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ABSTRACT

This study Investigates the intrallngual and extra lingua I

semantic relatlonshlps of taste terms In modern spoken Japanese. The

theoretical framework adopted Is that of the lexical field, parti¬

cularly as propounded by Lyons. In the application of the theory, a

questlon-and-answer methodology deriving from the work of ethno-

sclentlsts Is developed.

Intrallngual relationships Include paradigmatic and syntagraatlc

relationships of sense, as well as stylistic relationships. Extra-

lingual relationships are handled In terms of a focal model employing

norm statements Indicating focal exemplars and expected taste

qualities. The questIon-and-answer procedures developed make possible

the delimitation and subsequent semantic sub-dlvlslon of lexical

fields In a principled and repllcable manner.

Two groups of terms receive examination. Firstly, the lexical

structure of evaluatory taste terms Is investigated. Their descrip¬

tion Is found to require a refinement of current notions of antonymy,

and the terms exhibit a complex interaction of sense and stylistic

relatlonshlps. Secondly, a larger field of descriptive tasTe terms

Is delimited and sub-dlvlded into three lexical systems exhibiting

lexical structures of varying complexity. Extra IIngually, the three¬

fold sub-dlvlslon of the domain of taste In Japanese is found to

coincide only partially with the current scientific division of the

area; in particular, the scientific differentiation between gustation

and certain other, tactile, tongue sensations Is not reflected In

lexical structure.

In contrast to colour terms, taste terms in Japanese are found

to exhibit a linguistically determinable affective value, and to share
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grammatical characteristics with adjectives denoting the subjective

reactions of an experiences A further difference Is that

descriptive taste terms do not constitute a lexical continuum; this

has consequences for the definition In the study of the relationship

of Incompatibility. Taste vocabularies are also found to be

characterized by the existence of taste norms, reflecting the fact

that dietary Items tend to be associated with culturally expected

taste qualItles.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This study fs essentially an exercise in descriptive lexical

semantics. More particularly. It attempts to apply, for the first

time, a modern theory of structural semantics to the description of

taste terms In Japanese. The theoretical approach adopted Is

basically that of the lexical field, in particular as developed in

the work of Lyons (1963, 1968). In the application of the theory,

a methodology based on questlon-and-answer techniques Is developed

which appears to be of general value as a tool In the delimitation

and semantic analysis of lexical fields.

The organization of chapters Is as follows. Chapter 2, 'The

Sense of Taste', is a background chapter containing a summary of

scientific treatments of taste and a consideration of their relevance

to linguistic work In the area; existing linguistic studies of

taste terms are reviewed, and the present study Is placed In context.

The theoretical framework on which the description is based Is set

out In Chapter 3, 'Lexical Meaning', and the Importance of norms for

the semantic description of taste terms Is considered more fully In

Chapter 4, 'Taste Terms and Norms'. Chapter 5, 'Methodology', sets

forth the methodological approach adopted in the delimitation and

analysis. Chapter 6, 'The Lexical System UMAI/MAZUI ', and

Chapter 7, 'The Lexical Field AJI', are the central chapters of the

study, In which the data and Its analysis are presented. Taste

terms In Japanese are contrasted with colour terms In the ianguage

In terms of a particular grammatical distinction In Chapter 8.

Chapter 9, 'Conclusion' Is followed by a Bibliography of works

cited.



CHAPTER 2

THE SENSE OF TASTE

2•' Sclent!fic studies'
In considering scientific work on taste one must begin by recog¬

nizing that the sense of taste Is there defined In terms of a given

set of sense organs or receptors, namely the taste cells. These are

largely concentrated In thousands of taste buds found In papillae

located predominantly on the edges and back of the tongue; a small

number of taste buds are also present In other sensitive parts of

the mouth, Including the pharynx and soft palate. The taste cells

are stimulated by sapid substances when In solution or when dissolved

In the saliva. Since the cells are sensitive to chemical energy,

they are known as chemoreceptors, and the senses of smell (whose

receptors, the cells of the olfactory epithelium, are also chemo¬

receptors) and taste are together referred to as the chemical senses.

Scientifically, then, the study of taste Is restricted to various

forms of sensitivity and perception arising from the stimulation of

the taste cells by sapid substances In solution.

Compared with the senses of vision and hearing, the workings of

the chemical senses are poorly understood. Work on taste has

generally assumed that there are four primary tastes, namely sweet,

sour, salty, and bitter, and that these are detected by taste buds in

different areas of the tongue and mouth. Scientific discussion

continues to be conducted In terms of these four qualities (osten-

slvely defined In terms of the chemical substances sucrose, tartaric

acid, sodium chloride and quinine, respectively), but It appears that

there Is at present no evidence to show that they are genuine primary

tastes In any specifiable sense:

'
The following account Is based largely on Harper, 1972, Chapter 6.
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"The range of qualities Is subdivided for convenience

Into the four common tastes, Sweet, Sour, Salt and

Bitter .... (They) are referred to here deliberately

as the common tastes so as to avoid any assumption

that they are genuine primaries. There Is relatively

little evidence to support the concept of primary

tastes. Whereas attempts have been made to synthesize

more complex tastes In terms of these four qualities,

there are certain tastes, such as Metallic, which

cannot be synthesized In this way."

(Harper, 1972: 194)

As for sensitivity to these four qualities. It ts now accepted that

different areas of the tongue and mouth show variations In sensitivity

to a given quality, the tongue tip, for example, being most sensitive

to sweet, and the back of the tongue to bitter, but the view that

Individual receptors are uniquely sensitive to a particular quality

has been abandoned.

The precise nature of the stimuli Involved In the action of the

chemical senses Is still not known. It Is clear, however, that

there Is no simple correspondence between chemical composition and

perceived taste quality: salts, for example, do not all taste salty,

and substances of various chemical groups (Including very dilute

sodium chloride solutions) share a sweet taste. Experimental data

on the perceived taste of mixtures of the four common qualities

Indicates that more than a merely additive process Is Involved: It

Is often Impossible to predict the taste of a mixture from the taste

of the separate constituents. Moreover, the results of such tests

tend to vary across Individuals, and It Is widely acknowledged that

differences In sensitivity among different subjects can be

3



consfderable. The Internal state of the body Is recognized as one

Important factor here: salt deprivation, for Instance, Increases

sensitivity to salty tastes, while water deprivation decreases It.

The Influence of external surroundings on taste sensitivity Is also

generally recognized: wlne-tastlng manuals point to the effect of

factors such as noise and lighting (cf. Pulsals and Chabanon, 1974:

44-46). In addition, general teste sensitivity tends to decrease

with age, though here again Individuals differ considerably. A

kind of taste blindness Is also known to exist with certain sub¬

stances: phenyl thlo-urea, for example, tastes highly bitter to

some people, but Is tasteless to others.

Several psychological scales of taste have been devised, the

best known of which has as Its unit the gust, defined as the

psychological strength of a \% sucrose solution. Absolute threshold

concentrations for different taste stimuli vary widely: It Is

possible, for Instance, to detect a salt solution half the strength

of the standard sugar solution. Here again there are many factors

which cause variation In sensitivity, notably the temperature of the

taste stimulus and the area of the tongue stimulated. It Is

noticeable that the majority of foods (which are almost all taste

mixtures) obtain low rankings on taste scales, exceptions being

substances such as vinegar (perceived as highly sour) and honey

(highly sweat) which are not normally consumed alone.

Different species appear to Inhabit different 'taste worlds'.

It has been noted that certain animals, Including the dog and the

cat, have taste receptors which respond exclusively to water, while

the response to sweet tastes found In man Is reported to be absent

In the cat. Like ail senses, the sense of taste no doubt to some

degree serves a biological alerting function, with substances
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harmful to the human organism being perceived as unpleasant (e.g.

bitter: Wyburn et al. speak of "an almost universal aversion to

bitter tastes" (Wyburn, Plckford and Hirst, 1964: 122)) and

beneficial substances as pleasant (e.g. sweet: sweetness In ripe

fruit is an important indicator of high vitamin C content). However,

this correlation is by no means perfect, and it is clear that, In the

case of man, a high degree of cultural channelling is involved

(cf. examples of 'acquired tastes' in our own culture).

2.2 Scientific vs. folk categories

Many psychologists have protested that the scientific view of

taste outlined above does violence to everyday usage, and have urged

that scientific work should be based more upon the folk concept of

taste. As long ago as 1936, Rubin proposed ''a scientific definition

of 'taste' ... in accordance with popular use" and recommended that

"the starting-point for every discussion of taste must be the

experience of daily life" (1936: 74). In contrast to tho prevailing

scientific division Into four taste qualities, he quotes with

approval the earlier ten-fold scheme put forward by Linnaeus (viz.

aqueous, acid, fatty, sweet, mucous, dry, bitter, astringent, acrid/

sharp, salt), his only reservation being that even this classifica¬

tion may distinguish too few categories (1936: Ibid.). More

recently, Gibson has contrasted the everyday sense of taste as the

whole perceptual system accompanying eating with its scientific

definition which reduces it to "a minor sense, for distinguishing

solutions" (1966: 136). Common to these objections is the view

that, in everyday usage, taste covers a much wider range of qualities

than those perceived through the taste colls alone.

In the interests of clarity, we propose to adopt from this

point on the terminological distinctions suggested by Rubin (1936:
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78): the term 'gustatory' will be applied to those qualities per¬

ceived via the taste cells (I.e. to taste qualities In the narrow,

scientific sense), and the term 'olfactory' to those qualities which

arise from the olfactory epithelium. The term 'taste' Is thus free

to be retained in Its wider, everyday sense. Now It Is a well-known

fact that many qualities which are subsumed under taste In everyday
2

usage are In fact olfactory . Everyone knows how a coid In the head

dulls taste sensitivity, and It has been experimentally proved that,

where a subject pinches his nose and Is given to eat a piece of raw

apple followed by a piece of raw onion, he Is In most cases unable

to tell the difference between them. Flavours such as vanilla are

also not tasted until the nose Is released.

In everyday usage we also speak of 'sharp' tastes (for Instance,

with reference to fizzy drinks or spicy foods). In this case It

appears that neither the gustatory nor the olfactory receptors are

responsible, but receptors analogous to the pain and temperature

receptors In the skin and as yet poorly understood. Gibson comments

on such substances as follows:

"Mustard seems to affect the skin as heat does, and

menthol as cold does, while pepper and horseradish

yield something like tingling pain."

(1966: 139)

He goes on to note that adults, but not children, cultivate such non-

nutritive condiments: they are cases of 'acquired tastes'. Another

quality subsumed under taste In common usage Is astrlngency, and here

too It appears that some form of tactile stimulation Is Involved.

2
The olfactory epitheltum Is stimulated by volatile substances,
either directly via the nostrlIs or by way of the back of the
mouth. Where food Is concerned, it Is therefore sensitive to
stimulation both before and during eating.

6



Harper comments thus:

"To the four (sic) classical subdivisions of cutaneous

sensitivity (I.e. Light Touch, Deep Pressure, Warmth,

Cold and Pain) should also be added Pungency as a

tactile accompaniment of many odour stimuli and

Astrlngency which accompanies certain taste stimuli

(e.g. strong tea without milk, or rhubarb)."

(1972: 279)

Rubin maintains that, In ordinary language, 'taste' applies to the

properties of food as they appear when the food Is placed In the

mouth and masticated" (1936: 77) and accordingly goes on to mention

many other types of perceptual qualities concerned In the taste

experience: being an area of high tactile sensitivity, the mouth

yields Information relating to such qualities as texture, consistency,

shape, and temperature; hearing, too, as when one crunches an apple

or a biscuit, enters Into the perception of the consistency of food

and of the modification of this consistency during mastication.

Moreover, he emphasizes that the taste experience Is not merely the

static cooperation of all the sense organs, known and unknown,

Involved, but a sequential process continually changing through time

and Including (for solids) the stages of biting, mastication,

Insallvatlon and swallowing. Gibson, who, as we have seen, stresses

the everyday meaning of taste as a perceptual system accompanying

eating and uniting several different types of receptors In this single

function, presents a range of information perceived by the system

similar to Rubin's list (1966: 138).

These considerations are summed up by Harper when he refers to

the 'gestalt' nature of taste In everyday usage, by contrast with

which the usual scientific treatment of the subject represents a

7



foreign, analytical approach (1972: 193). The distinction noted by

these authors Is clearly relevant to linguistic work, the main Implica¬

tion being that a linguistic study of taste terms In everyday usage

must be prepared to find that their denotatlonal range takes In

dimensions other than gustation alone. For English at least, the

above discussion suggests that In addition to terms relating primarily

to gustation, terms denoting olfactory and tactile qualities will be

subsumed under taste In everyday usage. Whether the denotation of

the lexeme TASTE In everyday English can be said to subsume the whole

Ingestion experience, however, Is a question to be decided by

linguistic Investigation: part of the evidence to be considered will

be the relative acceptability of lexemes such as SWEET, SMOKY, SHARP,

CRUNCHY, LUMPY, etc., when used In answers to the question What does

It taste I Ike? Of course, the precise denotatlonal domain of the

lexical field Is likely to vary across languages. In this, taste

terms are no different from colour terms or the terms of any other

area of the vocabulary: while the scientific treatment of colour In

terms of the psychophysical dimensions of hue, brightness and

saturation appears to relate well to the denotatlonal distinctions

drawn among English colour terms, Conk I in's well-known description of

colour terms In Hanunoo (Conklln, 1955) has shown that other dimen¬

sions (In this case, wetness and dryness) may be relevant In other

languages.

2.3 Existing linguistic studies

Insofar as taste terms form part of the 'language of experience'

(cf. Lenneberg and Roberts, 1956), one might expect them to have

received some attention from linguists, who have shown considerable

Interest In the neighbouring field of colour terminology. Apart

from passing references to taste In several works on perceptual terms

8



(a.g. Lenneberg and Roberts, 1956: 8; Berlin and Kay, 1969: 13),

the only substantial linguistic study directly concerned with the

language of taste, however, appears to be an article written In the

first decade of this century (Myers, 1904). One reason for this

relative neglect Is no doubt the lack of scientific understanding of

taste that has been noted above, and the consequent absence of any

agreed scheme of denotattonal categories comparable to those that

exist for colour.

In the article referred to, Myers, a psychologist, reports on

his and Seligrnann's efforts to Investigate the taste vocabulary of

the Torres Straits Islanders. The Investigators tested the

Islanders with dilute solutions of sugar, salt, acid and quinine, "and

thereby obtained their equivalent words or expressions for sweet,

salt, sour and bitter" (1904: 118-9). Myers' summary of the flnd-

Ings Is as follows:

"(I) The literal meaning of the phrase commonly used

In the Torres Straits to denote sweetness Is

'tasting good'.

(2) The same phrase Is applicable to denote saltness.

(3) The usual word for saltness Is derived from the

word for sea-water.

(4) The taste-names for salt and sour tend to be

confused.

(5) There Is no specific name for the bitter taste."

(1904: 119)

Myers concludes that primitive languages show a similar lack of

differentiation vis-a-vis English In their taste vocabulary as

previous studies had shown them to do in their colour vocabulary.

9



Myers followed up these experiments by sending questionnaires

to officials, missionaries, and other Individuals In contact with

primitive peoples In various parts of the world. The relevant

questions were:

"(I) By what word(s) In their own language would the

natives describe the taste of solutions of (a)

sugar, (b) salt, (c) weak acid, (d) quinine?

(Where possible. Investigators should carry out

tests using such solutions.)

(2) Give, If possible, the exact meaning of the words

In (I) e.g. Are they derived from substance-

names? Are they extended uses of words, such as

soft, sharp, or have they given rise to such? Do

they mean pleasant and unpleasant? etc."

(1904: 121)

The results of this questionnaire he sums up as follows:

"(I) Several languages have two taste words, one

applied to agreeable flavours, the other to

unpleasant flavours.

(2) The use of a common word applied to both sweet

and salt Is widely attested.

(3) The taste-word for salt, where present, Is commonly

derived from the word for sea-water.

(4) In New Guinea, New Hebrides, and much of Polynesia,

the same word denotes salt, sour and bitter."

(1904: 122-4)

Myers' general conclusion, once more, Is that, In primitive languages,

taste vocabularies, like colour vocabularies, show a lack of

10



differentiation when compared with English, and, in the most

primitive, "substances are primarily classed according as they are

tasteful or distasteful; the differences, for example, between sour

and bitter are considered less striking than their common Impalata-

b!11ty" (1904: 126).3
While Myers' investigations represent a valuable attempt to

extend studies of the vocabulary of perception to taste terms, the

findings are clearly difficult to evaluate. The methodology of the

original experiments leaves much to be desired, relying as it does

on an ostensive 'look-and-say' technique with all Its attendant pit¬

falls: one obvious possibility, for example, is that the islanders

tended to respond to the stimuli at the general level of 'pleasant'/

'unpleasant' and that more specific terms, though existing, were

simply not elicited in the context of the experiment; in any case,

the stimuli employed were unnatural and unsuited to cross-cultural

studies of this kind. The same objections apply to the question¬

naire; here, moreover, (as Myers Is aware) the validity of the

results will depend in large measure on the degree of familiarity

with the native language on the part of the Intermediaries who carried

out the tests. Even if the results were accepted as being accurate

as far as they go, an investigation restricted to the four

'scientific' taste qualities clearly cannot give any Indication of

the overall structure of the taste vocabularies of the languages

3
Myers also gives brief consideration to taste terms In certain
Indo-European languages, some of which are held to show similar
characteristics. Particularly Interesting are cases for which
he cites commonly associated substances: Greek PIKROS, for
example, he cites as being applied to sea-water, unripe fruit
and pungent flavours, while in Sanskrit (which is said to have
recognized six tastes: sweet, salt, sour, bitter, pungent,
astringent) the correspond!ng term TIKTA was applied to gourd,
mustard and other burning tastes. Outside Indo-European, Somali
DANAN Is cited as being applied to lemons and salted meat.
(1904: 120, 124).
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concerned.

Apart from this study specifically concerned with the language

of taste, some more recent general works make reference to the area.

In linguistics, Sturtevant's survey of ethnosclence mentions the

domains of smell and taste as having, in English, a small and weakly

terminologlzed vocabulary, and points out that, in comparison with

colour, the etlcs involved are very poorly known (1964: 119). The

only linguistic work mentioned in this connection by Sturtevant Is a

brief study by Aschmann published in 1946 of the smell categories of

Totonac: as reported by Sturtevant, Aschmann's analysis shows a

taxonomy with eight primary terms each dominating more specific

terms; because of the lack of an etic scheme, the range of applica¬

tion of each term is defined simply by listing lexemes denottng

objects which are typically characterized by the smell concerned.

Of general work in the field of psychology, Harper's survey referred

to earlier (Harper, 1972) is of interest for its awareness of

linguistic considerations and its emphasis on the practical workings

of the senses, including taste (the author is a food scientist), in

everyday life. Harper notes that, whereas much of visual and

auditory perception can now be handled in abstract terms, the study

of tastes, odours and textures is still dominated by object language

and analogies; studies of language and meaning are therefore parti¬

cularly relevant for these senses (1972: 37-38). Among other

problems, he points out that the extent to which different people

agree In their understanding and use of everyday descriptive terms

12



needs +o be examined4, and he adds that "dictionary definitions are

rarely satisfactory In this context, since they are not anchored to

particular stimuli" (1972: 38). He also points to the Importance of

folk knowledge concerning aspects of taste, most of which still

remains unformalized by science: as an example, cooks, recipe-makers

and flavourtsts have much relevant knowledge relating to taste-

mixtures (1972: 195). The presentation of such knowledge as It Is

formulated In different cultures Is potentially an Important by¬

product of cross-11nguIstlc studies In this area.

2.4 The place of this study

Given the fundamental Importance of perception In human psycho¬

logy, structural semantic studies of sense vocabularies clearly

constitute a basic field for research. Do the vocabularies of the

different senses differ In respect of the semantic relations In terms

of which they are structured? Does this structure vary across

languages? Do languages differ In the size and complexity of such

vocabularies, both In general and In respect of particular senses?

Do terms belonging to the vocabulary of one sense tend to be extended

to other senses? Such questions are Important both for linguistics

and, as we hove seen, for the scientific study of the senses them¬

selves. it seems safe to assume that sense vocabularies are both

4
Relevant here Is a study by Robinson (1970), which notes that the
application of the terms BITTER and SOUR in everyday usage differs
considerably from their scientific definition. In tests with
untrained observers, 67$ characterized the taste of lemons as
sour, 33$ as bitter, while In the case of lime juice 39$ Judged
It as sour and 39$ as bitter. Robinson's conclusion Is that,
since few food substances taste predominantly bitter (In the
scientific sense), It Is possible to go through life without
clearly Identifying the taste, and that it may well be that. In
view of Its unfavourable connotations, the term tends to be used
for unpleasant tastes, particularly strong sour tastes. While
the particular wording of Robinson's conclusion reflects a perhaps
unreasonable faith in the authority of scientific categories,
clearly the experiments reveal an Interesting difference In applica¬
tion of the (folk) categories 3ITTER and SOUR.
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universally present In human languages and, at least In part, learned

early in language acquisition, perhaps serving as models for the

semantic structuring of more abstract domains.

It has already been noted that colour vocabularies are the only

sense vocabularies to have been fairly widely investigated In the

framework of structural semantics. A description of a taste

vocabulary is thus of Immediate interest as providing a point of

comparison from a different segment of the language of experience.

Sturtevant, for example, In the article quoted earlier, has noted

that multi-level hierarchical structuring is probably a universal

feature of colour vocabularies (1964: 118): a semantic description

of taste terms will show whether taste vocabularies are structured

on similar principles.

Taste and colour vocabularies will be compared at various points

throuthout this study. Here, by way of Introduction, certain

aspects of the sense of taste that have arisen In the discussion

thus far are Informally compared with the situation In the field of

colour, and some of the possible linguistic Implications of the

differences considered.

The first point, tentatively made, is that taste and colour

perception appear to differ In complexity In terms of the number of

psycho-physical parameters and receptors involved: as we have seen,

taste ranges over a good part of the eating and drinking experience

and Involves several different systems of receptors. It may be that

the complexity involved will be reflected In the structure of taste

vocabularies, with, for Instance, a plurality of lexical systems

relating to some of the different parameters Involved (though, of

course, not necessarily In one-to-one correspondence with the

divisions set up by psychologists). In this connection, It Is worth
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bearing in mind that, of the analytically distinct parameters con¬

cerned (gustation, olfaction, temperature, and various tactile

phenomena such as consistency, texture, hardness, astringency and

pungency), only gustation and astringency are unique to the sense of

taste, the others being involved in the action of other senses; it

is possible that the terms used may reflect this difference, in

terms, for Instance, of the basic or extended status of their meanings.

Secondly, colour, as an aspect of vision, and taste contrast in
5

terms of distal vs. proximate receptors . Now it is commonly

assumed that the vocabulary associated with the proximate senses is

In some way poorer than that associated with the distal senses:

Sturtevant's comments on smeiI and taste terms in English have already

been noted, and Slob in maintains that we have "an inadequate

vocabulary for expressing sensations of the proximity senses" (1971:

108). It may Indeed be that the information provided by the

proximate senses is for some reason less susceptible to detailed

analysis than that given by the distal senses, and the relative lack

of scientific progress in the former is perhaps a reflection of this.

However, only detailed linguistic studies of the vocabularies con¬

cerned can show the nature of this 'poverty' and determine how far it

holds across different languages.

A third, major difference between colour and taste perception is

that the latter clearly involves an affective aspect: some tastes

are inherently pleasant, some inherently unpleasant.^ in view of

5
Vision and hearing are commonly grouped together as the distal
senses, taste, smell and touch as the proximate senses.

6
This applies to taste and colour qualities on a general level.
It is Important to realize that the generally favourable affective
value of a term like SWEET can be 'overruled' by the taste norm
for a particular substance, so that sweet beer, for instance,
would not normally be considered pleasant (cf. Chapter 4). More¬
over, colour terms may of course carry implicit value Judgements
in certain contexts.
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the biological alerting function ascribed to the sense of taste, this

Is to be expected, and there seems no reason to doubt that this Is a

universal property of taste. (The same may well apply also to the

other proximate senses.) In consequence, a linguistic study may

expect such factors to be reflected In some way In the semantic

characteristics (e.g. syntagmatlc compatibility) of the lexical Items

concerned, providing an Interesting contrast with studies of colour

terms.

A fourth, no doubt related difference between colour and taste

Is that the latter appears to be an area of much greater subjectivity.

No doubt this is most apparent in the case of explicitly evaiuatory

terms such as GOOD, DELICIOUS, etc.: Insofar as one man's meat Is

very often another man's poison, we must expect disagreements among

different speakers In their application of such terms to given sub¬

stances. Even In the case of descriptive terms, however, apart from

the experimental evidence of Individual differences reported above,

everyday experience teaches us that people vary considerably, for

example, In the amount of sugar they take In their tea and in their

reaction to acquired tastes such as the hotness of spicy foods and

the bitterness and astrlngency of certain alcoholic drtnks, so that

what Is sweet tea or a hot curry for one Individual may not be so

for another. This would seem to have no general parallel In the

fteld of colour, and In general It appears that speakers are more

prepared to accept disagreement on taste Judgements than on colour

Judgements. It Is reasonable to assume, however, that such dis¬

agreements will concern the application of taste terms to given Items

of diet rather than the Intra lingual structure of the lexical system

Itself.
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A fifth property of taste that sets It off from colour, and Indeed

from all the other senses, Is that It is par excellence a 'cultural'

sense. By this we mean that the sense of taste Is geared to the

activities of eating and drinking, which, in man, ars pre-eminently

culturally channelled activities: except in Infancy, when the mouth

plays an important part In a baby's exploration of the world around

him, the input to the sense of taste is culturally preselected in

that what is accepted as food, or 'good to eat', in a given community

Is in general rigidly determined in a way that does not apply in the
7

case of the other senses. Taste terms are predicated of items of

diet, and not indiscriminately of objects in the environment. Since

this is so, and since the contents of diet and methods of cuisine vary

considerably across cultures, we must expect a good deal of cross-

linguistic variation, both in the nature of the dietary Items with

which taste terms are typically associated, and In the particular
g

aspects of the taste experience which are lexically emphasized. As

with any area of the vocabulary, we must expect the structure of

taste vocabularies to reflect the Interests of the speakers of the

language concerned; since the taste experience is a complex one,

^
Gibson has an interesting comment on the perceptual role of the
mouth In early childhood in contrast with its role in adulthood:

"The human adult does not use his mouth for exploratory
haptlc touching as the Infant seems to do; or, more
accurately, he does so only for food substances. 'Putting
things in the mouth' is tabooed after a certain aqe."

(1966: 143)

8
Thus the Japanese, unlike certain other communities, regard
squid (IKA) as a prized Item of diet; one term that is
typically associated with it is HAGIRE GA M 'pleasant to the
bite'. A general outltne of Japanese diet and cuisine can be
found in Martin and Martin, 1970.
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languages may well differ, according to the aesthetic Inclinations

of their speakers, both In the overall attention they pay to the

language of taste, and to the selection of particular aspects within

It for special emphasis.
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CHAPTER 3

LEXICAL MEANING

Th© semantic theory adopted In this study Is based on the work

of Lyons (cf. Lyons, 1963; 1968, Chapters 9 and 10), which In turn

Is a development of earlier theories of the lexical field. In this

theory, the meaning of a lexical item (or lexeme) Is seen as a

function of the various typos of semantic relationships which the

Item contracts with other lexical Items In the language and In some

cases, additionally, with extra-11ngulstlc phenomena.

The scheme of semantic relationships outlined below constitutes

the basic framework for the subsequent analysis of taste terms In

Japanese. Throughout, the term 'meaning* (and the adjective

'semantic') are used as general terms ranging over all the relation¬

ships discussed.

3.1 Intra lingua I semantic relationships

By Intrallngual semantic relationships we refer to semantic

relationships which hold between lexical Items In a given language.

3.1.1 Paradigmatic sense relationships

Here we are concerned with semantic relationships which hold

between lexical Items that can occur In the same stylistic' and

linguistic context. Paradigmatic sense relationships are always to

be set up polysystemlcally, I.e. for relevant contexts, and not for
2

the language as avhole.

Baste to sense relationships of this type is the notion of

pragmatic Implication holding between utterances of sentences con¬

taining the lexical Items concerned. As a simple example, a sincere

'
The notion of stylistic context Is discussed In 3.1.3 below.
It Is Intended to take Into account such social factors as relative
status of interlocutors, formality of situation, etc., where these
have systematic lexical repercussions in the language concerned.

2
For this aspect of meaning, cf. Lyons, 1968: 443-470. Note that
Lyons does not treat stylistic variation as significant.
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3
utterance of the sentence This apple Is sweet will be held by

speakers of the language to Imply the denial of the sentence ThIs

apple Is sour, while no Implication of any kind will follow with

regard to, say, the sentence This apple is crisp. That is to say,

4
part of the meaning of SWEET In such contexts Is its implicit

denial of SOUR, and these two lexical I terns are here paradigmatlcally

related whereas SWEET and CRISP are not. Viewed from a different

angle, In reply to the question Is that apple sweet?, No, It's sour

Is an acceptable answer in a way which No, It's crisp is net.

Lexical items which are paradigmaticaIly related are said to
5

belong to the same lexical system . Thus, in contexts such as the

above, SWEET and SOUR belong to one lexical system, while SWEET and

CRISP do not. Membership of a lexical system Is part of the meaning

of a lexical item. According to the nature of the implications that

hold, various types of paradigmatic relationships between lexical

items can be distinguished, and the lexical system concerned is said

to be structured In terms of them. The types of relationships found,

In this study a typographical distinction is drawn between
occurring linguistic entities, such as utterances, (text-)
sentences and word-forms, and theoretical entities such as (system-)
sentences, expressions, and lexemes (cf. Lyons, 1977: 37). The
former are underlined, the latter capitalized.

That these implications do not hold for utterances of sentences
such as That girl is sweet, The shot was sweet, etc. illustrates
the necessity for polysystemic treatment.

In this study we make a terminological distinction between a
lexical system and a lexical field. While paradigmatic sense
relationship is criteria I for the former, it is not for the
latter: lexical field is thus a wider term, taking in, for
example, lexical items which occur In response to a common
question-frame without necessarily entering into paradigmatic
relationships. Thus, In the case cited here, SWEET and CRISP
may be said to fall within the same lexical field relative to
the quest Ion-frame What does X taste like?, but, since they are
not related parad I gmatica I ly i n sense (I ."e. by incompatibility,
etc.), they do not fall within one lexical system.
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and the resultant types of structuring that exist In lexical systems,

are Important areas for empirical investigation within and across

languages.

Among the types of paradigmatic sense relationships that have

been distinguished are the following: synonymy (defined In terms of

bilateral Implication: e.g. (in certain contexts) GLASSES/SPECTACLES),

hyponymy (unilateral Implication: e.g. TREE/ELM), Incompatibility and

complementarity (mutual exclusion: e.g. YELLOW/RED, MALE/FEMALE),

antonymy (e.g. LONG/SHORT), converseness (e.g. HUSBAND/WIFE),

scalar!ty (e.g. BIG/HUGE), consequence (e.g. LEARN/KNOW), partitlvity

(e.g. RUNG/LADDER) (cf. Lyons, 1968: 443-470; Lehrer, 1974: 22-30).

