weak presence in political parties. The concessive device here consists of two parts one

introduces the first clause and the other introduces the second clause. Sentence (166)

also makes use of two part concessive device -5 .. jJ S hatta law ... fa ‘even if’. The
sentence refers to a writer who was near a bomb explosion, who would be as good as
dead even if he were still alive, because he would be severely injured.

Jones (2002) classified sentences with adversative ‘but’ under the residual frameworks
for coordinated antonymy. Jones even replaces but with and to show that what is hap-
pening in this sentence is a coordination of two parts. However, unlike other coordinating
devices, but signals contrast which makes it one of the concessive particles, too. More-

over, putting and in place of but in the sentence does change the meaning. An example
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from Jones’s data is presented in (167) below. When the two clauses are coordinated with
and as in (167a), there is no presupposition that not encouraging something would mean
discouraging it. On the other hand, when the two clauses are in a concessive relation
as in (167b), not encouraging something presupposes that it is discouraged, and this is

what the second part of the sentence negates.

(167) a. They don’t encourage it and they don’t discourage it either.

b. They don’t encourage it but they don’t discourage it either.(In Jones, 2002:
187)

Unlike coordinating with and, coordinating with but has a concessive meaning. Ac-
cording to Quirk et al. (1972), coordination with concessive but entails that ‘in the light
of the circumstance in the dependant clause, that in the main clause is surprising’ (Quirk
et al., 1972: 745). Therefore, but is included in the Concessive category, along with other

adversative connectors.

5.12 Specification

Jones (2002) assigned the category Specification for the sixteen sentences in his data
where a number specifies a quantity for the antonym pair. I follow Jones in assigning
this category because the numbers are not contrasted but ‘provide further information’
to the sentence (Jones, 2002: 99). The number of sentences in this category in my data
is 53 (twelve in the arTenTenl2 data and 41 in the arabiCorpus data) which constitutes
1.8% of the total number of the dataset. Examples from this category are listed in (168)
- (171).
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(168)

(169)

(170)

>y Ao ysy o K{J':-\ YAYY e d“"" P35> ULMJ‘ o Eel Ju (arabiCorpus:
Watan02, ref: 010703t2109LOCL)

badal al-baht Yan al-Yamal hatta yawm Pams min-hum 2712
allowance the-searching for the-work until day yesterday from-them 2712
?afYzaban wa 242 mutazawwidgan

unmarried and 242 married

unemployment allowance until yesterday are 2712 unmarried persons and 242
married persons.

b5 &g b vy Radly L ovy g ad) sl e ol e L
J\J‘j&” vls- 0 ~w (arabiCorpus: Masri2010, ref: A253732117615294D5-May-2010)

wa-?dafa d&umfah ?anna siir al-Yaddad al-qadtm 175 &gunayhan
and-added Jum’ah that price the-meter the-old 175 pounds
wa-l-&gadid 270 &unayhan wa-yatimmu taqsit sifru-h  Yala al-fawatr
and-the-new 270 pound and-being  instalment price-its on the-bills

and Jum’ah added that the price of the old meter is 175 pounds and the new one
270 pounds, and the price appears in instalments on the bills.

G gUaal| rw V) dufi SEEREERTS o lax® 51 ea>4sg (arTenTenl2:
doc.id: 619701, s.id: 15346953)

wa-Tadadu-hum 165 Saxsan min-hum 54 dakaran wa 111 ?unta
and-number-them 165 person from-them 54 male and 111 female
wifqgan  li-l-muqaddam algatawnah
according to-the-major Algatawna

they were 165 persons of whom 54 male and 111 female, according to Major
Algatawna
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(171)  Jlee oo qn 5 Onabsll LS o qpy @8lsy ibss vy Lol eaoae L
onibgl! (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 3701351, s.id: 82122637)

balaga Yadadu-hum al-?igmalr 275 muwadafan biwaqifi 186 min kibar
reached number-them the-total 275 employee by 186 from big
al-muwadafm wa 89 min sigar al-muwadafm

the-staff and 89 from small the-staff

the total number was 275 employee: 186 of the senior staff and 89 of the junior
staff
The four sentences cited above are typical of all fifty sentences in this category. The
frame used is X and Y and the antonymous pair are numerically quantified. I do not

present an explanation of each sentence separately because they are similar to each other.

5.13 Unity

The category Unity includes sentences that treat the antonymous pair as a unit and
not as two different words. The pair occurs in the frame X and Y. Jones (2002) points
to the inclusiveness apparent in these sentences because of this frame. However, ‘this
inclusiveness is so familiar that it seems almost over-inclusive’ (Jones, 2002: 100). The
number of sentences found in Jones’s database is very small (only seven) compared to the
sentences found in my Arabic database (51 sentences). Studies on other languages also
found a small number of sentences in this category, and therefore assigned this category
in the residual sentences. In Swedish, for example only 15 sentences were found out of
4300 analysed sentences (Murphy et al., 2009).

The difference in number between Arabic data and the data of English (or other
investigated languages) cannot be attributed to removing the Ancillary Antonymy cate-
gory from my classification, because the frame X and Y used in both languages includes
one-word antonymous pairs. The reason behind this difference remains unexplained, but
can be due to cultural effects as will be treated in section 8.2. However, Jones found that
this function tends to be triggered by a noun preceding the pair. Therefore, he expands
the frame to be n of X and Y, where n refers to the noun triggering this function, in

order to account for the majority of the sentences in this category (Jones, 2002: 100).
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Most of the sentences in my data follow the same frame provided by Jones (2002).
The difference is that an annexation structure is used corresponding to the English n
of. An important difference between Unity and Coordination appears consistently in the
noun preceding the antonyms. In Unity, this noun is always singular. Sentence (172)
is an example of Unity of antonyms; in contrast, sentence (173) is from the category
of Inclusiveness. A comparison between the two shows why this singular noun is an
important part of the frame.

(172) ccanally 553 L gly oo 03,31 ) Bl aie Joul Jam ollas e agmy Lo
(arTenTen12: doc.id:376201 , s.id:9583744 )

mima yu$tdu min hisabaat batdu a-dduwal {inda a-nnadar ?ila
which repeat from arrangements some the-countries when the-looking to
al?urdun min zawiyat al-quwwah w-a-dda$f

Jordan from angle the-strength and-the-weakness

which makes some countries reconsider when looking at Jordan from the angle of
strength and weakness

(arabiCorpus: Masri2010, ref: A2"77769119598297D19—NOV—2010)

wa-wadafa muxtar yada-hu fYala nigat al-quwwah w-a-ddatf
and-put  Mukhtar hand-his on points the-strength and-the-weakness
wa-yabd?u fr tadrtb la%tibrh  Yala kayfiyat muwadahat-h

and-started in training players-his on how facing-it

Mukhtar put his finger on the points of strengths and weaknesses and started
training his players on how to confront...

In sentence (172), strength and weakness are represented as one unit. This is signalled

by the word & j‘J zawiyah ‘angle’, which brings to mind the scale of the angle where
Jordan is viewed. There is no reference to Jordan being either strong or weak (Binarized
Option) or both (Simultaneity). The pair as a unit refers to the scale the writer points

to. This scale has its own one angle. This example contrasts with the one in (173) where
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the same pair of antonyms are used. In (173), the pair ‘strength and weakness’ do not
act as a unit but there is an inclusiveness of both of them. The football coach identified
some points of strength and other points of weakness. The difference between the two
sentences is the number of the noun in the annexation structure (the noun in Jones’s n
of X and V). In (172) it is singular while in (173) it is plural.

Therefore, in sentences included in the category Unity, the X and Y phrase might
be replaceable by a single word (if one is available) that describes the dimension, for
example, in (172) one is reconsidering the strengths of Jordan - or the ‘strategic position’
of Jordan.

The number of sentences in this category is 51 (26 in the arabiCorpus and 25 in
the arTenTen12) comprising 1.7% of my data and found in similar percentages in both
the newspaper and on-line corpora. The sentences in (174) - (178) below show other

examples of pairs of antonyms functioning as a unit.

(174) Lol ol gell pSdly A1 15 colo (o (S &byl dalid] 0k iy
&1Ll (arabiCorpus: Ahram99, ref: 1220990PIN04)

wa-nantahiz hadihi al-munasabah al-wataniyah likay nuhyyt sahib qarar
and-we.seize this  the-occasion the-national to  salute owner decision
al-harb wa-a-ssalam a-zzafim a-rrahil Panwar assadat

the-war and-the-peace the-chief the-late Anwar Assadat

We seize the opportunity of this national occasion to salute the late war-and-peace
decision maker Anwar Assadat.[owner of the decision]
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(175) b o oMY 3 Lel, slly Sd) Dlae 3 Gof b Tl g ol O] s Loy
Jde (arTenTen12: doc.id: 3475351, s.id: 77328813)

wa-ma nalbat ?an nara-h {T halati ta?amulin Yamiq fT masralati
and-not we.keep to see-him in state contemplation deep in issue
al-hayat wa-l-mawt ragiban fi al-?igdam Sala fi{lin dalil
the-life and-the-death willing in the-plunge on doing glorious

We keep seeing him in a state of deep contemplation on the issue of life and death
willing to do something glorious

(176)  Gakd Lo 0,10l Goall el 5 &> Lolinl sk, il &bl 5] Bl ok
Ll oy A Olaadly Olgd) dulew (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 1644301, s.id:
38524201)

tahta qgiyadat TPawar salamah alladt yaqudu intifadah haqiqgiyah ft

under leadership Anwar Salama who leads upheaval real in
Padari al-fartiq  bi-?israri-h fala tatbiq siyasat a-ttawab
performance the-team in-insistence-his on application policy the-reward
wa-l-Tigab mundu tawalli-h al-muhimmah
and-the-punishment since assuming-his the-mission

under the leadership of Anwar Salama who leads a real upheaval in the team’s
performance with his insistence to apply the policy of reward and punishment
since taking the mission.
The three sentences cited above give examples of antonyms as units. They all follow the
annexation structure. In sentence (174), for example, Anwar Assadat, Egypt’s former
president, is referred to as the owner of the decision of war and peace. The antonymous
pair refer to one entity. Similarly, sentence (175), also, refers to the one issue of life and
death and sentence (176) refers to the policy of reward and punishment.
Some sentences do not have the noun preceding the frame but still give the meaning

of a unified antonymous pair. In these sentences the antonym pair consists of two definite

noun antonyms. Definiteness can be by procliticisation and marked by the prefix article

J!“al-" as in sentence (177), or by encliticisation using a clitic pronoun as in (178).
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(177)  ogasf L lghelas : b )} &us 5Ly 542l 9 (arabiCorpus: Thawra, ref:

archive37136)

wa-San al-fawz wa-l-xasarah tahaddat arrifa%t tafaral-u
and-about the-winning and-the-losing spoke AlRifa’i be.optimistic-you
bi-l-xayri tadgid-u-h

in-the-goodness find-you-it

and on [the topic of] winning and losing AlRifa’i said: expect good and you’ll
find it.

(178)  <U,lmly Logual 135y (Wilgm o Loke ¢Ujasg Ui (W3lel oy U Lely ok o) 2
bL.uj A 3 oLyl f"’ L ?‘“M’;‘ ji Lol ¢ oniles ;‘ Lo (arabiCorpus: Ghad01,
ref: A{442122}S{MainPage}D03-28-2011)

fa-fi al-halayn nahnu wa-?afmaru-na wa-siratati-na  gina-na
for-in the-two.situations we wa-lives-our and-struggles-our richness-our
wa-faqru-na {ilmu-na wa-&ahlu-na wa-kada nustisu-na

and-poverty-our knowledge-our and-ignorance-our and-also scriptures-our
wa-?ahbaru-na damu-na ?aw dima?u-hum hulmu-na ?aw ?hlamu-hum ma
and-scholars-our blood-our or blood-their mind-our or minds-their that
dama al-?insanu lam yaYud ?insanan

still the-human not return human

in both situations we and our lives and our struggles, our wealth and poverty,
our knowledge and ignorance, and also our scriptures and scholars, our blood or
their blood, our mind or their minds, as long as a human is no longer a human.
In sentence (177), winning and losing are referred to as one entity. There is no noun
preceding them such as ‘the issue of” or ‘the policy of’. Nevertheless, it can be understood
from the sentence that when speaking about this unit it is best to be optimistic.
Sentence (178) exhibits a series of antonym pairs. Some of these pairs are coordinated
to indicate inclusiveness, and others are presented as units. The writer here wonders
what the difference is between death and a life with unfulfilled dreams if the end is the
same (not achieving one’s goals). The comparison involves many aspects of life in both
situations. The pair in bold U,2%¢ Ul gina-na wa-fagrina ‘our richness and poverty’
refers to one’s financial status. This status is the same when one is dead or when one is

living a life they did not choose. Similarly, other pairs like Llg>q Lale filmu-na

wa-dsahlu-na ‘our knowledge and ignorance’ and U la\y s gai nusasuna wa-?ahbaruna

‘our scriptures and scholars’ are presented as one. In these phrases the scale is referred
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to rather than the individual positions on the scale. On the other hand, the two pairs

PASLu ;‘ Lws> damuna ?aw dima?uhum ‘our blood or their blood’ and W}b;‘j VNP
hulmuna Zaw Phlamuhum ‘our mind or their minds’ use the frame X or Y. In these two
phrases the words are not presented as units, but coordinated. Whether our blood or
their blood is shed, our minds or theirs are sane, all these are insignificant if a human
being is no longer a human. Then death and life are the same.

The function of Unity will be explored more in chapter 7 using SBCG.

5.14 Distinction

The category Distinction is similar to Jones’s (2002) category Distinguished Antonymy.
Jones defines this category as ‘the co-occurrence of an antonymous pair within a frame-
work that alludes to the inherent semantic dissimilarity of those words’ (Jones, 2002: 81).
The sentences in this category comprise 5.4% of Jones’s data; but in my data there are
only 51 sentences under Distinction (21 sentences in the arabiCorpus and 30 sentences
in the arTenTen12), which makes 1.7% of the dataset.

The sentences in this category might be seemingly similar to some sentences in the
category Comparison. A sub-type of Comparison is comparing two antonyms to show the
difference between them. However, the category Distinction includes sentences where the
two antonyms act as two ends of a certain pole and the point between them is referred

to. Sentences (179) - (181) below show examples of this category.
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(179)

(180)

(181)

e gl ly sl aally sV gy sl Lty b sl ¥ S sUsyY s
Sl 312 ] & gy dlal (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 3650651, s.id: 81085558)

natikatan l-izdiyad  al-waqifu al-?iktimalit tarazuman wa-ittisatu
result for-increase the-reality the-social  aggravation and-widening
al-huwah bayna al-?agniya?a wa-l-fugara?a wa-irtifatu nisab
the-gap between the-rich and-the-poor and-increasing percentage
al-batalah wa-suftibat ?ikad a-ssakan

the-unemployment and-difficulty finding the-housing

as a result of the increase of the aggravation of social reality, widening of the
gap between the rich and the poor, the increase of unemployment rates, and the
difficulty of finding housing.

s ) Lolaly Lold ) 8Ll o Begl SIASL LLIY 3 099, =iy g (arabiCorpus:
Hayat96, ref: GEN1996:4706)

wa-yasiur brutun fi a-nnihayah b-iSmi?zaz li-l-huwah bayna al-hayat
and-feel ~Burton in the-end in-disgust for-the-gap between the-life
al-xasah  wa-l-Yamah  li-ra?wsi-h

the-private and-the-public for-boss-his

at the end Burton is disgusted by the gap between the private and public life of
his boss.

LasL_cjj Ja! J.Z;‘ v G eeldly Gt ol (v B2 c...ais (arabiCorpus:
Ghad02, ref: A{418692}S{Jordan}D03-28-2011)

fa-?asbaha al-farq bayna hadihi al-manatiq wa-l-Yasimah
so-became the-difference between these the-districts and-the-capital
ka-1-farq bayna ‘?Pafqar a-dduwal wa-7agna-ha
like-the-difference between poorest the-countries and-richest-its

so the difference between these districts and the capital became like the difference
between the poorest and the richest of countries.

In Jones’s data, the sentences under the category Distinguished Antonymy mostly use

the frames the difference between X and Y, separating X and Y, and a gap between X and

Y. In the Arabic data, similar frames are used. The sentences in (179) and (180) use the

words (v Sj.d‘ alhuwah bayna ‘the gap between’. Sentence (181) uses the words (3 J.b.ﬂ

v alfarg bayna ‘the difference between’.
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The category Distinction is one of the categories that do not differ in both the MSA

dataset and Jones’s (2002) dataset.

5.15 Association

The category Association includes sentences where a link or tie between the pair of

antonyms is referred to. Jones refers to this function of antonymy as the ‘antithesis

of distinction‘ (Jones, 2002: 98). Only seventeen sentences are found in Jones’s (2002)

category. In Swedish, however, 1.8% of their data is under the category Association.

In the Arabic data in this study, 51 sentences showed an association between a pair of

antonyms (34 in the arabiCorpus and seventeen in the arTenTen12) which makes 1.7%

of the database.

(182)

Py Llall Rl Lo dide 3,00y Saiall G oY) Oy B 05 0l
Iase ;‘ s jemadl o0F Ly Caab.ﬁ_\‘j (arabiCorpus: Ghad01, ref:
A{473172}S{Jordan} D05-10-2011)

wa-rtan taktn al-Yalagah bayna al-Pusrataym  a-ssagirah
and-that be the-relationship between the-two.families the-small
wa-l-kabirah mabniyah Yala al-muYamalah a-ttayibah wa-1-?htiram

and-the-big based on the-treatment the-nice and-the-respect
w-a-tawaduii ~ mahma kana a-SSaxsu kabiran Yaw sagiran
and-the-modesty however be  the-person old or young

and that the relationship between small and big families be based on nice treat-
ment, respect, and modesty whether the person is old or young.
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(183)

(184)

W § 4aadl (arabiCorpus: Ghad01, ref: A{477722}S{OurLife}D06-01-2011)

fi Ptar tamwil masariti a-$Sarakah bayna al-qitatam al-Yam

in frame funding enterprise the-partnership between the-sectors the-public
wa-l-xas wa-hawla mustagbal a-ssiyasah a-nnaqdiyah ft
and-the-private and-around future the-policy the-monetary in
al-bilad

the-country

as part of funding the enterprise of partnership between the public and private
sectors and the future of monetary policy in the country

s aally sL_._.l..é-;\H ou Y SR (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 642751, s.id:
15884797) )

haytu tunammr ruha al-?ixa?i bayna al-?agniya?i wa-l-fugara?
where nurture soul the-brotherhood between the-rich and-the-poor

because this nurtures the brotherhood between the rich and the poor

The sentences cited above show an association between a pair of antonyms. In sentence

(182), small and big families have a relationship, in sentence (183), public and private

sectors share an enterprise, and in sentence (184), the rich and poor have a brotherhood

that brings them together.

Association is a category that differs from Jones’s (2002) Association category in

proportion only.

5.16 Conflict

Jones (2002) assigns the category Conflict for eighteen sentences in his data. These

sentences present an ‘antonym in direct conflict with another’ (Jones, 2002: 95). The

frames used in his English data are X versus Y or the clash/conflict of X and Y. The
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Arabic data are similar in this respect. Some of the sentences use as didd ‘versus’, as

in (187), and some use words like almuwadahah and éb’U‘ anniza$u ‘confrontation’; as

in (185) and (186). The number of sentences in this category is 47 (31 sentences from

the arabiCorpus and sixteen sentences from the arTenTen12) which makes 1.5% of the

dataset.

(185)

(186)

Sy 5t oy Galdl e d L:Q.AT Y odaxdl Ggadl (arTenTenl2: doc.id:
54551, s.id: 1461191)

a-ttafawwuq  al-Yadadrt la Yahammiyata la-h hma al-muwadkahah
the-superiority the-numerical no importance to-it when the-confrontation
bayna al-haqq wa-I-batil

between the-right and-the-wrong

numerical superiority is not important when it comes to the confrontation between
right and wrong.

it 0Ly Bxaally Laal) Joadl On gl Joab e ss3ll i) Loy
Y YY r\:— s> 5755 Js5sis » (arabiCorpus: Ghad02, ref: A{404740}S{Arabs
World }D03-06-2011)

baYdama ittafaqat al-wufud Tala ta?dil a-nnizafi  bayna

after agreed the-delegations on postponing the-conflict between
a-dduwal al-gantyah wa-l-faqirah bisa?in mustagbal brutukul kyutu
the-countries the-rich  and-the-poor about future Protocol Kyoto
hata Yam 2011

until year 2011

after the delegations had agreed on postponing the conflict between the rich and
poor countries on the Kyoto Protocol until 2011.
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(187) UM‘J"J‘ e u’l) 4&)—“ Ao sl sl J;\ L,,_;\j U_,-SH}U (""J R MM‘}Q
.fL;.ng\ RN Q-,{;U‘ ‘f‘V“‘""i (arabiCorpus: Shurug, ref: A47093WkmAlrmzyD7-
Apr-2010)

muwasilan tafktk lugum tulwa al-axar waqifan ?la &anib al-hayat
continuing disarming mine after the-other standing to side the-life
didda al-mawt wa-?ila &anib al-{raqym ranfusa-hum alladma
against the-death and-to side the-Iraqis selves-their who
tuhadidu-hum al-?algam

threatened the-mines

continuing to disarm one mine after the other, standing next to life against death,
and next to the Iraqis themselves, who are threatened by the mines.

The sentences in (185) - (187) show a type of conflict between the antonymous pairs. In

(185) there is a confrontation between right and wrong. In (186), there is C‘j ‘conflict’

between rich and poor countries. Sentence (187), uses s ‘against’ to refer to the conflict

between life against death.

5.17 Replacive

In the category Replacive, the schematic construction hosting antonyms indicates sub-
stitution or replacement. It is a category similar to Transition, the difference is that in
Transition there is movement from one situation to its opposite or a gradual change from
one antonym to the other. However, in Replacive, the referent of one antonym replaces

the referent of the other, completely and without any transitional stages.

The framing-word used in all sentences in the replacive category is (Ja badal ‘sub-
stitute’. The English frame expressing this meaning is X instead of Y. This frame was
included in Jones’s (2002) category Negated Antonymy. Davies (2013), however, assigned
it a different category which he labelled Replacive Opposition. This category includes

the frames X rather than Y and X instead of Y as its typical frames. Davies describes
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Replacive Opposition as a category that ‘sits functionally somewhere in between the
negatives and comparison’ (Davies, 2013: 65) because Jones (2002) included the frame
X instead of Y in Negated Antonymy and the frame X rather than Y in Comparative
Antonymy. Davies calls this category Replacive Opposition following Quirk et al. (1972)
where they explain that a replacive ‘expresses an alternation to what has preceded [it]’

(Quirk et al., 1972: 671).

In my data, replacive is expressed through Juu badal or O ‘Y.u badalan min
‘instead (of)’ ‘lit. “as a substitute for”” (Badawi et al., 2005: 168). This frame is used
in 40 sentences in my data (20 sentences in the arTenTenl2 and 20 sentences in the
arabiCorpus) accounting for 1.3% of my data. Examples of this use are listed in (188) -

(192).

(188) r\.-)\ REZtY é\..al‘ f')"z Caeld b @J\..i'..“ (BVIRCAP N o ! (arTenTen12:
doc.id: 1804651, s.id: 42004892) )

almagrib ft gina Yan hadihi al-masartyi ma damat taxdumu
Morocco in satisfaction of this  the-projects that still — serve
a-ssaliha  al-xas badal al-Yam

the-benefit the-private instead the-public

Morocco is in no need of these projects as long as they serve the private benefit
instead of the public.

(189) «tlen oo Yoy Soons 50 e gLl £al) LV Ol Ll
(arabiCorpus: Masri2010, ref: A243500116775297D10-Feb-2010)

wa-talaba al-mudarribu al-?andiyata al-baldikiyyah b-i-ddifa¥i
and-demanded the-coach the-clubs  the-Belgian  in-the-defending
Yan di kirsmikar badalan min muhadgamati-h

from De Keersmaeker instead of attacking-him

The coach asked the Belgian clubs to defend De Keersmaeker instead of attacking
him.
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(190) oA e Yoo Ml ol b daladl 3 2 W0 s ond a0 10
(arabiCorpus: Ahram99, ref: 031299FRONO02)

wa-qal ?inna masr gayyarat masara  a-ttartzx i al-mantigah Yindama
and-said indeed Egypt change movement the-history in the-area when
ixtarat a-ssalam badalan min al-harb

choose the-peace instead of the-war

He said that Egypt changed the movement of history in the region when it chose
peace instead of war

(191) e S Slga @l 0555 oF Jady ool Sl o) Jsil e PN s
fM.uJ\ Ju oAy cicalegb wl oo 39ty lisglal! (arabiCorpus: Ghad01, ref:
A{462707}S{MainPage}D03-31-2011)

wa-xatama al-?7amiru hadita-hu bi-l-qawli Pinna al-Yalama lyawm yarfidu
and-ended the-prince talk-his in-the-saying that the-world today refuse
?an takuna a-ttahdidat badilan min al-mufawadat  wa-l-quwwah badal
that be the-threats instead of the-negotiations and-the-force instead
a-ddublumasiyah wa-I-harb badal a-ssalam

the-diplomacy  and-the-war instead the-peace

The prince ended his talk by saying that the world today refuses that threats
would be in place of negotiations, force instead of diplomacy, war instead of
peace

Sentence (188) uses (Jau badal to show that the specified projects serve the ‘private’

interest instead of the ‘public’ interest. Sentence (189) uses o :i.,u_ badalan min to

indicate that defending the footballer De Keersmaeker is preferred in place of attacking

him. Similarly, fw‘ assalam ‘peace’ is chosen in place of & &1 alharb ‘war’ in (190).

In sentence (191), three phrases use this frame. The third one r)LMJ\ Jx o 2 alharb
badal assalam ‘war instead of peace’ is the only one that hosts canonical antonyms. The
other two trigger non-canonical opposition created by the frame and the parallelism of
the words. An opposition is created between ‘threats’ and ‘negotiations’ where one is
preferred over the other as a way of communication. A second non-canonical opposition
is also created between ‘force’ and ‘diplomacy’ as means to achieve certain goals.

The sentence in (192) uses the same frame and expands it to include a longer phrase

with love and compassion in one end of the frame and prejudice and hate in the other.

In this sentence, an ancillary contrast is created between <& JJ‘ arrahmah ‘compassion’
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and —eaadl attafassub ‘prejudice’ because each one of them was coordinated to an

antonym.

(192) oty o sl o slagdl Bpanll p il w3 o Sl 5 Siall o ag 13Kag
il Sy ceand) sl o Yoo 47 Mg o (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 3462401, s.id:
77068601)

wa-hakada nadid Tranna al-Yaqidah qad Tamalat Yala qasyi guytm
and-thus we.find that the-creed -  worked on removing clouds
al-TYasabiyyati a-ssawda?i min al-qulib wa-qamat bi-taskili hawiyyah
the-racism  the-black from the-hearts and-did in-forming identity

Pikgtimaliyyah &adidah l-i-nnas taqumu fYala al-?tman bi-1lah
social new for-the-people based on the-faith in-Allah
wa-rasulu-h wa-?risafat masaSir al-hubbi w-a-rrahmah

and-messenger-his and-spreading feelings the-love and-the-compassion
badalan min masafir i-ttafasub ~ wa-l-karahiyah
instead of feelings the-prejudice and-the-hatred

and thus we find that the Creed worked on removing the black clouds of racism
from the hearts and formed a new social identity for people based on faith in
Allah and His messenger and spreading feelings of love and compassion instead
of prejudice and hatred.
Sentence (192) features the pair ‘love/hatred’ in the frame ‘X instead of Y. It states that
people should spread love and compassion in place of prejudice and hatred. The sentence
calls on people to act according to the preferred alternative.
The category Replacive is similar to negation in that one antonym functions to high-
light the importance of the other. However, the sentences above show that there is an

important difference that there is a choice between two antonyms and one of them is

preferred.
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5.18 Binarized Option

The Binarized Option category includes sentences where an option between the antonyms
is referred to. This category is not one of Jones’s (2002) categories, but was later in-
troduced after investigation of antonyms across different corpora by Jones and Murphy
(2005), where it was labelled Interrogative Antonymy and included sentences and ques-
tions like the one in (193). The category interrogative antonymy ‘involves the forcing of

a choice between the two members of the antonym pair’ (Murphy et al., 2009: 2161).
(193) Is she a good mommy or a bad mommy? (In Murphy and Jones, 2008: 424)

The coordination using ‘or’ does not indicate inclusiveness in this sentence. It indicates an
option where only one of the antonyms is possible. Davies (2013) included this category
in his classification of non-canonical opposition and labelled it Binarized Option, since
Interrogative Antonymy suggests that all examples are questions. I follow Davies in
calling this category Binarized Option. However, questions were found in my data and

therefore, two subcategories are noted: Interrogative and non-interrogative.

In my data, the frames used are r‘ Pam ‘or’ or j‘ Loj Ptmma ... Paw ‘either ... or’.
The word f‘ Pam is used in Arabic ‘to imply an exclusive choice restricted to one of the

alternatives’ and Wl ?mma ‘renders a disjunctive coordination’ (Badawi et al. 2004:
298-9). This group is a small one; only 21 sentences in the dataset indicate binarized
option. Of these sentences eleven are from the arTenTenl2 (eight questions and three
sentences) and ten from the arabiCorpus (four questions and six sentences). The two

types are discussed below.
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interrogative

An option can be presented in a question, hence the name of this sub-category. The

connector used in these questions is either gl Paw or f‘ Pam ‘or’ as examples (194) - (196)

show.
(194) S0 571 o ol ) sl g (arTenTen12: doc.id: 2151751, s.id: 49714191)

Payu-hma ?afdal ?an ?uhibbu ?aw ?akrah
which-them best that I.love  or [Lhate

Which is best: to love or to hate?

(195) A1 5] oDl my pagl) el bzl s (arTenTen12: docid: 212901,
sid: 5518460)

hal al-mustagbal binnisbati li-lyaman ya9int a-ssalam ?aw al-harb
do the-future  concerning to-Yemen mean the-peace or the-war

Does the future concerning Yemen mean peace or war?

(196) § 351 o1 55 aal 0B lal sl Lo 3l Vaa il (arTenTen12: doc.id: 1666001,
s.id: 38083694)

undur hada al-farx ma 7asbaha-hu bi-?umm-ih qala  ?ummu-hu dakar
look this the-chick how look.like-it in-mother-its he.said mother-its male
Tam Tunta
or female

look how this chick looks like its mother, he said: is its mother male or female?

The question in (194) presents a choice between the two verbs wi Puhibb ‘love’ and

o;‘ Pakrah ‘hate’. Only one choice is possible and as the word J.;a.é‘ Pafdal ‘better’
suggests, only one is preferred. The question in (195) also presents a choice between two

antonyms. The future of Yemen can either be one of peace or of one of war. In (196),

the question uses f‘ ?am to present the choice between male and female.

non-interrogative choice

13
The word j‘ Paw ‘or’ is used widely to indicate inclusiveness, as was discussed in the

category Inclusiveness in section 5.1. However, in a small number of sentences, this
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connector is preceded by L ?imma ‘either’, as in (197) where it indicates option between

the two antonyms.

(197) s ol 56 W Lol 3 &) eeid Ll (arTenTenl2: doc.id: 3072351, s.id:
60183067) )

a-ddunya tusbihu lutbah fr nihayati-ha ?imma fa?iz  ?aw xasir
the-life  similar game in end-its either winner or loser

Life is like a game, in the end one is either a winner or a loser.

(198)  po L) ALl V) 211 g LY O lall g cld! pas sl b s
fL..H tUa.'éJ‘ & ji el CUa.'&J‘ (arabiCorpus: Hayat96, ref: BUS1996:36906)

kadalik fa-?innt Yara Yadam a-ssamah  bi-duxil al-masarif

also  so-1 see not the-allowing in-introducing the-banks
al-tadgnabiyyah ft al-bidayah  ?illa  bi-l-musarakah Pimma maSa
the-foreign in the-beginning unless in-the-participation either with
al-qitati al-xas Paw mafa al-qita%i al-fam

the-sector the-private or with the-sector the-public

I also see not to allow the introduction of foreign banks at the beginning except
in participation with either the private sector or the public sector.

Sentence (197) uses ;\ ~ Wl Pimma ... Paw ‘either ... or’ to express choice between
‘winner’ and ‘loser’ at the end of this life. In (198), the banks are given the choice to
participate in the private sector or the public sector but not both and not neither.
Binarized Option is the smallest category in the MSA data. It is the only category
that represents less than 1% of the 3000 dataset sentences. Ancillary opposition was not

present in the sentences of this category.

5.19 Concluding remarks

The categories presented in this chapter represent the new classification of schematic

constructions hosting co-occurring antonym pairs in MSA text. The classification was
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introduced in the previous chapter and this chapter is a detailed introspection of each
category with examples from the dataset. The classification I present in this study leave
out some sentences in the dataset that do not fit nicely in these categories. Some of these
sentences feature ancillary use of antonyms. However, because the ancillary category was
eliminated, the present classification is able to show more clearly other uses of antonyms
that were discussed in the sections of this chapter.

The examples presented here all feature a canonical pair of antonyms functioning a
certain function in certain frames. This form-function pairing of antonym pairs lend itself
very well to be treated as a grammatical construction in the sense found in Construction
Grammar. For this reason, both the function of antonyms and the form of the structures
in which they are used were taken in consideration in the presentation of the categories.

The next chapter introduces the theory of Construction Grammar in general and
SBCG in particular in preparation for presenting a constructionist account of both
antonyms and coordination as the frequent host of antonyms. As was discussed pre-
viously, the largest proportion of the dataset uses antonym pairs in a coordination con-
struction; which is a phenomenon not specific to Arabic antonymy but was found in

previously investigated languages, too.
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Chapter 6

Sign-Based Construction Grammar

‘[T]f a certain form is used often enough with a certain meaning, it becomes a construction
with idiosyncratic form-meaning characteristics and therefore gains an independent status
in the theoretical model’ (Heine, 2011: 63). Antonym pairs, as well as the frames they
appear in, are used frequently in text in the similar functions across languages, and
therefore it has been proposed that they should be treated as constructions (Murphy,
2006; Jones et al., 2012).

This chapter provides an overview of constructionist approaches to linguistics in gen-
eral and of Sign-Based Construction Grammar in particular. Section 6.1 discusses where
constructionist approaches stand in relation to other theories of linguistics, and presents
the general assumptions shared by construction grammar models. Section 6.2 introduces
Sign-Based Construction Grammar with reference to how it relates to other construction
approaches to grammar, and explains the basics of Sign-Based Construction Grammar,
which is the model used to account for Arabic antonym constructions here. Section re-
views a previous account of English antonyms as constructions presented by Jones et al.

(2012).

6.1 Constructionist approaches to linguistics

Constructionist approaches to linguistics are a group of linguistic models that share some
similarities in how they account for linguistic phenomena. The key term that brings

these models together is the construction which builds on Saussure’s notion of ‘sign’ and
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expands it to include grammatical structures that may (or may not) incorporate lexical
items in them. A construction is usually defined as a conventionalized form-meaning
pairing which can be used to describe all levels of grammatical description (Trijp, 2013).
The constructionist approaches to grammar (henceforth CxG) include Cognitive Con-
struction Grammar (CCG) (Goldberg, 2006) or, as some call it, the Goldbergian Con-
struction Grammar (Trijp, 2013), Fluid Construction Grammar (FCG) (Steels, 2011),
Radical Construction Grammar (RCG) (Croft, 2001), Embodied Construction Grammar
(ECG) (Bergen and Chang, 2009), Berkeley Construction Grammar (BCG) (Fillmore
and Kay, 1995), and Sign-Based Construction Grammar (SBCG) (Sag, 2012). These
approaches differ in some respects. For example, CCG, RCG and FCG are based on the
principles of Cognitive Grammar and therefore focus on the production and reception of
linguistic signs and how they are cognitively construed. They avoid formalized generative
rules in accounting for linguistic phenomena. On the other hand, BCG and SBCG are
generative models in the sense that they rely on static structures that generate signs.
Static means that they assign constraints on a particular construction, and those con-
straints need to be realized in all occurrences of that construction; this is in contrast to,
for example, Optimality Theory (Keger, 1999) where constraints can be violated.
Constructionist approaches have basic shared assumptions that bring them together.
First, phrasal and clausal phenomena are analysed in order to account for all aspects
of a speaker’s knowledge of language. When CxG developed in the 1980s it opposed
dividing linguistic phenomena into core and peripheral, which prevailed in generative
grammar tradition starting with Chomsky (1957). In generative grammar peripheral
structures are the ones that are only partially productive, therefore cannot be used to
derive generalizations. Examples of constructions that would be considered peripheral
are partially filled idiomatic constructions (Goldberg, 2013) such as the Xer the Yer in
The bigger they grow, the stronger they are. In CxG, however, grammatical structures at
varying levels of complexity are treated equally. CxG views grammatical constructions
as the building blocks of linguistic analysis. This contrasts with the Chomskyan view of
constructions as helpful for description but with no meaning, and therefore no theoretical

power (Boas, 2013).