Several of these categories can be subdivided: among antonyms, for

example, certain implications that hold for BIG/SMALL do not

necessarily hold for GOOD/BAD (see 6.4 below); there are different

types of Incompatible terms, such as ordered and unordered sets

(cf. Leech, 1974: 115); and symmetrical terms (e.g. COUSIN) can be

seen as constituting a special case of converseness.

The fundamental point that paradigmatic sense relationships are

context-dependent has already been made, and English colour terms

provide a useful illustration of some of the factors Involved. For

instance, the seemingly innocuous statement that BLACK is a colour

term In English In fact has certain contextual assumptions hidden

within it which deserve to be made explicit. While, Intuitively, It

seems appropriate enough to refer to BLACK as a colour term In

expressions such as BLACK CAR or BLACK DRESS, to place BLACK In BLACK

COFFEE (that Is, In the use of this expression to refer to coffee

without cream or milk) together with these seems more difficult. And

In fact there Is a sound linguistic basis for differentiating here.
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In the first place, whereas BLACK In collocation with CAR and DRESS

stands In a relationship of Incompatibility with a range of terms

such as WHITE, GREEN, RED, YELLOW, BLUE, In the collocation with

COFFEE there Is only one other term Involved, namely WHITE; I.e. the

membership of the lexical system Is different. More Importantly,

there Is the question of why we normally call BLACK a colour term

anyway, and the answer to this must be that, typically, BLACK can

be used In an appropriate response to the question What colour 1s X?

In many cases, that Is to say, a given lexical field or lexical

system has associated with It a typical questI on-frame to which Its

members may be used In appropriate responses, and which often supplies

a convenient label for the system itself. Applying this to the

examples given, BLACK Is Indeed used, together with WHITE, GREEN,

RED and the rest, In appropriate response to the questions What

colour Is your car? and What colour Is your dress?; In the case of

BLACK COFFEE, however, the associated question is not What colour

would you like your coffee?^, but How would you like your coffee?

In other words, BLACK Is a colour term In English In certain contexts,

those contexts being defined in terms of the applicability of the

question-frame What colour is X? In black coffee, It is clearly

not a colour term in this sense. Similar arguments prevent us from

considering as colour terms (pace Lehrer, 1974: 7) the adjectives in

the collocations WHITE WINE and RED WINE, as normally used, where

the typical associated question Is What type/kind of wine?7 Of

This is to disregard the use of this sentence as a witticism.
That It would be seen as such Is of course an Indication of its
deviance from normal usage. The same applies to facetious
replies of the typo A dirty brown colour, etc.

^
Cf. the truth of the following statements: Black coffee Is not
black, White wine Is not white, Red wine Is not (necessarily) red.
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course, this Is not to deny a connection between the use of the

terms In these examples and their typical use as colour terms: such

a connection exists and Is to be handled within a theory of semantic

extension. In terms of the semantic relationships which actually

hold In the given contexts, however, It Is clearly Important to be

aware of the distinctions Involved.

Moreover, even when we have established that we are dealing with

bona fide colour terms In a given context, it does not follow that

the structure of the lexical system Is always the same. Our

discussion of colour terms thus far has been In relation to their

predication of objects such as cars and dresses. if we are talking

about hair, the situation is clearly different: He has bIack ha Ir,
8

He has white halr, He has auburn halr , He has brown hair, He has

fair hair, He has red hair, and He has glnger halr. While we are

still dealing with colour terms in a definable sense (the associated

question is What colour Is his hair?), the lexical system is

different In that It contains less members, and different members

(BLOND, FAIR, AUBURN, and GINGER, a synonym of RED in this context),

and to that extent the sense relationships, and thus part of the

meaning, of BLACK has changed. The statement of the contextual

factors Involved here will be In terms of the syntagmatlc relation¬

ships discussed under 3.1.2, In this case, In terms of the

feemantlcally related) lexical items HAIR, MOUSTACHE, BEARD, WIG, etc.,

which thus constitute a highly distinctive context in English as far

as the use of colour terms is concerned. Such differentiation in

lexical systems according to context Is not captured by an approach

3
AUBURN seems mora naturally applied to female hair, and perhaps
should be omitted here.
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which works simply with a list of 'all English colour forms', In

which all the lexical Items Involved are transposed on to a single,

undifferentiated plane, and an Important aspect of the organization

of the vocabulary Is thereby overlooked.

3.1.2 Syntagmatlc sense relationships

Here we refer to the semantic relationships which hold between

a lexical Item and other lexical Items with which It can co-occur In

syntactic constructions, that Is, between a lexical Item and Its

11ngulstlc context.

In general, a given lexical Item will normally be associated

with a set of Items with which It commonly co-occurs In various

syntactic constructions, and, theoretically, the statement of the

linguistic context of paradigmatic sense relationships will Involve

the specification of such a set. Mcintosh calls such a set the

'range' of a lexical Item (1961: 330), and the relationship between

a lexical Item and Its range Is normally termed collocational.

Thus, In English, the noun HEDGE collocates, In different construc¬

tions, with Items of relatively specific meaning such as the

transitive verbs PLANT, TRIM, CLIP, the intransitive verb GROW, and

the adjectives NEAT, OVERGROWN, as well as with Items of more general

meaning such as SEE, HUGE (Can you see that huge hedge over there?).

In any list of collocations, the more specific terms (here, PLANT,

etc.) will occupy a more central place as being more semantically

diagnostic than general terms (SEE, HUGE).

In general, collocational relationships are seen as providing a

statable frame within which paradigmatic relationships operate,

rather than as constituting a part of the meaning of a lexical Item

as such. That is to say, while the statement of collocations
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(especially central cases) Is a necessary part of semantic descrip¬

tion, the relationship of collocation Itself Is not seen as a sense

relatlonship.

The limiting case of centra Iity In this sense occurs when one

lexical Item necessarily collocates with another In a given con¬

struction. In this case, we may speak of a sense relationship of

syntagmatlc Implication. Thus, to cite an example from Lyons (1968:

422), we may say that BITE syntagmatlcally Implies TEETH In J bit him

with my false teeth. Porzlg has discussed such relationships (under

the heading of 'syntagmatlc fields'), and gives examples from German:

"Worn It beijjst man? Naturllch mlt den Z'ahnen. Worn It

leckt man? SelbstverstandlIch mlt der Zunge. Wer be I It?

Der Hund. Was fa'Ht man? Baums. Was ist blond?

Menschliches Haar." (1950: 68)

Porzlg also mentions cases where the relationship Is less clear-cut:

REITEN 'ride' syntagmatlcaIly requires a lexical Item belonging to

the lexical system of animals, but there are various possibilities

within that range. In fact, at least in English, cases of unique

implication seem to be rare: thus, BLOND collocates with MOUSTACHE,

BEARD, WIG as well as with HAIR; FELL with ELM, ASH, etc. as well

as with TREE; and BARK with FOX, BITCH, etc. as well as with DOG.

it Is clear, however, that such alternatives commonly stand in some

kind of paradigmatic relationship to each other: a partitive

relationship exists between HAIR and MOUSTACHE, BEARD, WIG (cf. the

hair of his moustache, etc.), and hyponyms, where they exist, will

often be Involved, as in some of the examples above and In the case

of an Item like CANTER, which collocates not Just with HORSE but also

with STALLION, GREY, GELDING, etc. (and Indeed with ANIMAL, of which
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HORSE itself is a hyponym). In this connection, Coseriu makes a

distinction between (syntagmatic) implication, where a single lexical

Item is involved, and (syntagmatic) selection, where a superordinate

term ('archilexeme') and its hyponyms are equally permissible

(1971: 2I0).9
As the opposite case we find examples where two lexical items

cannot co-occur in a given construction. Though it may be imprecise

to talk of linguistic context In such cases, they are often seman¬

tical ly significant and, where necessary, we can speak of sense

relationships of syntagmatic Incompatibility and syntagmatic

redundancy. Thus, for instance, the fact that SICKLY is syntag¬

mat! ca I ly incompatible with NICE (nice and sickly) in normal usage,

whereas SWEET is not (nice and sweet), Is an important aspect of the

difference of meaning between them. Examples of syntagmatic

redundancy are seen in hurry rapidly, man-eating cannibal, elderly

octogenarlan, etc.

Although the detailed study of collocations Is in Its Infancy

(cf. Sinclair, 1966), the Important relationships of syntaomatic

implication, syntagmatic Incompatibility and syntagmatic redundancy

are relatively clear, and a satisfactory statement of central

collocational relationships would normally seem to be possible

without resort to statistical methods.

3.1.3 Sty 1istic relationships

Under this heading we wish to handle relationships between

lexical items which are used in different stylistic contexts. As

9
One wonders whether this distinction is necessary: perhaps It
Is simply the case that, where hyponyms are present, they are
always substitutable. To return to the example of the false
teeth, I bit him with my false molar Is presumably acceptable,
though bIzarra.
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noted in 3.1.1, we intend 'styiistic context' to take in factors such

as the relative status of Inter!ocutors and the degree of formality

of the speech situation where these are lexically relevant.

Typically, the relationship concerned will be of the form: 'Lexical

item A replaces lexical item B in a certain style'. Such relation¬

ships form an Important aspect of the intra lingua I structure of the

vocabulary of many, if not ail, languages.

In 3.1.1 we have defined paradigmatic sense relationships as

being restricted to lexical items which occur In the same linguistic

and stylistic context. For items which are stylistically differen¬

tiated, therefore, the question of such relationships does not

arise: stylistic lexical variation, like dialectal lexical

variation, Is to be separated out prior to the statement of sense

relationships. If we accept that, in English, HORSE and GEE-GEE are

differentiated in this way (GEE-GEE replacing HORSE in the style

known as baby talk), this means that we will not speak of synonymy

(a sense relationship) here. This treatment can be justified from

the point of view of the pragmatic implications involved: given that

a certain tobacconist utters the sentence We have a wide range of

cijars (the example Is from Lyons, 1963: 75), then we have no diffi¬

culty in recognizing the implication We have a wide selection of

cigars In the same stylistic context (and vice versa), and we can

set up RANGE and SELECTION as synonyms here; however, given that a

man says to a friend Look at that horse, then clearly there are

difficulties In saying that this pragmatically implies the utterance

of the sentence Look at that gee-gee In that context, though we

would be willing to accept that he might utter the second sentence

in a different stylistic context, namely to an addressee of the

appropriate status. Furthermore, it is important to note that the
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two lexical Items have different paradigmatic sense relationships:

while HORSE, as a hyponym of ANIMAL, Is Incompatible with COW, RABBIT,

etc., GEE-GEE contrasts rather with items such as MOO-COW and BUNNY.

Though not by synonymy, then, we nevertheless wish to be able to

relate HORSE and GEE-GEE IntralIngually in some way: the fact that

they replace each other In different styles is surely an aspect of

their meaning. We will say that GEE-GEE replaces HORSE In the

style of baby talk, treating the relationship as one of variation

according to stylistic context, not as one of bilateral Implication

within like contexts. In a sense, the separating out of styles

Involved here amounts to treating different styles within one

language as different languages: unlike truly different languages,

however, such 'languages' within a language tend to be systematically

related. We hope to Illustrate some aspects of this systematicity

as it applies to lexical variation In the following discussion and

in the subsequent analysis of Japanese taste terms.

An extreme example of stylistic lexical variation is provided

by the case of the mother-in-law language reported by Dixon (1971)

for the Dyirbal language of North Queensland. When conversing

within earshot of a certain class of relatives, a speaker of that

language is obliged to use a special 'mother-in-law' language in

place of everyday Dyirbal. The relationship between the two

varieties is as follows: though phonology and grammar are Identical

in both, all lexical items in everyday Dyirbal are replaced by a

distinct set of lexical items in the mother-in-law language. The

fact that the latter set is far smaller In number means that the

relationship of lexical items between the two varieties is largely

many-one, that is to say that in general several distinct lexical

Items In everyday Dyirbal are replaced by one Item In the mother-ln-
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law language, although cases of one-to-one relationship also occur.

Dixon uses this interesting situation to throw light upon the

semantic structure of everyday Dylrbal by examining the relation¬

ships of 'synonymy' (one-to-one correspondence) and 'hyponymy' (many-

one correspondence) that hold between lexical items in the two

varieties. In the approach adopted here, we would speak of synonymy

and hyponymy only among lexical items within a single variety, but

clearly we need to be able to relate lexical items across varieties

in some way, rather than simply considering each in isolation,

especially since the correspondences involved presumably play a large

part In the learning of the mother-in-law language in the first

place. In our terms, this is an example of stylistic lexical varia¬

tion, extreme in its pervasiveness.

Though the extent of stylistic lexical replacement In Dylrbal

is clearly unusual, we assume that many other languages exhibit

similar characteristics on a more restricted scale. We see the

typical situation as being one where, in addition to the 'basic'

system (e.g. everyday Dylrbal in the example above), a language

contains additional stylistic systems, often provided with a name in

the language concerned, within which stylistic lexical switching

takes place In certain areas of the vocabulary. Thus, in English

baby talk, for example, certain lexical items of normal English

belonging to lexical systems such as that of animals are replaced by

special substitutes. Other cases would Include the 'royal

vocabulary' of Thai, where Items in the normal vocabulary are re¬

placed by 'royal words' when speaking to or about a royal personage,

the lexical systems Involved ranging over body parts, kinship terms,

animals, certain miscellaneous objects, and actions of various kinds

(cf. Gedney, 1968: 127-8). Respect vocabularies of a similar kind
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are of course found In many languages, and the lexical systems

Involved also seem to show similarities across languages: Mllner

(1961) has discussed the case of Samoan, with some additional

reference to Javanese and Tongan, and, as In Thai, lexical Items

from the lexical system of body parts figure prominently among the

substituted Items. As Is well Known, Japanese also possesses an

intricate system of speech levels (known as kelgo 'respect

language'); since some of the distinctions are relevant to the

later analysis, we give an outline of the system here.'^
Th8 situation in Japanese can be viewed In terms of two Inter¬

secting axes: the axis of address, and the axis of reference. On

the axis of address are distinguished two speech styles, 'Informal'

and 'formal', the style used being determined by the degree of

formality of the speech context: in general, the Informal style is

used between Intimates, the formal style elsewhere. On the axis of

reference, three basic levels can be distinguished, 'honorific',

'neutral' and 'humble': an honorific form Is used to Indicate

respect by the speaker to the subject of the sentence (who may or

may not be Identical with the addressee), while a humble form Is

used with reference to one's own actions affecting the respected

person In situations where honor!fics are being used; neutral forms

are, as expected, neutral with regard to these distinctions and are

used where no special respect Is being shown. As well as giving

rise to lexical variation In certain areas of the vocabulary, these

distinctions are realized In morphological processes in inflected

forms (i.e. verbs, adjectives, copula). The typical situation can

be Illustrated with the verb YOMU 'read', as follows:

The following description agrees In essentials with that presen¬
ted In Martin, 1964. A summary of the system can also be found
In MI Iler, 1967 : 269-274.
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Axis of address

Informal Formal

Neutra1

Axis of u ,,.
, Honorificreference

Humble

yomu yomimasu

o-yomi-nl-naru o-yoml-ni-narimasu

o-yoml-suru o-yoml-shImasu''

In certain cases, however, Instead of the regular morphological

changes Illustrated, lexical replacement occurs. The correspond!ng

table for the verb SURU 'do', for example, has the following forms:

Axis of address

1nforma1 Forma 1

Neutral

Axis of .. ,,,

reference

Humble

suru shlmasu

nasaru nasaimasu

Itasu itashimasu

Here the expected honorific and humble informal forms #o-shi-nl-naru

and *o-shi-suru do not occur and are replaced, In a form of supple-

tion, by the forms nasaru and Itasu. The supoletlon involved here

Is one-to-one (i.e. nasaru and Itasu occur only in relation to the

verb SURU), but many-one relationships are also found: neutral

informal iku 'go', kuru 'come' and iru 'be located (of animate

subjects)' are all suppleted by irassahru or oide-nl-naru at the

honorific level, and at the humble level the first two are both

suppleted by mairu; neutral Informal taberu 'eat' and ncmu 'drink'

both have a humble suppletive in itadaku (which Is also the humble

suppletive of morau 'receive') and optional honorific suppietives

''
For simplicity, only non-past forms are shown in this and the
follow!ng table.
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(I.e. In addition to the regular morphological formations) In agaru

and mesh Iagaru. WhIle these are examples of suppletlon rather than

of fully-fledged lexical variation, it Is clearly important for the

study of the structure of the vocabulary to establish which lexical

systems are Involved and to Investigate the types of correspondence

that occur.

The axis of address, less studied In this respect, shows some

stylistic lexical variation In the true sense, that Is to say with no

background system of regular morphological changes. Certain

Inflected Items (verbs and adjectives, In this case) have, In addi¬

tion to regular informal and formal forms, stylistic lexical

variants which may be classified as 'ultra-Informal'. Such variants are

almost exclusively used by male speakers. In highly Informal speech

contexts, whereas the normal informal forms are used by speaker's of

both sexes alike. Several lexical Items relating to food show

variation here, Including the verb TABERU 'eat', which has an ultra-
12

Informal variant KUU . The variation Is reflected syntagmatlcally,

In that collocation does not take place across stylistic boundaries.

Thus, the noun COHAN 'meal', 'boiled rice' has an ultra-Informs I

variant MESH I (In both glosses), and In verb ♦ object noun construc¬

tions we find the collocations GOHAN 0 TABERU and MESHI 0 KUU 'eat a

meal/boiled rice*, but not GOHAN 0 KUU or MESHI 0 TABERU. The

adjective OISHII 'palatable' also has a comparable uItra-Informal

variant, UMAI, so that we can Imagine a man saying (to his wife,

perhaps) Meshi o kutte klta. IJmakatta. 'I've already eaten.

It was good.' and her reporting his utterance to a third person as

12
In the case of inflected forms, strong formal evidence In
support of the differentiation Is provided by the fact that
no corresponding formal form occurs: thus KUU in this sense,
being Inherently ultra-Informal, has no formal form "kulmasu.
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Gohan o tabete klta tte. 01shlkatta tte. 'He says he's already

eaten. He says It was good'. Since women do not use the ultra-

Informal style, In her report she replaces the lexical Items MESH I,

KUU and UMAI by GOHAN, TA3ERU and 0ISHII, respectively, producing,

within a restricted area of the vocabulary, a miniature parallel to

the Dylrbal situation.

The cases of stylistic lexical variation considered here have

been relatively clear-cut; speaking In the style concerned can be

seen metaphorically as activating a switch which replaces normal

lexical Items by their appropriate variants, typically ranging over

a group of lexical systems. In many languages, the Isolation of

stylistic levels Is much more problematic. Apart from such cases

as baby talk, for example, English In many cases seems to show only

sporadic and Ill-defined variation: in the face of Isolated examples

such as FAG vs. CIGARETTE, etc., It Is perhaps natural to maintain

that It Is more profitable for many purposes to abstract out

stylistic differences as secondary and treat the Items as synonyms.

As noted, for example, by Leech (1969: 4), this Is the position that

has been adopted In most recent studies of English semantics:

variations of style have been treated as free variation from the

point of view of cognitive meaning. It doss seem likely, however,

that different languages, and Indeed different parts of the same

language, may call for different treatment here: for a language

like Japanese with a we 11-developed formal system of speech levels,

It would seem especially Important to distinguish between lexical

Items which In some way correlate with these formal distinctions.

3.2 Extra lingua I semantic relationships

Thus far the discussion has been concerned purely with the

Internal structure of the vocabulary: the semantic relationships

33



considered have been 1ntra11nguaI, holding between lexical Items.

But language Is used In the real world, and lexical Items relate to

aspects of this reailty. Such relationships are commonly understood

as contributing to their meaning, and any semantic theory must be

expected to handle them. The question of how lexical Items 'hook'

on to extra 11 rigu Istlc reality Is discussed briefly In this section.

The discussion will revolve around two main points. Firstly,

any discussion of extraiingual meaning logically presupposes an

elucidation of Intrallngual meaning In terms of sense relationships.

Secondly, It appears that extraiingual meaning of both 'concrete' and

more 'abstract' kinds can be approached in terms of one general

mode I.

With regard to the first question, the well-known futiiity of

attempting to teach extraiingual meaning purely by gestural methods

(I.e. ostensive definition) reflects the necessity for a lexical Item

to be placed, Implicitly or explicitly, in some kind of linguistic

matrix before Its extraiingual function can be properly dealt with.

As a genoral principle, the extraiingual meaning of a lexical item

cannot usefully be discussed In isolation from its place in the

structure of the vocabulary. To give a simple example: a treatment

of the denotation of RED in terms of the psycho-physical parameters

of hue, brightness and saturation will clearly produce different

results according to whether we are dealing with the lexical Item

as forming part of a iexical system with ORANGE, GREEN, CRIMSON, etc.

and collocating with items Ilka CAR and DRESS, or with the lexical

item as forming part of a lexical system with BLOND, FAIR, GINGER,

etc. and collocating with HAIR; for the colour quality of hair to

which we can appropriately apply the term RED overlaps, psycho-
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physically, with the range of colour qualities to which we apply the

terras ORANGE arid BROWN where ordinary objects are concerned.'"5 This

Is all the more obvious, of course, In the case of 'abstract' uses of

RED In political and other contexts. In short, the extrallngual

meaning of RED can only be usefully Investigated once we have clari¬

fied Its Intrallngual status. Furthermore, while extrallngual

relationships form an important part of the meaning of many lexical

Items (from the earlier discussion of the meaning of BLACK in terms

of Intr3llnguai relationships alone, for example, one would not of

course bo able appropriately to identify an instance of a biack car,

or of black hair, in the real world), not all lexical Items have

extrallngual meaning. But ail lexical Items enter into inTralingua I

semantic relationships.

To turn to the second point, the central fact to be accounted

for in extra lingual meaning Is that the speakers of a language apply

lexical items to various aspects of the real world and are understood

to have done so by other speakers. That Is to say, the conventions

of a language-community Include a set of extrallngual categories

within the range of each of which a given lexical Item Is approp¬

riately applied. The questions arise: How can the range of these

categories be specified? How do speakers learn to apply lexical

Items appropriately, given that the range of the categories Involved

Is wider than any single instance of them?

We choose to approach these questions by way of what may be

called a focal modal of extrallngual meaning, In which the range of

That RED in collocation with HAIR has a different denotatlonal
range Is reflected In the prosodic and other devices that must
be resorted to In speaking of hair which has been dyed red In
the usual sense: e.g. She's got r^d hcilr — I mean really red,
whore red, ha Ir and really are strongly stressed.
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objects, qualities, actions, etc., to which a given lexical item can

be appropriately applied is exemplified by a focal exemplar of the

category concerned. Increasing attention has been paid to the

Importance of such extra! ingual foci In recent work on semantics,

notably by Berlin and Kay, who demonstrate the high degree of agree¬

ment across speakers on the location of foci for colour categories

in various languages, in contrast with the considerable degree of

disagreement on the location of the boundaries of such categories

(1969: 13; cf. also Lyons' discussion in Robey (ed.), 1973: 17-19).

In view of this relatively clear status, foci would seam to provide

a logical starting-point in the study of extrallngual meaning.

In terms of this approach, let us consider two simple cases of

the appropriate application of lexical items: the colour term RED

(as in an utterance such as What are those red flowers called?) and

the term DANGEROUS (as in It's dangerous to drive like that, uttered,

let us say, in reaction to a speeding motorist). Both utterances

involve examples of the same basic phenomenon: a lexical item, In a

certain linguistic context, is appropriately applied to an aspect of

the extra IInguistlc situation. How can the relationship between

these terms and their extra!inguistlc correlates be bandied in terms

of focal exemplars?

in the case of RED (a lexeme of relatively 'concrete' meaning),

it is possible to point to a typical instance of the category con¬

cerned as a guide, or, perhaps, to produce one by pictorial means.

(Since ostensive definition is impossible, to be effective at all

this method assumes, of course, that the learner has the necessary

linguistic ability, first, to grasp the point of such an exercise

and, second, to understand the parameter of the Indicated object that
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Is Involved, I.e. colour as opposed to shape, etc. Intrallngual

knowledge Is always necessary.) On the evidence of Berlin and Kay

referred to earlier, different speakers of English would be likely

to agree on the choice of typical example, and the learner would In

this way gain a useful anchoring point for his application of the

term RED. If, however, there Is no such focal exemplar to hand, or

we do not have access to graphic materials, It Is to be noted that as

an alternative there Is available to us a verbal means of Indicating

the focus, namely the utterance of the sentence Blood Is red as a

generic statement. Again assuming that he has the necessary degree

of linguistic sophistication (and, of course, that he Is familiar

with the substance concerned), the utterance of this sentence to the

learner would provide him with a focal exemplar for the category RED.

Here too, we suggest, other speakers of English would tend to agree

on our choice of verbal example: 'Blood Is red' has, as It were,

axiomatic status for speakers of English as a focus-lndlcatlng propo¬

sition. Similar axioms readily come to mind for certain other colour

terms ('Snow Is white', 'The sky Is blue', 'Grass Is green'), and are

often drawn upon In dictionary definitions (e.g. BLUE: 'the colour of
14

the unclouded sky', WHITE: 'the colour of pure snow', etc.).

Turning to the more 'abstract' case of DANGEROUS, directly

ostenslve methods are clearly less practicable than In the case of

RED. Verbal formulation of focal exemplars, however, Is still

possible, In this case In the form of a sentence such as Speeding Is

14
Interestingly, certain other colour terms, especially those
classified as later additions In Berlin and Kay's evolutionary
hierarchy (cf. 1969: 22-3), have no such institutionalized
verbal axioms. In dictionaries, they are typically defined
In terms of more 'basic' colour terms (PINK: 'a whitish red',
BROWN: 'a dark reddish colour', GREY: 'a mixture of black and
white', etc.).
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dangerous. Again, it seems likely that other speakers of British

English would agree with this choice; other plausible axioms might

Include such propositions as 'Firearms are dangerous', 'Running Into

the road is dangerous', etc. DANGEROUS thus differs from RED not

only In its degree of amenability to ostenslva exemplification, but

in having several verbal candidates for the status of focus-Indicators.

This reflects the common-sense difference between them, that RED de¬

notes a relatively straightforward, concrete quality of physical

objects, while DANGEROUS denotes a more complex, abstract quality of

objects, actions, etc. A category such as that of DANGEROUS

Involves a community's beliefs and values, themselves largely

entitles of a linguistic nature, and it Is to be expected that in such

cases exemplification will take an increasingly verbal form. Since

values are Involved, application of the item will also be more likely

to vary across sub-cultures In the society: members of a motor-

racing club, for example, may well not subscribe to the axiomatic

status of 'Speeding is dangerous': insofar as this is true, they

speak a sligh+ty different language from the majority of the community.

With regard to these two examples, many semanticists would speak

of denotation in the case of RED, but not in the case of DANGEROUS.

Whatever terminological distinctions one chooses to adopt here,

however, the basic mechanism of extra!ingual meaning is common to

both: with a term like DANGEROUS, no less than with a term like RED,

a speaker of English is faced with the same task, namely to apply the

term appropriately, I.e. in a way which other speakers of the language

agree with, to aspects of extra 11ngulstic reality. Speakers who

apply DANGEROUS indiscriminately to objects, actions and situations

are making the same type of linguistic error as speakers who apply RED

38



Indiscriminately to coloured objects. The focal model of extra-

lingual meaning would seem to be able to contribute towards an

account of the ability Involved In both cases.

Verbal axioms of the type discussed would seem to provide an

Important contribution to the elucidation of extra lingual meaning.

The domains where scientific Investigation has successfully contri¬

buted to an elucidation of extrallngual meaning are not numerous: as

we have seen, areas like taste have been highly resistant to

scientific analysis, and even colour, though relatively well under¬

stood for English, presents problems In languages such as Hanun<£o.

Even where such studies are successful, however, It Is of course

Important to remember that they are of little, If any, relevance to

the average native speaker's application of lexical Items: he acquires

and uses the rules of extrallngual meaning of his language uninfluenced

by such scientific considerations. By contrast, it may well be that

focal exemplars, verbal or otherwise, do have a role to play In this

regard, by providing Initial 'givens' for extrallngual meaning and

indicating the points at which lexical items 'hook' on to reality

most securely. As such, they constitute an aspect of semantic know¬

ledge that deserves to be recorded as part of the data In Investiga¬

tions of extrallngual meaning. Needless to say, Interesting cross-

llngulstic differences In verbal axioms can be expected: even with

domains that are assumed to be universally encoded, such as basic

colours, differences In environment will doubtless be reflected In the

occurrence of different focal exemplars; where more culture-bound

categories are concerned, clearly the possibilities are legion.

We still face the problem of how the speakers of a language learn

the range of a category: a focal exemplar, by Its very nature, can
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only exemplify, It cannot delimit. Thus, armed merely with a know¬

ledge of the focal exemplar of RED and ar. Instruction such as 'Apply

RED to Instances Identical with, or similar to, the focal exemplar',

a learner would never arrive at appropriate application of the term

since he has no way of telling at what point a given Instance ceases

to be similar. Extrailngual categories are not learned In isolation,

however, but within the Intrallngual framework of lexical systems, and,

for the case of colour terms at least, Harrison has Indicated that as

soon as one has more than one focus within the domain, a basis for

determining the limits of similarity exists (1973: 66-69): given two

focal exemplars of colour categories, a speaker Is able to Judge which

of the two a given colour quality resembles more. Such an account

allows for the fuzzy boundaries observed by Berlin and Kay, since

borderline cases will seem equally similar to both foci. In dis¬

continuous domains, the criterlal attributes of a category (I.e. the

properties which are decisive In determining similarity to the focal

exemplar) are often alluded to In discussions of borderline cases:

'It tastes like a pear but It's round', 'It's like a piano but It's

got buttons Instead of keys', etc. Studies of such verbalizations

of borderline cases are also clearly of value for understanding the

nature of extra lingua I meaning.

To summarize the treatment of extra lingua I meaning adopted here,

many lexical items, as terms In intrallngual paradigmatic and

syntagmatlc relationships, are seen as having extrallngual meaning In

that they are applied to aspects of the extra 11ngulstlc world.

Extra lingua I categories are structured In terms of focal and

peripheral cases; In general, the speakers of a language agree on

the placement of foci, which are often institutionalized In the form
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of generic propositions having the status of extra IIngual semantic

axioms. Such axioms are seen as a valuable aid In the study of

extra IIngual meaning. Aschmann's study of Totonac smell categories,

as reported by Sturtevant, appears to make use of such an approach

(Aschmann, 1946). Sturtevant's comments leave the impression that

focal exemplars rank a poor second to scientific analysis of domains:

however, apart from the fact that scientific analyses are at present

highly restricted in range, the study of focal exemplars would appear

to have inherent linguistic value in view of their greater relevance

to the use of language in everyday life. In this study, the fact

that propositions such as 'Blood is red' and 'Speeding is dangerous'

have axiomatic status Is regarded as important, and such axioms will

figure In the treatment of the extra IIngual meaning of Japanese

taste terms.

3.3 Basic and extended meanings

The discussion of lexical meaning thus far has not directly

touched upon the question of basic and extended meanings, although

certain examples that have arisen, such as the use of certain colour

terms in relation to hair and coffee, for example, can be considered

relevant to the topic. Here we consider briefly how this question

might be approached in the present framework.