192

Construction Grammars are not transformational grammars; there is no deep struc-
ture and focus is always on surface form (Goldberg, 2013). There are no multiple layers
of linguistic representation. Instead, the constructions in a given language are related to
each other via a default inheritance network (Goldberg, 2013). For example, a ques-
tion like Where did John go? is not derived from a declarative sentence like John
went where. It is formed by the interaction of different constructions: wh- construc-
tion, subject-auxiliary inversion construction, NP construction, and VP construction.
These constructions can simultaneously satisfy the constraints on linguistic objects and
therefore can unify. In other words, there is no conflict between these constructions and
this allows them to interact together to license words to go in the constructions and form
a grammatical question.

Another similarity among constructionist approaches is the treatment of phenomena
cross-linguistically. CxG tends to investigate languages independently, because, accord-
ing to CxG, variability across languages regarding certain linguistic features is more
prominent than universality. This does not mean that there are no cross-linguistic ten-
dencies (Goldberg, 2013). One generalization is that languages have a tendency to have
a passive construction. This tendency is explained via external universal pressures and
processing constraints. The passive constructions in different languages ‘are identified
by their related functions: they are constructions in which the topic and/or agentive
argument is essentially “demoted,” appearing optionally or not at all’ (Goldberg, 2013:
24). Arabic and English, for example, both have a passive structure that functions by

‘demoting’ the agent as in the examples in (199) below.
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(199) a. My bike was stolen (by some kids).

suriqat darradgat-t
stolen bicycle-my

My bike was stolen.

The realization of the passive differs cross-linguistically according to the constraints in
each language. In English, an auxiliary is compulsory and the agent can appear as a
non-subject oblique as in (199a). Arabic passive verbs, on the other hand, make use of
a passive template for the verb and the omission of the agent is mandatory as in (199b)
(Badawi et al., 2004).

The four basic assumptions discussed above - constructions as building blocks of lan-
guage, focus on surface form, no transformations, and treatment of linguistic phenomena
across languages; are shared by constructionist approaches to grammar. However, these
approaches differ in how they operationalize these basic assumptions. For example, in
CCG a construction is defined as a conventional, learned form-function pairing (Gold-
berg, 2006). The ‘function’ combines both semantic function and discourse function
(Goldberg, 2003). However, BCG defines a construction as any conventionalized pairing
of form and meaning (Fillmore and Kay, 1995). In FCG, constructions are defined as
a mapping between a semantic pole and a syntactic pole that captures conventionalized
mappings (Trijp, 2013: 98). SBCG defines constructions as descriptions that license
classes of linguistic objects (Sag, 2012: 72). Therefore, while a construction is mostly
defined as a form-meaning pairing, different approaches of CxG operationalize this defi-
nition differently.

Another difference among CxG approaches is that CCG and RCG aim at providing a
psychologically plausible account of language and use cognitive semantics (Boas, 2013),

while BCG and SBCG aim at finding maximal generalizations for linguistic phenomena.
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Therefore, CCG and RCG emphasize the importance of ‘motivation’ in order to explain
the cognitive processes behind the formation of a certain construction and how it came
to be that way (Boas, 2013). On the other hand, SBCG does not emphasize the role of
‘motivation’; instead, it presents a theory of constructional meaning. In SBCG, construc-
tions are related to conditions of use. These conditions are presented in the construction
as semantic and pragmatic features (Michaelis, 2013).

The next section explains SBCG in more detail.

6.2 Sign-Based Construction Grammar

The framework used to model antonym relations in this thesis is Sign-Based Construction
Grammar because it is a formalized version of Construction Grammar (Michaelis, 2013).

This section reviews the historical development of SBCG and explains how it works.

development of SBCG

The goal behind the introduction of SBCG ‘is to expand the empirical coverage of HPSG
[Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar|, while at the same time putting BCG on a
firmer theoretical footing’ (Sag, 2012: 70). This section discusses the historical devel-
opment of SBCG for the purpose of understanding how similar and different it is to
related theories of grammar, namely BCG and HPSG. SBCG is a combination of two
models with different backgrounds: BCG, which is influenced by Cognitive Grammar,
and HPSG, which is a theory of Formal Grammar (Sag et al., 2012).

The two models, BCG and HPSG, can be related to each other in a number of ways.
For example, they both view language as a set of signs with blurry distinction between
what is lexical and what is grammatical (Sag et al., 2012). BCG and HPSG also view a
grammar as ‘a system of constraints that work together to license and delimit the signs of
a given language’ (Sag et al., 2012: 5). These constraints represent constructions that are
modelled in terms of complex and recursive feature structures rather than atomic symbols
like V, N, or PP. However, while constructions are viewed in both models as constraints

that license certain recursive structures, these constraints are modelled differently. In
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BCG they are modelled as trees with feature structures in the nodes (Fillmore and Kay,
1995), and in HPSG they are modelled as derived graphs or Attribute-Value Matrices
(AVMs) (Pollard and Sag, 1994).

The formalism of BCG proves useful for delimiting the interaction of constructions
compared to CCG. In the case of the ditransitive, for example, Goldberg (1995) requires
a grammatical-function assignment, and thus a verb like give needs a valence of three
arguments: an agentive subject, a recipient, and a theme. The weakness of Goldberg’s
account is that if the verb is in the active voice these roles are predictable from the
active voice construction and would differ if it were in the passive (Fillmore and Kay,
1995: 156). However, in BCG the representation of the ditransitive is associated with
only one constraint, which gives this model an elegance of representation. The theme
argument in the ditransitive in BCG is realized as a nominal oblique and the construction
is called the Nominal-Oblique Construction (Fillmore and Kay, 1995). This construction
can unify with either the passive construction or the active construction. In this way the
representation of the ditransitive is delimited and constraints are easily recognized.

The representation of the ditransitive in BCG is more formalized and with fewer con-
strains than the representation in Goldberg (1995). However, the grammar in BCG con-
sists of a partially filled hierarchy of constructions, in contrast to HPSG which sets total
type hierarchies (Michaelis, 2013). The type hierarchies determine which constructions
are able to unify, which gives it an advantage over BCG where construction interaction is
undetermined. In addition, BCG allows any number of compatible constructions, which
can also inherit other constructions, to integrate to form a grammatical sentence. Placing
the constructions in a hierarchy like this leads to vagueness of representation especially
in cases where one lexical item can inherit two non-compatible constructions (Sag et al.,
2012). For example, in the case of the lexeme give, both the ditransitive construction
and oblique construction are applicable. Because BCG sets the constructions themselves
in hierarchies, it is not clear which one is higher and which one is broader and therefore
gets selected and/or cancelled by the other. The introduction of ‘type hierarchies’ from
HPSG to SBCG instead of ‘construction hierarchies’ fixes the problem of lexemes like

giwe that can be licensed by two different constructions by assigning the lexical item
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to the type that licenses the construction and blocking the interaction between the two
constructions (Sag et al., 2012).

Both BCG and HPSG had points of strength and weakness and SBCG is the result of
combining the two models. The way SBCG represents signs and constructions is similar
to BCG in the sense that it makes use of MOTHER-DAUGHTER levels of representation.
It is also similar to HPSG in the sense that it uses feature structures and assigns values

to them. The modelling of SBCG is discussed in the following part of this section.

representation of signs and constructions in SBCG

SBCG is a constraint-based framework. Well-formed linguistic items are represented as
constraints that reflect their behaviour specifically. This framework consists of two parts
that complement each other. The first part is feature-structure descriptions of signs and
constructions that represent linguistic items. The second part is a signature, similar to
a blueprint of how to interpret the descriptions. This section presents how signs and
constructions are described and modelled in SBCG starting with an example of a type in
the grammar’s signature and looking at its specific constructions in order to introduce
the different terminology along with how SBCG works.

Linguistic items in SBCG are assigned a certain type. In the grammar’s signature,
the different types included in the grammar are listed and assigned different features.
These types are arranged in a hierarchy that governs how constructions interact. A type
that has no types projected from it is called a maximal type. For example, the sentence

in (200) is of the maximal type ns-wh-interrogative-clause.
(200) {[Where] [does Pat] [live]?}

In the grammar signature, there is also a list of constructs that license these maximal
types. A construct is ‘a functional FS [feature structure] that specifies values for the
MOTHER (MTR) feature and the DAUGHTERS (DTRS) feature. The value of a MTR
is a sign and the value of a DTR is a nonempty list of signs’ (Sag, 2012: 72). The brack-
eting in (200) shows the different constructs combined to form the sentence: auziliary-

wnitial-construct, headed-construct, verbal, wh-interrogative-clause, interrogative-clause,
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core-clause, and clause. Constructs are represented as in (201).
(201)  wh-interrogative-clause = ...

The dots represent the combinatoric construction which represents rules that license
the construct. The DTRs in a construct are feature-structures that correspond to the
constructions that license the signs. So both constructs and signs are modelled using
feature structures. Signs are linguistic items that are represented in SBCG as in Figure!
6.1 which shows the modelling of the word Pat. The different parts of this sign are

explored below starting from the top of the Attribute Value Matrix (AVM) to the bottom.

Figure 6.1: A model of the word Pat (Sag, 2012: 99)

word
PHON  /pat/
FORM  (Pat)
ARG-ST ()
[ syn-obj |
noun
CASE nom
SYN CAT SELECT none
XARG none
VAL ()
' MRKG  det |
[sem-obj
SEM IND i
FRAMES ()
[ context-obj
naming-fr
CNTXT LABEL b
BCKGRND <ENTITY ; >
NAME  (Pat)

The italicised word at the top represents which type this sign is; some of the other possible

signs include phrase, pronoun-lexeme, s-transitive-verb-lexeme. The features in capitals

1SBCG uses figures for specific instantiations of signs and numbered examples for abstract construc-
tions and general rules.
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on the left-hand side of the AVM are the six main parts of any sign.? Each of these
features are assigned values. For example, the feature PHON is given a phonological-
object (phon-obj) value represented by phonemic transcription; the feature FORM is
given a morph-obj value which can list all parts of the sign, if it is a phrase for example.
The feature structure ARG-ST shows all the arguments this sign can satisfy. The angle
brackets indicate that what is inside of them is a list of values.

The next feature, SYN, is modelled as a syn-obj that consists of sub-features that
show the syntactic representation of this sign. The sub-features include (CAT)EGORY,
(VAL)ANCE, and MARKING (MRKG). Category values include noun, verb, prep, comp,
adv, and adj and category features differ accordingly. In this example, category noun
requires the features CASE, SELECT, and EXTERNAL ARGUMENT STRUCTURE
(XARG). The feature XARG lists the external arguments of the sign outside of its do-
main. It is related to the VAL feature which is part of the SYN feature but outside the
category. The feature XARG lists all arguments that this sign requires, and the feature
VAL lists all arguments that are yet to be satisfied. The last feature in SYN is MRK
which assigns value to the marking of this sign which can be det, unmarked, among
others.

The next feature in the modelling of a sign is SEM which assigns the semantic values
of the sign. SBCG is compatible with any semantic model. However, most research
uses Frame Semantics (Fillmore et al., 2012) along with Minimal Recursion Semantics
(Copestake et al., 2005). In Frame Semantics, cognitive processes, like organization for
example, are used to assign frames for signs. Frames are lists of the knowledge one needs
to understand the meaning of a word. A frame is written as a matrix with the name of
the frame in italics on the top left side and information is recorded in the form of frame
elements usually in capitals. Frame elements have values.

A semantic object (sem-0bj) in the construction consists of values for its (IND)EX
which specifies the referent of the sign, its LOCAL-TOP (LTOP) which specifies the local
top frame of the sign, and its FRAMES which list the frames distinguishing this sign

(Sag, 2012: 89). The value of IND in Figure 6.1 is i, short for index, which is the same

2Other features were proposed in order to account for different phenomena. See Sag (2012), Beavers
and Sag (2004), Chaves (2014) among others.
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value of ENTITY in BCKGRND to show that these two values are the same. The value
of LTOP is borrowed from MRS and is usually given the label ;. It is used to mark
the top frame inside the FRAMES list. This is a helpful method to determine the top
referent of the phrase. It is important to note here that constructions in SBCG do not
have to carry meaning, therefore not all constructions are assigned a SEM feature.

The last feature in a sign is its context (CNTXT) which is ‘based on such features
as BACKGROUND (BCKGRND) and CONTEXTUAL-INDICES (C-INDS), where the
latter specifies values for such features as SPEAKER (SPKR), ADDRESSEE (ADDR),
and UTTERANCE-LOCATION (UTT-LOC)’ (Sag, 2012: 96). The BCKGRND feature
is a list of frames of propositions around that sign, hence, the angle brackets. In Figure
6.1, the only frame in the list is the naming-fr. It has the features LABEL with the value
lr. Tt is indexed as ENTITY and because it is a naming-fr, it has a feature NAME with
the value Pat.

The lexeme Pat is of type pr-noun lexeme (proper noun lexeme) and therefore must
satisfy all type constraints sketched out in (202). The type higher than pn-lzm in the

type hierarchy is indicated in brackets (1 invariant-lem).

(202) Proper Noun Construction (Tinvariant-lrm) (Sag, 2012: 109)

[FORM L
noun
CAT [SELECT none
SYN XARG none
VAL ()
MRKG def
pn-lxm = L i
IND i
SEM - praMEs ()
naming-fr
CNTXT |[BCKGRND <ENTITY i >
NAME L

The lexeme Pat in Where does Pat live? appears in a wh-interrogative clause which
is one of the Filler-Gap constructions. In SBCG, Filler-Gap constructions are treated
as having a value for a gap feature [Gap <NP>] (Sag, 2012). This means that if the

value of this feature is empty, [Gap < >|, then there is no gap in the clause. The proper
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noun Pat can also combine with a verb to form a phrase like Pat left. The verb left is
of type strict-intransitive-verb-lexeme (sintrans-v-lzm), and therefore is licensed by the

sintrans-v-lezm construction. This verb is modelled in Figure 6.2.

Figure 6.2: A model of the word left

[word |
PHON /left/
FORM <left>
ARG-ST <NP[nom}Z~>
[ syn-obj |
[verb |
VF fin
SELECT none
XARG  NP[nom;
CAT
SYN leaving-fr
LABEL 5
(g L)
S-SRCE 4
MRKG  unmk
VAL <NP[nom}Z->
_sem-obj ]
IND s
LTOP I
SEM leaving-fr b
past-fr
LABEL |
FRAMES °|, ILABEL &
SIT s ARG
S-SRCE i ’

In Figure 6.2, the features PHON, FORM, ARG-ST, SYN, and SEM are specified similar
to the modelling of the noun in Figure 6.1. The features PHON and FORM record the
phonological representation and the form of the word, respectively. The feature ARG-ST
lists the arguments required by this word, which is an NP. The feature SYN shows that
the category of the word is verb and lists its feature structures. In its SEM feature, the

word in indexed as a SITUATION.
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The verb left is an intransitive verb of the type sintrans-v-lem. In the type hierarchy,
an sintrans-v-lem is an intransitive lexeme that is a sub type of the type wverb-lzm, and
an sintrans-v-lem is also a main-v-lzm. Therefore, the verb left needs to satisfy the
constraints on both types. The verb lexeme construction is sketched out in (203). In
the construction, the value of XARG is one of the list of values of ARG-ST, which in an
intransitive verb is also the only one. The main verb lexeme construction is modelled in
(204). In this construction, the features of AUX (auxiliary) and INV (infinitive) have a
negative boolean value (-) in their syntax. Main verbs are also indexed as situations in

their semantics.

(203) Verb Lexeme Construction (1 lezeme) (Sag, 2012: 112)

[ARG-ST (X ,..) ]
i verb
LID L
SYN CAT SELECT none
verb-lxm = XARG X
MRKG  unmk
:LTOP lo=q1
SEM FRAMES L:<([LABEL zl])>

(204) Main Verb Lexeme Construction (Sag, 2012: 113)
_ AUX -
SYN |CAT [INV -

main-v-lrm = L

IND s
FRAMES <[SIT 3]>

SEM

The phrase as a whole Pat left is a combination of the two signs in Figures 6.1 and 6.2.
It is a simple declarative sentence that is licensed by the Subject-Predicate construction
in (205). ‘This construction says that two signs can combine as long as the second is a
finite (and hence verbal) sign that selects the first via the VAL feature’ (Sag, 2012: 146).
Looking at the construction from the bottom up, the HD-DTR feature determines which
of the two daughters is the head daughter (Z). The DTRS feature lists two daughters:
X and Z. The syntax of the second daughter is labelled Y. The MTR feature specifies
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that the feature SYN has value Y, the same syntax of the second daughter except that
the VAL feature must be empty because the VAL feature of the second daughter, the

predicate, has selected the argument needed.

(205) Subject-Predicate Construction (fsubj-head-czt) (Sag, 2012: 146)

MTR [SYN Y ! [VAL <>]_
_ " VB fin]]]
CAT  |INV -
subj-pred-cl = | RS <X,Z:SYN Y AUX - >
MRKG unmk
VAL (X)

HD-DTR 7

The Subject-Predicate construction does not specify any semantic features for the mother
or daughters. This is because its frames are specified through the Principle of Compo-
sitionality (Sag et al., 2003; Sag, 2012). The Principle of Compositionality states that
all frames in the semantics of the daughters in any given construct combine to form
the semantics of the mother (Sag, 2012). This is modelled in (206) below. Thus the
phrase Pat left is formed by both the Subject-Predicate construction and the Principle

of Compositionality together, and the resulting model is sketched out in Figure 6.3.

(206) Principle of Compositionality (Sag, 2012: 185)
MTR [SEM [FRAMES Lo @ ... @ Lnﬂ

construct = | pTRg <[SEM [FRAMES Llﬂ, ,[SEM [FRAMES LNH>

CXT-CONTENT L,

Two signs, Pat and left, unify to form a phrase, which is by itself a sign that can
unify with other signs. The phrase Pat left modelled in Figure 6.3 is mapped onto the
Subject-Predicate Construction modelled in (205) to show this unification. This mapping

is modelled in Figure 6.4.
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phrase
PHON

FORM

SYN

SEM

CNTXT

Figure 6.3: The phrase Pat left

[paet#'left/
<Pat, left>
—syn—obj ]
[verd 1
VF fin
SELECT none
XARG NP[nomL-
CAT
leaving-fr
LABEL I
LID < SIT S >
S-SRCE 4
VAL ()
MRKG unmk
—sem—obj ]
IND S
LTOP L
leaving-fr pastfi
LABEL I X
FRAMES °|, ILABEL b
SIT S ARG
S-SRCE i °
_context—obj |
naming-fr
LABEL ls
NAME <Pat>
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Figure 6.4: modelling of the Subject-Predicate clause Pat left

—ph.ftzse
FORM  (Pat, left)
[ verh
i VF fin
_— LID (=)
XARG
VAL ()
|MRKG  unmk
subj-pred-cl [IND s
LTOP b
SEM past-fr
FRAMES < LABEL
ARG
naming-fr
CNTXT BCI{GRND< ENTITY
NAME
[ word 1 [word
Form (Pm’.)
noun
CAT CASE  nom
SYN XARG none
@ MRKG  def
[IND i
FL FRAMES (}]
naming-fr SEM
CNTXT BCI(GRXD< ENTITY i >
NAME Pat|"||

Pat >

leaving-fr
LABEL b

SIT s

S-SRCE i

FORM  (left)

verh
VF
LID
XARG
VAL (m)
_I\-"I RKG unmrk
[IND s
LTOP Iy

CAT

[FRAMES

)

fin

)

M




205

Another phrase, like Jane stayed, would be licensed and modelled in the same way:
a pro-noun lereme construction unifying with an sinterans-v-lem construction through
the Subject-Predicate construction and the Principle of Compositionality giving way to
a phrase similar to the one in Figure 6.3. Furthermore, the two phrases can combine to

form a clause like the one in (207).

(207) a. {[Pat left] [but] [Jane stayed]}.

b. {[[Pat] and [Jane]] [left]}

In sentence (207a) above, the two clauses are coordinated using contrastive but. In the
sentence (207b), the signs Pat and Jane are coordinated using and. I will now explain
how SBCG can account for coordinating two signs in this way following Chaves (2012)
and Sag (2012). The coordination construction is a non-headed construction that forms
a phrase or a clause by connecting two phrases or clauses. The coordinated phrases have
to be of the same syntactic form that is also shared by the resulting phrase, the mother
of the construction.

The lexical entry of and in Figure 6.5 shows the values for its features PHON, SYN,
SEM, and CRD. The feature PHON shows the phonology of the sign. The feature
SYN shows that the word and is of category coord for coordinator. Coordinators are
allowed to choose a sign that is unmarked with a coordinator and attach to it through
the feature SELECT. The feature CRD was first introduced by Beavers and Sag (2004).
They assume that all signs have a feature CRD that has a Boolean value (+/-). Chaves
(2012) introduced the MODE feature for coordinators that specifies the coordination
type. In the case of and, the MODE is + which means that it is a conjunction type.
Other MODE values include V for disjunction, < for temporal precedence, and — for

causal conjunction (Chaves, 2012: 502).

Going back to the example Pat and Jane left, the coordinator and connects two noun
phrases to form a larger noun phrase Pat and Jane. This operation in governed by the
coordination construction. Before discussing the coordination construction, there are two
other constructions that need to be explained first: the Head-Functor Construction and

the Non-Headed Construction.
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Figure 6.5: The connector and (Chaves, 2012: 503).

[word

PHON (and)
CAT coord

SYN  [SELECT [CRD unmarked|
(VAL ()

SEM  [FRAMES ()
marked

CRD \obe 4+

The Head-Functor Construction in (208), taken from Sag (2012: 156), allows a head to

attach to a non-head daughter. This construction accounts for how adjuncts, determiners,

and complementizers are formed. In the case of the coordinators, Chaves (2012) argues,

following Van Eynde (2003), that they have a feature SELECT which allows them to

impose constraints on the phrase.

(208)

head-func-czt =

MTR {SYN X 1 [MRKG Mﬂ

DTRS < SYN

HD-DTR Y

CAT [SELECT Y]
MRKG M

: Y:[SYN X}>

The head-func-czt in (208) shows how the mother takes its valence from the head second

daughter, and the first daughter selects the second daughter. Chaves (2012) assumes all

sign have a SLASH (GAP) feature whose values are not signs but gaps that can be either

percolating gap (pg) or filled gap (fg). In the head-func-cxt, the head daughter has a pg

value for its SLASH feature which makes it unable to allow for extraction.

Although coordinators are not viewed as heads in SBCG but as markers in their

phrases (Chaves, 2012), they combine with the Head-Functor Construction in order to

be able to attach to the coordinated phrases. Therefore, the word and in Figure 6.5 is

mapped onto the head-func-cxt in (208). This mapping is illustrated in Figure 6.6 which

produces in our case and Jane.

The other construction that needs to be discussed prior to presenting the Coordination
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Figure 6.6: Coordinate head-functor construct (Chaves, 2010: 504).
NP

marked
2 _ _
|:CRD |:MODE +:|:| (hd-func-cxt)

Coord NP
SYN | CAT | SELECT CRD unmarked}
CRD

and

Construction is the Non-Headed Construction. Chaves (2012) illustrates two generaliza-
tions about the Non-Headed Constructions that can be captured in the construct in (209)
below. The two generalizations are: the mother has the same syntax as its daughters

and these constructions cannot discharge gaps (Chaves, 2012: 504).

(209) MTR [SYN ]

non-headed-crt = SYN

SLASH  set(pg)

SYN
SLASH  set(pg)

b

DTRS <

;

The Coordination Construction, coord-cat, is of type non-headed construction and must
satisfy the constraints in it. Therefore, the mother in the coord-czt has the same syntax
feature as its daughters. However, the number of the daughters is not restricted to two,
but only the first daughter has an unmarked CRD feature.The coord-czt is illustrated in
(210) below.

(210) SEM [INDEX ]
CRD [MODE ]

SEM [INDEX 0] SEM [INDEX (2]
| CRD unmarked

marked

DTRS <
MODE

coord-cxt = CRD

'RELN
INDEX
ARG, >
ARG,

CX-SEM <

The coord-cxt is a non-headed construction, so it has a mother that has the same syntax
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as its two daughters and none of the daughters is a head. This construction differs
from other non-headed constructions in that the construction itself adds an additional
meaning. This meaning is encoded in the CONSTRUCTION-SEMANTICS (CX-SEM)
feature. The CX-SEM is indexed in the same index as the mother, and it assigns a
RELATION (RELN) between two arguments, ARG; and ARG,. These two arguments
are the two daughters and are indexed as such.

The relation that coordination introduces between the the coordinated arguments dif-
fers from coordinator to coordinator. In the case of the phrase Pat and Jane the relation
is conjunction. Figure 6.7 illustrates the coordination in this phrase. The mother of this
phrase is a noun phrase and it selects a head verb through the subj-pred-cl construction

discussed earlier.

Figure 6.7: The coordinated phrase Pat and Jane

SYN [noun phmse}
MTR SEM |INDEX |
CRD [MODE ]

Pat and Jane
DTRS < SEM [INDEX y||, |SEM [INDEX | >
_CRD unmarked CRD +

[RELN  +
INDEX =z
-SEM
cxsme (|N0EX )
_ARGQ z

This section has explained how SBCG developed and discussed the basics of how
it works. I presented what signs are, how they are licensed, and how they combine to
form larger signs. I also discussed how combinatoric constructions, such as the Subject-
Predicate construction, license the interaction of these signs. Lastly, I discussed how
SBCG accounts for coordination in English using the example of two coordinated proper
nouns. This discussion forms the basis for treating coordination in MSA in the next

chapter. The following section introduces the treatment of canonical antonym pairs as
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constructions.

6.3 Antonyms as constructions

This section reviews previous work on treating antonyms as constructions which was
proposed by Murphy (2006) and developed by Murphy and colleagues in Jones et al.
(2012). They examined English antonym constructions within Berkeley Construction
Grammar, as developed by Fillmore and Kay (1995). The section starts with presenting
an argument for treating antonym pairs as constructions, then moves to discussing the

treatment of English antonyms.

why antonym pairs are constructions

Semantically, antonyms are pairs of incompatible lexical items that are minimally dif-
ferent. In discourse these pairs co-occur in text more than chance would allow. This
co-occurrence of antonyms is found in high frequency in different languages and different
genres (Charles and Miller, 1989; Fellbaum, 1995; Jones, 2002; Murphy and Jones, 2008;
Murphy et al., 2009; Muehleisen and Isono, 2009; Kosti¢, 2011). Frequent occurrences of
a particular linguistic phenomenon leads to it being conventionalized (Goldberg, 2006).

In order to account for this sentential co-occurrence, Murphy (2006) proposed a con-
structionist model for accounting for the syntagmatic property of antonyms by treating
them as constructions, in which antonyms are presented as discontinuous lexical items.
For example, an antonymous pair like 7ich/poor represents one lexical construction that
appears discontinuously in a sentence like (211) below. These complex lexical units tend
to be used within contrastive grammatical constructions, which makes them semantically

compatible. The pair rich/poor in sentence (211) is used in a coordinating frame X and

Y.
(211) He was always very gracious to everyone, poor and rich. (Murphy, 2006: 14)

Construction Grammar is an appropriate theoretical model for accounting for canon-
ical antonym pairs because it does not separate syntax and semantics. Constructions

are pairings of form and meaning, and they are considered to be the building blocks of
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grammar. The characteristics of canonical antonyms correspond to how a grammati-
cal construction is defined, and therefore CxG can be easily applied in the description of
canonical antonyms. Canonical antonyms refer to antonymous lexical items that are con-
ventionally recognized as such with no need for contextual cues (Murphy, 2003). These
pairs co-occur in text in contrasting constructions serving certain functions in high fre-
quency. Frequency is another characteristic that canonical antonyms share with con-
structions. The degree to which a certain construction is conventionalized is dependent
on how frequent this grammatical construction is used for that meaning. Antonymous
pairs co-occur frequently in certain frames to signal particular pragmatic functions, which
makes them a strong candidate to be constructions.

Moreover, psycholinguistic studies show that canonical antonyms need form-based as
well as meaning-based mental representations (Paradis et al., 2009; Jones et al., 2012;
Weijer et al., 2014). Antonyms are opposed to each other on the level of concept (Fell-
baum, 1995). For example, hot, warm, and boiling can be antonyms of cool, freezing, and
cold because conceptually, they lie on opposing sides of the temperature scale. However,
canonical antonyms require lexical conventionalization in addition to conceptual opposi-
tion. Therefore, different pairings of these words lie on different levels of conventional-
ization, and therefore canonicity. An evidence for this is presented by Murphy (2003) in
the pair black and white. Their entrenchment as antonyms leads to the contrastive sense
to be transferred to their other ‘non-contrastive’ senses. For example, white coffee was
used as an opposite to black coffee because white is the lexical (form-based) antonym of
black and not because the colour of coffee with milk is white (meaning-based).

Research also suggests that language users often construe ad hoc opposing phrases
either in the vicinity of canonical pairs as in the case of ancillary use of antonyms (Jones,
2002) or not (Davies, 2013). This is because antonymy relation is construed on context
(Murphy, 2003). Canonical antonym pairs are also context sensitive. For instance, while
cool and warm are canonical anotnyms, cool is not a good antonym of warm when
referring to coats warm coat/ # cool coat - light coat (Jones et al., 2012: 103).

A pair of co-occurring canonical antonyms shares similar properties with a gram-

matical construction. Therefore, canonical antonyms are treated as constructions. The
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following section presents the constructionist account of English antonym pairs as pre-

sented in Jones et al. (2012).

6.3.1 English Antonym Constructions in BCG

This part of the section reviews the constructionist treatment of English antonymous
pairs (Jones et al., 2012). Although the framework followed for this purpose is Berkeley
Construction Grammar, ‘the properties of CxG that are relevant for the present purposes
are generic properties of all constructionist approaches’ (Jones et al., 2012: 103). To
explain the approach adopted by Jones et al. (2012), I take the pair tall/short as an
example of canonical antonyms.

In the treatment presented by Jones et al. (2012), particular pairs of antonyms, like
tall and short, are thought of as instantiations of a schematic Antonym Construction.
The construction of the pair tall/short is modelled formally in Figure 6.8 which shows
that the two words are the daughters of a lexical mother with a syntax of [+LEX] and
UNIT 2, and pragmatics of contrast. The feature [+LEX] indicates that the mother is
a lexical item, and the feature UNIT2 indicates that this mother consists of two parts
which are also lexical. The pragmatic feature contrast means that opposition is at the
level of pragmatics. This feature allows the construction to unify with contrastive frames.
In BCG, constructions are put in a hierarchy which allows them to unify if their features

are compatible.

Figure 6.8: The antonym construction tall/short

syn  lex +

unit 2
prag CONTRAST {x,y}
Ixm tall-short

N

X y
syn  lex + syn lex +

unit 1 unit 1

Ixm tall Ixm  short
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The schematic Antonym Construction, however, is lexically unfilled. It is defined
as ‘an unlexicalized construction that serves as the framework for lexicalized antonym
constructions and that can also be used in the generation of new antonym pairings in
context (i.e. antonym constructs)’ (Jones et al., 2012: 116). Jones et al. (2012) give
a schematic representation of the antonym construction, repeated in Figure 6.9. This
representation allows the Antonym Construction to license opposition in context because
it does not specify a certain opposition relation, such as converseness for example (Jones
et al., 2012: 119). The construction is licensed when the context indicates contrastive

proposition.

Figure 6.9: The Antonym Construction (Jones et al., 2012: 119)

syn lex +
unit 2

prag CONTRAST {x,y}

Ixm  x|lxm-y| Ixm

/\

X y
syn unit 1 syn unit 1

The Antonym Construction is assigned four properties (Jones et al., 2012: 116). These
four properties constrain the construction as follows. The first property states that
‘the entire construction is specified as lexical [+LEX]’. This is in order to distinguish
it from phrasal -LEX constructions. By introducing this feature, they introduced a
type of lexical construction that has daughters. The second property of the Antonym
construction assigns two daughters for it. These two daughters are usually +LEX, too;
which means that the construction consists of two discontinuous lexical items. The third
property states that ‘a feature UNIT is specified as 2’. This means that this feature is
introduced to specify that this construction consists of two lexical items not just one.
Finally, the fourth property is that ‘pragmatically, the two daughters are considered to
be minimally different for the purposes at hand’. This refers to the pragmatic feature

specification CONTRAST that aligns pragmatic and semantic properties of the pair of
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antonyms. It is a feature of the mother not the daughters. This allows for accounting for
both conventionalized antonymous pairs (canonical ones) and those that are contextually
instantiated.

The antonym construction ‘posits no linear or hierarchical syntactic relations among
the members of the antonym pair’ (Jones et al., 2012: 121). This allows variation in
antonym order.

Looking at antonyms as a single constructions in this way is beneficial in several
ways. First the Antonym Construction provides a means to explain the observed high
co-occurrence of antonymous pairs. The Antonym Construction can also help account for
the special case of canonical antonyms and their representation in the lexicon. Canonical
antonyms require both semantic and lexical relation between two concepts. Finally, the
Antonym Construction can explain how certain pairs of antonyms have become so con-
ventionalized in their frames that they acquired an idiomatic meaning as in the Idiomatic

Antonymy category.

6.4 Concluding remarks

This chapter has presented an introduction to Construction Grammar with special refer-
ence to SBCG. It showed that CxG offers a suitable model for accounting for antonymous
pairs in text, and explained previous work on canonical antonyms form a construction
grammar point of view. The importance of this chapter is that it showed that canonical
antonyms are suitable candidates to be constructions because they represent a form-
meaning pairing. The chapter sets the floor for an investigation of antonymy in Arabic
using SBCG which is a modal for the syntax-semantics interface. Antonym constructions

and coordination constructions in Arabic are presented in the following chapter.
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Chapter 7

A SBCG account of antonyms and

coordination in MSA

The main goal of this chapter is to provide a constructionist account of antonymous pairs
co-occurring in Arabic text using Sign-Based Construction Grammar. Pairs of canonical
antonyms are argued to be an instantiation of a lexical construction, the antonym-cxt.
I use SBCG to present an account of antonyms as constructions, and of some conven-
tionalised uses of antonyms. First, section 7.1 introduces the antonym construction. It
is divided into two subsections. The first subsection discusses semantic and pragmatic
aspects of antonymy in which I follow Murphy (2003) in that ‘semantic considerations
are at least as important as pragmatic’ ones (Murphy, 2003: 174). The second subsec-
tion discusses the formalised antonym construction and the construct antonym-cxt that
licenses it.

As was discussed in the previous chapters, antonymous pairs are found coordinated
in text more than in any other construction, such as negation or comparison. Therefore,
section 7.2 of this chapter investigates the coordination construction. A general discussion
of Arabic coordination and agreement is presented with examples. On the basis of this
discussion, I present the SBCG account of Arabic coordination.

Lastly, some uses of coordinated antonyms become conventionalised over time so that
they develop specific meanings of their own. An example of this is when antonyms are

coordinated in order to refer to a single domain shared by the pair. This use is referred
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to as Unity in Jones’s (2002) investigation of English antonyms and is hound in the MSA
data in this study, see section 5.13. In this use the pair of antonyms is presented ‘as
one large noun phrase rather than two small noun phrases’ (Jones, 2002: 100). The
third section of this chapter investigates Unity as an example of conventionalisation of

constructions and compares it to coordinating antonyms for Inclusiveness.