Any discussion of this topic must begin by recognizing that the

distinction is In general an intuitively satisfying one and that, as

such, it is likely to have some basis in linguistic fact.15 An

adequate theory of meaning must attempt to provide some explication

15
In genera I, the distinction Is reflected in the way we use
language to children. Parents intuitively keep their language
simple In such cases, one aspect of this simplicity being the
avoidance of extended meanings: there is no doubt that parents
talk to their children, and that children learn to talk, about
black cars, for example, before black coffee, or about sour
lemons before sour dispositions.
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of the distinction by, first of ail, making detailed studies of the

linguistic facts involved. in terms of the present framework,

which treats meaning as a matter of relationships of various kinds,

this entails making detailed analyses of the relationships involved

in such cases and determining how such relational differences as

appear relate to intuitions of the basic vs. extended distinction.

We must discover what kinds of semantic relationships are preserved

and what kinds are lost in different examples of what are felt to be

extended meanings, in the case of BLACK in BLACK COFFEE, for example,

intra!inguaily, the identity of the lexical system changes (by virtue

of the difference in the associated question-frame; cf. 3.1.1) and the

membership of the system is reduced to BLACK and a single alternative

(WHITE), while, extra Iinguaily, there is a clear shift in application.

Such investigations will make possible the construction of a typology

of extended meanings based on semantic relationships.

At a more speculative level, it may be that the semantic

organization of the vocabulary of a language can be viewed in terms

of a layer of 'basic' meanings, supplemented by certain principles of

semantic extension constituting a set of analogies made by the

language on the foundation of this basic model. Thus, many languages

extend taste terms, basically applied to food substances, to describe

aspects of human personality, thereby creating a linguistic analogy

between these two domains. Many interesting questions arise here:

Are some analogies universal? Are there any basic semantic areas

whose terms never appear in extended meanings? Do certain analogies

tend to lead to others? Such questions, and indeed the central

question of whether such a type of organization exists at all, cannot

begin to be answered until a theoretical framework tasted by detailed

analyses is established.
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CHAPTER 4

TASTE TERMS AND NORMS

In the preceding chapter, an approach to extra 11ngua! meaning

has been outlined which emphasizes the Importance of focal exemplars

of extra lingua I categories; in many cases, focal exemplars are

iinguistica!ly encoded In the form of sentences expressing generic

propositions (Blood is red, etc.) which, it was suggested, can be

regarded as axioms of extraiinguai meaning.' As well as being

worthy of study in their own right, such axioms appear to offer the

only practicable approach to the study of extraiinguai meaning In

many domains. As we have seen, taste is a good example: not only

has no agreed etic scheme emerged from scientific work In the area,

but Indeed psychologists have called for studies of the everyday

language of taste as a necessary step In developing scientific

understanding.

Axioms, then, have a valid place In our Investigations, and

examples from the domain of taste are readily found, both In English

and Japanese. Sugar Is sweet, for example, has Its Japanese counter¬

part In Satoo wa amal 'Sugar Is sweet': this Is indeed an axiom

which might be expected to hold widely across languages. Other

familiar combinations are Remon wa suppal 'Lemons are sour' and

Kareeko wa karal 'Curry powder Is hot'. On the other hand, an

example of a more culturally restricted axiom, at least from the

point of view of British English, is Shlbugak? wa shlbui 'Shlbugakl

(a type of persimmon) are astringent'. Further exemplification and

'
As axioms, such propositions are normally taken as unspoken
'glvens' In everyday conversation. In particular situations,
however, such as when 'teaching' children to talk, the corres¬
ponding sentences are readily uttered.
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discussion of axioms will occur In the course of the semantic

ana lysis.

At this point, we wish to distinguish a further type of generic

proposition, which appears to be highly characteristic of taste terms

as a group. This second type of proposition has Its origin In the fact

that food substances In general have associated with them expectations

in terms of which, typically, they are recognized as 'good to eat':

sentences which linguistically encode such expectations may be said

to express taste norms, In contradistinction to the axioms which

indicate focal exemplars of taste qualities. Examples of taste norms

from Japanese would Include the propositions expressed by Nori wa kaorl

ga II 'Laver is aromatic', Toofu wa shltazawarl ga II 'Bean curd Is

smooth to the tongue', Mlkan wa amazuppal 'Tangerines are sweet-sour',

etc. Although there may be borderline cases, in principle there Is

a clear difference In function between axioms and taste norms: axioms

serve to indicate food substances which centrally exemplify given

taste qualities, thereby providing anchoring points for the application

of taste terms; taste norms, on the other hand. Indicate taste

qualities which given food substances are normally expected to possess.

Whereas axioms are In general free from exceptions (It Is hard to

Imagine a case of sugar which is not sweet, or of lemons which are not

sour — Indeed if such cases occurred we should probably conclude that

we were not dealing with 'proper' sugar or lemons), taste norms are

not: they express expectations which may be broken in Inferior
2

Instances of the food substance concerned. Thus, despite the

2
Cf. the possible use of the modal verb SHOULD In English in such
cases (Bean curd should be smooth, etc.), which clearly brings
out the norm.
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existence of taste norms for I aver, bean curd and tangerines referred

to above, It is clearly possible to have instances of stale laver, of

poorly refined bean curd, and of unripe or Insipid tangerines which

do not meet the expectations exprassed. The existence of built-in

expectations of taste is reflected in the fact that utterances of

sentences of the form This X is Y to make specific statements, where

X Is a food substance and Y is a taste term other than the taste

norm(s) for that substance, are often Interpreted, not as plain

statements of fact alone, but as carrying a negative value judgement:

In the case of the unripe tangerine, for example, the statement In

Japanese made by uttering the sentence Kono mikan wa suppai 'This

tangerine Is sour' (the taste norm being Mikan wa amazuppai

'Tangerines are sweet-sour', where AMAZUPPAI implies the presence of

a sweetness) will generally be understood as Indicating the speaker's

disapproval. This is not necessarily a matter of the taste term

itself, here SUPPAI 'sour', denoting an inherently unpleasant

quality: pickled plums (UMEBOSHI) are sour, but are eaten regularly.

That a thing Is sour Is not enough to make it 'good to eat' or

otherwise: what matters is whether It Is supposed to be sour or not.

Since a mature speaker of a language has normally been conditioned

to the dietary norms of his own culture, both with respect to what

Items are regarded as food and to why, personal liking is no doubt

in large degree determined by whether cultural taste expectations

are met In particular Instances.

As we have noted, expectations of this kind seem particularly

characteristic of the domain of taste, and when linguistically

encoded as taste norms, they can clearly be of use in approaching the

extralingual meaning of taste farms. In the case of the domain of
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colour, while axioms clearly exist there, It Is difficult to find

general parallels for taste norms, that is to say cases where a

given type of entity Is expected to be of a particular colour.

Certainly everyday objects like cars, books and furniture do not

possess associated colour expectations to the same extent, and

perhaps the chief candidates are again food substances (witness the

Importance of colour tn different varieties of wine and the wide¬

spread use of colouring agents in processed foods and drinks) and

certain areas of art, fashion and dress. This no doubt reflects

the fact that, whereas colour Is typically just one among a number

of potentially relevant aspects of an object, taste tends to be the

primary focus of attention of entitles of which taste terms sre

predicated, namely, Items of food and drink: a discussion of food

tends automatically to be a discussion of the taste of food, whereas

a discussion of, say, cars, does not typically centre on their
3

colour, although cars are necessarily coloured.

Given, then, that taste is a domain characterized by the

existence of built-in expectations for food substances, the degree

of linguistic encoding of such expectations in the form of taste

norms will naturally vary across languages. Once again we make

contact with the genera! principle that the vocabulary of a language

reflects the interests of its speakers: the more attention that is

given to dietary matters in a culture, the greater the degree of

elaboration of taste norms we may expect In the associated language.

Thus, I I ike this car., but I 'm not keen on the colour is a more
likely utterance than 1 11ke this"vegetable, but I'm not keen
on the taste.
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On an Impressionistic level, the average Japanese would seem to

be highly concerned with gastronomic matters by comparison with, say,

the average Englishman. In general, Japan has not yet undergone the

food-processing 'revolution' to the same extent as many parts of the

West, and food Is generally fresh. The country boasts a wide

seasonal and regional variety of fish, fruit, vegetables, pickles and

other foods: most towns are known for some special delicacy

(MEIBUTSU 'local speciality'), which may vary from pickles to dried

fish, from locally-grown fruit to rice crackers. Japanese

restaurants typically specialize In one type of cuisine: there are

restaurants for tempura (deep-fried fish, shellfish and vegetables),

for sushi (rice balls garnished with raw fish and other Items), for

soba (noodles), and so on, and such establishments play an Important

role In the social life of the country insofar as entertaining, both

for business and pleasure, tends to take place outside the home.

Even at the domestic level, Japanese cuisine Is a considerably

demanding art, featuring the highly developed use of flavourings,

dips and sauces In cooking and eating.

Food and drink, then, may be said to occupy a comparatively

prominent role In Japanese culture. The Japanese possess a highly

homogeneous and distinctive culture In general, and they are

conscious of their diet as being an element of this distinctiveness,

a view generally shared by foreign visitors to the country.

Japanese typically find Western food rich, whereas Japanese food

tends to strike the Westerner initially as somewhat Insipid. This

generally more subtle gustatory nature of the cuisine is reflected

In the vocabulary relating to aspects of taste such as texture and

consistency, where Japanese possesses terms for which it is very
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difficult to find English counterparts: thus octopus (TAKO) Is

expected to be resilient (to the bite) (HAGOTAE GA II), and kamaboke

(a fish sausage of smooth, close texture) both resilient (HAGOTAE GA
4

II) and smooth to the tongue (SHITAZAWARI GA II) . How Japanese

taste terms are organized in relation to the more familiar parameters

such as gustation and olfaction will be seen In the course of the
5

semantic analysis in Chapter 7.

There Is a technical term In English, 'mouthfool', which is
used by food tasters in connection with these aspects.

Even in English, highly developed taste vocabularies are of
course found in particular sub-cultures. Wine tasters and
connoisseurs, for example, talk of the taste parameters of
gustation, olfaction, consistency, astringency, etc. in terms
of Items such as SWEET/DRY, BOUQUET/AROMA, BIG/FULL/LIGHT/
THIN/ROUND/ANGULAR and so on. Indeed a large part of the
training of wine tasters can be considered as a course in the
relevant semantics and consists in acquiring the vocabulary
involved and learning to apply it appropriately (i.e. in a
way which other wine tasters agree) to actual instances.
Cf. Puisais and Chabanon, 1974: 87, which sets out the content
of a well-known wine tasting course.
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CHAPTER 5

METHODOLOGY

This chapter outlines the methodological approach adopted In the

delimitation and semantic analysis of Japanese taste terms in this

study. Details of the collection of data are given, and the

representational conventions adopted in succeeding chapters are

explained.

5.I Delimitation and semantic analysis

The theory of lexical meaning presented in Chapter 3 is

structuralist in nature: that is to say, the meaning of a lexical

Item is regarded as a function of the semantic relationships into

which it enters, and Its elucidation must be approached from within

the language concerned. Such a view Is Justified by the well-known

fact that cases where the structure of areas of the vocabulary

encoding 'corresponding' domains in different languages proves to be

anlsomorphic, both in terms of the boundaries of the domain and in

terms of its subdivision, are the rule rather than the exception.'
An investigation of a lexical field in this framework is there¬

fore faced at the outset with the task of satisfactorily delimiting

the domain In terms of the language concerned. In terms of the

present study, that is, how can we decide In a principled manner

what is to count as a taste term in Japanese?

The approach to this question adopted here has already been

touched upon In the discussion of paradigmatic sense relationships In

3.1.1. There, the semantic status of BLACK in various collocations

was differentiated in terms of the question to which, Implicitly or

explicitly, It could function in an appropriate reply. Thus, BLACK

in BLACK CAR and BLACK DRESS was classified as a colour term in view

'
Examples are commonplace In the literature. Apart from Conklin,
1955, on colour, already referred to, cf., for example, Frake, 1961,
on disease terms and Lyons, 1^3 on occupational and epistemo-
logical terms.
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of the associated questions What colour is your car/hair?, whereas

BLACK In BLACK COFFEE was not so classified since In that collocation

It does not normally answer the question What colour would you like

your coffee? or any other question containing the word COLOUR. In

short, consideration of the associated question (I.e. determining

what type of Information Is involved) Is regarded as an important

step In establishing the nature of the lexical field.

As an essentially contextual method of delimitation, this method

may be contrasted with more atomistic methods which, in extreme

cases, may amount to semantically classifying lexical items purely on

the basis of inspection In Isolation. Methods which rely on associa¬

tion tests or the inspection of dictionaries and similar sources,

removed as they are from the use of language In actual speech

contexts, can easily result In an inaccurate picture of a lexical

field by throwing together Items of essentially different status.

Thus, BLACK In BLACK COFFEE and, a more striking example, ROSE in

ROSE WINE, both 'look like* colour terms in these examples, but are

clearly excluded by the quest!on-and-answer criterion given above:

although BLACK is a colour term in many other contexts, ROSE Is not

a colour term at all (again, pace Lehrer, 1974: 7).

Once the desirability of a quest!on-and-answer approach to

delimitation has been recognized, ascertaining the most appropriate

question for the particular area being investigated Is an important
2

task In Itself . In the case of this study, we must discover how

Japanese ask questions about taste, and interesting questions arise

2
The use of quest!on-and-answer procedures, and the non-trivial
nature of asking appropriate questions, are issues that have
received attention mainly from ethnoscientists. Cf. Frake,
1964, and Black and Metzger, 1965.
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in connection with the level of generality at which such questions

are pitched. If we assume that Japanese has a question of similar

status to What does it taste like? in English, then lexical items

elicited in responses to that question can justifiably be viewed as

constituting the lexical field of 'taste' by virtue of their common

occurrence. There is no guarantee, however, that Japanese will have

such a question at this particular level of the hierarchy. Since

colour Is a more familiar area of discussion, we may examine an

imaginary case from that domain In this connection. Let us consider

the possibility of a language, whose colour terms we wish to estab¬

lish and analyze, that has no lexeme corresponding to English COLOUR,

and therefore no question equivalent to English What colour is it?,

but only a question at a more general level such as What does it look

JJko?"5 The first step would be to determine what lexical Items

occurred In responses to that question: let us assume, naively, that

they comprise lexical items correspond!ng to English GLOSSY, DULL,

BLACK, WHITE and RED. By virtue of their common occurrence, these

items could be grouped together In a lexical field which, given the

associated question, we might call 'external appearance'. It may be

that further semantic subdivision within the field is not possible:

In that case we should say that the language does not contain a

lexical field of colour terms as such, but a field of external

appearance terms which, extra IIngually, ranges over the psycho¬

physical properties of hue, brightness, saturation and lustre. On

the other hand, despite the absence of a more specific question frame

as such, the use of quest!on-and-answer procedures of a slightly

3
Hanunoo in fact appears to be such a language. Cf. Conk I In,
1955
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different kind may reveal the possibility of subdivision Into tighter

lexical systems within the overall field. The approach here will be

to use the lexical Items already elicited and to ask the questions

Is X glossy?. Is X duII?, and so on for the five lexical Items.

Examination of the response patterns may show, for example, that

DULL and GLOSSY occur only as answers to questions containing each

other, that Is, we may find the question-and-answer pairs Is X

glossy? No, it's duI I and Is X du11? No, it's glossy, but not such

pairs as Is X glossy? No, it's red etc. On this basis, DULL and

GLOSSY fall together within the larger field In a lexical system,

which we might call 'glossiness'. Assuming that the remaining

terms, BLACK, WHITE and RED, fall into a similar group, these too

would be seen as constituting a lexical system which, in view of the

extra lingua I properties concerned, could justifiably be called

'colour'. In such a case, then, a general question frame is avail¬

able only at a relatively high level of the hierarchy, but further

sub-groupings are revealed by the use of additional question-and-

answer procedures. Procedures of this type will be employed in

delimiting and sub-dividing the lexical field of taste In Japanese.

Such procedures, besides having the theoretical virtue of

attacking the vocabulary of the language from within, also have the

methodological advantages of being a relatively straightforward

method to use with Informants, and of permitting the results obtained

to be tested by other investigators. They appear to have applica¬

tion over a wide area of the vocabulary, and to provide a sound

general basis for the Investigation of lexical fields.

5.2 Col lection of data

The variety of Japanese on which this study is based Is the

modern standard spoken language, i.e. Japanese as currently spoken by
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educated Inhabitants of Tokyo. In particular, It Is based on the

speech of Kazuko Backhouse, who was the Informant throughout and who

was born, raised and educated In Tokyo. The status of the Informant

and her relationship to the Investigator are reflected in certain

stylistic features of the data: the informal level of speech Is used

throughout and, since the Informant Is female, uItra-informal

stylistic variants are not elicited (cf. 3.1.3).

The data of the study was elicited, using question-and-answer

procedures of the type outlined above, over a period of several

months. In general, questions were put to the Informant on several

occasions In order to determine the stability of responses, and only

quest!on-and-answer pairs repeatedly checked in this way were

4
admitted as data and appear In the study. Extra lingua I axioms and

taste norms were established, relatively informally, by asking the

informant to name typical food substances exemplifying given taste

qualities (for axioms) or expected taste qualities for given food

substances (for taste norms); hare too, questions were put on

several occasions, and only cases which showed a high degree of

salience on different occasions are Included as data.

As far as the membership of the lexical field is concerned, the

appropriateness of the lexical items elicited appears to be guaranteed

by the question-and-answer methodology adopted: that Is to say, no

lexical items appear In the analysis which are not 'true' taste terms

in a linguistically definable sense. The problem of exhaustiveness

remains: Is the list of elicited terms 'complete'? No methodology

4
As noted there, data in Chapter 6 containing ultra-informal
variants was not elicited, but constructed and repeatedly
checked with the informant.
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can guarantee exhaustiveness; over the period during which this study

was carried out, however, no additional lexical Items of the standard

spoken language belonging to the field as delimited were discovered,

either in conversations in Japanese concerning taste, or in

dictionaries and other secondary materials that were consulted.

5.3 Conventions of representation

Throughout this study, Japanese is rendered orthographically In

the Hepburn system of romanlzation, with one modification: for

typographical convenience, long vowels are represented as a succession

of two short vowels (aa, ]_[, uu, ©f, 00) in place of the normal

macron superscript placed over the single vowel.

Japanese data, and individual forms of Japanese lexical items,

are given in normal type, underlined (thus, oishl I). Lexical items

and expressions are given in capitals (OISHII), and English glosses,

both for lexical I terns and for connected data, are enclosed In single

quotes (OISHII 'palatable'). (Glosses for lexical items are to be

regarded as makeshift labelling devices for ease of recognition and as

reflecting the semantic structure of the Japanese lexical field only

in a rough fashion.) As well as being provided with a relatively

natural English gioss, each item of connected data Is given an

interlinear rendering as in the following example:

Meron wa donna aJi ga suru?

MELON/theme/WHAT KIND OF/TASTE/subject/EXIST, non-past?

'What do melons taste like?'

In such renderings, slashes correspond to the separation of forms in

the original Japanese; In general, lexical Information is given in

capitals, grammatical information In small type; where more than one

type of information Is involved, as in the case of the final form of
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the example, the Items of Information are separated by commas.

Interlinear renderings are dispensed with in clear cases, such as

In series of data of identical grammatical structure.
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CHAPTER 6

THE LEXICAL SYSTEM UMAI/MAZUI

In this chapter we treat the three lexical Items UMAI

•palatable', MAZUI 'unpalatable' and OISHII 'palatable*, which fall

together as a clear set of purely evaluatory taste terms in

Japanese.'
6•' Del imitation

The three terms UMAI, MAZUI and OISHII constitute a clearly

delimited group by virtue of their occurrence in responses to the

question-frame (A) X wa umai? (X/theme/PALATABLE, non-past?) 'Is/
2

are X palatable?'. The use of such a frame is a typical method of

asking for evaluatory judgements of the palatabllity of food sub¬

stances: X in the frame is typically occupied by nouns from the

lexical fields of food substances or, alternatively, eating-places."5
The following are typical examples of questions and responses:

(Ai) Kono momo wa umai? Ee, sulml ga atte oishii.

THIS/PEACH/theme/PALATABLE, non-past? YES/SOURNESS/

subJect/3E PRESENT, conjunct!ve/PALATABLE, non-past.

'Are these peaches good?' 'Yes, they have a sourness

and taste good.'

'
By contrast with the present three items, we refer to other
taste terms (glossable as 'sweet', 'bitter', 'aromatic', etc.)
as descriptive taste terms. Even descriptive taste terms, of
course, may have an affective value (cf. the discussion In 2.4).

2
Data containing occurrences of UMAI were not elicited from the
informant, for the stylistic reasons explained below.

^
With eating-places, frame (A) relates only to the palatabllity
of the food served, and does not seek evaluation of other areas,
such as service, atmosphere, etc.: cf. the gloss for (A4)
below, where the Japanese contains no word for 'food'. An
alternative question-frame to (A) is X wa doo? 'How is X?';
with eating-places, however, this does need to be made more ex¬
plicit, as e.g. X wa doo? Umai? 'How Is X — palatable?'

56



(A2) Asoko no teinpura wa umai? lie, ammarl olshlku-nai.

THAT PLACE/0F/TB4PURA/theme/PALATABLE, non-past?

NO/(NOT) VERY/PALATABLE, negative, non-past.

'Is the tempura they serve there good?' 'No, not very.'

(A3) Sono budooshu wa umai? Un, umal.

THAT/WINE/theme/PALATA8lE, non-past? YES/PALATABLE, non-
past.

'Is that wine good?' 'Yes, it is.'

(A4) Asoko wa umai? lya, mazui yo.

THAT PLACE/theme/PALATABLE, non-past? NO/UNPALATABLE,

non-past/emphatlc particle.

'Is the food at that place good?' 'No, it isn't.'

As shown by (Al), descriptive taste terms may occur in fuller

responses to frame (A), but in such cases they are typically In the

conjunctive -te ('and') form, followed by an occurrence of one of the

evaluatory taste terms: in (Al), the conjunctive form of SUIMI GA

ARU 'have a sourness' appears, followed by a form of OISHII

'palatable'. The evaluatory taste terms UMAI, MAZUI and OISHII,

however, do not occur In reply to the questIon-frame X wa donna aJI

ga suru? 'What kind of a taste does X have?', used In the delimita¬

tion of descriptive taste terms in Chapter 7.

It is worth noting that, in these three terms, Japanese

possesses a special set of terms for the evaluation of food substances

from the viewpoint of the taste experience: in this It dtffers from

English, which of course uses the general evaluatory items GOOD and

BAD here. One consequence of this is that an English utterance such

as These eggs are good has more than one Japanese equivalent: Kono

tamago wa umal or Kono tamago wa oishii 'These eggs are good

(= palatable)', with L£«8AI or 01SHI I 'palatable', and Kono ta'-tago we I i

'These eggs are good (in quality, size, etc., but not taste)', with
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with II 'good (In a general sense)'. Where necessary, of course,

English has syntagmatlc recourse to the more explicit These eggs

taste good.

6.2 Grammatical characteristics

Here we note the main morphological and syntactic characterlstIcs

of the items UMAI, 01 SHI I and MAZUI.

All three terms are members of a word-class normally labelled

'adjectives' In grammars of Japanese. Unlike English adjectives,

members of this class Inflect for the 2-term category of tense (non-

past/past): the past form Is arrived at by replacing the final -I_
4

of the non-past form with -katta (thus, non-past umal, past umakatt^ .

Their morphological structure can thus be represented as:

uma- -j_

Stem Affix

PALATABLE non-past

and similarly for the other Items. The stems uma-, olshl- and mazu-

are all morphologically simple.

Japanese adjectives can function alone as predicates in surface

structure: basic syntactic patterns are Illustrated by HP WA UMAI

'NP Is/are palatable' (WA being the theme particle), and UMAI NP

'NP which Is/are palatable', where UMAI functions as the modifier of

the head NP.

With regard to the derivational morphology of the terms, the

nomlnals corresponding to Japanese adjectives are normally formed by

replacing the final -J of the non-past form with ~sjj; some adjec¬

tives also have additional nominals In -ml_, typically with a more

4
As Is usual, the non-past form Is taken as the citation form for
adjectival lexical items in this study: UMAI, etc.
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'concrete' meaning (thus FUKAI 'deep', FUKASA 'depth', FUKAMI 'the

depths', 'deep place'). The present Items have associated nomlnals

as follows:

IMA I: UMASA, IMAM I

MAZUI: MAZUSA

OISHII: OISHISA

UMAI is thus unusual among the three terms In having derived nomlnals

In both -sa and -ml. All three terns form derived nominal adjectives

In -soo with evidential meaning: UMASOO, 01SHIS00 'looking or seem¬

ing palatable', MAZUSOO 'looking or seeming unpalatable'. They also

form derived verbals In -garu: UMAGARU, 01SHIGARU 'show signs of
5

finding palatable', MAZUGARU 'show signs of finding unpalatable! .

Semantic aspects of derived Items will be considered In the course

of the analysis below.

6.3 Syntagmatlc relationships

The three Items have a clear-cut collocational range. In

general, as we have seen, they collocate In subject-predicate or

modifler-head constructions with lexical Items from the lexical

fields of food substances and eating-places.

In more detail, the terms collocate with Items denoting food

substances In the strict sense (I.e. Items of food and drink, and

particular dishes). Items denoting smoking articles (such as the

noung TABAKO 'cigarette', HAMAKI 'cigar'), and Items denoting sub¬

stances which, though commonly Ingested, are not food substances
6

In the strict sense (e.g. KUSURI 'medicine'). IMAI and

5
-garu verbals are discussed In Chapter 8.

M

In relation to smoking articles. It Is worth noting that one
Japanese equivalent for 'smoke cigarettes' Is TABAKO 0 NOMU,
NOMU being the normal equivalent to English DRINK.
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01 SHI I 'palatable', but not MAZUI 'unpalatable', collocate with the

noun KUUKI 'air' (e.g. Koko no kuukl wa umal 'The air here is

pleasant (to breathe)1); physiologically, breathing Is an Ingestion

experience comparable to eating and drinking (cf. Gibson, 1966: 19),

and to that extent the collocation Is natural.^ All three terms

collocate generally with lexical items denoting eating-places (Ano

resutoran wa mazul 'That restaurant is bad (as far as the palata-

bllity of its food Is concerned)'.

As for the boundaries of collocabiIIty, UMAI, OlSHil and MAZUI

do not collocate with the noun N101 'smell'. Furthermore, within

the field of food substances already referred to, there are cases of

Individual lexical I terns where collocation occurs with either UMAI

'palatable' or 0ISHII 'palatable', but not both. (Collocation with

MAZUI occurs In all such cases.) An example Is provided b/ the

nouns GOHAN and MESHI (both 'boiled rice* or 'meal'), where the

collocations 0ISHII GOHAN and UMAI MESHI 'palatable meal' occur,

but not UMAI GOHAN or 0ISHII MESHI. These restrictions are

explained In terms of stylistic factors to be considered below.

The collocational range outlined above can be summarized as

follows:

UMAI
MAZUI
0ISHI I

Lexical fields of food

substances, smoking
articles, eating-places

*Lexlcal field
of sme11s

| UMAI

|
MAZUI

0ISHII

KUUKI 'air' MESHI 'boiled rice, •GOHAN 'boiled
mea 1' rice, meal'

•KUUKI MESHI GOHAN

KUUKI •MESHI GOHAN

The general evaiuatory terms II 'good' and WARUI 'bad' also
col locate with KUUKI 'air'. Although MAZUI KUUKI 'unpalatable
air' is not a natural collocation, WARUI KUUKI 'bad air' is.
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* Indicating abnormal collocations, and the constructions concerned

being subject-predicate or modifier-head throughout.

Of the derived forms, -garu verbals (UMAGARU 'show signs of

finding palatable', etc.) have a corresponding collocational range

In verb-object constructions, although it Is worth noting that the

Informant was less happy with collocations involving eating-places

here. Derived nominal adjectives In -soo (UMASOO 'looking or

seeming palatable', etc.) collocate additionally with the noun N101

'smell', where the smell concerned involves food substances: thus

UMASOO-NA N10I 'a palatable-seeming smell', I.e. 'a good smell (of

food)'. The stylistic restrictions noted for UMAI and OISHM apply

equally to these derived forms: thus, MESHI 0 UMAGARU but not GOHAN

0 UMAGARU, GOHAN 0 01 SHIGARU but not MESHI 0 01 SHIGARU 'show signs of

finding a meal palatable', and so on.

With regard to the set as a whole, It Is to be noted that the

three Items range over all parameters of the Ingestion experience:

that Is to say, they Involve 'taste' In the widest sense, and the

glosses 'palatable' and 'unpalatable' are Intended to reflect this.

This may be clarified by an example such as the following:

(5) Kono plrafu wa ammari oishiku-nai. AJI wa ii kedo

betabeta-shIte-j ru.

THIS/PILAFF/theme/(N0T) VERY/PALATABLE, negative, non-past/

TASTE/theme/GOOD, non-past/8UT/S0GGY, resultatlve, non-past.

'This pilaff isn't very palatable. The taste Is all

right but It's soggy.'

An Item can thus have a good 'taste' <AJ I) in some narrower sense but

still fall to be QISHII 'palatable' if other parameters (here, con¬

sistency) are not satisfactory. Since the terms range over all the

parameters of the Ingestion experience In this way, it is possible to
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use sentences containing them as a broad frame for delimiting

Japanese taste terms In this widest sense. In particular, colloca¬

tion with UMAI/MAZUI/01SHI I In slot Y In the frame Kono X wa Y umal/

mazul/olshlI 'This X Is Y and (thereby) palatable/unpalatable'

provides a useful criterion. Of. the following examples:

(6) Kono mono wa suimi ga atte umal.

THIS/PEACH/theme/SOURNESS/subject/BE PRESENT, conjunctive/

PALATABLE, non-past.

'This peach has a sourness and Is good.'

(7) Kono norl wa kaorl ga yokute olshll.

THIS/LAVER/theme/AROMA/subJect/GOOD, conjunct!ve/PALATABLE,
non-past.

'This laver is aromatic and Is good.'

(8) Kono tsukemono wa pirltto-shlte-lte olshll.

THIS/PICKLE/theme/SHARP, resultatlve, conjunctlve/PALATA8LE,
non-past.

'These pickles are sharp and are good.'

(9) Kono kamaboko wa bosobose-shIte-ite mazul.

THIS/FISH SAUSAGE/theae/ROUGH, resultatlve, conjunctive/

UNPALATABLE, non-past.

'This fish sausage Is rough and tastes bad.'

(10) Kono sembe! wa pari pari-shIte-lte umal.

THIS/RICE CRACKER/theme/CRUNCHY, resultatlve, conjunctiva/

PALATABLE, non-past.

'This rice cracker Is crunchy and Is good.'

(11) Kono bllru wa mmanurukuto olshlku-nal.

THIS/BEER/theme/LUKEWARM, conjunct Ive/PALATABLE, neg., non-
past.

'This beer Is warm and tastes bad.'

From (6) - (II) It Is possible to Isolate the Items SUIMI GA ARU

'have a sourness' (6), KAORI GA II 'aromatic' (7), PIRITTOSHITE-IRU
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'sharp' (8), BOSOBOSO-SHITE-IRU 'rough, coarse' (9), PARiPARI-SHITE-

IRU 'crunchy' (10), and NAMANURUI 'lukewarm' (II) as taste terms In

the widest sense, In this case ranging over the parameters of gusta¬

tion, olfaction, tongue-sensation (pain?), texture, hardness and

temperature, respectively. The frame Is used, on a mora limited

scale, In 7.4.2.5 to Indicate relationships of syntagmatlc Incompati¬

bility which hold between some descriptive taste terms and UNA!/

0ISHII or MAZUI.