7.1 Antonym constructions in SBCG

A construction in SBCG sketches out relevant information regarding all levels of lin-
guistic representation. The relevant information for the antonym construction is in its
semantic and pragmatic features. For this reason, the first part of this section reviews
some semantic and pragmatic considerations regarding antonymy. These two levels are
equally important because contrast is triggered on the contextual level, and convention-
alised canonical pairs share a semantic relation. The syntax and, in more cases than
not, morphological template of the construction are parallel to each other. When a pair
is presented as pragmatically contrastive, less parallel semantic and morphological fea-
tures are overlooked. When pairs of antonyms are conventionalised and they acquire a

canonical status, they appear in less parallel structures.

Semantic and pragmatic considerations

This section sets the background for understanding how a conventionalised antonym con-
struction is used in discourse. It presents a link between our understanding of antonymy
relations in context and how this understanding is represented in SBCG terminology.
First, I review how an antonymous implicature is construed pragmatically in context.
Then a conventionalised pair of antonyms is discussed as having a semantic relation.
Canonical pairs of antonyms co-occur in certain parallel contrastive structures. This
phenomenon was found in a number of languages: English (Mettinger, 1994; Jones,
2002; Jones and Murphy, 2005), Swedish (Murphy et al., 2009), Japanese (Muehleisen
and Isono, 2009), Serbian (Kosti¢, 2011), Qura’anic Arabic (Hassanein, 2012), and Chi-

nese (Hsu, 2015). These contrastive structures were also found in English to host non-
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canonical oppositions, triggering a contrastive implicature between them (Davies, 2013).

Contrast is generated locally in context; and therefore, words have different opposites
in different contexts. For example, while the two words aloof and human are not in an
opposition relation lexically, they are presented as opposed to each other in the sentence

(212).

(212) Let the professionals remember that the politicians that the public likes best are

not the aloof ones but the human ones.(Guardian; In Jeffries, 2010: 36)

The opposition between these words is triggered in this context by the fact that they
are parallel to each other along with the contrastive structure X but Y (Jeffries, 2010;
Jones et al., 2012). From a Frame Semantics point of view, contrasting phrases share
the same frame or at least a higher inherited frame (Uchida and Fujii, 2011). The two
opposing words in (212), for example, both refer to TRAITS OF POLITICIANS. In other
words, the context these two words are found in frames them as opposites. They are two
adjectives used to describe two types of the same group. The opposition relation between
aloof and human is not a lexical relation; instead, the contrast between these two words
is triggered in actual language use through a contrastive implicature. The implicature
in this sentence is that politicians who keep their distance are less human than those
who are closer to the public. It also implicates that the word human entails warm and
empathetic (Jeffries, 2010).

Contrast originates pragmatically in conversational implicature, and using the same
construction for the same implicature frequently can lead to the implicature being se-
mantically associated with the construction. This process of form-meaning association
can lead to implicature conventionalisation (Kay and Fillmore, 1999). A construction
that received much investigation in the construction grammar literature is the ‘what’s X
doing Y’ (WXDY). This construction is not a contrastive construction, but it shows how

implicature can be conventionalised:



217

While the WXDY construction may have had its origin in conversational
implicatures - through situations in which the individual A is clearly up to
no good and B asks what A is doing - the semantics of incongruity is now
CONVENTIONALLY associated with a special morphosyntax of WXDY con-
structs. (Kay and Fillmore, 1999: 5; emphasis original)

This conventionalisation of implicature can happen both over time and over the course of
language acquisition (Bybee, 2013). The result is a construction that has to be accounted
for independently of its compositional meaning.

Going back to the sentence in example (212), if the words human and aloof are used
repeatedly over time in different contrastive structures, they may acquire a canonical
antonym status. Only then do parallel contrastive constructions become less required to
frame these two words as contrastive.

Following from this argument, less conventionalised pairs of opposites need to be
parallel to each other syntactically and semantically. Syntactically parallel means that
the two pairs share the same distribution in the sentence, such as not the aloof ones but
the human ones in sentence (212). Both human and aloof occur in the structure the ADJ
ones. Semantically parallel, on the other hand, means that they share all of their semantic
features except one (Murphy et al., 2015). However, more conventionalised antonymous
pairs, i.e. canonical antonyms, do not always require these contrastive frames. Therefore,

less parallel use of antonymous pairs can emerge.

A constructionist account of canonical antonyms

This section presents a formalised account of the antonym construction in Arabic using
SBCG by outlining where it stands in the type hierarchy, what combinatorial construction
licenses its construct, and how it accounts for the co-occurrence of antonymous pairs in
text. Examples from Arabic are then presented to show this construction at work.
SBCG assumes two parts in a grammar of a language. The first part is the con-
structicon which lists the listemes and constructions of the language that provide the
descriptions of specific feature structures of the language. The other part of the gram-
mar is the grammar signature which specifies general properties of feature structures

and outlines the type hierarchy of the language. In the constructicon, the antonym con-
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struction proposed in this chapter is an expression that is licensed by a combinatorial
construction with the name antonym-czt which is composed of feature structures that im-
pose certain constraints on its mother and two daughters. This antonym-cat is specified
in the grammar signature as of type symmetrical relation expression and is incorporated

in the type hierarchy as is shown in (213).

(213) expression
overt-expr covert-expr

phrase sym-rel-expr

The tree in (213) outlines part of the type hierarchy presented by Sag (2012). I
propose that this part is the same as the type hierarchy of the Arabic language. The tree
shows the type expression and the types below it. A construction of the type expression
can be either covert or overt. A covert expression is not lexically realised such as gap.
An overt expression has the maximal type phrase and the proposed symmetrical-relation-
expression. The type symmetrical-relation-expression (sym-rel-expr) is a maximal type
that satisfies all its super-types overt-expr and sign. It is a ‘relation expression’ because
the expression is composed of two semantically related words. It is also ‘symmetrical’
because the two words share a reciprocal relationship. A symmetrical relation is a relation
shared by two signs, as such each one bears the same relation to the other. For example,
the antonym of long is short and the antonym of short is long.

The maximal type sym-rel-expr can arguably account for any semantically related
words that have symmetrical relation like antonyms, synonyms, and co-hyponyms. How-
ever, for the purpose of this study, only the antonym construction is examined as of type
symmetrical-relation-expression.

The construct that licenses the antonym-cxzt is sketched out in (214) below. The
mother of the antonym-czt poses further restrictions on its semantics in addition to the
compositionality principle discussed earlier.! There are two restrictions: that they have a
lexical relation, and that this relation is reciprocal. Before going through the construction

in detail, I first introduce the frame word-relation-fr used in it. This frame is adopted

'The compositionality principle states that the semantics of the daughters combine to form the
semantics of the mother (Sag et al., 2003). See chapter 6.
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from FrameNet (https://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu)?. Tt specifies the frame element signs
for the two related words when they are symmetrical. For example, antonym pairs like
long/short or co-hyponyms like table/chair are both labelled signs as one unit. Otherwise,
the frame elements sign; and sign, are assigned for asymmetrical word relations, e.g.

mother/daughter.

(214) The antonym-cxt (1 symmetrical-relation-expression)

INDEX

SEM word-relations-fr

signs

recip-fr
RECIP_SIT s

Y

FRAMES <

® Ly, L2>

MTR
contrastive-fr

CNTXT <: INCOMPATIBLE l1>
MINIMALLY _DIFFERENT [,

LABEL LABEL
DTRS< SEM |LTOP b ||, |SEM |LTOP lo >
FRAMES [, FRAMES L,

Looking at the construction in (214) from top to bottom, the semantics of the mother
in the antonym construction is indexed as . The FRAMES feature lists two frames in
addition to the principle of compositionality represented in the construction as @ Ly, Ls.
The first frame is the word-relations-fr, which has the frame element signs with the two
daughters, y and z, as its value. The second frame is the recip-fr which applies the second
restriction on the pair that they are reciprocal. The CNTXT feature specifies that the
mother is contrastive. The contrastive-fr is a frame that I introduce in order to account
for a pair of antonyms. It has two frame elements: incompatible which labelled as /;. This
is to show that the mother in any antonym construction chooses two incompatible signs
to be its daughters. The other frame element is minimally-different which is labelled as
lr, to indicate that these incompatible signs have to be minimally different.

The DTRS feature of the antonym-cat is a list of two daughters labelled y and z.
Because the antonym-cxt is a non-headed construction, neither of the two daughters is
labelled HD-DTR (head daughter), and therefore nothing is said about their order. The

local top handle for both daughters is the same. This labels the shared frame between the

2FrameNet is a project run by the University of Berkeley based on frame semantics (Fillmore, 1982).
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two daughters, because as was show earlier when the semantic and pragmatic properties
of antonyms were discussed, a pair of antonyms have a top frame that they share. Their
semantic frames combine to be added to the word relation frame (word-relations-fr) and
reciprocal frame (recip-fr) in the mother.

This schematic construction represents how co-occurring canonical antonym pairs are
represented in any language. The English antonymous pair leave/stay in the sentence
Pat left but Jane stayed is licensed by the same construction. Two incompatible but
minimally different words that stand in a symmetrical word relation are contrasted.

The antonym-czt says nothing about the syntax of the mother and daughters. It only
poses restrictions on their semantics and pragmatics. This allows oppositions of different
syntactic categories to be construed locally. This construction accounts for canonical
antonymous pairs that have been conventionalised in the lexicon so that less parallel
occurrences are allowed.

The focus of this chapter, however, is to investigate the antonym-czt in Arabic. The
sentence in (215) shows an example of the antonym-czt. The two nouns ! alhubb

‘love’ and oji.” alkurh ‘hate’ occur in a coordinated construction. They are licensed

together as two contrasting word instantiations of a single domain.

(215) Gyaw gaally Tyae Gyoall iy ais o, Sly o) 3 b5 Y (arTenTen: doc.id:
120751, s.id: 3174846) )

la  tufrit fr al-hubb wa-l-kurh fa-qad  yanqalibu a-ssadiqu
don’t overdo in the-love and-the-hate for-might turn the-friend
faduwan wa-l-Yaduwu  sadigan

enemy  and-the-enemy friend

Don’t overdo/exaggerate love and hate for one day the friend might turn to an
enemy and the enemy to a friend

I first sketch out the constructions for 2! alhubb ‘love’, in Figure 7.1, and b.i.ﬂ

alkurh ‘hate’, in Figure 7.2, separately, then show them in an antonym construction.
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Figure 7.1: Representation of the sign | alhubb ‘love’

s4gn,

MORPH

SYN

SEM

'ROOT h-b-b
TEMPLATE CuCC
[syn-obj 1
noun
CASE genitive
CAT GENDER masc
DEF yes
| MRKG  unmrk |
_sem—obj
IND i
LTOP l
emotion-fr loving-fr
FRAMES <LABEL lb |, |LABEL
STATE love| |STATE

1

)

Figure 7.2: Representation of the sign o JKJ‘ alkurh ‘hate’

sign

MORPH

SYN

SEM

'ROOT k-r-h
TEMPLATE CuCC
[syn-obj 1
noun
CASE genitive
AT
¢ GENDER masc
DEF yes
IMRKG  unmrk |
_sem—obj
IND i
LTOP l
emotion-fr hating-fr
FRAMES <LABEL lh |, |LABEL
STATE hate| |[STATE

1

)
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The FORM feature in the AVM is replaced by a MORPH feature in Arabic signs (Islam
et al., 2010). MORPH lists the root and template of Arabic words. The LTOP in both
words is the emotions-fr.> The two signs share their morphological template, their syntax,
and much of their semantics.

Figure 7.3 (overleaf) shows a mapping of the two signs into the schematic antonym-

cxt.

The representation of the antonym-cat in (214) accounts for co-occurring antonymous
pairs sharing a lexical relation. They do not have to be parallel in terms of their syntax.
The construction of the antonym pair love/hate in Figure 7.3, however, indicates that
the mother and daughters share the same syntax. This is a reflection of their use in this
particular construction rather than a rule for all antonym pairs. This construction shows
antonyms co-occurring in a given sentence in the same part of speech, having the same
argument structure, and in more cases than not having the same morphology, i.e. the
prototypical pair.

Minimal difference is key to the prototypicality of antonym pairs, and parallelism
forces members of an antonym pair to be morphosyntactically similar such that both
items can serve similar roles in a grammatical structure. In the Arabic data, 92% of
antonymous pairs are parallel to each other syntactically. Therefore, I regard antonym
pairs with parallel syntax as the prototypical antonym construction, as it has been pro-
posed since Lakoff (1987) that regular constructions are prototypes while idiosyncratic
ones inherit properties from more central constructions. However, my treatment does not
put these constructions in a hierarchy that would allow inheritance. The antonym-cxt
accounts for canonical antonyms co-occurring in text.

The antonym-cxt does not enforce syntactic parallelism on the co-occurring antonym
pair, as it is a condition imposed on the antonyms from the schematic constructions
that host them. The advantage of not including information about parallel syntax in
the antonym construction is that less parallel antonym co-occurrences are included in
the constraints posited by the construction. This is because less-parallel occurrences

cannot inherit all features of their super-type; and inheritance in SBCG must be complete

3The frame emotion-fr is adopted from FrameNet list of frames in https://framencet.icsi.berkeley.edu
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Figure 7.3: Formal representation of | ‘love’ and o 1 ‘hate’ as a construction

(MORPH [TEMPLATE (|
SYN @! [MRKG}
INDEX

SEM

MTR FRAMES < recip-fr

RECIP SIT s

word-relations-fr
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contrastive-fr
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MORPH TEMPLATE [2: CUCC]
[ noun ]
CASE genitive
CAT
SYN : DEF +
GENDER masculine |||
MRKG  mrk
INDEX
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because partial inheritance is not allowed (Boas, 2013).

7.2 The coordination construction

The antonym construction is a lexical construction and does not generally stand alone.
Therefore, it is always hosted inside another syntactic construction. The antonym-cat
is found in a coordination schematic construction more than any other construction, or
syntactic frame as it is referred to in the literature (Jones, 2002; Davies, 2013; Murphy
et al., 2009; Kosti¢, 2011). In fact, 49.33% of the Arabic dataset consists of sentences
hosting antonymous pairs in coordinated signs or clauses. This high co-occurrence of
antonyms in coordination constructions is found cross-linguistically, as has been shown
earlier in chapter 5. For this reason, I present a constructionist treatment of coordination
in Arabic in this section. My treatment of coordination in Arabic takes after Chaves
(2007, 2012, 2014), discussed in chapter 6.

I first present idiosyncratic characteristics of coordination in Arabic that would need
special treatment not present in Chaves’s treatment of English coordination such as
dual number and gender agreement. After that, I resolve agreement issues between the
coordination construction and the verbal head for Arabic. At the end of the section,
more examples are provided to show how the antonym construction and the coordination

construction combine.

Idiosyncrasies of Arabic coordination

In Arabic, only phrases of the same syntactic category are coordinated. Coordinates
also always share the same case, in coordinated noun phrases, and the same mood, in
coordinated verb phrases. This makes Chaves’s (2012) treatment appealing as it poses
the constraint that all coordinates need to have the same category.

However, there are several uses of wa- ‘and’ where the two connected parts do not

share the same syntax. One of these uses is exemplified in sentence (216).
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(216) Ygkao obly &as (Ryding: 2005, 308)

tahaddata wa-7iyahu mutawwalan
talked and-him for.a.long.time

He talked with him for a long time.

In this sentence, wa- does not function as a conjunction particle but rather as a ‘connector
which takes the accusative case (waaw al-mafiyya) on a following noun, signifying con-
comitance or accompaniment’ (Ryding, 2005: 308). Yet another use of wa- is presented

in sentence (217).

(217)  Aayg 9% N (?abt allaham, http: //www.lesanarab.com/kalima/sa3)

Palla yadtira wa-yaqsidu
not.to oppress and-be.fair

[he has to] not oppress. Be fair.

Sentence (217) above shows the particle ¢ wa- ‘and’ in a non-coordinating use. In this
sentence, wa- is used as an introductory particle that introduces a new topic (Ryding,
2005). It indicates ‘that the argument or discussion is still ongoing with no major breaks’
(Al-Batal, 1990: 246). In this use, the second phrase does not share the same inflection
for case or mood with the first phrase.

The present treatment concerns conjunction only. The examples presented through-
out the following discussion show several ways in which agreement between the verb and
subject is affected by word order and conjunction.

‘[T]he coordinate structure has the same grammatical function and category as the
conjuncts’ (Chaves, 2007: 19). Therefore, agreement between a coordinated phrase and
the verb needs to be addressed. Regarding number agreement, a coordinated structure

is semantically plural (Al-Batal, 1990). Coordination has an additive nature where two
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single phrases make a plural mother.* Sentence (218) below shows that this is also the

case for Arabic.
a-ttullabu wa-mudarrisatu-hum rasamu &idariyyah

the-studentsmasc.pr. and-teacher-theirrEM.SNG drewsrRD.MASC.PL mural

The students and their teacher drew a mural.

In this sentence, ‘the students’, which is a plural noun, along with ‘their teacher’ have

painted a mural. This plurality is shown on the verb ‘jx‘“ ‘, as it is marked with plural

suffix ¢ ‘0’. However, sentences in (219) below show that two singular noun phrases give

a dual coordination construction, which is also marked on the verb.

(219)  a. .4 lue L, auy ey LI

a-ttalibu wa-mudarrisu-hu rasama &idariyyah
the-studentmasc.sna and-teacher-hismasc.sng drewsrp.MAsc.DL mural

The student and his teacher drew a mural.
b. .4 lae ey Lin aeg I

a-ttalibatu wa-mudarrisatu-ha rasamata d&idariyyah
the-studentrem.sne and-teacher-herreM.sNnG drewsrD.FEM.DL mural

The student and her teacher drew a mural.

In sentence (219a), the student is a singular masculine noun and ‘his teacher’ is a singular

masculine noun, too. The verb is, therefore, marked as dual and masculine. Similarly,
sentence (219b) shows a similar pattern as sentence (219a); it only differs in that the
nouns, and therefore the verb, are feminine. I follow Chaves (2014) that the features
of the daughters are unified in the features of the mother. If the coordinates are both
singular, the mother’s number feature is dual. If one or more of the coordinates is a dual

or plural noun, the number feature in the mother is plural.