6.4 Paradigmatic sense relationships

The three terms UMAI, MAZUI and 0ISHII are clearly related In

terms of antonymy. We preface discussion of the Items In detail

with some general remarks concerning that relationship.

Lyons (1968: 464) states that "the most Important defining

characteristic of the relation of antonymy" Is the following:

"If x and y are antonyms, then a comparative sentence

containing x of the form

(I) Comp{([NP|, x]T|+Mk+Am)([NP2,x]TJ+M|+An)}
both Implies and Is Implied by a corresponding comparative

sentence containing y:

(II) Comp{([NP2,y]T . ,+An)([NP,,y]T j +MR♦Am)}"
(NP » noun phrase; x, y = lexical Items being graded;

T ■ tense; M * mood; A » aspect)

Lyons' examples Include Our house is bigger than yours used to be

anc) Your house used to be smaller than ours Is, where BIG and SMALL

function as antonyms.

It seems clear, however, that not all pairs of Items commonly

considered as antonyms behave In the same way In relation to this

test: that Is to say, there appear to be different types of

antonymy. If we take the pair GOOD and BAD and compare them with
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the above pair BIG and SMALL, the following examples show that there

Is a lack of parallelism between them:

(12) Cadillacs are bigger than Jaguars.

*'" Jaguars are smaller than Cadillacs.

(14) Jaguars are smaller than Cadillacs, but they're both big
cars".

(15) Cadillacs are better than Jaguars.

(16) Jaguars are worse than Cadillacs.

(17) ^Jaguars are worse than Cadillacs, but they're both good
ca rs.

With BIG/SMALL, (12) and (13) each imply the other, and furthermore

(14) is perfectly acceptable. With GOOD/BAD, on the other hand,

although (16) implies (15), (15) may not necessarily imply (16),

notably In the case where It is understood that both Cadillacs and

Jaguars are good cars. This is shown clearly In the unnaturalness

of (17), where that understanding is made explicit; instead of (17),

the natural sentence Is exemplified in Jaguars are not as good as

Cadillacs, but they're both good cars. (15) and (16) each imply the

other if there Is an understanding that both are bad cars. Unlike

BIG/SMALL, then, GOOD/BAD do not meet Lyons' test In all contexts,

and we shall take this distinction into account In considering the

present Japanese terms.

Th8 issue is illuminated by Saplr In his article on grading

(Sapir, 1944; references to Mandelbaum (ed.), 1949). There, Saplr

distinguishes between two types of logical grading: grading with

reference to a norm (type I), and grading with reference to terms of

comparison (type II). He explains that: "In type I ... any "worse"

or "bad" Is worse than any "better" or "good"; ... But in type II ...

"worse" and "bad" do not need to be bad but may actually be good."

(Mandelbaum (ed.), 1949: 126). In terms of the above examples, good,
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bad and worse appear to belong to type I, big, smal I, bigger, smal ler

and better to type II. Saplr continues:

"A warning: These are logical terms, not terms of actual

usage, which exhibit great confusion. In certain cases

usage preferentially follows type I, e.g. "more brilliant"

and "brilliant" connote, as a rule, some degree of note¬

worthy ability, "more brilliant" being rarely equivalent

to "not so stupid"; "good" follows type I, but "better"

follows type II, being equivalent to "relatively better,

not so bad", e.g. "My pen is better than yours, but I

confess that both are bad" (on the other hand, "A is more

brilliant than B, but both are stupid" Is meaningless

except as irony, which always Implies a psychological

transfer) ... Interestingly enough, the correlatives

of these terms do not exactly correspond. "Stupid" and

"less stupid" follow type I, "less stupid" being never

equivalent to "more brilliant" (except, again, Ironically)

... "Bad" and "less bad", differing In this respect from

"good" and "better", both follow type I; "less bad" Is

still "bad" but "better" (with reference to another term)

may be even worse ... On the whole, usage tends to

assign comparative terms to type II of grading, positive

terms to type I of grading, though this never hardens Into

a definite rule."

(Mandelbaum, (ed.) 1949: 126-7)

Saplr's account can be re-east as follows: Some positive terms

are Inherently graded with respect to an absolute norm (type I,

e.g. good/bad), while others are Inherently graded with respect to a
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a relative norm , (.type II, e.g. bIg/smaII). Cf. A smal I elephant
Is a big animal vs. *A good hock Is a bad wine. As for comparative

terms, some comparatives of type I positives Imply their positive

terms (e.g. worse: x Is worse than Implies x Is bad), while some do

not (e.g. better: x Is better than does not Imply x Is good);

comparatives of type II terms do not Imply their positives.

This account provides a ready explanation for the unnaturalness

of (17), which we quote again here:

(17) "Jaguars are worse than Cadi I lacs, but they're both

good cars.

Jaguars are worse than Cadillacs Imp11es Jaguars are bad, whIch In

turn Implies Jaguars are not good; this latter Implication Is

contradicted In the second part of the sentence.

In terms of this account, Lyons' test works without exception

for pairs of comparative terms where neither Implies Its positive

term: pairs of type II positives thereby qualify as fully-fledged

antonyms. Where one of the comparative terms does Imply Its

positive, the test works In one direction everywhere, but not In all

contexts In the other: the corresponding pairs of positives (e.g.

good/bad) are thereby marked off as a sub-type of antonyms vis-a-vis

central cases. The pair BRILLIANT/STUPID mentioned by Saplr

Illustrate a third possibility: both positive terms are of type I

(Involving an absolute norm), as Saplr points out, and both compara¬

tives Imply their positive. Thus, Jack Is more brilliant than Jill,

but both are stupid and Jill Is more stupid than Jack, but both are

brl111 ant are equally unnatural. As far as Lyons' test Is concerned,

they fall It comprehensively In both directions: Einstein was more

brlIII ant than Newton neither implies, nor Is Implied by, Newton was
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more stupid than Einstein. Clearly, BRILLIANT and STUPID are not
0

antonyms at all In terms of this definition.

To return to the Japanese terms, both UMAI/MAZUI and OISHII/MAZUI

'palatable/unpalatable' are antonymous pairs belonging to the sub¬

type of antonymy to which GOOD/BAD belong In English. Thus, (18) -

(20) below are exactly parallel to (15) - (17):

(18) Furansu no budooshu wa Oosutorarlya no budooshu

yorl umal/olshlI

FRANCE/OF/WINE/theme/AUSTRALI A/OF/WINE/THAN/PALATABLE, non-
past.

'French wine tastes better than Australian wine.'

(19) Oosutorarlya no budooshu wa Furansu no budooshu yorl mazul.

'Australian wine tastes worse than French wine.'

(20) "Oosutorarlya no budooshu wa Furansu no budooshu yorl

mazul kedo ryoohootomo umal/olshll.

AUSTRALIA/OF/WINE/theme/FRANCE/OF/WINE/THAN/

UNPALATABLE, non-past/BUT/BOTH/PALATABLE, non-past.

'Australian wine tastes worse than French wine, but they

both taste good.'

Here, (19) Implies (18), and (18) may Imply (19), but not In a con¬

text such as that Illustrated by (20), where both wines are stated to

be good. That Is:

x wa y yori umal/olshll 'x tastes better than y' does not

Imply x wa umal/olshlI 'x tastes good'

x wa y yorl mazul 'x tastes worse than y' does Imply

x wa mazul 'x tastes bad'

That all three positive terms are of type I Is shown by the following:

0
See now Cruse, 1976, who distinguishes types of antonym on very
simllar IInes.

® Japanese adjectives have no morphological comparative form.
'0 In (18) and (20) - (25), umai/olshl i, etc. indicates that UMAI and

0ISHII are Interchangeable In the example concerned.
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(21) *UroaI/oishtf ntkyuushu de mo mazui nomimono da.

PALATABLE, non-past/GRADE TWO SA«£/copula, conjunctive/

EVEN/UNPALATABLE, non-past/DRINK/copula, non-past.

'Even good-tasting grade two sake Is a bad-tasting drink.'

(22) *Mazui shampeen de mo umai/oishii nomimono da.

'Even bad-tasting champagne is a good-tasting drink.'

and the implications between the comparative and positive terms seen

above are borne out In the following:

(23) Ryoohootomo mazui kedo kotchi no hoo ga mada umai/oishii.

BOTH/UNPALATABLE, non-past/BUT/THIS/OF/ALTERNATIV£/

subJect/STILL/PALATABLE, non-past.

'Both taste bad, but, of the two, this still tastes the

better.'

(24) *Ryoohootomo umai/olshti kedo kotchi no hoo ga mada mazui.

'Both taste good, but, of the two, this still tastes

the worse.'

where the second half of the sentences, with HOO 'alternative', are

explicitly comparative. Instead of (24), we must have:

(25) Ryoohootomo umai/oishll kedo kotchi no hoo wa sotchi

no hoo hodo umaku-nai/oishiku-nai.

BOTH/PALATABLE, non-past/BUT/THIS/OF/ALTERNATIVE/theme/

THAT/OF/ALTERNATIVE/EXTENT/PALATABLE, negatIve, non-past.

'Both taste good, but this doesn't taste as good as that.'

The classification Is thus:

umai 'palatable' (type I)

eishti 'palatable' (type I)

mazui 'unpalatable' (type I)

(yori) umal 'more palatable than' does not imply UMAi

(yorl) oishii 'more palatable than* does not imply OISHII
(yorl) mazui 'more unpalatable than' Implies MAZUI



©xac+ty parallel to GOOD/BAD In English. UMAI/MAZUI and OISHII/

MAZUI are an+onymous pairs of the glvon sub-type In all th©

linguistic contexts described In the previous section.''
6.5 Stylistic relationships

Since UMAI and OISHII 'palatable' have both been analyzed as

standing In an Identical antonymous relationship to MAZUI

'unpalatable', they appear to be strong candidates for the relation¬

ship of synonymy. However, the two terms can be clearly differen¬

tiated with respect to social features of the speech-contexts In

which they are used, so that an analysis as synonyms Is only

possible within a framework that abstracts out such features. In

view of the Important place of stylistic lexical variation In

Japanese In general, and In the present area of the vocabulary In

particular, we have argued that such features ought to be taken Into

account In the analysis (cf. 3.1.3).

This being the case, It wouid seem that the styles concerned

ought to have been differentiated before the statement of paradigmatic

sense relationships, In accordance with the principle laid down

earlier. That Is to say, If OISHII and UMAI belong to different

styles, and paradigmatic relationships are seen as holding only

within a single style, why have OISHII and UMAI been treated together

It Is noteworthy that the pairs GOOD/BAD, UMAI/MAZUI and
OISHIl/MAZUI, found to belong to the same sub-type of antonymy,
are all evaluatory terms. With respect to GOOD, several
semantlclsts have pointed out that what Is Involved Is not
merely an average which must b© exceeded, but a socially deter¬
mined norm which must be met (cf. Bartsch and Vennamann, 1972:
63): I.e. whereas BIG and SMALL can be thought of as 'bigger
than average' and 'smaller than average', GOOD and BAD are to
be thought of, not as 'better than average' and 'worse than
average', but as 'meeting the norm' and 'falling to meet the
norm'. As we have seen, the existence of taste-norms, In terms
of which a given food substance qualifies as 'palatable', Is a
characteristic of the present field.
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In terms of antonymy to MAZUI? The reason Is that the facts of the

stylistic distribution of the three terms are peculiarly complex:

as we shall see, while UMAI and OISHII are clearly differentiated

stylistically, MAZUI, though basically the stylistic partner of LWAI,

extends Its stylistic range Into a blend area where It also functions

as the antonym of OISHII.

Let us then examine the facts of the stylistic differentiation

Involved. First, UMAI 'palatable' Is stylistically marked as

belonging to what we have termed an ultra-Informal style of speech:

unlike the vast majority of lexemes. Items belonging to this style

are restricted to use by male speakers, predominantly In highly
12

Informal speech-contexts. OISHII 'palatable', on the other hand,

Is used by men In more formal contexts, and by women everywhere.

One result of this Is that we readily find conversational pieces like

the following, Involving a male and female speaker:

(26) A: Olshll? B. Un, umal.

The situation In which (26) occurs might be, let us say, that of a

woman asking her husband's opinion of a meal. Because of her

sexual status, she Is restricted to the use of OISHII In her question;

her husband, In theory with two choices at his disposal, uses UMAI In

view of the informality of the situation. Such examples can be

multiplied. Formal evidence of the differentiation Is also provided

12
We have regarded this restriction to male speakers as a reflec¬
tion of the general principle In Japanese that women tend to
use more formal language than men. Hence we have not called
them 'male forms' as such.

PALATABLE, non-past?

'Is It good?'

YES/PALATABLE, non-past.

♦Yes, It Is.'
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by the fact that whereas OISHII may occur In the humble form oishuu

gozalmasu Ms/are palatable', UMAi, as an ultra-Informal expression,

may not: *umoo gozalmasu 'Is/are palatable' does not occur.

Stylistic lexical variation In the vocabulary at this ultra-

informal level Is relatively restricted In the language as a whole.

As we have seen, however, UMAI has ultra-Informal partners In two

other cases In this area of the vocabulary: GOHAN 'boiled rice',

'meal' has an ultra-informal variant In MESHI (for both glosses), and

the verb TABERU 'eat' has an ultra-1 nformal variant In the verb KLIU.

In this area of the vocabulary, then, the general verb 'eat', the

general noun 'meal' and the general evaluatory adjective 'good' are

all subject to lexical variation at this level. To repeat an

example given In the discussion in 3.1.3, the following Interchange

could well occur as a result of this situation, involving all three

examples:

(27) A. Meshi o kutte klta. Umakatta.

MEAL/obJect/EAT, conjunctlve/COME, past/PALATABLE, past.

'I've already eaten. It was good.'

B. Gohan o tabete klta tte. Oishikatta tte.

MEAL/obJect/EAT, conjunctlve/COME, past/quotatlve/

PALATABLE, past/quotatlve.

'He says he's already eaten. He says It was good.'

Here B might be A's wife, reporting A's original utterance to a third

person and replacing each of the ultra-Informal variants with their

more formal correlates. The stylistic variation between UMAI and

OISHII Is thus reflected in the dlfferent col locations I relationships

noted earlier: only UMAI collocates with MESHI and KUU, and only
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OISHII collocates with GOHAN and TABERU.'^
UMAI and OISHII 'palatable', then, can be analyzed In terms of

stylistic lexical variation as follows:

Ultra-
Informal

Elsewhere

UMAI

OISHI I

col locate wlth

GOHAN 'boiled rice',
'meaI'

TABERU 'eat'

MESHI 'boiled rice',
'meaI'

KUU 'eat'

As noted In 3.1.3, lexical variation on the axis of address In
Japanese, I.e. the type of variation under discussion here, has
received comparatively little attention from scholars, doubtless
because of Its restricted nature. However, all three ultra-
Informal terms discussed here, MESHI, KUU and UMAI, are grouped
together with their more formal correlates In a recent Japanese
survey of aspects of synonymy, based on questionnaires (Kokurltsu
Kokugo Kenkyuujo, 1965). The relevant section can be translated
as follows:

"Words felt as bad words.

GOHAN/MESHI TABERU/KUU OISHII/UMAI

In pairs like those above, while the left-hand members
are felt as ordinary (slightly refined) words, the
right-hand members are accompanied by a feeling of
being (somewhat) bad words, of being rough words."

(Kokurltsu Kokugo Kenkyuujo, 1965: 25)

Later In the same volume, MESHI and GOHAN are contrasted as
follows:

MESHI

(I) Boiled rice, (2) meal.
Of the three words

RAISU, MESHI and GOHAN,
MESHI is the oldest
term. Gives a somewhat

rough impression.
Avoided among women and
In general In polIte
speech.

GOHAN

Originally the honorific
term for boiled rice,
meaI. Nowadays In
general use as the
polite term. Slightly
feminine, colloquial.

(Kokurltsu Kokugo Kenkyuujo, 1965: 51)
Though the differences are treated In this volume In terms of
connotations (GOKAN), the discussion clearly supports the lines
of our analysis.
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With regard to antonymy relationships, first of all we readily

find sentences like the following:

(28) Kono sakana wa umaku-mo-nal shl mazuku-mo-nal.

THIS/FISH/theme/PALATABLE, ALSO, negative, non-past/

AND/UNPALATABLE, ALSO, negative, non-past.

'This fish tastes neither good nor bad.'

Such a sentence functions to place the entity concerned, I.e. the

fish, at a median point along the scale of palatlblllty (UMAI-MAZUI).

As It contains a form of UMAI, it is marked as ultra-informal In

style, and UMAI and MAZUI are clearly stylistically compatible.

This would seem, then, to Indicate an analysis of MAZUI as ultra-

Informal and of the pair IMA I/MAZUI as antonyms within this style:

Ultra-
I nformal

UMAI

'palatabla'
antonym of
MAZUI

'unpalatable'

col locate wlth
MESH I

KUU

Such an analysis appears to be supported when we consider the

'cognltlvely' synonymous but stylistically differentiated sentence:

(29) Kono sakana wa olshIku-mo-nai shi olshlku-naku-mo-nal.

THIS/FISH/theme/PALATABLE, ALSO, negative, non-past/

AND/PALATABLE, negative, ALSO, negative, non-past.

'This fish tastes neither good nor bad.'

which contains a form of OISHII In the first half and, not a form of

MAZUI, but the negative form of OlSHil In the second half, and Is

marked stylistically as being spoken by a woman, never by a man.

Formally, (29) Is in fact a highly unusual sentence In that It con¬

tains a positive and a negative form of a single lexical Item in a

construction typically filled by forms of antonymous pairs.
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Analogous sentences for other pairs of antonyms are not normally

tolerated:

(30) *Kono kuruma wa ooklku-mo-nal shl ooklku-naku-mo-nal.

'This car Is neither big nor small.' (lit. 'neither big
nor not-big')

where, Instead of ooklku-naku-mo-nal 'not not-btg', we must have

chlIsaku-mo-nal 'not small', a form of the antonym CHI ISA I 'small'.

The same Is true. Indeed, of UMAI 'palatable':

(31) *Kono sakana wa umaku-mo-nal shl umaku-naku-mo-nal.

'This fish tastes neither good nor bad.' (lit. 'neither good
nor not-good')

where we must use a form of MAZUI as In (28). However, the fact Is

that (29) commonly occurs In the speech of women, as do Interchanges

11ke the followlng:

(32) A. Poo? B. Mazul. A. Olshlku-nal tte.

'How Is It? 'It tastes bad.' 'He says It tastes
bad.'

where a man's utterance containing mazul (B) Is reported by a woman

(A) with olshlku-nal, the negative of 01 SHI I. Thus far, then, the

overall situation appears to be as follows:

Ultra-
Informai
(male)

UMAI

antonym of
MAZUI

col locate wl th
MESH I

KUU

Female
0ISHII

(no antonym)
collocates with

GOHAN

TABERU

Such an analysis In fact offers a feasible explanation for the

unusual sentence (29): While such sentences normally contain forms

of antonymous pairs, the fact that the only candidate for the status
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of antonym to OISHII, namely MAZUI, Is stylistically marked as ultra-

Informal overrules the normal linguistic pattern; since MAZUI has no

formal stylistic correlate, women tend to use the ordinary negative

form of OISHII, even to the extant where semantically It functions as

an antonym (admitting of a bland area between the two ends of the

scale) rather than as a complementary negative (where blend areas are

14
excluded). This constitutes a solution to a situation which Is

probably unique In the language: while other examples of stylistic

differentiation of antonymous pairs are found (some will be mentioned

below), the normal state of affairs Is for both antonyms to have

variants at the different levels, so that no 'gap' occurs.

This account seems correct as far as It goes. There Is, however,

a further complication. Thus far, we have had sentences marked as

ultra-Informal (male) (28), and sentences marked as Incontrovertlbly

female (29). Clear Iy, there Is an area as yet unaccounted for,

namely fte» usage of men In contexts other than uItra-Informa I. Here

we find:

(33) Kono sakana wa olshlku-mo-nal shl mazuku-mo-nal.

THIS/FISH/theme/PALATABLE, ALSO, negative, non-past/

AND/UNPALATABLE, ALSO, negative, non-past.

'This fish tastes neither good nor bad.'

with an antonymous scale OISHIl-MAZUI. (33) Is In fact characterized

as female, Informal as well as male, non-ultra-Informal. There are

thus three levels, not two, to be considered:

14
It Is worth noting here that, unlike English which has pairs
pairs of antonyms like WELL/UNWELL, KIND/UNKIND, etc.,
Japanese has no morphological process for deriving antonymous
lexemes from (non-SI no-Japanese) adjectives.
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UMAI-MAZUi (cf. 28) Ultra-!nformaI, male speaker

01 SHII-MAZUI (cf. 33) Non-uItra~informaI, male speaker/

Informal, female speaker

OISHIl-olshiku-nal (cf, 29) Formal, female speaker

The main factor at work here Is that MAZUI 'unpalatable' tends to be

avoided by women In most contexts, although not, like UMAI, In all

contexts. The Informant herself states that, as a woman, she Is

conscious of the need to avoid using UMAI at all times; she herself

also avoids using MAZUI, although she recognizes that the need for

avoidance Is not quite as strong and accepts that (33) above, for

example, could be spoken by a woman in an informal context.

Our account so far, then, must be modified by recognizing the

existence of a blend area between the two levels already set up,

where OISHII and MAZUI function as antonyms. Since the stylistic

status of the blend area differs according to the sex of the speaker,

we represent the overall system using two sets of diagrams:

Male speaker:

U1tra-
1nformal

UMAI

antonyms
of

MAZUI

Else¬
where

OISHIi

Female speaker *

Informa1 MAZUI

antonym
of

Else¬
where

OISHI1
(olshlku-

naf)

col locate
with

col locate
with

76



This effectively concludes our stylistic analysis of the three

terms. The complex stylistic distribution In fact raises problems

In naming the system: we have chosen to talk of the lexical system

UMAI/MAZUI in the heading to this chapter, which Is in effect to see

OISHII primarily as a stylistic variant of UMA1 and to minimize the

Importance of the blend area where OISHII and MAZUI function as

antonyms; but It would also be possible to give more Importance to

the blend area and to talk of the system as UMAI/MAZUI/OISHII, In

view of the fact that all three terms are related paradigmatlcally.

The decision Is perhaps largely a matter of taste, but the following

considerations do seem to point In favour of taking UMAI/MAZUI as

linguistically primary, despite th© stylistic restriction of UMAi In

the present system..

Firstly, whereas OISHII Is not used outside the present domain,

UMAI and MAZUI function as an antonymous pair In other areas of the

vocabulary of the modern language: first. In a lexical system which

w© may refer to as 'skiIfulness', UMAI being equivalent to 'skilful',

'good (at)', MAZUI to 'unskilful', 'bad (at)', and secondly In a

lexical system where UMAi may be glossed as 'felicitous' (of ©vents
15

etc.), MAZUI as 'Importunate', 'Inconvenient'. (In all three

systems, then, UMAi is always at the 'good' end of the opposition,

MAZUi at the 'bad'end.)'6 Secondly, It is worth noting that OISHII

15
It Is Interesting to note that, Just as English renders UMAI and
MAZUI In the present system as '(taste) good' and '(taste) bad',
English uses 'good (at)' and 'bad (at)' In relation to skill, and
In the third area talks of things 'going well' or 'going badly'.
As a rough statement at the levei of the language as a whole,
then, we can say that, whereas English uses the pair GOOD/BAD over
a wide range, Japanese operates with the two pairs ll/WARUI and
UMAI/MAZUI.

IS Interestingly enough, UMAi 'skilful' and MAZUI 'unskilful' are
also stylistically marked as Informal, having more formal variants
in the nominal adjectives JOOZU and HETA, respectively. In this
case, each term has Its variant and no gaps arise.
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Is historically the later term.17 Stylistically, Its Introduction

can be seen as having brought about a strong restriction on the use

of UMAI, which seems to have spread to Its antonym, MAZUI, although

to a lesser extent, and resulted In the complicated situation that

now exists.

The stylistic distribution of the derived nomlnals of the three

terms remains to be discussed. (As noted In 6.3, derived nominal

adjectives In -soo and derived verbs In -garu are stylistically

restricted In the same way as the adjectives themselves.) Whlie

the derived nomlnals UMASA and OISHISA 'palatablllty' likewise observe

these restrictions, the following example shows that UMAMI, the other

derived nominal from UMAI, Is not stylistically restricted In the same

way:

(34) Kore wa samma no hontoo no umaml ga gozalmasen ne.

THIS/theme/SAMMA (a fIsh)/OF/REAL/OF/GOOD TASTE/

subject/EXI ST, negative, non-past/tag.

'This hasn't got the real taste of a samma, has It?'

Here UMAMI 'good taste' co-occurs with the humble verb form gozalmasen

'does not exist' and Is thus clearly not ultra-Informal In style.

UMAMI appears to be restricted collocationally to the syntagm UMAMI

GA ARU (GOOD TASTE/subJect/BE PRESENT, non-past) and to denote a

good taste rather than the general dimension of palatablIIty. Since

the corresponding 'concrete' derivation from OtSHII (cf. 6.2), namely

OISHIMI, is ungrammatlcal, the stylistic range of UMAMI Is extended

to fill the resulting gap,

'7
The Japanese survey mentioned earlier points out that many
dialects still possess only a single variant, corresponding to
UHAI. (Kokurltsu Kokugo Kenkyuujo, 1965: 25)
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6.6 Extra lingual relationships

As evaiuatory terms, UMAl, MAZUI and OISHII clearly do not lend

themselves to discussion of extra lingua I semantic relationships In

any direct sense.

However, generic propositions such as those expressed by the

sentences NIhonryoorl wa olshll 'Japanese cuisine Is good' and,

derivable from this, Aburakkol mono wa olshlku-nal 'Fatty things are

not palatable' can plausibly be regarded as having the status of

unspoken axioms. Such axioms reflect cultural values and, Insofar

as Individual dietary preferences are the result of cultural Influence,

such axioms may be seen as having a role In guiding the application

of the terms: what tastes good to an Englishman does not necessarily

taste good to a Japanese, and vice versa. Descriptive taste norms

for particular food substances may also be Important here: for

example, the status of the proposition expressed by NorI wa kaorl ga

11 'Laver Is aromatic' as a norm will tend to lead to the condemnation

of aroma-less specimens as unpalatable (MAZUI). Such taste norms

will receive attention In the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 7

THE LEXICAL FIELD AJ I

In this chapter we treat a group of descriptive taste terms In

Japanese, defined by our delimitation procedure as constituting the

lexical field of AJI 'taste*. It will be seen that the denotation

of the members of this field ranges over a domain wider than that of

'taste' In the scientific sense (I.e. gustation), but narrower than

that of 'taste' when It Is equated with the whole of the Ingestion

experience, including parameters such as texture, consistency and

temperature.

The chapter is organized as follows: The lexical field Is first

delimited, and the formal characteristics of the lexical Items

Involved are discussed. The Initial field Is then subdivided Into

the lexical systams AJI I, AJI II, and AJI III, which are then analyzed

in terms of their lexical structure,' The chapter ends with a review

of the overall field.

7.1 De11 mi tat! on

As outlined In 3.1.1, the general strategy adopted In this study

toward the Investigation of lexical fields Is, by asking appropriate

questions, to determine what lexical fields and systems, with what

members, are present In the language-system, and subsequently to

examI no the semantic relationships which hold among members. That Is

to say, the question of what a lexical Item means Is approached by

considering what basic questlon(s) It occurs In answers to, what other

Items also occur In such answers, and how the Items are related to

each other and to aspects of extra linguistic reality.

'
Unlike the lexical system UMAI/MAZUI discussed In Chapter 6, the
present field does not Involve stylistic lexical variation. There¬
fore stylistic relationships do not feature In the analysis.
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The Initial task here Is thus to determine how the Japanese ask

questions about taste. As a point of general methodology, such

questions can be elicited In various ways, In this case, for Instance,

by uttering a sentence containing an unfamiliar Item of diet such as

the foilowing:

(X) KInoo haglsu to yuu mono o tabeta yo.

YESTEROAY/HAGGIS/quotatIve/SAY, non-past/THING/

object/EAT, past/emphatic particle

'Yesterday I ate something called haggis.'

A typical response to such an utterance would be:

(Y) Haglsu tte donna mono?

HAGGIS/quotatIve-theme/WHAT SORT OF/THING?

'What kind of a thing Is haggis?'

Appropriate responses to this question, In turn, would provide Infor¬

mation concerning the constituency, colour, shape, taste, consistency,

etc., of the haggis, so that (Y) Is clearly too wide In scope to

function as an Ideal questIon-frame for our purposes. By obstinately

refusing to give Information concerning the taste of the Item In

response to (Y), however, the investigator can provoke the question:

(Z) Donna ajl ga suru?

WHAT KIND OF/TASTE/subject/BE PRESENT, non-past?

'What kind of a taste does It have?'

(Z) Is clearly narrower In scope than (Y) In that appropriate responses

to It form a proper subset of appropriate responses to (Y): Informa¬

tion concerning constituency, colour, shape, etc. Is rejected In this

case. We therefore use <Z) as the basis for our first question-frame

(A), aimed at delimiting the lexical system of 'taste' (I.e. of AJI)

In Japanese:
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2
(A) X wa donna ajl ga suru?

X/theme/WHAT KIND OF/TASTE/subJect/BE PRESENT, non-past?

'What kind of a taste does X have?'

X In (A) Is typically filled by nouns from the lexical field of food

substances (nouns denoting Items of diet In the strict sense, as well

as substances such as medicines, sea-water, etc. which are Ingested

more or less commonly). Items denoting smoking articles (e.g.

TABAKO 'cigarette'), eat!ng-places (e.g. RESUTORAN 'restaurant'), and

the noun KUUKI 'air' do not occur here, although they occur In the

quest!on-frame used for UMAi/MAZUI (cf. 6.1).

The quest Ion-frame must now be used to elicit as wide a range

of responses as possible. In order to allow us to approximate as

closely as possible to the complete membership of the system. In

using the frame In allcltatlon, fillers of X were restricted to

generic nouns: I.e. the questions were of the type 'What do oranges

taste like?' and not of the type 'What does this orange taste like?'.

The reason for this Is that questions of the latter, specific type

bring Into play factors such as taste norms, discussed In Chapter 4,

which could conceivably affect the form of responses: our aim at

this point Is simply to Isolate the set of lexical Items available

In the Japanese language-system for the description of taste

qualities on a general level. (Descrlptlon, since, as noted In the

2
It Is worth noting that, even If there were no narrower question
such as (Z), I.e. If Japanese lacked a head term like AJI for
the field, It would still be possible, though more circuitous,
to proceed by using a more general frame such as X wa donna
mono? 'What kind of a thing Is X?', based on (Y), and then
using further frames Incorporating the lexical Items elicited
to subdivide the Initial field. Such a procedure Is In fact
followed In subdividing the field of AJi later In this
chapter.
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last chapter, the purely evaluatory terms UMAI, MA2UI and OISHII do

not occur In response to frame (A).) Even restricting the Item3 In

this way does not eliminate background norms altogether: for example,

a generic question like What does burgundy taste like? can be seen

as being asked against the background of taste norms for red wine,

for wine In general, or even for alcoholic drinks In general, and

such factors must be borne In mind when using NPs that occupy a subor¬

dinate position In lexical hierarchies.

The lexical Items elicited In response to questIon-frame (A) are

seen In the following questlon-and-answer pairs:

(Al) Meron wa donna ajl ga suru? Amal.

TASTE/subJect/8E PRESENT, non-
past?

'What kind of a taste do melons have?' 'They're sweet.'

(A2) NIhonshu wa donna aJI ga suru? Chotto amal.

MELON/theme/WHAT KIND OF/ SWEET, non-past.

SAKE/ ... SOMEWHAT/SWEET, non-past

'What kind of a taste does sake have?' 'It's 3omewhat
sweet'

(A3) Momo wa donna ajl ga suru? Amazuppal.

PEACH/ .. SWEET-SOUR, non-past

'What kind of a taste do peaches have?' 'They're sweet-
sour. '

(A4) MIkan wa donna ajl ga suru? Amazuppal♦

TANGERINE/ ... SWEET-90UR, non-past.

LEMON/ ... SOUR, non-past.

'What kind of a taste do lemons have?' 'They're sour
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(A6) Koogyoku wa donna aJS ga suru? Chotto suppa I.

JONATHAN (type of apple)/ ... SOMEWHAT/SOUR, non-past.

'What kind of a taste do Jonathans have?' 'They're somewhat
sour.*

(A7) Suklyakl wa donna aJI ga suru? Amakaral.

SUKIYAKI (meat and vegetables SWEET-PUNGENT, non-past,

cooked i n soy sauce and sugar)/...

'What kind of a taste does suklyakl have?' 'It's sweet-
pungent. '

(A8) Tamanegl wa donna ajl ga suru? Kara!.

ONION/ ... PUNGENT, non-past.

'What kind of a taste do onions have?' 'They're pungent.'

(A9) Shlomlzu wa donna ajl ga suru? Kara I.

SOLUTION OF SALT AND WATER/ ... PUNGENT, non-past.

'What kind of a taste does a salt-and-weter solution have?'

(A 10) Karashlna wa donna ajl ga suru? PIrltto karai.

MUSTARD-PLANT/ ... IN A SHARP MANNER/PUNGENT,
non-past.

'What kind of a taste does mustard-plant have?' 'It's
sharply pungent.'

(All) Uml no mlzu wa donna ajl ga suru? Shlokaral.

SEA/OF/WATER/ ... SALT, non-past.

'What kind of a taste does sea-water have?' 'It's salt.'

(A 12) Shlomlzu wa donna ajl ga suru? Shoppal.

SOLUTION OF SALT AND WATER/ ... SALTY, non-past.

'What kind of a taste does a salt-and-water solution have?'
'It's salty.'

(A 13) Kobucha wa donna ajl ga suru? Chotto shoppal.

KOBUCHA (tea made from a type SOMEWHAT/SALTY, non-past,

of seaweed)/ ...

'What kind of a taste does kobucha have?' 'It's somewhat
salty.'
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(A14) Konagusurl wa donna ajl ga suru? NIgaI.

MEDICAL POWDER/ ... BITTER, non-past.

'What kind of a taste do medical powders have?' 'They're
bitter.'

(AI5) BiIru wa donna ajl ga suru? Horonigai.

BEER/ ... PLEASANTLY SITTER, non-
past.

'What kind of a taste does beer have?1 'It's pleasantly
bitter.'

(A16) Shlbugakl wa donna ajl ga suru? Shi but.

SHIBUGAKI (a type of persimmon)/... ASTRINGENT, non-past.

'What kind of a taste do shlbugakl have?' 'They're
astringent.'

(A17) Momo wa donna ajl ga suru? Amakute sulml ga aru.

PEACH/ ... SWEET, conjunct!ve/SOUR-
NESS/subject/BE PRESENT,
non-past.

'What kind of a taste do peaches have?' 'They're sweet
and have a sourness.'

(A13) Sakkarln wa donna aJi ga suru? AmaI kedo nigarni ga aru.

SACCHARINE/ ... SWEET, non-past/BUT/
BITTERNESS/subject/BE
PRESENT, non-past.

'What kind of a taste does saccharine have?' 'It's sweet
but has a bitterness.'

(A 19) Urn? no mizu wa donna ajl ga 3uru? Karakute chotto nlgaml
ga aru.

SEA/OF/WATER/ ... PUNGENT, conjunctive/
SOMEWHAT/BITTERNESS/
subJect/BE PRESENT, non-
past.

'What kind of a taste does sea-water have?' 'It's pungent
and has a slight bitterness.'

(A20) Desugita ocha wa donna aji ga suru? NIgakute shibumi ga aru.

OVERINFUSE, past/GREEN-TEA/ ... BITTER, conjunctive/
ASTRINGENCY/BE PRESENT,
non-past.

'What kind of a taste does overtnfused green-tea have?'
'it's bitter and has an astringency.'
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(A2I) Goboo wa donna ajl ga suru? Akuppol.

BURDOCK/ ... HARSH, non-past.

•What kind of a taste does burdock have?' 'It's harsh.'

(A22) Goboo wa donna aJI ga suru? Aku ga aru.

BURDOCK/ ... HARSHNESS/subJect/BE
PRESENT, non-past.

'What kind of a taste does burdock have?' 'It has a

harshness.

(A23) Koohll wa donna aJI ga suru? Kaorl ga 11.

COFFEE/ ... AROMA/subJect/GOOD, non-
past.

'What kind of a taste does coffee have?' 'It's aromatic.'

(A24) HooJIcha wa donna ajl ga sure? Koobash11.

ROASTED TEA/ ... FRAGRANT, non-past.

'What kind of a taste does roasted tea have?' 'It's
fragrant.'

(A25) Chllzu wa donna ajl ga suru? Kusaml ga aru.

CHEESE/ ... SMELLINESS/subJect/BE
PRESENT, non-past.

'What kind of a taste does cheese have?' 'It's strong-
flavoured. '

(A26) Kol wa donna ajl ga suru? Poroku sal.

CARP/ ... MUDDY-SMELLING, non-past.

'What kind of a taste does carp have?' 'It's muddy-
flavoured.'

(A27) Tomato wa donna ajl ga suru? Samml ga atte chotto aokusal

TOMATO/ ... SOURNESS/subJect/BE
PRESENT, conjunctive/
SOMEWHAT/GRASSY-SMELL ING,
non-past.

'What kind of a taste do tomatoes have?' 'They have a sour¬
ness and are somewhat

grassy-flavoured.'
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(A28) Banana wa donna ajl 9a suru? Amakute kaort ga II.

BANANA/ ... SWEET, conJunetIve/AROMA/
subJect/GOOD, non-past.

'What kind of a taste do bananas have?' 'They're sweet
and aromatic.'

(A29) NInJIn wa donna ajl ga suru?

CARROT/ ...

Maa, nlnjln no ajl da
kedo — chotto amaml ga
aru.

WELL/CARROT/OF/TASTE/
copula, non-past/BUT/
SOMEWHAT/SWEETNESS/
subJ@ct/BE PRESENT, non-
past.

'What kind of a taste do carrots have?' 'Well, they taste
like carrots — but they
have a slight sweetness.'

Betsu-nl ajl ga nal yo.(A30) Tako wa donna ajl ga suru?

OCTOPUS/ ... (NOT)PART ICU LARLY/TASTE/
subJect/BE PRESENT,
negative, non-past/
emphatic particle.

'What kind of a taste does octopus have?' 'It doesn't have
any taste In particular.'

(A31) Shake wa donna ajl ga suru?

SALMON/ ...

Shake no ajl to shlka lenal-
daroo ne.

SALMON/OF/TASTE/quotatIve/
EXCEPT/SAY, potential,
negatlve, non-past, pre-
sumptlve/tag.

'What kind of a taste does salmon have?' 'I suppose you
could only say It tastes
I Ike salmon.'*

The semantic status of the Items featuring In the responses will be

analyzed below. At this point, the responses In <AI) - (A28), and

the second half of the response In (A29), can be summarized as con¬

sisting either of the form of a single taste lexeme or of a sequence

English glosses for Japanese taste expressions are allotted her©
on a one-to-one basis and are to be regarded as no more than
label 11ng devlces.
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of the forms of two such lexemes, with the additional presence of a

modifying element (CHOTTO 'somewhat', PIRITTO 'sharply') In certain

cases.

Although question-frame (A) was used with a wide variety of

nouns filling position X, no lexemes were elicited other than those

represented in the responses to (Al) - (A29), although, needtass to

say, other combinations of those lexemes were found to occur. We

therefore assume that those lexemes constitute the complete member¬

ship of the lexical field of AJI.

The above sample of data Includes cases (e.g. (A3) and (A17))

where the same noun appears with different lexemes occurring in

responses on different occasions: such cases may be of Important

heuristic value in exploring the semantic structure of the field.

(A30) and (A3I) (and the first half of (A29)) are also included as

constituting appropriate responses, though of a different semantic

order: the response to (A30) illustrates what might be termed the

'zero' case in taste, analogous to the use of the lexeme COLOURLESS

in relation to the English colour terms. (A3I), on the other hand,

illustrates a characteristic of the domain of taste which appears

to have no parallel in colour: In the latter domain, given the set

of English colour terms plus the term COLOURLESS, It is in principle

possible to answer any appropriate question of the form What colour

Is X? using only those terms, singly or in combination, perhaps with

the additional use of modifiers such as DARK, LIGHT, etc. in certain

cases, i.e. in this sense, colour terms constitute an exhaustive

lexical continuum. (A3I) appears to Indicate that this Is not the

case with taste terms, since there are substances whose taste cannot

be subsumed within the range of taste terms plus the 'zero' expression.
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This has certain consequences for the statement of semantic

relationships, notably the fact that, whereas the denial of a colour

term Implies the assertion of the disjunction of the remaining set

of colour terms at the same hierarchical level (e.g. X Is not red

Imp11es X Is green or black or colourless ... or yellow) the dsn I a I

of a taste term will have no such closed set of Implied disjunctions.

7.2 Grammatical characteristics

Morphologically, the taste terms elicited In (Al) - (A29) can

be divided into four groups, as follows:

I I I

ama! ('sweet') amami ga aru ('has a sweetness')

amazuppal ('sweet-sour') sulmi ga aru ('has a sourness')

suppal ('sour') sammi ga aru ('has a sourness')

amakarai ('sweet-pungent') nlgarni ga aru ('has a bitterness')

karai ('pungent') shlbuml ga aru ('has an astrin-
gency')

aku ga aru ('has a harshness')
shlokaral ('salt')

shoppai ('salty')
kusami ga aru ('strong-

nlgal ('bitter') flavoured')

horonlgal ('pleasantly bitter')

shibui ('astringent')

akuppoi ('harsh')

koobashI1 ('fragrant')

dorokusal ('muddy-fIavoured')

aokusal ('grassy-flavoured')

III IV

kaori ga ii ('aromatic') piritto ('sharply')

chotto ('somewhat')
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Group I consists of non-past forms of adjectives; group II

consists of phrases of the form noun ♦ subject particle + non-past

form of the verb ARU 'exist, be present'; the phrase In group III

Is of the form noun ♦ subject particle + non-past form of the adjec¬

tive II 'good'; and the two forms In group IV are adverbial,

occurring as modifiers of certain of the terms In the other groups.

Ail forms In groups I - III are grammatically stative, containing

either adjective forms or the form aru of the stative verb ARU 'exist,

be present', and all are non-past forms In view of the 'timeless'

generic context involved.

Of the fourteen adjectival forms in group I, only ama[_ ('sweet'),

karal ('pungent'), nl gal ('bitter') and shlbul('astrlngent') have

stems that are incontrovertlbly simple, morphologically. The

morphological structure of the forms In the group can be analyzed as

follows:

(I) X-J_ (Stem + affix ('non-past'))
(II) Stems;

ama- ('sweet')

kara- ('pungent')

nlga- ('bitter')

shlbu- (astringent'): sHJJhj ('astringent Juice of persimmons')
amakara- ('sweet-pungent'): ama- ('sweet') + kara- ('pungent')

horoniga- ('pleasantly bitter'): horo- ('to a pleasant
degree') ♦ nlga- ('bitter')

suppa- ('sour'): £u ('vinegar') + -ppa-

amazuppa- ('sweet-sour'): ama- ('sweet') ♦ suppa- ('sour')

shiokara- ('salt'): sh_l_o ('salt') ♦ kara- ('pungent')

shoppa- (' sa I ty'): sho < shlo (' sa 11') ♦ -ppa-

akuppo- ('harsh'): aku (lye') ♦ -ppo-
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koobashl- ('fragrant'): koo ('Incense', 'fragrance') ♦
-bash I-

dorokusa- ('muddy-flavoured'): doro ('mud') ♦ kusa- ('smelly')

aokusa- ('qrassy-flavoured'): ao ('blue', 'green') ♦ kusa-
('smelly')

Whereas -ppo- (In akuppol 'harsh') Is a semi-productive denomlnal

adjectival I zing suffix, usually associated with pejorative meaning

(cf. mjizjij 'water'/mlzuppoi 'watery', 'insipid', kodomo 'child'/

kodomoppol 'childish'), -ppa- (In suppal 'sour' and shoppal 'salty'),

-bash I- (In koobash 11 'fragrant') and (I n sh I bul 'astringent') are

not productive. Horo- (In horonlgal 'pleasantly bitter') commonly

occurs only in this form and In the form horoyol ('slight Intoxica¬

tion', 'tlpslness') (cf. yoi ('Intoxication')), where a pleasant

connotation Is again present.

The nouns In group II phrases, with the exception of aku In aku

ga aru ('have a harshness'), all end In -ml and can be derived in

many cases from the adjectives In group I by the following process:

Stem ♦ -J_ ('non-past') •* Stem ♦ -ml (deadjectlval nominalizing
suffix)

Thus amamI ('sweetness'), nI garni ('bitterness') and shlbuml

Castrlngency') can be derived from the corresponding adjectival

forms amal, nlgal and shlbul, respectively, while kusaml ('strong

flavour') can be derived from the adjective kusal ('smelly'), which

occurs In the morphological composition of group I forms dorokusaI

and aokusai. Sulmi ('sourness') Is probably to be related to the

archaic adjective £u[ ('sour') (analyzab le as sj£ 'vinegar' ♦ -j_), which

survives In set phrases such as sul mo amai mo shitte-Iru 'he knows

both the sour and the sweet', I.e. 'he has experienced all sides of

life'; strictly, though, we should expect *sumI as the regular

formation. Samml ('sourness') can be analyzed as sani ('acid' (noun))
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* ~EL* ^he derivational process Involved here Is only partially

productive: forms such as *amakarami, *horonIgarni, *suppami,

*amazupparni, *shiokaramI, *shoppami, *akuppoml, *koobashimi,

*dorokusaml and *aokusarni, derived from other adjective forms In

group I, do not occur; the form karaml, from karal 'pungent', does

exist, but there Is no phrase of the form karaml ga aru. Insofar

as they do occur, phrases of the form X-mi ga aru are largely

restricted to the domain of taste and thus provide same formal
4

support for the linguistic reality of the present field. Aku In

aku ga aru ('have a harshness') Is Identical with the Initial form

of akuppol ('harsh').

In group III, kaori ga iI Is composed of the monomorph1c noun

kaorl 'odour (usu. pleasant)', 'aroma', the subject particle ga, and

the non-past form of the adjective II 'good', which has a wide range

of application comparable to, though not Identical with, that of Its

English equivalent (cf. 6.5, note 15).

The (invarlable) forms pirltto ('sharply') and chotto ('somewhat')

in group IV belong to a large class of lexemes In Japanese which

function In an adverbial capacity as modifiers of verbals and

adjectivals. The lexemes of this class are largely phonaesthetlc

or onornatopeic: Japanese grammarians divide them into 'words

Imitative of a situation' (GITAIGO) and 'words imitative of a sound'

4
As noted In 6.2, the most common deadjactival nominallzlng suffix
is ~sa, and all the adjectives considered here possess -sa
nomlna11zatlons. Norn!nalIzatlon In -mi Is found with some

adjectives, normally in addition to -sa forms, but phrases of the
form -mi ga aru are not general: thus kanashiI ('sad') has both
kanashisa and kanashiml 'sadness', as nominal I zed forms, but
there Is no expression of the form *kanashtml ga aru.
Interestingly, UMAMI, from UMAI 'pa IatabIe', seems also to occur
predominantly In the syntagm UMAMI GA ARU (cf. 6.5).
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5
(CISEIGO) . The class is interesting both phono 103 lea Ily and

semantically: in general, the forms of this class constitute a group

of 'phonologically special' words within the vocabulary of Japanese,

fnitiai/p/, for example, being virtually limited either to foreign

loan-words in the language (e.g. PAN 'bread', PtSTORU 'pistol') or

to forms of the present class, where it Is very common. Semantically,

many of the Items of the class enter Into relationships of syntag-

matlc Implication with adjectives or verbs: thus, GUSSURI 'soundly'

syntagmatica!ly implies the verb NEMURJ 'sloop' (GUSSURi NEMURU

'sleep soundly'), NIKKORI-TO the verb WARAU 'laugh' (NIKKORI-TO

WARAU 'smile'), and so on. PIrltto ('sharply') can be related

formally to piriptrl(-suru)('smart (with pain)') and hirlhiri(-suru)

('burn (of tongue due to hot food, etc.)') in the same form class,

which, as lexemes, all denote a sharp sensation of some kind;

furthermore, as we shell see, the lexeme PIRITTO syntagmatlcally

Implies the adjective KARA! 'pungent' In the construction adverb ♦

adjective. The lexeme CHOTTO ('somewhat'), as Its gloss suggests,

has a very wide collocational range.

7.3 Semantic sub-division

At this point It Is necessary to determine whether, semantically,

the set of terms delimited as constituting the lexical field of AJI

can be sub-divided further.

For this purpose, w© Introduce 0 new question-frame (8), which

can be represented simply as:

(3) X wa Y?

X/theme/V?

'Is X Y?'

where X Is filled, as In questI on-frame (A), by lexical Items

5
Miller refers to this class as 'expressive adverbs' (1967: 195).
Wenck calls them 'Impressionistic qualifiers' (1966: 8).
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denoting food-substances and Y by a member of the set of taste

terms which have been found to occur In response to (A). For

example:

(BI) Banana wa amazuppai?

BANANA/theme/SWEET-SOUR, non-past?

'Are bananas sweet-sour?'

yields the response:

Amazuppaku-nai. Amai.

SWEET-SOUR/negative, non-past/SWEET, non-past.

'No, they're not. They're sweet.'

Different patterns of response will be found to provide a basis for

distinguishing sub-divisions of meaning within the field and, sub¬

sequently, within sub-divisions, for defining certain semantic

relationships in terms of negation.

Among responses to questions of type (B) we find, in addition

to examples like (Bl), where the negative form of one lexeme is

followed by the positive form of another, cases like (32):

(B2) Chjizu wa karai? Karaku-nai.

CHEESE/theme/FUNGENT, PUNGENT, negative, non-past.
non-past?

'Is cheese pungent?' 'Wo, It's not.'

where there is simply the negative form of one lexeme in the

response, without a following positive. With the same noun in

question-frame (A), however, our data contains the response shown in

the following:

(A25) Chllzu wa donna aji ga suru? Kusarn? ga aru.

'What kind of a taste does cheese have?' 'It's strong-
flavoured. '

Given that this is so, there is a priori no reason not to expect a

reply to (B2) parallel to (Bl), viz.:
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(02') Chi!zu aa Kara I? Karaku-nat. Kusarai ga aru.

'Is cheese pungent?' 'No, It's not. It's strong-
flavoured.'

<B2'), however, Is not forthcoming, and when suggested to the

Informant Is rejected as being Irrelevant (KANKEI 3A NAI): I.e.

KUSAM1 GA ARU 'strong-ffavoured' Is felt as being out of place In

this context.

We Interpret this as Indicating that, although KARA I 'pungent'

and KUSAMI GA ARU 'strong-flavoured' both belong to the lexical field

of AJI as delimited on the basis of question-frame (A>, they belong

to different lexical systems within It; AMAi 'sweet' and AMAZUPPAI

'sweet-sour', on the other hand, belong together In the same system,

as shown by the response to (Bl). That Is to say, the distinction

Involved Is of the kind Illustrated at a grosser level In the follow¬

ing English examples:

Q. What do elephants look like? A. They're big and prey.

Q. Are elephants small? A. No, they're not. They1 re
IS*

*No, they're not. They're
any¬

where BIG and GREY belong to a single lexical field at one level

(the field of 'external appearance'), but are distinguished at a

lower level within It as belonging to the systems of 'size' and

'colour', respectively. In answer to a question about size, a

lexeme from the system of colour Is out of place,

3y applying this strategy over a large number of permutations

cf taste terms, it can be shown that they fall Into three- systems.

The following examples will serve as typical illustrations of the

procedure:
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(B3) Banana wa kusaml ga aru?

BANANA/theme/SMELLINESS/

subJect/BE PRESENT, non-
past?

'Are bananas strong-
fIavoured?'

(34) Momo wa amai?

PEACH/theme/

SWEET, non-past?

'Are peaches sweet?'

(B5) Koogyoku wa suppal?

JONATHAN/theme/

SOUR, non-past?

'Are Jonathans sour?'

(B6) Momo wa suppal?

PEACH/theme/SOUR,

non-past?

'Are peaches sour?'

(37) Goboo wa kaori ga 1i?

BURDOCK/theme/AROMA/

subject/GOOD, non-past?

'Is burdock aromatic?'

*^ Goboo wa kaori ga II?

'Is burdock aromatic?'

(B8) NlnjIn wa akuppol?

CARROT/theme/HARSH,
non-past?

'Are carrots harsh?'

Unun, kusami ga nal. Kaori ga II.

NO/SMELL INESS/subJect/BE PRESENT,

negatlve, non-past/AROMA/subject/

GOOD, non past.

'No, they're aromatic.'

Amal kedo sulml mo aru.

SWEET, non-past/BUT/SOURNESS/

ALSO/BE PRESENT, non-past.

'Yes, they are, but they also have
a sourness.'

Suppaku-wa-nal kedo sammt ga aru.

SOUR, contrast, negative, non-past/

BUT/SOURNESS/subJect/BE PRESENT,
non-past.

'They're not sour, but they do have
a sourness.'

Suppaku-nai. Amazuppal.

SOUR, negative, non-past/SWEET-

SOUR, non-past.

'No, they're not. They're sweet-
sour. '

Unun, betsu-nl kaori ga yoku-nai.

NO/(NOT) PARTICULARLY/AROMA/subject/

GOOD, negative, non-past.

'No, not particularly.'

*Unun, kaori ga yoku-nai. Akuppol.
(cf. (A2I))

'No, It Isn't. It's harsh.'

Betsu-ni akuppoku-nai.

(NOT) PARTICULARLY/HARSH, negative,

non-past.

'No, not particularly.'
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(B8') Nlnjin wa akuppof?

'Are carrots harsh?'

(B9) Sakkari n wa nl gal ?

SACCHARINE/theme/

BITTER, non-past.

Ms saccharine bitter?'

*Akuppoku-nal. Chotto amarn! ga aru,
(cf. (A29))

'No, they're not. They have a
sIIght sweetness.'

Soo-ne, chotto nlgaml ga aru ne.

WELL/SOMEWHAT/BITTERNESS/subject/

BE PRESENT, non-past/tag.

'Well, It has a slight bitterness.'

As this small sample Indicates, the form of the responses shows

considerable variety, and some of the distinctions involved Will be

used as a guide in establishing semantic relationships below. The

procedure was followed over the complete range of taste terms de¬

limited, and It was found that the terms could be sub-divided Into

three lexical systems, which we shall refer to as AJI I, AJI II and

AJI III: in all cases, a question of type (B) can be answered only

in terms of lexemes within the same system. The groupings are as

foI Iows:

AJ I I

AMAI 'sweet'

AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sou r'

SUPPAI 'sour'

AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent'
KARA I 'pungent'
SHIOKARAI 'salt'

SHOPPAI 'salty'
NIGAI 'bitter'

HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter'
SHI BUI 'astringent'
AMAMI GA ARU 'have a sweetness'

SUIMI GA ARU 'have a sourness'

SAMMI GA ARU 'have a sourness'

NIGAMI GA ARU 'have a bitterness'

SHI BUM I GA ARU 'have an astringency'
PIRITTO 'sharply'

AJ I II

AKUPPOI 'harsh'

AND GA ARU 'have a harshness'

AJ I III

KOOBASHII 'fragrant'
DOROKUSAI 'muddy-flavoured'
AOKUSAI 'grassy-fIavoured'
KUSAMI GA ARU 'strong-flavoured'
KAORI GA II 'aromatic'
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Formally, It Is worth noting that the lexemes with morphologically

simple stems all occur In AJI I (AMAI, KARA), NIGAI, SHI BUI).

7,4 The lexical system AJI I

We begin the more detailed semantic analysis with AJI I, the

largest of the three lexical systems in terms of membership. For

convenience we consider extra lingua I relationships first, then pro¬

ceed to Intra lingua I relationships.

7.4.I Extralingual relationships

In the following chart AJI I terms are listed together with

lexical I terns denoting food-substances to which they are typically

applied by the informant. The food-substances are arranged in two

columns, according to whether the associated generic proposition Is

more reasonably seen as a focal axiom or a taste norm; it will be

recalled from the discussion in Chapter 4 that axioms serve to

Indicate food-substances which centrally exemplify taste qualities,

while taste norms Indicate taste qualities which agiven food-substance

is expected to possess but which may be lacking in particular

Instances.
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AJI I term Focal exemplars Taste norms

AMAI 'sweet' SATOO 'sugar'
M1RIN 'mlrln' (a sweet
kind of sak<^ used In
cooking)

BANANA 'banana*

AMAZUPPAI
'sweet-sour'

Ml KAN 'tangerine'
1CHI GO 'strawberry'
MOMO 'peach'
SUMOMO 'plum'
SUBUTA 'sweet-and-sour
pork'

SUPPAI 'sour' SU 'vinegar'
REMON ' 1emon'

UMEBOSHi 'pickled plum'

AMAKARA1
'sweet-pungent'

SUKIYAKI 'suklyakl'
(a most and vegetable
dish cooked with soy
sauce and sugar)

KARAI 'pungent' KARASHI 'mustard'
KAREEKO 'curry powder'
KDSHOO 'pepper'
WASABI 'wasabi' (a kind
of horseradish)
SHOOGA 'ginger'
SHOOYU 'soy sauce'
3HI0 'salt'

KAREE 'curry'

SHIOKARAI 'salt' UMI NO MIZU 'sea water'

SHOPPAI 'salty' SHIO 'salt' KOBUCHA 'kobucha' (tea
made from a type of
seaweed)

NIGAI 'bitter' KONAGUSURI 'medical
powders'

HORONIGAl
'pleasantly bitter'

BIIRU 'beer'

SHIBU1
'astrlngent'

SHI8UGAKI 'shlbugakl'
(art astringent kind of
persImmon)

AMAMI GA ARU
'has a sweetness'

NINJIN 'carrot'

SUIMI GA ARU
'has a sourness'

MOMO 'peach'
(amakute sulml ga aru)

SAM.M I GA ARU
'has a sourness'

MOKA 'mocha' KOOGYOKU 'Jonathan'
(a kind of apple)

NIGAMI GA ARU
'has a bitterness'

SAKKARIN 'saccharine'
(amal kedo nlgaml ga aru)

SHIBUMI GA ARU
'has an astringency'

BUDOO InJO KAWA 'crape
skins'

PIRITTO 'sharply
(pungent)'

KARASHIMA 'mustard plant'
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(To take examples for the first term In the chart, AMAI 'sweet', the

proposition expressed by the sentence Satoo wa amal 'Sugar Is sweet'

Is thus classified as an axiom, that expressed by the sentence

Banana wa amal 'Bananas are sweet' as a taste norm.)

One general feature of the chart that Is worth noting Is the

fact that, where they form part of the normal diet, substances listed

as focal exemplars are typically used to season food, rather than

being consumed on their own. (Cf. the substances listed against AMAI

'sweet', SUPPAI 'sour', KARAI 'pungent', and SHOPPAI 'salty'.)

That Is to say, such substances are employed In the cuisine as stan¬

dard sources of the taste quality they represent, and It Is particularly

difficult to visualize deviant Instances of them, such as sugar which

Is not sweet, salt which Is not salty, and so on. By contrast, Items

such as fruit, vegetables and cooked dishes are clearly more suscep¬

tible to variation due to such factors as degree of ripening, length

of storage, ski(fulness of preparation, etc., and are to be grouped

under the heading of taste norms. Some substances seem to stand on

the borderline (e.g. KAREE 'curry', UMEBOSHI 'pickled plum'), but

have been classified under taste norms as theoretically permitting

devlatI on.

Some of the Individual terms also require comment. The three

terms SHIOKARAI 'salt', NIGAI 'bitter' and SHIBUI 'astringent' have

as focal exemplars substances that are not Items of diet In the strict

sense: sea water, medical powders and shlbugakl (which are considered

Inedible unless dried, when they become sweet). That Is to say. In

general there are no Items of normal diet which are expected, at a

general level, to possess these taste qualities, although, clearly,

deviant specimens may do so (cf. Kono gureepufuruutsu wa nlgal 'This

grapefruit Is bitter', where the general taste norm Is expressed by
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Gureepufuruutsu wa suppal 'Grapefruit are sour'). The application

of AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent' appears to be restricted to foods that

have been cooked with sugar and soy sauce (which are focal exemplars

for AMAI 'sweet' and KARA I 'pungent', respectively). Finally, with

respect to HORONIGAI 'p leasantly bl tter' and BIIRIJ 'beer', It appears

that 811ru wa horonlgal 'Beer Is pleasantly bitter' definitely does

not express a universally-held norm, but one which holds for people

who like beer; other people, who dislike It, would probably subscribe

to the norm expressed by BIIru wa nlgal 'Beer Is bitter'. This

aspect of the relationship between NIGAI 'bitter' and HORONIGAI

'pleasantly bitter' will be discussed further below.

It Is to be noted that two substances appear against more than

one taste term: salt (SHIO) (against KARA I 'pungent' and SHOPPAI

'salty') and peaches (MOMO) (against AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour' and

SUIMI GA ARU 'have a sourness'). These cases will also be clarified

in the course of the analysis of sense relationships.

As a whole, the denotation of the terms of AJI I ranges over the

parameters of gustation (I.e. the four common gustatory qualities of

sweet, sour, salty and bitter) and, additionally, the properties of

pungency and astrlngency, which, as we have seen In 2.1, Involve

poorly understood tactlle sensations of the tongue and mouth.

Interestingly, this denotatlonal range appears to be similar to that

covered by the taste terms of Sanskrit as reported by Myers (cf.2.3,

note 3).

7.4.2 Intra lingua I relationships

In this section we deal with the Intra lingua I structure of

AJI I terms In terms of paradigmatic and syntagmatlc sense relation¬

ships.
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7.4.2.1 Preliminaries

Two preliminary Issues must be discussed before the analysis

Itself Is Introduced: the question of negation, which plays an

Important role In the analysis of paradigmatic sense relationships,

and the question of the terminology to be applied to certain of the

relationships involved.