4Chaves (2014) argues that this cumulative nature is not restricted to noun phrases; verb phrases
produce event pluralities, too.
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The same feature unification procedure can be used to account for gender agreement
where two masculine/feminine coordinates give a masculine/feminine mother as in (219a)
and (219b) respectively. When two phrases that differ in gender are coordinated the

mother is always masculine, as in (220) below.

(220) .4 lae Lov) ale ey LI

a-ttalibu wa-mudarrisatu-hu rasama d&idariyyah
the-studentmasc.sna and-teacher-hisFEM.SNG drewsrRD.MASC.DL mural

The student and his teacher drew a mural.

Agreement in Arabic, however, is not straightforward and there are several syntactic
and semantic constraints that need to be taken in consideration. As seen in the examples
above, the verb is marked for agreement with the subject in number, person, and gender.
This agreement paradigm is affected by word order (Aoun et al., 2009). For example,
the verb shows full agreement with the subject in sentences with SVO order as in the

sentences (218) - (220) discussed above, and in sentence (221) below.

(221) il e leee, oMU

a-ttullabu rasamil &idariyyatan gamilah
the-studentsmasc.pr drewsrbp.MASC.PL mural beautiful

The students drew a beautiful mural.

However, the verb shows partial agreement in VSO order. In VSO order, the verb is

always singular but agrees in gender with the subject as in sentence (222) below.

(222) & e O o,

rasama a-ttullabu &idariyyatan &gamilah
drewsrp.MASC.SNG the-studentsmasc.pL mural beautiful

The students drew a beautiful mural.
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Both sentences (221) and (222) have the same interpretation in English. Sentence (221)
is in SVO word order. The verb agrees fully with the subject; it is marked as masculine
and plural. Sentence (222), on the other hand, is in VSO word order. In this case the
verb agrees partially with the subject, i.e. in gender only. The subject is masculine and
therefore the verb is masculine, too. Similarly, when the subject is feminine as in (223)

below, the verb is marked as feminine, too.

(223) A & lae WUl v,

rasamat a-ttalibatu &idariyyatan &gamilah
drewsrRD.FEM.SNG the-studentsrEm.PL mural beautiful

The students drew a beautiful mural.

The subject WUl attalibatu ‘the students’ is in the regular feminine plural ending

with &l The verb agrees with it in gender and is marked with & at the end.
Agreement is even more complicated when the subject is a coordinated construction.
The SVO sentences (218) - (220) above show the verb agreeing with the coordinated
construction as a whole. The verb is marked as dual when the coordinated phrases are
singular as in (219a) - (220); or as plural otherwise as in (218). However, when the
sentence is in VSO order, the verb agrees only with the first conjunct as in sentence

(224) below.

(224) & e LMoy dujull e,

rasamat al-mudarrisatu wa-tullabu-ha &idariyyah
drewsrp.FEM.SNG the-teacherrEm.snG and-students-hermasc.pr mural

The teacher and her students drew a mural.

The verb is marked as singular and feminine because it agrees with the first conjunct in

the coordination construction, dw J.,\..H almudarrisah ‘the teacher’. This special case

of agreement is called in the literature Arabic Conjunct-Sensitive Agreement (ACSA).
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This agreement asymmetry cannot be captured by feature unification. Therefore, I pro-
pose that the VSO construction imposes an agreement paradigm of its own and blocks
agreement with the mother of the coordination construction.

Based on the characteristics of Arabic agreement discussed above, the next section

explains how coordination in Arabic can be accounted for in SBCG.

Coordination Construction

The account presented by Chaves (2012) for the coordination construction (coord-cxt)
can be extended to Arabic coordination. The daughters in the coord-czt are two, or more,
conjuncts. The first of these conjuncts is marked as [CRD -| while the rest are marked
as [CRD +]. The number and gender values of the daughters get unified in the mother
where agreement is decided. I propose that the Arabic Conjunct-Sensitive Agreement
(ACSA) is not determined by the coord-cxt but rather enforced by the head-complement-
cxt when the verb is combined with its complement. In this section both constructions
are discussed.

Chaves (2014) presents a SBCG account of one type of coordination, one that he
calls the non-Boolean conjunction. The main characteristic of this type of coordination
is that it combines the features of the daughters to make a plurality. The formalism for
this type of coordination is sketched out in (225) where the first conjunct is marked as
[CRD -], while the CRD feature for the second, and subsequent, daughters has the value

(conj)unction.
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(225) Non-Boolean conjunction (and the shared dependent condition) (Chaves, 2014:

859)
[phrase |
SYN [r <XP§0 o ,XPZ”>]
INDEX k
SEM o
RELS {k =i @ j, 20 = 20 ® Yo, - 2n =20 ® ynjJ P U Q
SYN lr <xp§0 . ,XP£">] SYN lr <XP§0 o XP%”>]
- INDEX i INDEX j
EM EM
SEM | pprs p SEM I ppLs o
CRD - CRD conj

Chaves uses formal semantics in this construction. The feature relations (RELS) replaces
the feature FRAMES which is based on frame semantics. In this feature the mother’s
index k£ shows the unification of the index of both daughters k¥ = ¢ @ j. The unification
of the daughters’ relations P U @) is similar to the compositionality principle where the
lists of frames in the daughters are combined in the mother L; @& Ls. The I' in the
SYN feature records all shared syntactic dependencies (EXTRA, VAL, SLASH [GAP],
and SEL), and any one of these dependencies can replace I' (Chaves, 2014: 259). This
feature accounts for across-the-board extraction, deletion, and agreement. I argue that
in order to account for gender agreement both summative agreement and first conjunct
agreement are needed. This is explored further below when ACSA is addressed.

Some features presented by Chaves (2007, 2012), and adopted here, are based on the
ellipsis-based account of coordination presented in Beavers and Sag (2004) using HPSG.
However, the coordination construction here is viewed as a unit rather than a shortened
version of another clause. A coord-cat can function as a constituent in the sentence
similar to a single sign. For example, in sentence (226), the construction j'-..\;‘j BtY | 2akbar
wa-7sgar ‘bigger and smaller’ shows two signs of the category adjective coordinated to

form a single adjective phrase that functions as a predicative adjective in the sentence.
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(226) LI J.L.pij J\{? Sleglany (sl Ow ) Oleglasg (arTenTen: doc.id:
4911851, s.id: 106506189)

wa-maflumatin ?in badat sa?at wa-maflumatin ?akbaru wa-?asgaru
and-information if revealed upset and-information bigger and-smaller
min a-ssa?ril

than the-asker

and information if revealed will upset people, and information that is bigger and
smaller than the person asking about it.

In other words, the coordinated phrases make up a bigger phrase that can also function
as a constituent in the sentence. The sentence (226), for example, is not related to similar
sentences like the ones in (227). Instead, each of the sentences in (227) is the result of
different coordination. The coordination in (227a) is a coordination of two clauses; and

the coordination in (227b) is a coordination of two phrases.

wa-maflumatin ?akbaru min a-ssa?il wa-maSlumatin ?asgaru min
and-information bigger than the-asker and-information smaller than

a-ssaril
the-asker

and information bigger than the asker and information smaller than the asker.

b, JLIl e aoly LIl o 5T Sloglasy

wa-maflumatin Pakbaru min a-ssa?il wa-?asgaru min a-ssa?il
and-information bigger than the-asker and-smaller than the-asker

and information bigger than the asker and smaller than the asker.

Moreover, sentence (228) shows that two coordinate singular nouns have a dual mother.
In the first part of the sentence, the word Hlud Say?an ‘two things’ is dual and requires
a dual referent. In the second part of the sentence, which is introduced by - fa-, the two

nouns 5\}5 ) j.U al-mawt wa-l-hayat ‘life and death’ provide the dual referent.



232

(228) sLdly el Hlaslad! QU*iJ‘LJé(abenTbn:docjd:2239701,sjd:51611814)
fa-?7amma a-SSayran al-mutabagidan fa-l-mawtu wa-l-hayat
and-as.for the-two.things the-hateful.of.each.other -the-death and-the-life

the two things hateful of each other are death and life

Sentence (228) is an equational clause with no verb present. Verbal clauses, on the
other hand, can have either SVO word order or VSO word order. I discuss the use of the
antonym-cxt as a subject in both word orders in order to account for the ACSA discussed
above. To do this, I first discuss the Subject-Predicate construction that licenses SVO
sentences. After that I discuss the Head-Complement Construction that licenses VSO
sentences.

The subj-pred-cl construction in (229) below is taken from Sag (2012). I add the
feature AGR for agreement to its SYN feature to show that the head daughter agrees
with the subject in number and gender. If the subject is a coordinated phrase, then
agreement is decided through I' that unifies gender features of the daughter coordinates.
Therefore, the head daughter in the subject-predicate construction, i.e. the verb, agrees

with the mother of the coord-czt.

(229) Subject-Predicate Construction (1subj-head-cat):

[MTR FYN)/@VAL@]
i VF fin ]
CAT |INV -

CAT [CASE nominatz’ve} AUX -
DTRS <X: AGR NUMBER. i . Z:|SYN Y: MRKG  unmrk >
GENDER j VAL (X)
NUMBER i

AGR GENDER

HD-DTR 7 |

I move to the Head-Complement Construction. Sag (2012) presents two types of
the Head-Complement Construction: the Predicational Head-Complement construction
(pred-hd-comp-cxt) in (230) and the Saturational Head-Complement Construction (sat-

hd-comp-cat) in (231).
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(230) Predicational Head-Complement Construction (Theaded-cat):

MTR lSYN X! [VAL <Y>H

DTRS <Z> @ L melist
pred-hd-comp-cxt = word
HD-DTR Z: CAT [XARG Y}
SYN X:
VAL <Y>@ L

(231) Saturational Head-Complement Construction (headed-cat):

MTR [SYN X 1[VAL (>ﬂ

DTRS <Z, Y {AGR 'GENDER ZH>@ L
[word 1
sat-hd-comp-cxt = ]
p CAT verb
XARG NP
HD-DTR Z :
SYN X : ACR NUMBER sng
GENDER i
VALY & L

A sentence with SVO order is licensed by the Subject-Predicate Construction that pro-
duced S-VO, and the Predicational Head-Complement Construction that produces V-O.
On the other hand, VSO is considered an incident of a Saturational Head-Complement
Construction (Pollard and Sag, 1994)

I add to the daughters of the sat-hd-comp-czt the sign Y that acts as the subject of the
verb Z. The agreement feature in Y is indexed ¢ for its gender to show agreement in the
verb. The construction in (231) licenses sentences like rasamat a-ttalibatu dgidariyyatan
&amilah repeated from (223) above. The verb is singular as specified in the sat-hd-comp-
cxt. It is also marked as feminine because the subject daughter (V') is feminine. However,
in the sentence rasamat al-mudarrisatu wa-tullabu-ha d&idariyyah repeated from (224)
above, the gender agreement comes from the first conjunct in the coordinated structure.
The Arabic coordination construction I propose in (232) accounts for this agreement

asymmetry.
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(232) Non-Boolean conjunction in Arabic

[phrase
CAT
NUMBER num;®;
YN [A e
> GRsum | GENDER gend;®;
AGR;
INDEX &
EM
5 FRAMES L; &L,
CAT 11 [carm ]
SYN NUMBER num,; SYN NUMBER num;
A 2] : ¢ A . j
GR; GENDER gendi] GR] GENDER gendj]
— )
INDEX i INDEX J
EM EM
> FRAMES I, > FRAMES L,
|CRD - | [CRD cony |

Chaves (2014) proposed the use of I' as a variable for dependencies. In the coordina-
tion construction I propose for Arabic, I replace I' with AGR,,, to indicate summative
agreement. I also add the feature AGR,; indexed with the first conjunct’s index to indicate
ACSA. A verb in the sat-hd-comp-cxt selects the feature AGR; for agreement.

Semantically, the coordination construction adds a plurality by combining both mean-
ings of the conjoined phrases. It puts these meanings into a relationship that represents
the meaning of the coordinating particle. For example, the coordinator wa- ‘and” which
operates on different levels of discourse has an additive function (Al-Batal, 1990). The
coordinator fa- ‘and then’ signals a successive order of the conjoined phrases in addition
to its additive function (Al-Batal, 1990). The coordinator walakinna ‘but’ is an adver-
sative that cancels an expectation based on the first conjoined part (Al-Batal, 1990).
Chaves (2007) argues that adversative conjunction ‘is also a plurality-forming conjunc-
tion’ (Chaves, 2007: 81). He provides the example in (233) below to show that an adverb

can refer to the frequency of two event-types.
(233) Often, Tom goes to the beach but I stay at home. (In Chaves, 2007: 81)

In sentence (233), the adverb often predicates over both coordinated clauses Tom goes

to the beach and I stay at home.
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The examples presented in the discussion of coordination above are all composed of
two coordinated parts because the study is based on pairs of antonyms. However, the
treatment of the coordination construction can be extended to coordination in Arabic
with more than two coordinates, and without the integration with an antonym construc-
tion as some of the examples discussed above have shown.

In this section, I have presented a SBCG account of coordination in Arabic because the
antonym construction is used in a coordination construction more often than any other
construction. The section started with presenting how coordination is used in Arabic
and a discussion of ACSA. After that the coordination construction was presented with
some examples from the Arabic dataset. The section ended with an explanation of how

the antonym construction fits within both types of VSO and SVO sentences in Arabic.

7.3 Conventionalised uses of the antonym construc-
tion

The work in this thesis presented different functions of the antonym construction. These
functions differ according to the schematic constructions that host the antonym con-
struction. However, coordination of antonyms is used for a number of functions because,
as was discussed earlier in chapter 4, the coordination structure is polysemous. This
section presents a SBCG account of two conventionalized uses of coordination, namely

Inclusiveness and Unity.

7.3.1 Inclusiveness

Inclusiveness is the most used antonym function of coordination, and of all other antonym
functions in MSA and in other languages, too (see chapter 5). In the category of Inclu-
siveness, antonym pairs are used in a coordinating structure to indicate inclusiveness
of the pair. This use of antonyms is similar to non-Boolean conjunction that was dis-
cussed in section 7.2. For example, in Inclusiveness, as in non-Boolean conjunction, the

coordinated antonyms represent a plurality as sentence (234) shows.
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(234) lasy = UL..:‘ G e O ey Lol 51 J) BLeY (arabiCorpus:
Ahram99, ref: 090199ECONO04)

bi-1-?idafah ?ila Pidarah xasah bi-tamltk a-SSarikat
in-the-addition to department special in-possession the-companies
bi-maSrifat ?asbab nadgahi-ha wa-fasali-ha

in-identifying reasons success-its and-failure-its

in addition to a special department for handing possession to companies by know-
ing the reasons behind its success and failure.

In this sentence, an annexation structure is used. The annexation structure consists of a

noun s\l and an annexed coordination structure of the antonyms (glidy ==". The

noun g_)La.w;‘ Pasbab ‘reasons’ is plural because the coordination phrase lglisy L=l
nadgahi-ha wa-fasali-ha ‘success and failure’ refer to two distinct properties before which
the word both can be easily inserted: ‘reasons behind both its success and failure’. Even
though the SBCG account of coordination does not endorse the idea that coordination is
a result of ellipsis, a non-elliptical construction of these cases is possible: ‘reasons behind
its success and reasons behind its failure’.

The coordination construction \gisdy L=\£' nadahi-ha wa-fasali-ha ‘success and
failure’ can be represented as in Figure 7.4, overleaf. The mother of the construction is
an antonym-crt which marked for conjunction in its CRD feature. The two daughters
are the antonym pair nadgahi-ha/fasali-ha. Finally, the CXT-SEM show the relation

between the arguments.

The following section presents an account of another use of coordination: Unity.
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Figure 7.4: Representation of the coordination construction lghisy L=\ ‘success and
failure’

' CAT '
SYN AGRsum numi@j
AGR;
INDEX
SEM word-relations-fr| | recip-fr
FRAME Li® L
MTR R S< signs '|RECIP-SIT 5| 19 ™2
contrastive-fr
CNTXT <incompatible l1>
minimally different
CRD [MODE +]
] _ [fasaliha ]
najahiha
noun
noun .
CASE genitive
it YN |CAT
sYN lcaT @ CASE genitive S GENDER mase
GENDER masc
DEF yes
DTRS< DEF  yes |||
LABEL
LABEL SEM |[L-TOP |
SEM |L-TOP l FRAMES L,
FRAMES [,
marked
D - D
[CR I|CR MODE +
RELN +
INDEX
CXT-SEM
ARG ;4
ARG
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7.3.2 Unity

Unity refers to the use of a pair of antonyms coordinated using ‘and’ in English and
wa- in Arabic. This function differs from coordination for Inclusiveness in that the pair
of antonyms refers to a shared domain rather than an inclusiveness of the two separate
antonyms (Jones, 2002).

I choose to account for Unity for a number of reasons. First, it has not been accounted
for yet from a construction grammar point of view. Jones et al. (2012) accounted for
coordination in English specifically within the larger construction X and Y alike but not
for Unity. Another reason for choosing this function pertains to the fact that Unity uses
a coordination construction. However, the coordination construction discussed in the
previous section does not account for this function. In Unity, the resulting coordination
is not a plurality of the two coordinated antonym pairs but rather the construction is
used to refer to a combined singular domain that unifies the pair together. ‘Antonyms
have been brought so close together in these contexts that they function as single mulit-
word units; as one large noun phrase rather than two smaller noun phrases’ (Jones, 2002:
100).

The meaning of the antonym construction along with the coordination construction in
Unity is different from the compositional meaning of both constructions. This use differs
from other uses of coordination in meaning and this is reflected in its syntax, too. As was
discussed in section 5.13, most sentences in Unity in the Arabic data and in the English
data investigated by Jones (2002) feature a noun preceding the antonym pair. The noun
preceding the coordinated pair is always singular. In Arabic, this noun is combined to
the coordinated pair using an annexation structure. In English, this noun appears in the
frame n of X and Y (Jones, 2002).