Firstly, we consider the question of negation. Two types of

negative responses, which we shall refer to as Involving simple

negation and qualified negation, occur In the data. They are

Illustrated in the following examples:

(BIO) Shlbugaki wa nlgai? Nlgaku-nal. Shlbul.

SHIBUGAKI/theme/ BITTER, negative, non-past/

BITTER, non-past? ASTRINGENT, non-past.

'Are shlbugaki bitter? 'No, they're not. They're
astr? ngent.'

(BID Mlkan wa amal? Aroaku-wa-nal kedo ama^uppal.

TANGERINE/therne/ SWEET, contrast, negative, non-

SWEET, non-past? past/BUT/SWEET-SOUR, non-past.

'Are tangerines sweet?' 'They're not sweet, but they're
sweet-sour.'

<B10') Shlbugaki wa nigal? *Nigaku-wa-nai kedo shlbul.

'Are shlbugaki bitter?' 'They're not bitter, but they're
astrIngent.'

(BtI') Mlkan wa amal? *Amaku-naI. AmazuppaI.

'Are tangerines sweet?' 'No, they're not. They're sweet-
sour. '

Hare, nigaku-nal (310) Is an example of simple negation, and amaku-wa-

nal (BID an example of qualified negation. In formal terms,

nlgaku-nal is the simple negative non-past form of NIGAI 'bitter',

whl le amaku-wa-nal contains the contrast!'/© particle wa within the
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negative non-past form of AMAI 'sweet', amaku-nal; this distinction

in the negative forms themselves correlates with a difference In the

overall pattern of the response, for while the simple negation In

(BIO) Is followed directly by an assertion, the qualified negation

In (BID Is followed by kedo ('but') plus a further assertion.

These responses remain constant on different occasions of eliclta-

tlon: the alternative responses In (BIO') and <311') are consistently

rejected by the Informant. In the analysis, we shall assume

Initially that this distinction has semantic relevance: In terms of

the above examples, that Is to say, we shall assume that the regular

occurrence of the different types of negation (and associated

response patterns) indicates that the semantic relationship between

NIGAI 'bitter' and SHI BUI 'astringent' is In some way different from

that between AMAI 'sweet' and AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour'.

The second question concerns the labelling of semantic relation¬

ships. To consider simple negation again first, several pairs of

AJi I terms are found to occur In parallel response patterns Involving

simple negation. Thus, In:

(BI2) Momo wa suppal? Suppaku-nal, Amazuppal.

'Are peaches sour?' 'No, they're not. They're sweet-
sour. '

(BI3) Remon wa amazuppai? Amazuppaku-nal. Suppal.

'Are lemons sweet- 'No, they're not. They're sour.'
sour?'

It Is shown that the pair of terms SUPPAI'sour' and AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-

sour', cm each be asserted after the simple negation of the other:

we shall say that SUPPAI and AMAZUPPAI are a pair of terms that

figure In bilateral simple negation. That Is to say, we can deny,

without qualification, that a thing Is SUPPAI 'sour' and simultaneously

assert that it Is AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour', and vice versa. Now a set
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of terms related by negation In this way appear natural candidates

for the semantic relationship of Incompatibility: primary colour

terms (In English, RED, BLUE, GREEN, BLACK, WHITE, YELLOW, etc.),

incompatible terms par excellence, negate each other in the same way

(Is it red? No, It's not (red), it's blue, etc.). However, we

have already seen that, unlike colour terms, taste terms cannot be

said to constitute a lexical continuum (cf. 7.1): tastes exist

(such as the taste of carrots (NiNJIN NO AJI, cf. (A29)) which cannot

be described by means of a closed set of terms, so that the denial

of a given taste term does not Imply the assertion of the disjunction

of the other taste terms at the same hierarchical level. In addition

to this difference, there is a further feature of Incompatibility as

it is commonly understood which Is not always present with the taste

terms we are considering: With colour terms, two incompatible terms

cannot be applied simultaneously to the same object: thus, wa cannot

say things like Fred's car Is red and It Is white. (We can, of

course, say that Fred's car Is red-and-whlte, but this is a different

matter since red-and-white functions as a singie expression

semantically, and the implications Fred's car is red and Fred's car

is white do not follow from this sentence.) Now this restriction

holds for some, but not all, of the AJI I terms involved: for

example, It holds for the two terms SUPPAI 'sour' and AMAI 'sweet'

(we cannot say that something Is suppakute amal 'sour and sweet'),

but it does not hold for the terms NIGAI 'bitter' and SHIBU!

'astringent', which, although figuring in bilateral simple negation

in exactly the same way as SUPPAI and AMAI, can, unlike them, be

predicated simultaneously of the same substance (e.g. Desugita ocha

wa nigakute shibui 'Over-infused tea is bitter and astringent', from
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which the dual Implications Desuglta ocha wa nlgal 'Over-Infused tea

Is bitter' and Desuglta ocha wa shlbul 'Over-Infused tea Is astrin¬

gent' follow). Thus NIGAI 'bitter' and SHIBUI 'astringent' stand

even further removed from the standard definition of Incompatible

terms than do SUPPAI 'sour' and AMAI 'sweet'. Whatever labels we

eventually adopt, it is clear that occurrence in bilateral simple

negation In Itself Is nothing more than an Initial step towards more

detailed semantic analysis, falling as It does to distinguish between

items which display such different semantic properties.

In fact the same kind of reservation holds also for qualified

negation. While occurrence In simple vs. qualified negation Is

taken Initially as reflecting some difference in the semantic

relationship of the terms Involved, It Is clear that qualified

negation Itself, like the analogous (prosodlc) pattern In English,

may relate to a variety of semantic factors, which must be elucidated

by further Investigation. Let us take a simple example from English:

(I) Is the climate there hot? No, It Isn't, it's cold.

(iI) Is the climate there not? No, It's not hot, but It's quite
warm.

where the response pattern In (i) Is analogous to simple negation In

the Japanese examples, and that In (il), with stress end rising-

falling Intonation on hot, to qualified negation. It seems commonly

to be the case that, in qualified negation, the terms Involved (here,

HOT and (QUITE) WARM, In the Japanese example AMA! 'sweet' and

AMAZUPPAI 'swoet-sour') are in some sense semantically 'closer' than

terms Involved In simple negation (HOT and COLD, AMAi 'sweet' and

SUPPAI 'sour'): qualified negation appears to carry a concession that

the questioner Is, as it were, on the right semantic lines but Is not

quite correct In his choice of term. Such a characterization, even
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If It Is true, Is highly Imprecise as It stands, and the notion of

semantic 'closeness' may clearly translate Into a variety of Intra-

llngual semantic relationships: the terms could be adjacent members

on the same scale (as HOT and WARM are), hyponym and superordinate

(It's not a nettle, but It's a weed), and so on.

In summary, response patterns Involving simple and qualified

negation will be used In an Initial sorting procedure of AJI I terms,

without either of them being regarded as crlterlal for any precise

semantic relatlonshlp. The nature of such relationships, and questions

of labelling, will be determined on the basis of further testing.

7.4.2.2 Response patterns

We now proceed to the Initial stag© of the analysis, conducted

in terms of the types of negation Just discussed. Throughout, the

analysis of AJI I terms Is presented In roughly the steps by which It

originally developed, the results of earlier stages being refined, and

In some cases considerably modified, In succeeding stages.

(B12) and (BI3) have shown that SUPPAl 'sour' and AMAZUPPAI

'sweet-sour' constitute a pair of terms which figure In bilateral

simple negation. The following examples show that SUPPAl 'sour' and

AMAL 'sweet' also constitute such a pair :

(B14) Banana wa suppal? Suppaku-nai. Banana wa aroal.

'Are bananas sour?' 'No, they're not. Bananas are
sweet.'

(^15) Ramon wa amai? Rmaku-nal. Remon wa suppal.

'Are lemons sweet?' 'No, they're not. Lemons are
sour.'

However, the third pairing of the three terms AMAI 'sweet' and

AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour', behave differently:

(BIS) Banana wa amazuppsf? Araazuppaku-nal. Amai.

'Are bananas sweet-sour?' 'No, they're not. They're sweet.'
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(BI7) Mlkan wa amai? Amaku-wa-nal kedo amazuppal.

'Are tangerines sweet?' 'They're not sweet, but they're
sweet-sour.'

<B17') Mfkan wa amal? *Amaku-nal. Amazuppal.

'Are tangerines sweet?' 'No, they're not. They're sweet-
sour. '

The response to (BI7) exhibits qualified negation, and simple nega¬

tion <B17'> Is rejected. The semantic relationship between AMAZUPPAI

'sweet-sour' and AMAI 'sweet' Is therefore assumed to be different

from that between the other pairs of terms.

It wlII be seen that the procedure employed here Is to use

questI on-frame (B) (X wa Y? 'Is X Y?') to elicit response patterns

for permutations of AJI I expressions. In each case, the precise

formulation of the question used Is based on the Information gained

from the earlier responses to question-frame (A) (X wa donna ajl ga

suru? 'What kind of a taste does X have?'). For example, given

the Information from (A) that lemons are said to be SUPPAI 'sour'

((A5)) and that onions are said to be KARAI 'pungent' <<A8)), we can

devise the following (B)-type questions to test the response patterns

for the two terms SUPPAI and KARAI:

*8'8* Remon wa karal? Karaku-nal. Suppal.

'Are lemons pungent?' 'No, they're not. They're sour.'

(BI9) Tamanegl wa suppal? Unun, suppaku-nal. Tamanegi wa
""

karal .6

'Are onions sour?' 'No, they're not. Onions are
pungent.'

On the basis of such response patterns, each pair of AJI I terms

can Initially be classified as either figuring In bilateral simple

Unun ('no') co-occurs with simple negation In (BI9). It may
also occur without the actual negative form being present.
I.e. Unun. Tamanegl wa karal. 'No. Onions are pungent' Is also
a possible response to (BI9). Throughout we regard abbreviated
responses of this form as being equivalent to explicit simple
negatlon.
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negation or not. Thus, (BI2) - (BI9) yield the pairs SUPPAI 'sour'/

AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour', SUPPAI/AMAI 'sweet' and SUPPAI/KARAI 'pungent'

as felling within the bilateral pattern, and the pair AMAI/AMAZUPPAI

as standing outside It.

All permutations of pairs of AJI I terms (except -Ml GA ARU

terms, which stand apart and are dealt with separately below) were

tested In this way. The following pairs of terms did not figure In

bilateral simple negation:

NIGAI 'bitter'/HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter'

AMAI 'sweet'/AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour'

AMAI 'sweet'/AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent'

KARAI 'pungent'/SHIOKARAI 'salt'

SHOPPAI 'salty'/SHIOKARAI 'salt'

KARAI 'pungent'/PIRITTO 'sharply (pungent)'

For all other permutations, bilateral simple negation was found to

hoid.

The relevant data for the above non-blIateral pairs Is as

follows. First, for NIGAI 'bitter' and HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter':

(820) Konagusurl wa horonfgai? Unun, horonlgaku-nal. NIgal.

'Are medical powders pleasantly 'No, they're not. They're
bitter?' bitter.'

(B2I) Chokoreeto no burakku wa nlgal? NIgaku-wa-nal kedo
horonlga!.

'Is plain chocolate bitter? 'It's not bitter, but It's
pleasantly bitter.'

show that simple negation holds In only one direction (820), qualified

negation occurring In the other.

The same pattern holds for AMAI 'sweet'/AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour'

and AMAI 'sweet'/AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent'. Examples for AMAI/AMAZUPPAI

have already been given (<B16) and (817)).
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With AMAI/AMAKARAI we have:

(B22) Mame no kanronl wa amakaral? Amakaraku-na?. Amal.

'Are sweet-boI led beans
sweet-pungent?1

(B23) Suklyakl wa amal?

'Is suklyakl sweet?'

'No, they're not. They're
sweet.'

$oo-ne, amaku-wa-nai kedo
amakaral.

'Well, It** not sweet, but
It's sweet-pungent.'

AMAZUPPAI and AMAKARAI are thus alike In that they each enter Into

bilateral simple negation with one of the AJI I terms that figures

In the Ir morphological make-up (SUPPAI 'sour' and KARA! 'pungent',
7

respectively), but not with the other (AMAI 'sweet').

With KARAI 'pungent' and SHIOKARAI 'salt', new patterns are

found:

(824) Shooyu wa shlokaral? Unun, shlokaraku-nal. Shooyu wa
karal dake.

'Is soy sauce saIt?'

NO/SALT, neg., non-past/SOY SAUCE/
therna/PUNGENT, non-past/ONLY

'No, It Isn't. Soy sauce Is just
pungent.'

(825) Uml no mlzu wa karal? Un, karal. Shlokaral.

'Is sea water pungent?' 'Yes, It Is. It's salt.'

The situation with AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour' Is complicated In that
the typical response pattern with certain food-substances,
notably peaches (MOMO), Is Illustrated by (B4) rather than (B4'):

(B4) Momo wa amal? Amal kedo sulml mo aru.

'Are peaches sweet?' 'Yes, but they also have a sour¬
ness. 1

(B4') Momo wa amal? ?Amaku-wa-nal kedo amazuppal
'Are peaches sweet?' 'They're not sweet, but they're

sweet-sour.'

Here, against expectations from questI on-frame (A) (where Amazuppal
'They're sweet-sour' is a permissible response to Momo wa donna ajl
ga suru 'What kind of a taste do peaches nave?' (cf. (A3)),
AMAZUPPAI has doubtful status. This contrasts with substances such
as tangerines (MlKAN), where the response with AMAZUPPAI Is accepted
and that with SUIMI GA ARU 'has a sourness' rejected (cf. (317)).
This Is a question that must be examined further below. For the
present, however. It Is clear that, where AMAI and AMAZUPPAI do
occur together, they show the same patterns as AMAI and AMAKARAI.
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With this pair, while there Is simple negation In one direction

<(B24), though with the addition of DAKE 'only'), In the other

direction there Is no negation at all, but affirmation. The examples

strongly suggest a relationship of hyponymy, with KARA I 'pungent'

functioning as the superordlnate of SHIOKARAI 'salt'; the use of

DAKE 'only' In (824) may be compared with English JUST In cases like

Is X sea-green? No, It's Just green.

The pair SHIOKARAI 'salt' and SHOPPAI 'salty' also show a new

pattern:

(826) Uml no mlzu wa shoppal? Shoppai dokonoka shlokarai.

'Is sea water salty?' 'Far from being (just) salty, It's
salt.'

(B27) Kobucho wa shlokaral? Kobucha wa shfokaraku-na!.
Chotto shoppal dake.

'Is kobucha salt?' 'No, It Isn't. It's Just somewhat
salty.'

The construction with DOKOROKA ((826)) typically occurs where a sugges¬

tion Is overruled as being Insufficiently extreme (cf. Indo wa attakal-

daroo? 'India Is warm, I suppose' Attakal dokoroka atsul yo 'Warm?

It's hot!'); its replacement here by simple negation Is rejected by

the Informant. The examples are thus suggestive of a scalar relation¬

ship, with SHOPPAI 'salty' as a lesser degree of the extreme SHIOKARAI

'salt'. The following example also occurs in the data and provides

additional support for such a relationship:

(B28) Shlomlzu wa shlokaral? Soo-ne, ammarl koi to ne.
Usukereba shoppal gural"da kedo.

WELL/EXCEEDINGLY/CONCENTRATED,
non-past/1F/tag/DI LUTE,
provisions I/SALTY, non-past/
EXTENT/copula, non-past/BUT.

'Is a salt-and-water 'Well, it Is If It's very con¬
solation salt?' centrated. If It's weak, It's

only salty, though.'
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where the suggested SBOPPA1—SHIOKARA! scale Is clearly correlated

with the dimension USUI 'weak, dilute' - KOI 'strong, concentrated'.

The following example Is also worth noting:

(B29) Shlomlzu wa karal? Un, chotto ko? to karal.

YES/SOMEWHAT/CONCENTRATED, non-
past/ IF/PUNGENT, non-past.

Ms a salt-and-water 'Yes, If It's somewhat concentrated.'
solution pungent?'

since It simultaneously supports both the suggested relationships of

SHIOKARAI (hyponymy with KARA I 'pungent' and scalarlty with SHOPPAI

'salty').

Before the response patterns of KARA! 'pungent' and PIRITTO

'sharply (pungent)' can be considered, certain formal features of

PIRITTO must be clarified. Thus far, PIRITTO has occurred. In the

response to (AIO), as a modifier of KARA I 'pungent', and It has been

noted that KARAI Is Indeed the only term with which PIRITTO can

collocate: that Is to say, In the grammatical frame PIRITTO ♦

adjective, there Is a relationship of syntagmatlc Implication between

PiRITTO and the adjective KARAI. The matter Is complicated, however,

by the fact that, as wall as functioning a3 modifiers of fully-

fledged lexical Items (such as KARAI), many members of this form-class

may also occur modifying the dummy verb SURU: PIRITTO Is In fact

used In this way In certain (B)-type questions. The distribution

can be clarified by examining the following questlon-and-answer pairs

from the data:

(AIO) Karashlna wa donna aji ga Karashina wa plrltto karal.
suru? *Karashina wa pirltto shite-Iru.

'What kind of a taste does 'It's sharply pungent.'
mustard-plant have?'
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(B30) Karashlna wa amal?

'Is mustard-plant sweet?'

(B3I) Karashlna wa shlokaral?

'Is mustard-plant salt?'

(B32) Karashlna wa karal?

'Is mustard-plant
pungent?'

(B33) Karashlna wa karal?

'Is mustard-plant
pungent?'

(B34) Karashlna wa karal?

'Is mustard-plant
pungent?'

(B35) Karashlna wa plrltto
shlte-iru?

'Is mustard-plant sharp?'

(B36) Karashlna wa plrltto
shite-Iru?

Unun, amaka-nal, Karashlna wa
pirltto karai.

*
.... Karashlna wa plritto

sh 1 te-1 ru.

'No, It isn't. Mustard-plant Is
sharply pungent.'

Unun, shlokaraku-nai. Karashlna
wa chotto pi r? tto karal.

*
.... Karashlna wa chotto plrltto

shlte-lru.

'No, It Isn't. Mustard-plant Is
somewhat sharply pungent.'

Un, chotto plrltto karal ne.

'Yes, It's somewhat sharply
pungent.'

Un, chotto plrltto shlte-lru ne.

'Yes, It's somewhat sharp.'

Un, chotto karai. Chotto
pi r'l fTo'TnlTa"-! ru.

'Yes, It's somewhat pungent.
It's somewhat sharp,'

Un,_pIrItto kara? ne.

'Yes, It's sharply pungent.'

Un, chotto plrltto shlte-lru ne.

'Is mustard-plant shapr?' 'Yes, It Is somewhat sharp.'

(B37) Uml no mlzu wa plrltto
shIte-lru?

'Is sea-water sharp?'

(B38) Banana wa plrltto shlte-
I ru?

'Are bananas sharp?'

Unun, plrltto shite-Inal yo.
Shiokaral yo.

'No, It Isn't. It's salt.'

Unun, banana wa plrltto shlte-
Ina; yo. Banana wa amal.

'No, they're not. Bananas are
sweet.'
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In these examples, PIRITTC occurs either modifying KARAI (I.e. pirltto

karal, cf. (AIO), for example) or In construction with the dummy verb

SURU In Its positive resultattve form (pir?tto shlto-Iru, In e.g. (B33))

or negative resultatlve form (pirltto shlte-Inal, In e.g. (B37)). How

are the two types of construction distributed? Firstly, let us note

that In questions (the questions In (B35) - (B37>) and negative

responses ((B37) and (B38)), only SURU Is employed: I.e. *p!rltto

karal? ('Is It sharply pungent?') and *plrltto karaku-nal ('It Isn't

sharply pungent) do not occur. The possibility of alternation of the

two types thus arises only In the case of positive responses, I.e. In

(AIO) and (B30) - (B36). In (AIO), which asks for general Information

concerning taste, only pirltto karal occurs, as noted; the same

applies to (330), where the response rejects the question AmaI? 'Is

It sweet', and to (B3I), where the response rejects the question

Shlokaral? Ms It salt?'. In the other cases ((B32) - (B36)), I.e.

In reply to the questions Karal? 'Is It pungent?' and Pirltto shlte-

I ru? Ms It sharp?' Itself, either type occurs. The two types of

construction thus answer different questions: piritto Kara! answers

all the questions considered here (as well as questions containing

other AJI I terms, such as NIgai ? Ms It bitter?'), while pi rl tto

shIte-iru optionally answers Karai? and Plritto shite-!ru?, but no

others. Since, as we shall see below, PIRITTO can In fact be viewed

as a hyponym of KARA I, wo can say that piritto snlte-Iru optionally

answers questions containing itself or Its superordlnate KARAI

'pungent'. We must now ask whether. In these casos where both types

occur, there Is any semantic difference between them; and the answer

Is that, In such contexts, the two types of response are regarded as

semantlcally equivalent by the informant, i.e. they are regarded as
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essentially repetitions of each other, and there Is no possibility

of denying one and simultaneously asserting the other (*plrltto karal

kedo plrltto shlte-Inal 'It's sharply pungent but It Isn't sharp').

This Is In fact to be expected from the discussion up to this point:

It has been seen that PIRITTO occurs (a) modifying th© adjective

KARAI In a relationship of syntagmatlc Implication and (b) modifying

the dummy verb SURU; since KARAI In (a) Is In effect semantically

redundant due to the syntagmatlc Implication and SURU In (b) Is de¬

void of lexical content, a relationship of synonymy follows as a

matter of course: whereas pirltto karal explicitly states KARAI

'pungent', pirltto shlte-lru, as we shall Illustrata below, Implies

It. We therefore propose that we are dealing In all cases with a

single lexical item, FIR1TT0 'sharp', and that the distributional

distinctions noted are a matter of alternative realizations which

occur In different contexts.

We may now turn to the patterns which hold for PIRITTO 'sharp'

and KARAI 'pungent'. The pattern In one direction has In fact

already been Illustrated In (B32) - (B34): as with SHIOKARA! 'salt'

and KARAI In (825), there Is no negation, but affirmation. The

opposite direction Is shown by:

(B39) Shooyu wa plrltto shlte-lru? Unun, plrltto shlte-Inal.

and

(840) Shooyu wa plrltto shlte-lru? Unun, shooyu wa pirltto shlta

'Is soy sauce sharp?

Shooyu wa karal dake.

'No, it Isn't. Soy sauce Is
Just pungent.'

karasa Ja-nal.

NO/SOY SAUCE/them©/SHARP/
verba 11zer, past/PUNGENCY/
copula, neg., non-past.

'Is soy sauce sharp? 'No, It Isn't a sharp pun¬
gency in the case of soy
sauce.'
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Here (839), with DAKE 'only'. Is again parallel to the case of

SHIOKARAI/KARAI (B24), and together with the other examples likewise

suggests a relationship of hypcnymy, with KARA I 'pungent' as superor-

dlnate to PIRITTO 'sharp'. (B40) also supports this, with pirltto

shlta (the pre-nomlnal form of pirltto shlte-1ru) modifying the noun

KARASA 'pungency'.

The patterns and suggested relationships observed up to this

point can be summarlzed dlagrammatlcally as follows:

AMAZUPPAI
'sweet-sour'

AM.AI
'sweet'

AMAKARAI
'sweet-and-
pungent'

SUPPAI
sour

PIRITTO
'sharp'

KARA I
'pungent'

SHIOKARAI
'salt>

SHOPPAI
'salty'

NIGAI
'bitter'

HORONIGAI
pleasantly
bitter'

SHI BUI
astrl n-
gent'

The diagram represents a skeleton structure for the Items In terms of

response patterns. Terms In different boxes enter Into bilateral

simple negation, as do non-adjacent terms In the same box (I.e.

AMAZUPPAI and AMAKARAI, and PIRITTO and SHIOKARAI). Adjacent terms

In the same box separated by a broken line have simple negation In one

direction and qualified negation In the other; terms separated by a

wavy line are candidates for the relationship of hyponymy; and the

arrow connecting SHIQKARAI and SHOPPAl represents the proposed scalar

relationship. The precise semantic relationships between terms In

different boxes (I.e. figuring In bilateral simple negation) and terms

separated by broken lines (I.e. figuring In simple and qualified

negation) remain to be specified, and will be elucidated In subsequent

stages of the analysis dealing with combinatory aspects of AJI I

terms.
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7.4.2.3 -Ml GA ARti terms

At this point we turn to -Ml GA ARU terms. It has been stated

that they stand apart from the AJI I terms already discussed: In

fact, their status Is bound up with the question of combinations of

taste terms, which we briefly discuss at a general level here by way

of introduction.

If we take (English) colour terms as a point of comparison,

incompatible terms there commonly combine in co-ordinate expressions,

apparently without restriction. Thus, just as an object can be

described as RED, so objects can be described as RED-AND-BLACK, RED-

AND-YELLQW, RED-WHITE-AND-BLUE, and so on; objects of this type we

may call multi-coloured. In addition, there also exist cases of

what we may call colour blends, described by expressions such as

BLUISH-GREEN, GREENISH-BLUE, ORANGEY-YELLOW, etc., In which one

colour term is typically modified by a term morphologically derived

from another colour term. In this case, certain restrictions based

on the semantic relationships (of order, etc.) that hold between

colour terms come into play, with the result that certain expressions,

such as *BLACKISH-WHITE, *WHITISH-RED, etc., are normally unacceptable;

moreover, such expressions are normally restricted to two members.

Psycho-physically, whereas a multi-coloured object exhibits a combina¬

tion of discrete colours, a colour blend normally Involves a more-or-

less uniform shade Intermediate between the predominant colour and
8

the subsidiary colour with which it 13 tinged. In the case of

8
Derived terms such as BLUISH also occur alone, as in a bluish Iight,
a reddish glow, a yellowish skin, and it seems that colour blends
can be said to be Involved in such cases too: a bluish light is a
light of a uniform colour which Is a blend of the basic colour of
light (i.e. colourless) with a tinge of blue, and so on. In these
cases, that Is, the other member of the colour blend is Implicitly
present, whereas in expressions like BLUISH-GREEN It Is explicitly
stated. Phrases such as a yellowish dress, bluish walIpaper thus
seem imprecise, since there Is no Implicit colour norm for dresses
and wallpaper as there is for light, skin, etc.
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colour, than, there Is a clear psycho-physicaI distinction, reflected,

In English, in a clear difference of linguistic formulation.

Now,impressionisticalI/, the psycho-physical situation for taste

appears much less clear-cut: independently of linguistic differences

it Is not at all clear, for example, that there is a corresponding

distinction of multi-taste combination vs. taste blend. Our obser¬

vations for taste must therefore centre on the linguistic data. As

linguistic questions relating to combinations of AJ I I terms, we must

answer the following: Can AJI I terms be combined? If so, how are

they combined? Are there any restrictions on the cc-occurrence of

particular terms In combination and on the number or order of terms?

Can all terms that figure In combinations also occur freely in

isolation?

That AJI I terms can Indeed by combined Is already clear from

the responses to questIon-frame (A): the responses to (AI7) - (A20)

all Involve two-term combinations, with a -MI GA ARU term as one of

the members. The actual mechanics of combination we shall leave

until later, and consider the last question, which is particularly

relevant to -Ml GA ARU terms: Are there any AJI I terms that occur

only in combinations? The AJI I terms considered so far all occur

In Isolation In answer to question-frame (A) (cf. (Al), (A3), (A5), (A7),

(A8), (A 10) - (AI6)), so that the question in fact centres on the

status of -Ml GA ARU terms. in the answers to (A), we in fact find

that they do not occur in Isolation, but always accompanied by

another term, typically by one of the AJI I terms already considered,

but also by AJ I III terms (e.g. A0K3JSAI 'grassy-f favoured' in (A27))

or by expressions outside the present field (e.g. NINJIN NO AJI 'the

taste of carrots' In (A29)). This suggests the hypothesis that

-Ml GA ARU terms are in fact restricted to such combinatorial contexts.
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Apparent counterexamples to this hypothesis occur:

(A32) Sukotchiulsukl I wa donna aJI ga suru? Chotto amain! ga aru.

'What kind of a taste does Scotch 'It has a slight
whtsky have?' sweetness.'

where AMAMI GA ARU 'has a sweetness' occurs In Isolation. It Is

Important to note, however, that the Item of diet concerned here

clearly occupies a subordinate position In a lexical hierarchy:

SUKOTCHIUISUKII 'Scotch whisky' Is a hyponym of UISUKII 'whisky'.

Now a question about the taste of whisky In general will typically be

answered as follows:

(A33) Uisukll wa donna ajl ga suru? Chotto karai.

'What kind of a taste does 'It's somewhat pungent.'
whisky have?'

and the response to (A32) can be seen as set against the background

of this taste norm for whisky In general (I.e. expressed by UlsukiI

wa chotto karsl 'Whisky Is somewhat pungent'). (UISUKM 'whisky'

itself, of course, figures in a lexical hierarchy headed by SAKE

'alcoholic drink' and Including as Its co-hyponyms BIIRU 'beer',

SAKE 'sak£', etc., but there Is no single taste norm for SAKE as such

to interfere In this case.) Although AMAMI GA ARU 'has a sweetness'

occurs In Isolation in (A32), then, the norm KARAI 'pungent' can be

regarded as Implicitly present. This suggests the modified hypo¬

thesis that -Ml GA ARU terms are restricted to Implicitly or

explicitly combinatorial contexts.

One consequence of the hypothesis Is that, where there Is no

clear Implicit partner term, the use of a -Ml GA ARU tern In Isolation

should be deficient 85 an answer to a taste question. This seems to

be confirmed by the Informant's reaction to the following constructed

exchange Involving a fictional Item of diet:
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Speaker I: Kyoo Falzaa to yuu nomlmono o nonda yo.

TODAY/FIZER/quotat1ve/SAY, non-past/DRINK/

obJect/DRINK, past/emphatic particle.

'Today I drank a drink called Flzer.'

Speaker 2: Falzaa tte donna nomlmono?

FIZER/?h§J|+ive"/WHAT KIND OF/DRINK?

'What kind of a drink Is Flzer?'

Speaker I: Amami ga aru.

'It has a sweetness.'

The Informant's reaction to the response Amaml ga aru 'It has a

sweetness' Is that the taste of Flzer Is basically not sweet (motomoto

amaku-nal), but that, In the absence of further Information, the reply

Is Informatively Incomplete. In the following constructed exchange,

where the Item Is equally fictional but where a higher degree of

Implicit taste Information Is present, the same reply Is accepted as

naturaI:

Speaker I: Kyoo Falzaa-Koora to yuu nomlmono o nonda yo.

'Today I drank a drink called Flzer-Cola.'

Speaker 2: Falzaa-Koora tte donna nomlmono?

'What kind of a drink Is Ftzer-Cola?'

Speaker I: Amaml ga aru.

'It has a sweetness.'

Here the drink Is taken to be basically of the Cola variety and the

response Interpreted against the relevant background norm (I.e.

chotto karal 'somewhat pungent').

More formal support for the hypothesis Is afforded by the pattern

of response to questions Incorporating -Ml 3A ARU terms. As we have

seen, where no -Ml GA ARU terms are present, the following Is a typical

response pattern:
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(84I) Koohii wa amal? Unun, amaku-nal. Koohii wa chotto
n t gal.

'Is coffee sweet?' 'No, It Isn't. Coffee Is somewhat
bitter.'

The response to a similar question Involving a -Ml GA ARU term,

however, Is as follows:

(B42) Koohii wa amaml ga aru? Unun, amaml ga nal. Koohii wa
nlgal dake.

'Does coffee have a 'No, It doesn't. Coffee Is Just
sweetness?' bitter.'

with DAKE 'only, Just' In the answer. There Is thus a clear lack of

parallelism between the two cases: whereas, In (B4I), the plain

assertion of NIGAI 'bitter' Is compatible with the denial of AMAI

'sweet'. In (B42) the assertion of NIGAI 'bitter' alone Is not

sufficient to Justify the denial of AMAMI GA ARU 'has a sweetness',

but must be followed by DAKE, explicitly excluding the possibility of

a taste combination. Similar examples occur with the other -Ml GA

ARU terms:

(843) Remon wa nlgaml ga aru? Unun, nlgarni ga nal. Remon
wa suppal dake.

'Do lemons have a bitterness?' 'No, they don't. Lemons
are just sour.'

(844) Natsumlkan wa shlbuml ga aru? Unun, natsumlkan wa shlbuml
ga" nai. Are wa suppal dake.

'Do natsumlkan (a type of 'No, they don't. They're
orange) have an astrlngency?' Just sour.'

(B45) Maron wa sulm! ga aru? Unun, sulml ga nal. Meron
wa amal dake.

'Do melons have a sourness?' 'No, they don't. Melons
are just sweet.'

(* Shlbugakl wa samml ga aru? Unun, samm! ga nal. Shlbugakl
wa shlbul dake.

'Do shlbugakl have a sourness?' 'No, they don't. Shlbugaki
are Just astringent.'
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We conclude that there are certain AJI I terms, namely -Ml GA ARU

terms, which are Inherently combinatorial In that, explicitly or

Implicitly, they predicate a taste quality as a component of a com¬

plex taste.

The combinatorial nature of -Ml GA ARU terms leads us to consider

the question of their status In such combinations. Are complex

tastes always linguistically encoded using -Ml GA ARU terms, and, If

not, what differences exist between alternative linguistic formula¬

tions? The following examples are relevant here:

(A34) Desuglta ocha wa nlgakute shlbul.

OVERINFUSE, past/GREEN TEA/theme/

BITTER, conjunctlve/ASTRINGENT, non-past.

'Over-infused tea is bitter and astringent.'

(A20) Desuglta ocha wa nlgakute shlbuml ga aru.

'Over-In fused tea is bitter and has an astrlngency.'

Both (A34) and (A20) are acceptable responses to the (A)-type

question Desuglta ocha wa donna ajl ga suru? 'What kind of a taste

does over-Infused tea have?', and (A34) shows that, at least In

certain cases, taste combinations can be predicated without using

-Ml GA ARU terms. As for the difference between the two, the

Informant stated her Impression that in (A20) the main taste is

bitter (NIGAI), whereas In (A34) both bitter {NIGAI) and astringent

(SHIBUI) tastes are presented on an equal footing; this suggests

that -Ml GA ARU terms predicate a taste quality as a subordinate

component of a complex taste. In this light, the two types of

combination In (A34) and (A20) are somewhat reminiscent of the dis¬

tinction noted earlier between multi-colour combinations and colour

blends: derived terms like BLUISH, used In 2-term expressions

denoting colour blends, are, It was suggested, implicitly or explicitly
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combinatorial In much the same way as -Ml GA ARU terms, and denote a

subsidiary tinge present within the main colour concerned. The

comparison can be pursued further: Just as an object can be YELLOW-

AND-BROWN or YELLOWISH-BROWN, (A34) and (A20) show that an Item can

be described as nlgakute shlbul 'bitter and astringent' or nlgakute

shlbuml ga aru 'bitter with an astrlngency'; now It Is possible In

English to speak of a YELLOWISH BROWN, using the 'blend' term as a

modifier, but not of a YELLOW BROWN, and similarly In Japanese we

can have SHI BUM I GA ARU NI GASA 'a bitterness which has an astrln-

gency' but not SHI BUI NIGASA 'an astringent bitterness'. In terms

of this parallelism, we might say that -Ml GA ARU terms predicate

taste qualities as 'tinges' existing In Implicitly or explicitly
9

present main tastes.

So much for -Ml GA ARU terms as a group. Before considering

further aspects of taste-term combinations, we discuss here the

semantic relationships of Individual -Ml GA ARU terms. Of the five

terms In the system, AMAM I GA ARU 'has aweetness', NIGAMI GA ARU

'has a bitterness' and SHIBUM! GA ARU 'fsas an astrlngency' can be

expected, assuming a straightforward morphological-semantic correla¬

tion, to function semantically as the 'tinge' terms corresponding to

9
It Is worth noting here that lexical Items denoting colour blends
In Japanese are typically related to basic colour adjectives In
terms of the following morphological process:

Adj. stem ♦ -J_ ♦ Adj. stem ♦ -ml ♦ -gakatta
(e.g. shlrol 'white' •» shlromlgakatta 'tinged with white, whitish').
Here -ml Is basically a nominal I zing sufflx, whJch, In the written
language, Is represented by the same character as -ml In -Ml GA
ARJ taste terms. The suggested colour-taste parallel Is thus
echoed formally In Japanese.
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AMAI "sweet', NIGAI 'bitter' and SHIBUI 'astringent', respectively.

The following schema Illustrates the response pattern which occurs:

(B47) X wa amal/nlgal/shlbul? Soo-ne, chotto amarnl/nlgamI/
shlbuml ga" aru.

'Is X sweet/bItter/ 'Well, It has a slight sweet-
astrlngent?' ness/bItterness/astrIngency.'

where the typical response In this direction raay b® called a quali¬

fied assertion, and simple negation Is Impossible. (Appropriate

expressions In slot X are NINJIN 'carrots' for AMAI, SAKKARIN

'saccharine' for NIGAI, and BUDOO NO KAWA 'grape skins' for SHIBUI.)

The semantic status of SAW I GA ARU 'has a sourness' and SUIMI GA ARU

•has a sourness' Is less obvious from formal Inspection: morpho¬

logically, we have seen that samml can be analyzed as san 'acid'

(noun) ♦ -ml, and sulml as su(l) 'sour' (archaic) * -ml, In the light

of which a semanttc connection with SUPPAI 'sour' appears feasible.

In the case of SAMMI GA ARU 'has a sourness', the pattern with SUPPAI

Is Indeed Identical with that seen In (347):

(848) Moka wa suppal? Soo-ne, chotto samml ga aru.

'Is mocha sour?' 'Well, It has a slight sourness.'

With SUIMI GA ARU 'has a sourness' and SUPPAI, however, the pattern

Is quite different:

(B49) Mono wa suppal? Suppaku-nal kedo sulml wa aru.

SOUR, neg., non-past/BUT/SOURNESS/
contrast/BE PRESENT, non-past.

'Are poaches sour?' 'No, they're not, but they do have
a sou rness.'

Here, SUPPAI Is negated but followed by kedo 'but' and an assertion

containing contrast!ve wa. Assuming that the difference In response

pattern has semantic relevance, the semantic status of SUIMI GA ARU

vls-a-vls SIPPAI must differ from that of SAMMI GA ARU.

Two points are central to the semantic analysis of SUIMI GA ARU.

The first Is that SUIMI Indeed denotes a type of sourness, (as
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Indicated by the Informant's 'metalinguistic' statement Sulml wa

suppasa no Isshu 'SUIMI Is a type of sourness'). Secondly, as the

discussion of the combinatorial possibilities of AJI I terms In the

next section will show, SUIMI GA ARLI Is exceptional In that, while,

like other -Ml GA ARU terms, It predicates a taste quality as a

subordinate component of a complex taste. It carries a definite

Implication as to the main taste quality Involved: this must be

AMAI 'sweet'. That is to say, If a substance can be described as

having a sourness (SUIMI GA ARU), then It implicitly follows that

that substance Is sweet and has a sourness (I.e. AMAKUTE SUIMI GA

ARJ). Thus, although 'sourness' has been adopted as a gloss for

SUIMI up to this point, 'sourness within a sweet taste' Is a more

precise label, and we shall adopt It from this point on. These

points provide a feasible explanation of the form of the response in

(B49). In that response, SUIMI GA ARU 'has a sourness' Is predi¬

cated, and hence, by Implication so is AMAI 'sweet'; now AMAI

'sweet' and SUPPAI 'sour' stand, as we have seen, In bilateral

simple negation, which accounts for the simple negative suppaku-nai

In (B49). At the same time, however, SUIMI denotes a type of sour¬

ness, so that the parameter is not entirely Irrelevant, and this Is

reflected In the overall construction with kedo 'but' and contrastlve

wa.

If SUIMI GA ARU, then, denotes sourness within a sweet taste,

SAWI GA ARU, by contrast denotes sourness within a non-sweet taste,

since the combination AMAK3JTE SAMMI GA ARU does not occur (see

below). The response patterns for the two terms are Illustrated by

the following:
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<850) Momo wa samml ga aru? Unun, samm! Ja-nal. Sulmt ga aru.

NO/SOURNESS/copula, neg., non-past/

SOURNESS/subJect/BE PRESENT, non-
past.

'Do peaches have a sour- 'No, It Isn't sourness (within a non
ness (within a non-sweet sweet taste)- They have a sourness
taste)?' 'within a sweet taste).'

KoQ9yoku wa sulml ga aru? Sulml wa nal. Samml ga aru.

SOURNESS/contrast/BE PRESENT, neg.,
non-past/SOURNESS/subJect/BE
PRESENT, non-past.

'Do Jonathans have a 'They don't have a sourness
sourness (within a sweet (within a sweet taste). Thay have
taste)?' a sourness (within a non-sweet

taste).'

where (B50) has the copula, and (351) contrast!ve wa, and both can

be seen as serving to correct the choice of expression rather than to

deny the relevance of the suggested parameter outright., These

patterns contrast with the simple negation found with denotations!ly

unrelated terms, as In:

(B52) Sakkarln wa samml ga aru? Unun, samml ga nal. Nlgaml ga
aru.

'Does saccharine have a 'No, It doesn't. It has a
sourness (within a non- bitterness.'
sweet taste)?'

A further point concerns the semantic status of SUIMI GA ARU

'has a sourness (within a sweet taste)' vis-a-vis AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-

sour', raised In note 7. The data thus far contains the following

exampIes:

(A3) Momo wa donna ajl ga suru? Amazuppal.

'What kind of a taste do 'They're sweet-sour.'
peaches have?'

(A4) Mlkan wa donna ajl ga suru? Amazuppal.

'What kind of a taste do 'They're sweet-sour.'
tangerines have?'
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(AI7) Memo wa donna a,jl ga sum? Amakute sulm? ga aru.

♦What kind of a fast© do
poaches heva??

♦They're sweet and have a
sourness (within a sweet
taste).♦

However, (A4') does not occur:

(A4f) Mfkan wa donna ajt ga suru? *Amakute suiml gn aru.

♦What kind of a taste do
tangerines have?'

'They're sweet and have a
sourness (within a sweet
taste).'

Those examples show that, In reply to question-frame (A), certain

substances can have predicated of them both AMAZUPPA! and AMAKUTE

SUJMi GA ARU, while others can be character!zed as AMAZUPPAI but not

as AMAKUTE SUIMI GA ARU. Analogous contrasts also appear In responses

to (B)-type questions:

(34) Momo wa amal? Amai kedo sulml ga aru.

♦Are peaches sweet?' 'Yes, they are, but they also have
a sourness (within a sweet taste).'

Mobio wa amal?

'Are peaches sweet?'

(BID MIkan wa amal?

'Are tangartnos
sweet?'

(BfIr) MIkan wa amal?

'Are tangerines
sweet?'

(B6) Momo wa suppal?

'Are peaches sour?'

(853) Momo wa suppal?

♦Are peaches sour?'

(B49) Homo wa suppal?

♦Are peaches sour?'

?Amaku-wa-n8l kedo amazuppai.

'They're not sweet but they're sweet-
sour. '

Amaku—.va-nal kedo amazuppai.

'They're not sweet, but they're
sweet-sour.'

*Amai kedc sulml mo aru.

♦Yes, they are, but they also have a
sourness (within a sweet taste).'

Suppaku-nal. Amazuppai.

'No, they're not. They're sweet-
sour. ♦

Unun, amal.

'No, they're not. They're sweet.'

Suppaku-nal kedo sulml wa aru.

'They're not sour, but they do have
a sourness (within a sweet taste).'
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<B54) Mlkan wa suppal? Suppaku-nai. Amazuppal.

'Are tangerines sour?' 'No, they're not. They're sweet-
sour. '

(854') Mlkan wa suppaf? *Unun, amal.

'Are tangerines sour?' 'No, they're not. They're sweet.'

(B54")Mlkan wa suppai? Suppaku-nai kedo sulml wa aru.

'Are tangerines sour?' 'They're not sour, but they do
have a sourness (within a sweet
taste).'

where the trend of the responses again Indicates that some, but not

all, substances that can be said to be AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour' can

also be said to be AMAKUTE SUIMI GA ARU 'sweet with a sourness'.

Thus peaches (MOMO) can be described In both ways throughout (although

In reply to Amal? 'Are they sweet?', the response preserving Amal seems

to be preferred), while tangerines (MIKAN) (and a cooked Item like

sweet-and-sour pork (SUESUTA)) can only be said to be AMAZUPPAI. In

fact, whenever (AMAKUTE) SUIMI GA ARU '(sweet) with a sourness' can

be predicated of a substance, so can AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour': sulml

ga aru kedo amazuppaku-nal 'has a sourness (within a sweet taste)

but Is not sweet-sour' Is rejected as strongly by the Informant as

sulml ga aru kedo amaku-nal 'has a sourness (within a sweet taste)

but Is not sweet'. This Is to say, that the following Implications

hold In this area:

X wa sulml ga aru 'X has a sourness (within a sweet taste)'

X wa amakute sulml ga aru 'X Is sweet and has a sourness (within a

sweet taste)' ra X wa amazuppal 'X Is sweet-sour'.

To sum up the discussion of -Ml GA ARU terms, It appears that,

as a group, they predicate a taste quality Implicitly or explicitly

as a subordinate component, or 'tinge', of a complex taste.

Individually, AMAMI GA ARJ 'has a sweetness', NIGAMI GA ARU 'has a
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bitterness' and SHI SUM I GA ARU 'has an astrlngency' relate In a

straightforward manner to the terms AMAI 'sweet', NIGAI 'bitter' and

SHI8UI 'astringent', respectively, while SAMMI GA ARU 'has a sour¬

ness (within a non-sweet taste)' and SUIMI GA ARU 'has a sourness (within

a sweet taste)' relate In different ways to SUPPAl 'sour'. SUIMI GA

ARU carries an Implication as to the main taste Involved (viz. AMAI

'sweet'), AMAI being in turn excluded as the main taste with SAMMI GA

ARU. Furthermore, the whole combination AMAKUTE SUIMI GA ARU 'sweet

with a sourness' stands In a hyponymy-like relationship to AMA2UPPAI

'sweet-sour'. -Ml GA ARU terms may be Incorporated Into the earlier

diagram of AJI I terms as follows:

(

AMAZUPPAI
♦sweet-sour'

AMAI
'sweet'

AMAKARAI
'sweet-
pungent'

SUPPAl
'sour'

PIRITTO
♦sharp'

KARA I

'pungent'

SHIOKARAI
'salt'

SHOPPAI

'salty'

NIGAI
'bitter'

HORONIGAI

'pleasantly
bitter'

SHIBUI
'astrl n-
gent'

AMAMI GA
ARU

'has a

sweetness'

SUIMI GA ARU
'has a sour¬

ness' (within
a sweet taste)

SAMMI GA ARU
'has a sour¬

ness' (within
a non-sweet
taste

NIGAMI
GA ARU
'has a

bItter-
ness'

SHIBUMI
GA ARU
'has an

astrln-
gency'

Interestingly, KARAI 'pungent' and Its associated terms are thus shown

to have no associated -Ml GA ARU terms.
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7.4.2.4 Combinations of AJI I terms

We now return to the general question of the mechanics of com¬

bining AJ I I terms: How are AJI i terms combined? Are there any

restrictions, on the combination of particular items, and on the

number and order of terms?

In fact two grammatical patterns of combination are found.

They have already appeared In the data, and may be summarized as:

{,) X-te Y ('is X and Y') e.g. (AI7)

(in X kedo Y ('is X but Is Y*) e.g. (AI8)

In (I), the first term (X) is Inflected in the conjunctive -te ('and')

form and the second term (Y) follows in the non-past form. In (II),

the item kedo 'but' appears between the two terms, which are both In

the non-past form. We shall refer to these patterns as AND-combI nation

(I) and BUT-combI nation (II), respectively.

Restrictions on particular combinations and on order can be inves¬

tigated by testing permutations of AJI I terms for acceptability in

the two frames. At the outset it may be stated that, as far as the

number of terms occurring in combination is concerned, no combinations

of more than two terms have been attested In either pattern.

Throughout the testing, the controlling quest Ion-frame is assumed

to be (A), i.e. X wa donna ajl ga suru? 'What kind of a taste does X

have?'. The testing was conducted in two stages: first, comb I nations

of AJI I terms other than -Ml GA ARU terms were considered.

A two-way matrix was drawn up and all possible two-term combina¬

tions, In both orders, were presented to the informant and Judged for

acceptability as responses to question-frame (A). The matrix, with

the results of testing, is set out below.
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SUPPAI

AMAZUPPAI
AMAI

'AMAKARAI
KARAI

SHIOKARAI
PIRITTO

SHOPPAI

HIGAl

HQRQHIGAI
SHIBUI

SUPPAI 'sour'

X

X

s-te a

s-te k

s-te 8

s-te pa/k

s-te a

s-te n

s-te h

s-te a

AHA2DPPAI 'sweet-sour'
X

'mm.
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

a-te chottoh

X

AMAI 'sweet'

X

X

Hi

X

X

X

X

X

X

a-te chottoh

X

AMAKARAI 'sweet- pungent'

a-te
s

X

X

ifmp

X

X

a-te ps/k

X

X

a-te h

X

KARAI 'pungent*

k-te
s

X

X

X

HP

k-te
s

X

k-te
8

k-te n

k-te h

k-te s

SHIOKARAI 'salt'

s-te
8

X

X

X

s-te
k

s-te Ps/fc

X

s-te n

s-te h

s-te s

PIRITTO 'sharp'

ps/k-te s

X

X

ps-te a

X

ps/k-te s

y/%^/
ps/k-te s

ps/k-te n

ps/k-te h
ps/k-te s

SHOPPAI 'salty'

s-te
8

X

X

X

s-te
k

X

s-te Ps/k

s-te n

s-te h

s-te s

NIGAI 'bitter'

n~te
8

X

X

X

n-te
k

n-te
s

n-te Ps/k

n-te
s

PPP

X

n-te s

HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter'

h-te
s

X

X

X

X

X

h-te ps/k

h-te
s

X

fill

X

SHIBUI 'astringent'
s-te

8

X

X

X

W

s-te
s

s-te Ps/k

s-te
s

s-te n

s-te h

%W///

(Thematrixiatobereadasfollows:EachcellrepresentsthecombinationofthetwoAJIItermsatwhoseinter¬ sectionitoccurs,withthetermsattheleftoccurringfirstinthecombinationandthetermsatthetopsecond. Thehatchedcellsoccurattheintersectionofeachtermwithitselfandsuchcombinationsarenaturallyruledout. Acrossinacellindicatesthatthecombinationdoesnotoccur.Wherecombinationsareacceptedbytheinformant, theyarewritteninthecells,withterrasabbreviatedtoinitialletters(inthecaseofPIR1TT0,pirittokaraibeing abbreviatedaspk,pirittoshite-iruasps).)



It must be stressed that borderline cases of acceptablllty occur

In tests of this kind: In particular, a few of the possible combina¬

tions are unlikely ever to occur In the real world and were no doubt

rejected by the Informant for this, non-11nguistic, reason. However,

the main trends are clear and can be summarized as follows:

(1) Combinations of non-MI GA ARU terms are all AND-combInatlons,

I.e. the first term always appears In the conjunctive -te

form.

(2) The order of terms Is Irrelevant, with one exception: HORONIGAI

'pleasantly bitter' can In some cases occur In second position

but not Initially.

(3) AMAI 'sweet' and the two terms which do not enter Into bilateral

simple negation with It, AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour' and AMAKARAI

'sweet-pungent', do not combine among themselves. Moreover, as

a group, these three terms are highly restricted In combinatory

power; in particular, AMAI and AMAZUPPAI each combines with

only one term, HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter', which is moreover

typically modified by CHOTTO 'somewhat' In such cases.

(4) NIGAI 'bitter' and HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter', which do not

enter into bilateral simple negation, do not combine with each

other.

(5) In the group of terms consisting of KARA! 'pungent', its putative

hyponyms SHIOKARAI 'salt' and PIRITTQ 'sharp', and SHOPPAI

'salty' (which stands in a scalar relationship with SHIOKARAI),

the matrix shows, as expected, that PIRITTO does not combine

with KARAI and that SHOPPAI does not combine with SHIOKARAI.

(In combination, PIRITTO appears freely as pirltto karal or

pirltto shlte-Iru, except where It precedes AMAKARAI where
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plrltto karakute amakaral Is excluded; since this form Is

accepted In the opposite order (I.e. amakarakute plrltto karal),

we Interpret this exception as being duo to euphonic factors, two

forms of KARAI In Immediate succession being felt as 11l-soundlng,

and of no other significance.) A major deviation from the pro¬

posed analysis so far, however. Is that the combination of KARAI

'pungent' and SHIOKARAI 'salt' Is permitted; since, by defini¬

tion, a superordlnate term and a hyponym cannot combine In this

fashion, the status of these two terms must now be re-consldered.

First, for convenience let us repeat the relevant examples for

KARAI 'pungent' and 5HI0KARAI 'salt':

(B24) Shooyu wa shlokaral? Unun, shlokaraku-nal. Shooyu wa
karal dake.

'Is soy sauce salt?' 'No, It Isn't. Soy sauce Is Just
pungent.'

(025> Uml no mlzu wa karal? Un, karal. Shlokaral.

'Is sea-water pungent?' 'Yes, It Is. It's salt.'

As noted earlier, these examples clearly suggest a relationship of

hyponymy between KARAI, as superordlnate, and SHIOKARAI; the evidence

from combinatorial possibilities, however, shows that such an analysis

cannot be correct as It stands. A hypothesis that would account for

both aspects of the data is that KARAI in fact functions at two

levels of generality, subsuming SHIOKARAI in one case but not in the

other: I.e. analytically, there Is not one sense of KARAI but two

senses, KARA I j and KARA^, In a structure that can be represented as
follows:

KARAI|

KARA 12
SHIO¬
KARAI
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with SHIOKARAI a hyponym of KARA Ij but at the same contrast level
with KARAILet us consider whether such a re-structuring can be

supported.

Firstly, from the point of view of extrallngual relationships,

It Is noticeable that the denotation of KARAI covers a relatively

wide range of taste qualities. As we have seen, focal exemplars

Include hot substances such as mustard (KARASHI), curry powder

(KAREEKO), pepper (KOSHOO), horse-radish (WASA8I) and ginger (SHGOGA),

and also substances such as soy sauce (SHOOYU) and salt (SHIO).'C'
It Is not difficult to Imagine, at least theoretically, a substance

which combines different taste qualities from within this range: when

asked to what typo of substance the combination KARAKUTE SHIOKARAI

'pungent and salt' would be likely to apply, the Informant replied

that a salty type of curry would be an example. Since KARAKUTE

SHIOKARAI must Involve KARAI2# KARAIj being superordl nate to
SHIOKARAI, this points to curry (KAREE), a hot substance, as being a

central example for KARA^. Clearly, then, extrallngual considera¬
tions appear to Indicate that there is room for an Intra lingua I

re-structuring on the lines proposed.

The wide denotations! range of KARAI is also reflected in the

fact that, after a response in which It occurs, such as in the follow¬

ing example:

(A35) Haglsu wa donna ajl ga suru? Karai.
'What kind of a taste does haggis have?' 'It's pungent.'

It Is worth noting that definitions of the taste term KARAI in
Japanese dictionaries are typically organized In terms of two sub-
entries, one covering the taste of hot substances such as mustard,
the other covering a salt taste. For example, Tokieda(ed.) defines
KARAI as (I) Shlta o sasu yoo na kanjl ga suru ('Producing a sen¬
sation of pricking of the tongue') and(7y~^hIoke no ool ajl no
keiyoo. Shlokaral. Shoppal. ('Describing a taste containing much
saltT SaTtT"Salty.') (1956: 148)
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ono can go on to ask the natural question:

Donna karasa?

'What kind of pungency?'

and appropriate responses Include Shlokaral 'It's salt', Kareeko no

karasa 'The pungency of curry powder', Shooyu no karasa 'The pungency

of soy sauce', PIrltto shlte-Iru 'It's sharp', etc. KARAI appears to

be the only AJI I term for which It is natural to ask for further

specification In this way, I.e. only KARAI is recognized as subsuming

types in this fashion.

To return to intralingual analysis, we in fact find that different

food-substances do give rise to different response patterns for

SHIOKARAI and KARAI:

(824) Shooyu wa shlokarai? Unun, shiokaraku-nai. Shooyu wa
karai dake.

'is soy sauce salt?' 'No, it isn't. Soy sauce is Just
pungent.'

(855) Karee wa shlokarai? Unun, karoe wa karal.

'is curry salt?' 'No, curry Is pungent.'

(856) Shooga wa shiokarai? Shooga wa shiokaraku-nai. Shooga
wa karaI.

'Is ginger salt?' 'No, It isn't. Ginger is pungent.'

(857) Karashl wa shiokarai? Unun, karashi wa karai.

'Is mustard salt?' 'No, mustard is pungent.'

in response to the question X wa shiokarai? 'Is X salt?', (824), with

SHOOYU 'soy sauce' contains DAKE 'only, Just' In the reply, while

(855) - (857), with KAREE 'curry', SHOOGA 'ginger' and KARASHI

'mustard', do not. These patterns aro consistent, and attempts to

interchange them are rejected by the informant. The results indicate

that we are dealing with two different senses of KARAI: (B24), with

DAKE 'only, Just', contains KARAIj, the superordinate of SHIOKARAI
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'salt', while (855) - (B57), without DAKE, contain KARAI^. Moreover,
the extra lingual distinction referred to above seems clear In these

examples: curry, ginger and mustard, to which, we are assuming,

KARAI9 is applied, are all hot tastes; the denotation of KARAI(
additionally ranges over the taste of substances such as soy sauce

and (by virtue of Its status as superordinate to SHIOKARAI) of highly

salty Items.

We conclude, then, that the re-structuring proposed above Is

essentially correct, with KARAI having both a wider and a narrower

sense (and corresponding denotatlonal range). From this point on we

maintain the gloss 'pungent' for the more general KARAIj; for KARAI^,
'hot' seems an appropriate equivalent.

This new analysis necessitates a re-exam!nation, of the status of

PIRITTO 'sharp'. To repeat the examples considered thus far:

(B39) Shooyu wa plrltto shlte-iru? Unun, pirltto shlte-lnai.
Shooyu wa karal dake.

'Is soy sauce sharp?' 'No, It Isn't. Soy sauce Is
Just pungent.'

and

(B33) Karashlna wa karal? Un, chotto plritto shlte-Iru
ne.

'Is mustard-plant pungent?' 'Yes, It's somewhat sharp.'

wars Interpreted as Indicating a relationship of hyponymy between

KARA I (as superordinate) and PIRITTO 'sharp'. Given the analysis In

terms of KARAIj 'pungent' and KARAIr, 'hot', however, the question now
arises of how PIRITTO relates to each of these terms. It seems

reasonable to Interpret (B39) as containing KARAIj 'pungent', on the
basis of the Item SHOOYU 'soy sauce', and to conclude that PIRITTO is

a hyponym of that term, on the strength of the occurrence of DAKE

'just'. It remains, therefore, to test Its relationship to KARAI-,
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•hot'. If we construct questions containing hot food-substances,

as follows:

(B58) Karee wa piritto shite-Iru? PIrltto shIte-Iru dokoroka
karal.

'Far from being just sharp,
It's hot.'

Soo-ne, chotto taberu to ne.
AmmalT taberu to "karal.

'Is mustard sharp?' 'Well, It Is If you Just eat
a little. If you eat s lot,
It's hot.'

we find different response patterns. Replies with DAKE 'only, Just'

to (B58) and (B59) are rejected by the Informant, and the difference

appears to confirm that we are here dealing with KARAI^. The con¬
struction with DOKOROKA In (B53) has already been seen with SHOPPAI

'salty' and SHIOKARAI 'salt' (cf. (026)); It appears to Indicate a

scalar relationship between PIRITTO and KARA^, which Is indeed
supported by the response to (B59).

The semantic structure arrived at for KARAIj and Its associated
terms can now be represented as follows:

karai(
'pungent'

karai2
'hot'

/

shiokarai

pir tto 'salt'

'sharp'

KARA 11 'pungent' Is the superordtnate term of which KARA I 'hot',
PIRITTO 'sharp' and SHIOKARAI 'salt' are hyponyms. At the same time

PIRITTO and KARAU are related as lesser and extreme terms on the

scale of hotness. It is Important to note that the denotation of

the hyponyms do not exhaust the denotational range of KARAIj: certain

'Is curry sharp?'

(B59) Karashl wa plritto shtte-Iru?
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substances, notably soy sauce (SHOOYU), but also bean paste (MISO),

are described as KARAI^ without falling within the range of either
PIRITTO, KARAI9 or SHIOKARAI, the type of pungency Involved In such

cases being capable of specification, where necessary,by syntagmatic

means (SHOOYU NO KARASA 'the pungency of soy sauce', etc.). This

situation Is In fact analogous to that found with English colour

terms: hyponyms of RED such as SCARLET and CRIMSON do not exhause

Its range and certain shades remain to be characterlzed by expressions

such as JUST RED, LIGHT RED, etc.

The combinatorial matrix above must be enlarged at this point to

Include both senses of KARA!. The entries already present against

KARA! will be Interpreted, In the light of the discussion above, as

holding for KARAI^ (wtth which SHIOKARAI combines), and KARA I, will be
added as an extra term, with Identical entries to KARAI^ except that
It does not combine with Its hyponym SHIOKARAI. Needless to say,

KARA I| and KARA!^ do not combine. The relevant sections of the matrix
will thus be as follows:

KARAI| KARAI2 SHIOKARAI PIRITTO

KARAI,
'pungent' Wfr. X X X

KARAU
'hot'

X « k-te
s

X

SHIOKARAI
'salt'

X
s~te
k V//M, s-te

p s/k
PIRITTO
'sharp'

X X p s/k-te
s

As a whole, the matrix shows up Interesting dlfferances In Incompati¬

bility, applied In the restricted sense to terms that cannot simul¬

taneously be predicated of the same subject (cf. 7.4.2.1). Thus, In

this sense, SUPPAI 'sour' and AMAI 'sweet', and NIGAI 'bitter' and

HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter' are Incompatible In o way that SUPPAI

and KARA Ij 'pungent', and NIGAI and SHI8UI 'astringent' are not.
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Before examining these differences In greater detail, we consider

combinations Involving -Ml GA ARU terms.