The excerpt in (235) below is an example from the Arabic dataset of Unity of antonym

pairs.
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(235) s O olals bt 3 il Oladly Llsdl Tad Jally Jolal el
(arabiCorpus: Ahram99, ref: 020499WRITO05)
a-ttatbiq al-Yadil wa-1-Yadsil li-mabda?i a-ttawabi
the-enforcement the-fair and-the-immediate for-principle the-reward

wa-l-figab wa-lladt fi giyabi-h  yatasawa kullu say?
and-the-punishment and-that in absence-its be.equal every thing

the fair and immediate enforcement of the principle of reward and punishment

which in its absence everything is equal

In sentence (235), the pair ULL-JB q\jﬂ‘ a-ttawab wa-I-9iqgab ‘reward and punishment’
is referred to as one principle that needs to be enforced. Therefore, the coordination here
cannot be accounted for using the coord-cx discussed above because the coordination in
this case dose not result in a plurality. Instead, I present the construction sketched out
in (236) below to account for this particular use of coordination.

Similar to the Inclusiveness construction discussed above, the construction accounting
for Unity in (236) combines both the antonym-czt and the coord-czt. It is similar to
the antonym-cxt in that the mother specifies two restrictions on the two daughters.
The daughters should have a reciprocal word relation. It also specifies that they are
contrastive. The construction is similar to the coord-czt in that the syntax of the mother
is similar to the syntax of the two daughters. Also, the CRD feature in the second
daughter is marked. Another similarity is that the CXT-SEM indicates that there is a
coordination relation between ARG; and ARGy which is indexed as the mother of the

construction.
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(236) A coordination construction specific for Unity

SYN CAT .
AGRsym singular
'INDEX _
L-TOP [
SEM Lrelations-f e/
word-relations-fr| |recip-fr
FRAME
MTR i S< signs " |[RECIP-SIT 5]>
contrastive-fr
CNTXT < incompatible h >
minimally different [,
CRD |[MODE U]

SN AT [SYN CAT
0
il LABEL
LABEL SEM |L-TOP [
DTRS< SEM |L-TOP b || FRAMES L, >
FRAMES I,
ked
CRD - CRD | {60pE U
RELN U
INDEX
CXT-SEM
ARG
ARG,

Two features in this construction are different from the coordination construction. First,
the relation of the coordination is not + as in the construct for non-boolean conjunction.
Instead, the relation here is marked as U indicating a unification of the antonym pair. The
mother also has the same L-TOP as the daughters which gives the mother its meaning.
Therefore, there is no Li® L, in the mother’s FRAMES feature that combines the frames
of the daughter.

The second different feature in this construction is that the mother is singular. There
is no summative agreement for number and gender as there is in the non-Boolean coordi-
nation which was discussed in the previous section. All instances of this construction in

the Arabic dataset are either in an annexation structure or a predicate of a preposition.
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Based on the schematic construction presented in (236), the pair g_)LL%.Hj g,;\ji'J\ that
is functioning as unit in sentence (235) is sketched out in Figure 7.5 overleaf. In this
construction, the category noun has a case feature with the value genitive because it is
in an annexation structure. This category of the mother is the same category in the two
daughters. The L-TOP feature is indicated to show the unit that this construction refers

to, discipline.

Unity is not a productive® construction in the sense that not all coordinated antonym
pairs are unified in this way that they refer to a shared domain. In the Arabic dataset,
fourteen pairs of the 28 pairs of roots used in this investigation are used in this category.

There are 51 sentences in this category, but 43.13 per cent of these 51 concordance lines
contained either the nominal pairs Oly3/\as tawab/igab ‘reward/punishment’ or f>L”
/< = salam/harb ‘peace/war’. Table 7.1 lists the antonym pairs used in this sense with
their frequency. What brings all the antonym pairs used in this sense together is that

they are nominal antonyms referring to abstract entities. This suggests that Unity can

be productive among abstract noun pairs.

Table 7.1: Antonym pairs used in Unity

antonym pair frequency

English Arabic arTenTenl2 arabiCorpus Total
life/death mawt/hayat 3 2 5
beginning/end bidayah/nihayah 2 1 3
easiness/difficulty suhulah/suSubah 1 0 1
success /failure nadkgah/fasal 1 1 2
male/female dukur/?inat 0 1 1
largeness/smallness  kubr/sugr 1 1 2
length /shortness tul/qusr 1 0 1
winning/losing fawz/xasarah 0 3 3
optimism/pessimism  tafa?ul/tasa?um 0 2 2
war/peace harb/salam 3 5 8
rich /poor gina/faqr 5 1 6
public/privatisation  fam/raszasah 1 0 1
reward/punishment  tawab/{igab 5 9 14
right /wrong haq/batil 1 0 1
strength/weakness quwwah/daSf 1 0 1

Total 25 26 o1

®Kay (2013) argues that such semi-productive constructions should not be considered as part of the
grammar as constructions but as patterns of coinage.
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Figure 7.5: A model of the coordinated antonyms g_)LL’.”j g\jﬂ\ functioning as a unit
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The schematic constructions used for Unity in Arabic host nominal antonym pairs in
an annexation structure. In English, Jones (2002) found that the frame n of X and Y is
used to trigger the meaning of a unified unit. There were four instances where adjectives
were used. In these cases the adjectives function as substantives because in Arabic
adjectives do fill in as noun substitutes as they do in English (Ryding, 2005). Badawi
et al. (2004) refers to adjectives functioning as substantives as nominalized adjectives

that function in similar structures as nouns to refer to a previously mentioned noun or

have this function due to ellipsis. For example, the phrase 4& JU:.H Oy waznu alfarigah
means ‘weight of the empty [vehicle]” where the adjective ‘the empty’ refers to a previously
mentioned vehicle (Badawi et al., 2004: 119). In English, similar phrases would need a
noun or the pronoun one after the adjective .

When adjectives are used in Unity, they occur in the same schematic construction
as substantives and not adjectives. Therefore, it is hardly possible that parts of speech
other than substantives could be used for the function of referring to the whole domain
shared by the antonyms. The following sentence is an example of Unity using adjectival

antonyms.

(237) cully F as sl J& -y (arabiCorpus: Thawra, ref: archive49015)

yadxul al-razt fi d&adaliyyat al-hay  wa-l-mayyit
enter Rhazes in dialectic  the-alive and-the-dead

Rhazes enters the dialectic of the living and the dead.

The sentence in (237) presents a use of the adjective pair cudly 1 alhay walmayyit
‘the living and the dead’ functioning as a unit. This function is usually occupied by
nouns but as discussed earlier adjectives sometimes function as nouns. So generally the
antonym function Unity can be said to be exclusively for nominal antonyms.

This use of antonyms in Unity contrasts with other coordination of antonyms in a



244

number of respects. First, as was discussed earlier it does not produce a plurality of the
antonym pair. Second, the semantics of the pair is neutralised and only the top frame in
both is referred to. Moreover, sentences in Unity cannot be the result of ellipsis; to speak
of the issue of death and the issue of life is not similar to speaking of the one issue of life
and death, for instance. A final difference between Unity and inclusiveness was pointed
out by Jones (2002): sentences with coordinated antonyms ‘can sustain the word both
before the X and Y phrase. However, this would create an uneasiness in the sentences
[of this category]” (Jones, 2002: 100).

The functions of Inclusiveness and Unity use a polysemous structure for different
meanings. This difference is captured in SBCG by using two separate constructions.
SBCG does not allow polysemy of constructions. Therefore, similar forms used for differ-
ent meanings are accounted for in different constructions that capture subtle differences

between them.

7.4 Concluding remarks

This chapter accounted for the antonym construction, coordination as the most frequent
host of antonyms, and the function of Unity as a conventionalization of both the antonym
construction and the coordination construction together. The function Unity is then
compared to coordination of antonyms that signals inclusiveness of the pair. These form-
meaning pairings were accounted for within the framework of SBCG.

Throughout the thesis, it was argued that canonical antonym pairs stand in a lexical
as well as conceptual relation. Therefore, antonym pairs deserve a constructionist account
as pairings of form and meaning. Antonym pairs are also related paradigmatically as well
as syntagmatically. This type of relation is captured well within a constructionist theory
of grammar.

The next chapter summarises the results of this study and discusses how they can
inform our knowledge regarding antonymy and culture. It also highlights implications of

these results on future investigations of antonymy:.
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Chapter 8

Conclusion

This thesis investigates antonymy in Modern Standard Arabic using on-line and newspa-
per corpora. There are three objectives for this study. The first objective is to arrive at a
better classification for antonym functions in text than there is available in the literature.
Previous classifications either generalized the use of ancillary opposition which hid other
uses of antonyms (Jones, 2002) or focused mainly on novel oppositions in text (Davies,
2013). The second objective of the present study is to compare how antonyms are used in
MSA and English, because a comparison between the use of antonyms in the Arabic text
to English can highlight similarities and differences in antonym use. The third objective
is to present a constructionist account for antonyms because they are form - meaning
pairings. A formalized version of Construction Grammar was chosen for this analysis.
A summary of the outcomes of these objectives is presented in section 8.1 followed by a
discussion of how these findings reflect Arabic culture in general in section8.2. Section

8.3 discusses some implications of findings on future research.

8.1 Summary

This section presents a summary of the results of the present investigation. The section

is divided into three parts. Each part is confined to one goal of the study.
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New classification of antonym functions

In order to arrive at the new classification of antonym functions, two Modern Standard
Arabic corpora were used to complement each other. These two corpora are the ar-
TenTen12 corpus provided at the SketchEngine website and the All Newspapers part of
the arabiCorpus in the BYU website. The methodology followed for data collection was
based largely on Jones (2002). However, the main difference is that this study investi-
gated nominal, adjectival, verbal, and adverbial antonym pairs for each root representing
a conceptual antonym pair (See chapter 3).

A new classification of antonym functions in text was presented in chapter 4 and
discussed in detail in chapter 5. This new classification takes in consideration both
form and function of the antonym pair and the constructions hosting them. Schematic
constructions hosting pairs of antonyms are first classified according to the syntactic
structure used in them such as coordination, negation, comparative structure, preposition
phrase, and subordination. Then, the function for each one when hosting antonym
constructions is specified. These functions are grouped to form the categories of the new
taxonomy of antonym functions in Arabic text. The data showed that the coordination
construction is the most widely used structure to host antonym pairs, and that it is
found across categories, such as Inclusiveness, Antithesis, Conflict, Unity, Specification,
and Association.

In addition to specific functions linked to specific forms, canonical pairs of antonyms
can trigger novel oppositions in context as was introduced by Jones (2002) in his Ancil-
lary Antonymy category. The Ancillary use of canonical antonyms operates when these
antonyms are parallel to each other and at the same time associated syntactically to
another parallel pair whether through annexation structure, modification, or other gram-
matical relations. Consequently, a contextual contrast is generated between these pairs
regardless of their schematic constructions and therefore regardless of which category of
the taxonomy they belong to.

I argued in Chapter 4 that the ancillary use of antonyms must be viewed as being
on a different level of categorization. The antonym construction can appear in different

schematic constructions with specific form and function on one level; on a different level,
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the antonym construction can either trigger another contrast or not within that schematic

construction.

Comparison of Arabic data and English data

Another goal this thesis sets out to achieve is a comparison between Arabic and English
antonyms based on the Arabic dataset from this study and Jones’s (2002) analysis of his
English dataset. The functions of antonyms found in Arabic are similar to the ones in
English with minor differences as was shown in chapter 5. However, different proportions
of these functions were observed. For example, the category Inclusiveness comprises only
21.7% of the data compared to 38.4% in Jones’s Coordinated Antonymy category. Nev-
ertheless, a very clear and precise comparison of categories cannot be achieved because
of the differences in the sampling methods and because of differences in categorisation
in the two studies (See chapter 4). So numbers presented in this study can show general
tendencies of antonym functions in Arabic based on my descriptions of each function
rather than a definite difference form how antonyms are used in English.

In a comparison on antonym order in both languages presented in Chapter 4, English
was found to be more stable regarding which antonym comes first in the sentence. Al-
though Arabic pairs did show some preference towards a certain order, this preference
occurred in fewer antonymous pairs and in a smaller number of times.

Antonyms in different parts of speech behave similarly in Arabic and English. For
example, both Arabic and English adverbs are predictable in their behaviour. They co-
occur mostly within coordinated constructions. However, nouns and adjectives are less
predictable in that they appear in all constructions hosting antonym pairs. Investigating
cross-categorical antonyms helped in finding less parallel structures that were not found in
Jones’s (2002) dataset. Therefore, some categories of antonym functions were identified,

such as the sub-category Verbal, where a verb acts on its nominal antonym. See chapter

d.
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Presenting a constructionist account of antonyms in Arabic

The third goal of this thesis was to present a construction-grammar perspective of
antonymy in Arabic using SBCG as the theoretical model. Based on a discussion of
antonym constructions in English sketched out in chapter 6, I presented the antonym-cxt
that accounts for canonical antonyms in text in chapter 7.

The antonym construction is a lexical construction that accounts for both paradig-
matic and syntagmatic properties of antonyms. The antonym pair is a paradigm, a pair
of words with a special relation, and therefore, being part of one construction reflects
this property. The antonym pair has also a syntagmatic relation, and therefore, being
part of one construction explains this co-occurrence.

In chapter 7, I also discussed coordination as a construction. I chose to focus on coor-
dination because it is the most frequent host of antonyms. My account of the coordination
construction was based on Chaves’ (2007, 2012, 2014) account for English coordination
and it included an explanation of how this construction fits in Arabic sentences with
SVO and VSO word order. Lastly, I discussed Unity as a function of antonyms from a
constructionist point of view and compared it to coordination for Inclusiveness. Unity
is not a highly used function in Arabic and even less so in English. However, it shows a
special use of coordination and this is the basic reason of accounting for it.

The results of the three goals of this thesis combined are in keeping with previous
findings regarding antonymy relations. Antonyms are recognized in all investigated lan-
guages (Raybeck and Herrmann, 1996), however, cultural effects influence how antonyms
are used in context (Jones et al., 2012). The following section reflects on how antonym

use in MSA is influenced by culture.

8.2 Cultural implications

This section presents a discussion of the results that was not covered in the main body
of the thesis regarding cultural implications of antonym functions. Cultural perspectives
can reflect relations of conceptual thought, and because the relation of antonyms is

conceptual as well as lexical, they are an integral part of culture.
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The comparison between the two languages points to the direction of cultural differ-
ences. As discussed in the introduction to the thesis, antonyms are viewed differently in
different cultures. In Arabic culture, the two extremes are viewed as bad, inappropriate,
or as representatives of vice. The middle point between two opposites is preferred and
appear good, appropriate, virtue.

The results of this study are in line with this perspective on how antonyms are viewed
in Arabic. The results show that antonym neutralising contexts; such as unity, simul-
taneity, coordination of negated antonym and equal comparison; are used in 9.2% of
the dataset. In addition, 22.1% of the data are used in a coordination for Inclusiveness
construction.

The first neutralising context is Unity. This function makes use of a coordination
construction in which the antonyms’ shared domain is referred to rather than the pair
itself. The second function of antonyms that neutralises the contrast between them is
Simultaneity. In contexts of simultaneity, both antonyms are true of the same situation
at the same time. This function is also found in higher rates in Swedish (Murphy et al.,
2009) and Japanese (Muehleisen and Isono, 2009), which has also been linked to cultural
factors. However, a possible reason for the difference in numbers of sentences in this
category is that different coders can code sentences differently.

Another neutralising context is coordination of negated antonyms. This construction

cancels both antonyms and focuses attention on the area in between as in the construction

¥q Y not X and Y and ji (not) X or Y. This construction has the same effect in both
gradable and non-gradable antonyms, despite the fact that there is no area in between
the conceptual domain of the non-gradable pairs. For instance, the pair alive/dead is
considered non-gradable out of context. However, in the sentence he is not alive to be
sought after, and not dead to be forgotten, these antonyms are cancelled and an area

between them is created.
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Moreover, the largest category of antonym function in this study can reflect some
neutralisation of antonyms. In coordination for Inclusiveness, two antonyms are coordi-
nated in order to include them in a shared proposition. Jones (2002) explains that in the

context of the coordination construction:

an antonymous pair is presented equally by the text. In other words (and
perhaps paradoxically), it is the similarity between the antonyms (i.e. their
shared status as co-hyponyms of a given superordinate), rather than their in-
herent semantic dissimilarity, which is the primary focus of attention. (Jones,
2002: 63)

Another aspect of antonym use found in this study that might reflect that Arabic
refrains from extreme points and prefers the middle status is that the use of extreme
antonymy is not found in the dataset. In extreme antonymy a coordination structure
is used that enhances the contrast between the antonym pair and refers to them rather
than including the area in between (Jones, 2002). This use was found in forty sentences
in the English dataset (Jones, 2002: 91). This use was also found in the Qura’an, but it
was found only once in a dataset of 1425 sentences (Hassanein, 2012).

These results suggest that antonym use is governed by cultural aspects of a language
community. Next, I show how the results are useful for future research on antonymy in

Arabic and antonymy in general.

8.3 New directions for future research

Implications of the results of this study can be summarised in three areas: investigating
the ancillary use of antonyms, the constructionist account of antonyms, and investigating
antonym use in other languages.

Reclassifying antonym functions as presented in this study shows that canonical
antonym pairs function on two levels. On one level, they have certain local function
reflected by the construction hosting them and on another level they have a function
that projects on other words in the sentence. A possible area of investigation is whether

there is a structure, or several structures, that appear repeatedly in sentences within
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ancillary use. Two structures were noted in this study: annexation structure and mod-
ification. However, an investigation specific on this use of antonyms could show the
structures triggering the ancillary effect. Finding these structures can shed light on the
grammatical relations of words in that structure and how it affects opposition construal
in context.

Work on construction grammar could be extended to cover other constructions and
aspects of antonyms in Arabic. One particular area of interest is how similar or different
the use of coordinators other than and on the function projected by antonyms. For
example the construction of X or Y was found to signal inclusiveness of antonyms and
exhaustiveness of the domain shared by the antonym pair. The same construction was
also found to signal choice in the category Binarized Option. A constructionist account
similar to the one done on Unity in this thesis can capture the semantic and syntactic
properties of this construction. Moreover, one finding of this study is that Unity is
used among abstract nominal antonym pairs. This point needs more investigation to
find out whether it is exclusively for abstract nouns and whether Unity is a productive
construction among this category of nouns.

This thesis adds MSA to the list of investigated languages in the antonym literature.
Although use of antonyms is relatively similar cross-linguistically, each investigated lan-
guage is unique in terms of proportions of each function and the fact that some minor
functions emerge. These differences differ according to the culture using each language.
Therefore, this study demonstrates the need to look at other languages that might add

new functions of antonyms.

Concluding remarks

This thesis provides a corpus driven description of how antonym pairs are used in Modern
Standard Arabic. It has shown that antonym functions in Arabic are to a certain degree
similar to those found in other languages. It has presented a new classification of these
functions which refers to the ancillary use of antonyms as an effect projected on other

words regardless of the hosting construction. It has compared the use of antonyms in
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Arabic to that of English. It also has shown how an SBCG account of antonyms can
capture their syntagmatic and paradigmatic properties which taps on the lexical-syntactic

interface of grammar.
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Appendix A

Arabic information sheet and

questionnaire
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Appendix B

English information sheet and

questionnaire

US

University of Sussex

INFORMATION SHEET

Dear participant,

I am asking you to participate in a study on Antonymy in Modern Standard Arabic.
Before you take part in this questionnaire, please read this information sheet on the topic
of the research.

The research will be presented to the University of Sussex for the fulfillment of PhD
requirements. At the beginning, I ask respondents to provide the opposites of a number
of words in Arabic in order to determine the search words to be used in my study.

This questionnaire will take up to half an hour of your time to fill in. Any personal
details that appear in this questionnaire will be deleted before any person other than the
researcher is allowed to look at them.

Please be informed that you do not have to participate in this questionnaire, and if
you do, you have the right to withdraw from the study at any time without providing
reasons. Your submission of an answered questionnaire is an indication of your acceptance
to participate.

Thank you for taking the time to read this paper. Your participation in the question-
naire will be greatly appreciated.

For any quires regarding the questionnaire or the research, please do not hesitate to
contact the researcher:
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Rukayah AlHedayani
R.Alhedayani@sussex.ac.uk

Under the supervission of Dr M. Lynne Murphy
2013
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US

University of Sussex

The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine the opposite of some Arabic words.
It is designed by Rukayah AlHedayani, a PhD student at the University of Sussex in the
United Kingdom. This research will enhance our knowledge about Arabic antonymy.

Please be assured that the questionnaires will be handled by the researcher alone;
and that all participants will remain anonymous. Thank you for the time you spend
responding to this questionnaire. Your participation is greatly appreciated.

Nationality: ..........ccccc.... Age: ()less than 20 ()20-30 ()30-40 ()above 40
Education: ()below college level ()Bachelor’s ()graduate

major at college: ..............ooo

language of education:

()Arabic ()a language other than Arabic ()a mix of Arabic and another language

Please provide the opposite for each of the following words in MSA; please
spend as little time as possible:
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active
attack
boom
difficult
disprove
fact
fast
guilt
heavy
long
new

permanent

punishment

rural
alive
begin
incorrect
honest
fail
female
hate
large
married
optimism
poor

quickly

agree
badly
confirm
encourage
dry
failure
feminine
hard

legal
major
optimistic
private

right

disadvantage

bad

cold
directly
explicitly
false
happy
high

lose
officially
peace
privately

strength
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Thank you for you participation. If you need any information about the research
please do not hesitate to contact the researcher.

Rukayah AlHedayani
R.Alhedayani@sussex.ac.uk
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Appendix C

Different forms of antonymous roots
and the number of seed strings used
for each

perfective imperfective noun adjective adverb strings

attack o=la =l P 37a OE o Log=a 3
defend Céb CeLu &G: L"}cl.éo lelos 2
bad sl £ gwd Coaw £ v 3
G gls
good b\oi Af Bag> BVES 3
good u..pi g L O 2
ol
confirm g .,\f} A b st,o Ry i 3
deny S PETR S w2
difficult I g_/uua.» < )""" o 3
easy J-“Vv J-V“i ‘.‘.Jj-r‘“ J‘V‘” 2
right 3o 32 G- G- G- 1
wrong Has Haw e Sl 2
o
new ERES da£ was Repe 2
old .3 ST R 2
large/old s 2K s 3
small/young g a) o Ndo 3
punishment sle il L gas 3
reward g_}bi VR VRV 4
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perfective imperfective noun adjective adverb strings
alive L~ S5 sl e 1
dead AW W I Cano 3
fast o § & . TP CPWE
slow Uayl oy Ly e sy 3
feminine w;‘ Sy d‘j o ge 2
masculine 55 S 53 S §55 2
fail s ey s Jals 2
succeed C" o CB EU 3
happy ! A P A O3l 3
sad o) OAL o e O 2
optimism Sl Jlay Jsl Jelee Jslay 3
pessimism rsl..iﬁ ?gL;LJQ_ TSL..«J f:\..fb..(ao N%LM 2
peace (l\..ﬂ (l\..u f)&.w VlL‘M f/M 3
N
war <l I e g b 2
poor ] iy s T 2
rich skl e g g 2
strength 598 <5 593 S5 S 3
weakness Cans] Rz P TV R P 2
hate o8 0SS oS aals y S 3
love vo? e A e > 1
high &~ gha e S 3
low i iy pax| akal 2
long JWb J ok Job Josb 3
short P gy b a® 2
dry o i s Sl 3
wet b, b b, b, 2
married 73 P z 9 C\j 5 T jj\.: 2
unmarried Lo g o = 2
dishonest ol O 8% Sl oyl 4
honest u;‘ RS W u'\.:‘ 4
lose e ey 8Lz e 3
win 5B e e S 3
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perfective imperfective noun adjective adverb strings
heavy S Jes J& e 2
light s a¥ s s ax 2
soft oY Y Lyl o 4
begin 1\{ L\.J Ll 2
end el S Ll 3
private o> 2%, Logas oo 3
public o= o= Logs” ch 3
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Appendix D

Word class distribution in both
corpora

Antonymous pairs in the following two tables are indicated by translations to English for
easy reference. The first column shows the correspondent pair in Jones’s list. Column
two shows the number of noun/noun co-occurrences of each root. Column three shows
the percentages of these co-occurrences in the corpus. Column four shows the number
of co-occurring nouns the dataset should contain. Columns five to seven record the
same information for verbs, columns 8 - 10 for adverbs, columns 11-13 for adjectives
and columns 14-16 for sentences with co-occurrence of antonyms from different parts of
speech.
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Appendix E

Jones’s ancillary sentences
reclassified

5a I love to cook but I hate doing the dishes - so I'd have a dishwasher
or a family of gypsies to do the washing up.

5b Robin Cook, Labour’s health spokesman, demanded: ‘How can it be
right to limit the hours worked by lorry drivers and airline pilots, but
wrong to limit the hours of junior hospital doctors undertaking complex
medical treatment?’

5c Since then, of course, they've all had knighthoods, usually when
they’re too old to play Hamlet but too young to play butlers in Holly-
wood movies.

5d Eighty-five per cent of ‘firm Tories’ agree that ‘a Labour government
would wreck the economy’; only six per cent disagree.

5e At Worcester on Wednesday, Botham-apart from bowling well-was
wandering around in a T-shirt with the message: ‘Form is temporary,
class is permanent’.

5f As the Governor of Kumomoto province told me, ‘This is a rich coun-
try, with poor people’.

5g It is meeting public need, not private greed.

5h If so, unemployment may rise more quickly now, but more slowly
later.

51 He also suggests discipline should be tailored differently, saying ex-
troverts are most motivated by reward while introverts respond more
to punishment.

6a ‘The issue at the next election will be between fair taxation under
Labour and unfair taxation under the Conservatives’, he said.

6b Broadly speaking, the community charge was popular with Conser-
vative voters and unpopular with Labour voters.

6¢c Communism may be dead, but fascism is most assuredly alive.

7a Mrs Thatcher has been a lucky prime minister, Mr Heath was an
unlucky one.

7b Charles, unskilfully, is playing for the popular vote; Diana, very
skilfully, is doing the same.

7c Kennedy dead is more interesting than Clinton alive.

CONCESSION

COTCESSION

CONCESSION

antithesis

antithesis

overlapping

negation
CONCESSION

comparison

conflict
antithesis

CONCESSION
antithesis

antithesis

comparison
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8a Munich was widely hailed as a success, Reykjavik a failure.

8b A separate poll of consumers in the US and Japan showed growing
optimism among Americans in contrast to deepening pessimism in the
Japanese population.

8c Historians have largely only differed on whether they saw the German
‘takeover’ of the empire as a good thing (if they were German historians)
or a bad thing (if they were French or Italian).

9a The bad news is now largely behind, the good news is to come.

9b The most interesting is that countries which have, in the Eighties,
done rather badly will, in the Nineties, do rather well.

9¢c What was immoral and unnecessary six months ago cannot be
moral and necessary today.

10a The other aspect of his plan is that his bill would end the two-year
wait for uncontested divorces and five years for contested ones.

10b On the question of extending the embargo to cover food and medical
supplies, 40 per cent agree but 45 per cent disagree.

10c It was the old story: success has many fathers, failure has none.
11a Then, and now, the Royal Festival Hall is a cool, rather clinical
building that it is easy to respect and difficult to love.

11b Archer was a formal, eccentric man, long on acquaintances and
short on friends.

11c The West German authorities demurred: under West German law
creme de cassis had too low an alcohol content to be classed as a liqueur
but too high an alcohol content to be considered a wine.

12a The day’s business opened with other foreign matters, Foreign Office
questions, during which Secretary of State Douglas Hurd said Britain
would welcome a return by South Africa to the Commonwealth as ‘a
happy end to a sad chapter’.

12b But a couple of Libyans are only likely to be small minnows in a
very large pond.

12¢ But a Romanian dissident recently dismissed the new regime as ‘the
same old brothel with new whores’.

13a In this account, the rich get to choose, and the poor get the queues.
13b For at least one viewer, who had regarded male wrestlers as morons
and female wrestlers as oxymorons, it was an enlightening experience.
13c¢ Baxter’s active can-do has been overtaken by the passive why-
bother.

14a It’s certainly rare to hear anyone speaking about the future of British
production in terms of its boundless potential; one can only hope that the
next few years prove Puttnam’s optimism justified and his pessimism
groundless.

14b As the old adage put it, oppositions do not win elections; govern-
ments lose them.

14c Now these orders of time have been reversed: the rich rise at dawn;
the poor sleep late.

antithesis
comparison

option
antithesis
antithesis
negation
specification
CONCESSLON

antithesis
antithesis

antithesis

CONCESSION

overlapping

overlapping
overlapping

antithesis
comparison,

transitive

antithesis

antithesis

antithesis
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15a It is at the moment illegal to buy a bible on Sunday, even from a
cathedral shop, but perfectly legal to buy pornographic magazines.

15b I bicycled to work, as it was the fastest way of getting there, and as
a result I was constantly in danger of death by car, either slowly from
asphyxiation or quickly from being run over.

15¢ During the Eighties it was easy to obtain consent to build Canary
Wharf and difficult to obtain consent to build an ex-urban house in
Wiltshire or Suffolk.

16a The new edition appeared in the United States about two weeks ago;
when I heard the news of the coup it seemed bad news for democracy,
but very good news for the book.

16b Now it denotes high butter mountains and a low boredom threshold.
16¢ Heathcote Williams” Whale Nation (Cape) backed all the right ani-
mal causes but all the wrong poetic ones.

17a There is praise for success, condemnation for failure.

17b The peace is usually male, the disturbance female, though in two
stories the positions are reversed, and one story, The Image Trade, dis-
penses altogether with the tension of gender.

17¢ He leans forward and quotes from a piece of writing in French by
Samuel Ullman, which roughly translates as:*You are as young as your
faith, as old as your doubts.’

18a Bofors might indicate failure, but Venus and Saturn spell success.
18b The First Division of the Endsleigh League is like a well-easy to fall
into but difficult to get out of.

18c He was perceived as being able to manoeuvre in a Cold War forum,
but unable to adapt to new realities.

19a International support is long on words and short on deeds.

19b You want your friends to hate the sin and love the sinner.

19¢ On Saturday night, as news of Claudio’s death spread, the police
presence in Vaulx was heavy, and the violence relatively light.

20a While success is sexy; failure is on a par with cheesy feet.

20b While many succeed, however, a significant number fail.

20c Not only did the IMF implicitly reject US calls for measures to
strengthen growth in the industrial world, it explicitly dismissed de-
mands for a more expansionary Japanese fiscal policy.

21a As does the absence of easily identifiable heroes and villains, charac-
ters to love and characters to hate.

21b Around the cornices of Greek temples (as of teh Royal Opera House
or of Buckingham palace) there runs the egg and dart carving which
symbolises the feminine and the masculine principle.

21c Such divorceless marriages and intractable moral issues are the stuff
of Keepers of the Flame, which makes an understandably disenchanted
survey of what Henry James brilliantly calls ‘the quarrel beside which all
others are mild and arrangeable, the eternal dispute between the public
and the private, between curiosity and delicacy’.

CONCESSION

option
antithesis
CONCESSion
antithesis
CONCESSION
antithesis
antithesis
antithesis
CONCESSION
CONCESSION
CONCESSION
antithesis
antithesis
antithesis
comparison
comparison
mnclusion
by  nega-
tion
inclusiveness

inclusiveness

conflict
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Appendix F

Root frequencies in the arabiCorpus

Table F.1: Frequency counts for each root of the antonym pair in arabiCorpus.

R1 frequency R2 frequency
alive 168,032 dead 491,568
attack 69,256 defend 75,701
bad 4,173 good 154,380
begin 226,720 end 215,286
confirm 269,826 deny 140,634
difficult 62,432 easy 36,119
dishonest 13,866 honest 81,455
dry 2,743 wet 1,846
fail 37,460 succeed 89,516
fast 67,176 slow 12,578
feminine 7,829 masculine 169,212
happy 70,696 sad 14,806
hard 41,117 soft 67,762
hate 26,413 love 66,692
heavy 16,404 light 116,775
high 861,034 low 32,218
large 296,901 small 56,906
long 169,257 short 42,575
lose 40,549 win 90,379
married 67,452 unmarried 378
new 519,176 old 154,497
optimism 10,967 pessimism 2,106
peace 149,209 war 142,839
poor 49,096 rich 17,968
private 255,892 public 595,370
punishment 18,170 reward 5,228
right 629,186 wrong 35,561
strength 172,618 weakness 61,972
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Appendix G

Antonym sequence statistics

Table G.1: Antonym sequence statistics in arTenTen12.

percent  W1-W2 W1-W2 W2-W1 Total Percent D

100.00% 4 married /unmarried 0 4 0.00%  0.062

100.00% 5 optimism /pessimism 0 5 0.00%  0.031
76.90% 10 dishonest /honest 3 13 23.10%  0.046
76.50% 75 right /wrong 23 98 23.50% <0.001
73.40% 113 begin/end 41 154 26.60% <0.001
70.00% 28 long /short 12 40  30.00%  0.008
60.90% 14 difficult/easy 9 23 39.10%  0.202
60.90% 70 strength /weakness 45 115 39.10% 0.0123
58.30% 7 high/low ) 12 41.70%  0.387
57.10% 28 peace/war 21 49  42.90%  0.195
50.90% o8 alive/dead 56 114 49.10%  0.462
50.00% 4 fast /slow 4 8 50.00%  0.636
44.00% 22 attack/defend 28 50  56.00%  0.838
43.90% 36 poor /rich 46 82  56.10%  0.161
42.90% 3 happy/sad 4 7 57.10%  0.773
41.40% 99 large/small 140 239 58.60%  0.004
38.00% 38 new/old 62 100 62.00% 0.01
37.50% 3 confirm/deny 5 8 62.50%  0.363
33.30% 2 dry/wet 4 6 66.70%  0.343
33.30% 1 hard/soft 2 3 66.70% 0.5
31.30% 5 heavy /light 11 16 68.80%  0.105
28.00% 7 lose/win 18 25 72.00%  0.022
27.60% 8 bad/good 21 29 72.40%  0.012
23.70% 23 private/public 74 97  76.30% <0.001
22.20% 8 hate/love 28 36 77.80% <0.001
19.80% 22 feminine/masculine 89 111 80.20% <0.001
18.80% 6 fail /succeed 26 32 81.30% <0.001
8.70% 2 punishment /reward 21 23 91.30% <0.001
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Table G.2: Antonym sequence statistics in arabiCorpus All Newspapers.

percent  W1-W2 W1-W2 W2-W1 Total Percent D
100.00% 2 hard /soft 0 2 0.00% 0.25
90.00% 9 high /low 1 10 10.00%  0.013
72.00% 18 right /wrong 7 25 28.00%  0.002
66.70% 2 dry/wet 1 3 33.30% 0.5
65.70% 46 alive/dead 24 70 34.30%  0.005
65.00% 26 long /short 14 40 35.00% 0.04
62.30% 76 begin/end 46 122 37.70%  0.004
61.70% 66 strength /weakness 41 107 38.30%  0.009
55.60% 5 optimism/pessimism 4 9 44.40% 0.5
51.70% 61 new/old d7 118  48.30%  0.391
50.00% 2 happy/sad 2 4 50.00%  0.687
47.60% 30 poor /rich 33 63 52.40%  0.401
47.20% 59 peace/war 66 125  52.80%  0.295
45.60% 78 large/small 93 171 54.40%  0.142
44.40% 12 difficult/easy 15 27 55.60% 0.35
44.40% 4 fast /slow 5 9 55.60% 0.5
40.00% 2 dishonest /honest 3 5 60.00% 0.5
39.40% 41 attack /defend 63 104  60.60%  0.019
32.40% 11 confirm /deny 23 34 67.60%  0.028
30.80% 4 heavy/light 9 13 69.20%  0.133
29.10% 60 private /public 146 206  70.90% <0.001
29.10% 25 lose/win 61 86 70.90%  <0.001
28.80% 15 fail /succeed 37 52 71.20% <0.001
25.00% 1 married /unmarried 3 4 75.00%  0.312
21.70% ) hate/love 18 23 78.30%  0.005
20.40% 11 feminine /masculine 43 54 79.60% <0.001
10.00% 1 punishment /reward 9 10 90.00%  0.01
0.00% 0 bad/good 4 4 100.00%  0.062
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