The combinatorial possibilities can again be summarized In

matrix form, as set out on the following page.
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SUPPAI 'sour'

AMAZUPPAl 'sweet- sour'

AMAI 'sweet'
AMAKARAI 'sweet punoent'
KA8TT7 pungent'
kARAI2 'hot'

SHIOKARAI •salt'

PlRlTfO 'sharp'

SHOPPAi 'salty'

NIGAI 'bitter'
HORONIGAI 'pleasantly 'b!tter'
SHIBUI 'aslrln- oent'

SAMMIGAARU 'hasasour¬ ness(within
anon-sweet taste)'

Ht

X

X

a-te
sgaaru

k-te
sgaaru

k-te
sgaaru

s-te
sgaaru

ps/k-te sgaaru

s-te
sgaaru

n-te
sgaaru

h-te
sgaaru

s-te
sgaam

SUIMIGAARU 'hasasour¬ ness(within asweet taste)'

X

a-te
sgaaru

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

AMAMIGAARU 'hasa sweetness'

skedo
agaaru

X

m

X

kkedo
agaaru

kkedo
agaaru

skedo
agaaru

pstekodo agaaru
skedo

agsaru
nkedo

agaaru

h-te
agaaru

skedo
sgaaru

N1GAMiGAARJ 'hasa bitterness'
s-te

ngaaru
akiido

ngaaru
akedo

ngaaru

akedo
ngaaru

k-te
ngaaru

k-te
ngaaru

s-te
ngaaru

ps/k-te ngaaru

s-te
ngaaru

X

s-te

SHIEDMI GAARU 'hasan astringency'
s-te

sgaaru
akedo

sgaaru
akedo

sgaaru

akedo
sgaaru

k-te
sgaaru

k-te
sgaaru

s-te
sgaaru

ps/k-te sgaaru

s-te
sgaaru

n-te
sgaaru

h-te
sgaaru

fe

(TheconventionsaresimilartothoseIntheearliermatrix:Eachcellrepresentsthecombinationoftheordinaryterm andthe-HIOAARUterraatwhoseIntersectionItoccurs.-MlGAARUtermsdonotcombineamongthemselves,andthusare onlylistedonce.Inallcases-MlGAARUterrasoccursecondInthecombination.Thehatchedcellsoccuratthe IntersectionofanordinarytermandItsassociated-MlGAARUterm,andsuchcombinationsnaturallydonotoccur.)



The main patterns Illustrated In the matrix can be summarized as

follows:

(1) Both AND- and BUT-combI nations occur; I.e. the first term

appears In some cases in the conjunctive -te form, In other

cases followed by kedo 'but'.

(2) The natural order Is ordinary term ♦ -Ml GA ARU term.

(3) SAMMI GA ARU 'has a sourness (within a non-sweet taste)' and

SUIMI GA ARU 'has a sourness (within a sweet taste)' are

virtually complementary In their combinatory power: apart

from AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour', with which neither term combines,

SANMI GA ARU combines with all terms except AMAI 'sweet',

while SUIMI GA ARU combines only with AMAI.

(4) NIGAM I GA ARU 'has a bitterness' and SHI BUM I GA ARU 'has an

astrlngancy' are unrestricted In combinatory power except that

NIGAM I GA ARU and HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter' do not combine.

(5) AMAI 'sweet' and the two terms which do not enter Into bilateral

simple negation with it, AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour' and AMAKARAI

'sweet-pungent', feature In BUT-combI nation with NI GAMI GA ARU

'has a bitterness' and SHIEiUMI GA ARU 'has an astrlngency'.

(6) AMAMI GA ARU 'has a sweetness' does not combine with AMAZUPPAI

or AMAKARAI. With the exception of HORONIGAI 'pleasantly

bitter', all combinations Into which It enters are BUT-

comb I nations.

This matrix, again, brings to light Interesting differences:

not only are some combinations not permitted, but within those that

are permitted some terms are opposed (I.e. appear In BUT-combI nation)

In a way that others are not.

If we continue to define Incompatible terms as terms which

cannot simultaneously be predicated of the same subject, then, on
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the basis of the two matrices, we can set up the following Initial

groups of Incompatible terms:

Group S SUPPAI 'sour'/SAMMI GA ARU 'have a sourness

(within a non-sweet taste)'/SUIMI GA ARU

'have a sourness (within a sweet taste)'

Group A AMAI 'sweet'/AMAZUPPAl 'sweet-sour'/AMAKARAI

'sweet-pungent'/AMAMI GA ARU 'have a sweetness'

Group N NIGAI 'bitter'/HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter'/

NIGAMI GA ARU 'have a bitterness'

Group SH .... SHIBUI 'astringent'/SHI BUM I GA ARU 'have an

astrlngency'

In these groups, each term Is incompatible In the sense defined with

all other terms In the same group. We may set up a further group.

Group K, containing several incompatible pairs:

Group K KARAI| 'pungent'/KARAI2 'hot'
KARA I| 'pungent'/SHIOKARAI 'salt'

KARAI| 'pungent'/PIRITTO 'sharp'

KARAI2 'hot'/PIRITTO 'sharp'
SHIOKARAI 'salt'/SHOPPAl 'salty'

In the majority of the above cases, the relationship of Incompati¬

bility is a natural consequence of other paradigmatic relationships

that have been shown to obtain. Thus, ordinary terms and their

associated -Ml GA ARU terms are naturally Incompatible since the

latter denote essentially the same taste quality but as a subordinate

element In a complex taste: since a taste quality cannot be simul¬

taneously subordinate and non-subordinate, this accounts for the

Incompatibility of SUPPAI with 5AMM! GA ARU and SUIMI GA ARU, of

AMAI with AMAMI GA ARU, of NIGAI with NIGAMI GA ARU, and of SHIBUI
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with SHI BUM I GA ARU. In group K, the various Incompatible pairs

have been shown to oe related In terms of hyponymy and scalarlty, and

such terms are naturally Incompatible as a result.

As yet unaccounted for is the Incompatibility of the following

terms: AMAI/AMAZUPPAI/AMAKARAI, NIGAI/HORONIGAI, AMAZUPPAI/AMAM I GA

ARU, AMAKARA I/AMAMI GA ARU, HQRONIGAI/NIGAMI GA ARU. As far as the

ordinary, non-MI GA ARU terms, are concerned, we have seen that the

pairs AMAI/AMAZUPPAI, AMAI/AMAKARAI and NIGAI/HORONIGAI are alike in

that they do not enter Into bilateral simple negation, but have

qualified negation In one direction (in denials of AMAI and NIGAI,

respectively) and simple negation In the other (cf. (BI6-I7), (B20-2I),

(B22-23)). These response patterns were noted as being of probable

semantic relevance, but no further semantic specification has as yet

been given. The fact Is, however, that no alternative response

patterns suggestive of semantic relationships such as hyponymy or

scalarity, for example, are forthcoming for these terms: it appears

that they are Incompatible pairs, pure and simple. This being the

case, it has In fact turned out that the distinction between bllateral

simple negation, on the one hand, and qualified ♦ simple negation, on

the other, does not translate Into any precise difference of sense

relationships: for AMAI 'sweet' and KARA Ij 'pungent' are Incompatlble
terms, as we shall discuss further below, as are NIGAI 'bitter' and

HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter', but the former pair stand In bilateral

simple negation while the latter pair have qualified negation In one

direction. That the distinction Is not crlterlal for a difference

in sense relationships Is not, of course, to deny It any possible

semantic relevance: It Is intuitively clear that the pairs NIGAI/

HORONIGAI, AMAI/AMAZUPPAI and AMAI/AMAKARAI are, denotatlonally,
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closer In meaning than a pair such as AMAI and KARA!|, and the
presence of qualified negation can reasonably be seen as reflecting

the terms are to be analyzed as Incompatible pairs. The remaining

Incompatibilities, between the three terms AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour',

AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent' and AMAMI GA ARU 'have a sweetness', are

readily explained In view of the shared denotatlonal parameter of

sweetness.

Within the groups given, than, Incompatibility Is found either

as a natural consequence of other sense relationships, or on the

basis of some denotatlonal similarity. Superimposed on this type of

incompatibility within natural groupings, however, v/e find cases of

Incompatibility between groups. Since combination across groups

might be expected to be free, such restrictions clearly reflect a

significant aspect of the lexical structure of AJI I.

The general nature of the Inter-group restrictions can be

clearly seen In the following diagram. The letters stand for groups

of terms, as above; unbroken lines between groups represent free

combination, broken lines restricted combination.

(That -Ml GA ARU terms do not combine among themselves is taken for

granted in the diagram as a general restriction. SAMMI GA ARU and

There Is still a problem here In that It Is not Intuitively clear
that the denotation of AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour' Is 'closer' to that
of AMAI 'sweet' than to that of SUPPAI 'sour', although only
AMAI/AMAZUPPAI show qualified ♦ simple negation. The same applies
to AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent' vls-a-vls AMA! and KARA!( 'pungent'.

this fact.
11

As far as sense relationships are concerned, however
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SUIMI GA ARU 'have a sourness (within a non-sweet/sweet taste)' are

conflated as complementary variants.)

The diagram clearly shows that combination between groups Is every¬

where free except where group A Is Involved: for group A, there are

restrictions with all other groups. Group A terms thus stand out

within AJI I as having unique properties of Incompatibility vis-a-vis

the terms of other groups.

The Incompatibilities concerned can be stated by groups as

follows:

A ♦ S: AMAI 'sweet' ♦ SUPPAI 'sour'

AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour' ♦ SUPPAI 'sour'

AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour' ♦ SAW I GA ARU— SUIMI GA ARU

'have a sourness (within a non-sweet/sweet

taste)'

A ♦ K: AMAI 'sweet' ♦ KARAIj 'pungent', KARA12 'hot',
SHIOKARAI 'salt', PIRITTO 'sharp',

SHOPPAI 'salty'

AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour' + KARA I( 'pungent', KARAI7 'hot',
SHIOKARAI 'salt', PIRITTO 'sharp',

SHOPPAI 'salty'

AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent' ♦ KARAI| 'pungent',
KARAI2 'hot', SHIOKARA! 'salt',
SHOPPAI 'salty*

A ♦ N: AMAI 'sweet' + NIGAI 'bitter'

AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour' + NIGAI 'bitter'

AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent' ♦ NIGAI 'bitter'

A ♦ SH: AMAI 'sweet' ♦ SHIBUI 'astringent'

AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour' ♦ SHIBUI 'astringent'

AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent' ♦ SHIBUI 'astringent'
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These restrictions may be summarized by repeating that, with few

exceptions, AMAI, AMAZUPPA! and AMAKARAI do not combine v.»Ith other

non-MI GA ARJ AJI I terms. The exceptions are HORONIGAI 'pleasantly

bitter', with v/hlch all three terms combine, and the combinations of

AMAKARAI with SUPPAl 'sour' and PIRITTO 'sharp'. AMAI and

AMAZUPPA1 are thu3 particularly restricted, and It Is to bo noted

that HORONIGAI, theIr sola partner, Is typically modified by CHOTTO

'somewhat* and stands second In such combinations, suggesting that

oven here AMAI and AMAZUPPAI prefer a partner which Is subordinated
12

In some way. The morphologically hybrid terras AMAZUPPAI and

AMAKAPA! may perhaps be seen as functioning to lexical Ize complex

taste qualities which cannot be described by combinatorial means as

AMAI* SUPPAl and AMAI* KAR^, respectively.
Turning to combinations Involving -Ml GA ARU terms, combination

across groups here Is In general free, the only exception being that

AMAZUPPA I 'sweet-sour' does not combine with SAMMI GA ARLI -—' SU!MI GA
/sweet

ARU 'have a sourness (within a non-sweet/taste)'. This exception Is

easily explained on the basis of the shared denotation?! parameter

of sourness and, In fact, It has already been sho-wn that the com¬

bination AMAI ♦ SUIMI GA ARU Implies AMAZUPPAI. -Ml GA ARU terms,

however, Involve the new distinction between AND-comb I nation and

In connection with the opposition of AMAI 'sweet' and Its
associated terms to other ordinary AJI I terms, It Is Interest¬
ing to note that, In English too, SWEET seems to stand opposed
to other taste terms In that such pairs as SWEET/SOUR and SWEET/
8ITTER are felt as 'opposltes' more than, say, SOUR/BITTER. In
fact, In Japanese the major opposition In this sense Is felt
to be AMAI/KARAI: these two terms are typically listed as
opposltes in Japanese dictionaries of antonyms (e.g. Nakamura (ed.)
lists AMAI and KARA! as opposltes of each other, there being no
analogous entries for AMAI and SUPPAl (1965: 29, 124)), and, as
noted bolw, they function as true antonyms In certain extended
fields of mean!ng.

145



BUT-combI nation, which must be regarded as reflecting the semantic

characteristics of Individual lexical Items. The cases of BUT-

comb 1 nation are as follows:

AMAI 'sweet' ♦ NI GAM I GA ARU 'have a bitterness',

SHI BUM I GA ARU 'have an astrlngency'

AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour' ♦ NIGAM I GA ARU, SHI BUM I GA ARU

AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent' ♦ MlGAM I GA ARU, SHI BUM I GA ARU

AMAMI GA ARU 'have a sweetness' ♦ SUPPAI 'sour', KARAI( 'pungent',
KARAI2 'hot', PIR1TT0 'sharp',
SHIOKARAI 'salt', SHOPPAI 'salty',

NIGAI 'bitter', SHI8UI 'astringent'

Thus, In all cases of BUT-combtnation, a member of group A is

Involved. However, not all combinations Involving group A terms are

BUT-combI nations. The following are AND-combinations:

AMAI 'sweet' + SUIMI GA ARU 'have a sourness'

AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent' ♦ SAMMI GA ARU 'have a sourness'

AMAMI GA ARU 'have a sweetness' ♦ HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter'

Group A terms thus stand out again as being the only group which

enters Into two types of -Ml GA ARU combinations: where no group A

terms are Involved, AND-combin atlon holds throughout. In addition,

AMAI, of course, possesses the unique characteristic of combining

with SUIMI GA ARU rather than with SAMMI GA ARU 'have a sourness'.

Assuming that BUT-combI nation Indicates a certain semantic repulsion

between the terms concerned, we conclude that the majority of AJI I

terms are semantically 'opposed' to group A terms In a way that a

few (I.e. SUIMI GA ARU, SAMMI GA ARU and HORONIGAI) are not.

7.4.2.5 Affective value of AJI I terms

It Is natural to enquire whether the distinction between AND-

and BUT-combI nation can be found to correlate with any other semantic
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property of AJI I terms. One that suggests Itself Is the affective

value Intuitively associated with sane taste terms: some tastes

(notably 'sweet') are commonly regarded as Inherently pleasant, others

(such as 'bitter') as Inherently unpleasant. Can a linguistic basis

for assigning such values be found, which may cast some light on the

above facts of combination?

One method of establishing a linguistic basis for an affective

dimension of meaning Is In terms of combination with the lexical

Items OISHII 'palatable' and MAZUI 'unpalatable'. Such combinations

may occur In answer to questions of the type X wa olshlI? 'Is/are X

good?' (question-frame (C)), and different AJI I terms Indeed show

different patterns. Some examples of typical questlon-and-answer

pairs are the following:

(CI) Momo wa olshlI?

PEACH/therne/PALATABLE,
non-past?

'Are peaches good?'

(C2) Chokoreeto no burakku
wa olshiT?

'Is plain chocolate
good?'

(C3) Kobucha wa olshll?

Un, oishll — amakut© olshlI.
13

'Is kobucha good?'

YES/PALATABLE, non-past/SWEET,
conjunctIve/PALATABLE, non-past.

'Yes, they are — they're nice
and sweet.'

Un, horonigakute olshlI.'

'Yes, It's pleasantly bitter
and (thereby) tastes good.'

Un, chotto shoppal kedo olshlI.

YES/SOMEWHAT/SALTY, non-past/
BUT/PALATABLE, non-past.

'Yes, It's a bit salty but It's
good.'

In these examples, the constructions with the conjunctive
(X-te Y) have causal meaning 'Is X and (thereby) Is Y', In
contrast with the simple co-ordinatlve meaning seen In AND-
combI nations of AJI I terms. Here, the order descriptive
taste term ♦ evaluatory taste term Is strictly fixed.
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(C4> UmeboshI wa oishlI? Un, umebosh? wa suppal kodo
ofshTT.

'Are pickled plums good?' 'Yes, they're sour but they're
good.'

(C5) Madorasukaree wa olshll? Soo-rie, karal kedo oishl i.

'Is Madras curry good?'

(C6) Urn I no mlzu wa oishlI?

'Is sea-water good?'

(C7) Shlbugakl wa olsh11?

'Are shibugakl good?'

'Well, It's hot but, yes, It's
good.'

Unun, um? no mizu wa karakute
mazui.

'No, It's pungent and (thereby)
tastes bad.'

Shlbugak? wa mazui yo — snlbul
kara.

SHIBUGAKI/theme/UNPALATABLE,
non-past/amphatlc particle/
ASTRINGENT, non-past/SI ICE

•No, they taste bad — since
they're astringent.'

The patterns of combination In such responses can be divided Into

three types, as follows:

X-te oishlI 'is X and Is thereby palatable (cf. <CI),
(C2>)

(b) X kedo olsh11 'Is X but Is palatable' (cf. (C3) - (C5))

X-te mazui 'Is X and Is thereby unpalatable' (cf. (C6))

Alternative comtructions which occur, such as the causal construction

with KARA 'since' In (C7), are readily assimilated under one of these

three types, (c) In this case.

On this basis, AJ I I terms can be classified Into three groups:

Occur In (a) alone: AMAI 'sweet', AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour',

AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent', PIRITTO 'sharp',

HORON IGAI 'pleasantly bitter', AMAMi GA

ARU 'have a sweetness', SAWI GA ARU and

SUIMI GA ARU 'have a sourness (within a

non-sweet/sweet taste)'
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Occur In (c) alone: SHIOKARAI 'salt', NIGAI 'bitter',

SHI BUI 'astringent'

Occur In (b) and SUPPAI 'sour', KARAI 'pungent',
(c):

KARA 12 'hot', SHOPPAI 'salty', NIGAMI
GA ARU 'have a bitterness', SHI BUM I GA

14
ARU 'have an astrlngency'

For convenience, we may symbolize occurrence In these patterns as

follows: terms which occur In (a) alone are characterlzed as

♦OISHII, terms which occur In (c) alone are characterized as -OISHII,

and terms which occur In both (b) and (c) are characterized as

(-)OISHII. These linguistic facts appear to fit In well with every¬

day affective reactions to taste qualities: AMAI 'sweet' and NIGAI

'bitter', for Instance, which denote the two taste qualities most

commonly cited In connection with the pleasant/unpleasant dimension,

are clearly characterized as ♦OISHII and -OISHII, respectively.

Characterized as ♦OISHII, then, are all terms of group A, to¬

gether with HORONIGAI, PIRITTO and SAMMI GA ARU — SUIMI GA ARU. Now,

as we have seen, In combinations with group A terms Involving

-Mi GA ARU terms, HORONIGAI and SAMMI GA ARU—SUIMI GA ARU are the

only terms which enter Into AND-combtnation. There Is thus a close,

though not perfect, correlation between the two linguistic charac¬

teristics: in -Ml GA ARU combinations Involving terms from group A,

AND-combI nation Is possible only If the other member of the combina¬

tion shares the ♦OISHII characterlzation. This Is a necessary, not

14
It is Important to note that In these examples, as throughout
this study, we are operating at a generic, or 'normal', level:
I.e. In general, AMAI 'sweet' Is a pleasant taste. Clearly,
this does not prevent sweetness from being considered as an
undesirable attribute In specific cases where taste-norms are
Infringed: thus, in a specific sentence such as Kono b11ru wa
amakute mazul 'This beer Is sweet and (thereby) tastes badr^
AMAI TrTTact occurs In pattern (c).
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a sufficient, condition for AND-comblnation sine© PIRITTO 'sharp',

despite being ♦0ISH11, enters Into BUT-comblnation. We may summarize

this finding by saying that, alone among AJI 1 terms, the terms of

group A exhibit two degrees of tolerance toward other terms In

-Ml GA ARU combinations: terms from groups S and N, provided they

share the +01SHII characterization, are tolerated more readily than

other terms.

As for the 01 SHI I marking of AJI I terms as a whole, group A Is

unique In having the same characterization, ♦QISHII, for all Its

terms. The other groups all contain mixed terms. Within group K,

It Is Interesting to note that In both relationships of scalar!ty,+he

lesser term is less unpleasant than its extreme term; thus, PIRITTO

'sharp' Is ♦0ISHII while Its extreme term KARA^ 'hot' Is (-)OISHII,
and SH0PPAI 'salty' Is (-)OIS.HII while SHI0KARAI 'salt' Is -01SHI I.

Group N contains all three characterizations: H0R0NIGAI 'pleasantly

bitter' Is +01SHII, NIGAMI GA ARJ 'have a bitterness' Is (-)OISHII,

while NIGAI 'bitter' Is -0ISHII, and there are clear differences In

combinatory behaviour with group A terms. Apart from group A, where

all terms are +0ISHII, -Ml GA ARU terms are everywhere less unpleasant

than their associated ordinary terms.

7.4.2.6 Summary

The sense relationships established among the terms of AJI I may

be summarized as follows:

(a) Paradigmatic sense relationships:

Hyponymy: SHIOKARAI 'salt' ro KARA Ij 'pungent'
PIRITTO 'sharp' KARAi j 'pungent'
<KARAI2 'hot' -3 KARAIj 'pungent')1^

15
KARAI2 combines with SHIOKARA! and thus functions at a more speci¬
fic level than KARAI|. It Is naturally Impossible to provide an
Illustrative quest!on-and-answer pair for polysemous items of this
type.

150



Scalarl+y: SHOPPAI 'salty' ♦ SHIOKARAI 'salt'

PIRITTO 'sharp' ♦ KARA I„ 'hot'
16

Incompatibility :

AMAI 'sweet'/AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour'/

AMAKARAI 'sweat-pungent'

NIGAI 'bIttar'/HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter'

AMAMI GA ARU 'have a sweetness'/

SAMMI GA ARU 'have a sourness {within a non-

sweet taste)'/SUIMI GA ARU 'have a sourness

(within a sweet taste)'/NIGAMI GA ARU 'have

a bltterness'/SHIBUMI GA ARU 'have an astrln-

gency' (I.e. -Ml GA ARU terms constitute an

Incompatlble set.)

AMAI 'sweet'/AMAM I GA ARU \
I (-Ml GA ARU terms

SUPRAI 'sour'/SAMMI GA ARU j predicate the
( taste quality as

SUPPAl 'sour'/SUIMI GA ARU \ a subordinate
i element ('tinge')

NIGAI 'bltter'/NIGAMI GA ARU\ In a complex "
taste.)

SHI BUI 'astringent'/SHI BUM I /
GA ARU J

AMAMI GA ARU 'have a sweetness'/AMAZUPPAI

'sweet-sour', AMAKARA! 'sweet-pungent'

SAW I GA ARU 'have a sourness (within a non-

sweet taste)'/AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour'

NIGAM I GA ARU 'have a bitterness'/

HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter'

SUIMI GA ARU 'have a sourness (within a sweet

taste)/all terms except AMAI 'sweet'

As noted earlier. Incompatibility Is defined In terms of the
Impossibility of being predicated simultaneously of the same
subject.
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In addition, the following terms are Incompatible:

AMAI 'sweet'/SUPPAl 'sour', KARAIj
'pungent', KARAI2 'hot', SHIOKARAI 'salt*,
PIRITTO 'sharp', SHOPPAI 'salty', NIGAI

'bitter', SHI BUI 'astringent', SAMMI GA

ARU 'have a sourness (within a non-sweet

taste)'

AMAZUPPAI 'sweet-sour'/SUPPAI 'sour',

KARAIj 'pungent', KARAI2 'hot', SHIOKARAI
'salt', PIRITTO 'sharp', SHOPPAI 'salty',

NIGAI 'bitter*, SHIBUI 'astringent'

AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent'/KARAI( 'pungent',
KARAI2 'hot', SHIOKARAI 'salt*, SHOPPAI
•salty', NIGAI 'bitter', SHIBUI 'astringent*

Syntagmatlc sense relationships:

Syntagmatlc Implication: PIRITTO 'sharp' syntag-

matlcally Implies KARAI(
'pungent' In the construction

PIRITTO ♦ adjective.
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The lexical structure of AJI I can be partially diagrammed as

toI lows:
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: y Is a hyponym of x x y : x is a lesser degree of y

: x and y are incompatible
x and y are Incompatible,

: y being the 'tinge' term )
corresponding to x

Superimposed on the above partial structure Is a further set of

Incompatibilities centered on the three terms AMAI 'sweet', AMAZUPPAI

'sweet-sour' and AMAKARAI 'sweet-pungent'. This can be approximately

represented In terms of an additional broken line, as follows:
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In general, AMAI, AMAZUPPAI and AMAKARAI are incompatible with terms

lying above the line. (There are leaks: AMAKARAI comblees with

SUPPAI and PIRITTO. Below the line AMAZUPPAI Is Incompatible with

SUIMI GA ARU~ SAMMI GA ARU.)

The overall lexical structure of AJI I thus takes the form

essentially of a set of sets, rather than of a monolithic set typical

of colour terms.

153



7.5 The lexical system AJI II

AJ! II contains two terms, AKUPPOI 'harsh' and AKU GA ARU 'have

a harshness'.

7.5.1 Extralingual relationships'

Focal exemplars for both terms are burdock (GOBOO), aubergine

(NASU) and taro (SATOIMO).

7.5.2 Intrallngual relationships

The lexical structure of AJI II Is simply stated: AKLJPPOI

'harsh' and AKU GA ARU 'have a harshness' are synonyms, as defined

by bilateral Implication. Neither X wa akuppoi kedo aku ga nal

'X Is harsh but doesn't have a harshness' nor X wa aku ga aru kedo

akuppoku-nal 'X has a harshness but Isn't harsh' Is an acceptable

sentence.

In terms of combination with OISHII 'palatable'/MAZUI

'unpalatable', both Items are characterized as -OISHII.'^
7.6 The lexical system AJI III

AJI til contains five terms: KOOBASH11 'fragrant', DOROKUSA!

'muddy-flavoured', AOKUSAI 'grassy-fIavoured', HUSAMI GA ARU 'strong-

flavoured' and KAORI GA II 'aromatic'.

7.6.1 Extra lingua I relationships

AJI III terms are listed In the following chart together with

lexical Items denoting food-substances to which they are typically

applled.

That the terms are In fact regarded as denoting an Inherently
unpleasant taste Is reflected In the fact that the food-
substances concerned are subjected to a process known as
AKUDASHI 'removing harshness' (aku 'harshness' + dash 1, from
the verb DASU 'extract'), Involving prolonged soaking, before
being cooked.
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AJI III term Focal exemplars Taste norms

KOOBASHI1
'fragrant'

HOOJICHA 'roasted tea'

SEMBE1 'rf ce crackers'

DOROKUSA1
'muddy-flavoured'

KOI 'carp'

AOKUSAI

'greasy-f1avou red'
(URETE-INAt) TOMATO
'(unripe) tomatoes'
AYU 'sweetfish'

KLISAMI GA ARU
'strong-f1avoured'

MATON 'mutton'

KUSAYA 'dried mackerel'

WLIJIRA 'whale-meat'

SARAMISOCSEEJ1 'salami'

MUG1GOHAN 'bolled rice
mixed with barley'

CHIIZU 'cheese'

GAIMAI 'Imported rice'

KAORI GA II
'aromatl c'

KOOHII 'coffee'

MITSUBA 'trefoil*

MATSUTAKE 'matsutake'
(type of mushroom)

BANANA 'bananas'

NORI 'laver'

INDORINGO 'Indoringo'
(type of apple)
HOOJICHA 'roasted tea'

JASUMINTII 'jasmine tea'
GEMMA1CHA 'unhul led-rlco
tea'

Once again, the borderline between focal exemplars and taste norms Is

In some cases difficult to draw, but In general focal exemplars com¬

prise food-substances whose taste quality Is least susceptible to

varlat I on.

It will be noted that one item, roasted tea (HOGJICHA), Is cited

against both KOOBASHII 'fragrant' and KAORI GA II 'aromatic'; this

will bo accounted for In the course of the Intrallngua! analysis.

Also noticeable is the fact that, whereas KLISAMI GA ARU 'strong-

flavoured' and KAORI GA II 'aromatic' each are associated with a
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considerable number of typical substances, the remaining terms are

more restricted In this respect. This applies particularly to

DOROKUSAI 'muddy-flavoured' and AOKUSAI 'grassy-flavoured', for

which the substances given appear to exhaust the practical possi¬

bilities.

By contrast with the terms of AJI I, which range In denotation

over the extra lingua I parameters of gustation and the tongue-

sensations of pungency and astrlngency, AJI III terms appear to

relate to the olfactory parameter of taste, I.e. the qualities con¬

cerned are qualities perceived by the olfactory epithelium rather

than by receptors In the tongue and mouth. Morphologically, as we

have seen, all the terms Incorporate forms which are semantically

associated with the field of odour: Thus, dorokusal, aokusai and
18

kusami ga aru relate morphologically to kusal (KLISAI 'smelly') ;

koobash 11 can be analyzed as koo 'Incense, fragrance' ♦ -bash!I and

the term commonly occurs as a modifier of the noun NIOI 'smell'

(KOOBASH11 NIOI 'a fragrant smelI'). KAORI (In KAORI GA 11) Is a noun

meaning '(pleasant) smell, aroma', occurring In collocations such as

HANA NO KAORI 'the smell of flowers'.

7.6.2 Intrallngual relationships

The same approach to the analysis of sense relationships was

adopted as for AJI I terms: response patterns to type-(B) questions

were observed, and the results checked against the possibilities of

combination among the terms.

13
KUSAI 'smelly' can be predicated of food-substances (e.g. N!nnlku
wa kusal 'Garlic Is smelly') but, since such a sentence does not
constlTute an appropriate response to a type-(A) question (Nlnnlku
wa donna ajl ga suru? 'What kind of a taste does garlic have?*)~
the term Is clearly excluded from the field of AJI as defined.
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The lexical structure of AJI III proves to be much less complex

than that of AJI I. First, as the presence of HOOJICHA 'roasted tea'

as a typical example for both terms suggests, KA0R1 GA II 'aromatic'

and KOOBASHII 'fragrant' are related by hyponymy:

(B60) HooJIcha wa kaorl ga II? Un, koobashll ne.

ROASTED TEA/theme/AROMA/ YES/FRAGRANT, non-past/
subJect/GOOD, non-past? tag,

'Is roasted tea aromatic?' 'Yes, It's fragrant.'

(861) Indorlngo wa koobashll? Unun, koobashIku-nal. Kaorl ga
II kedo.

INDORINGO/theme/FRAGRANT, NO/FRAGRANT, neg., non-past/
non-past? AROMA/subJect/GOOD, non-past/BUT.

'Are Indorlngo (apples) 'No, they're not. They're
fragrant?' aromatic, though.'

The response patterns here Indicate that KOOBASHII 'fragrant'

functions as a hyponym of KAORI GA II 'aromatic'. According to the

Informant, KOOBASHII gives an Impression that the substance concerned

has been roasted; cf. the substances listed under taste norms, I.e.

roasted tea (HOOJICHA) and rice crackers (SEMBEI).

The other three terms, DOROKUSAI 'muddy-flavoured', AOKUSAI

'grassy-flavoured' and KUSAMI GA ARU 'strong-flavoured', are also

related In terms of hyponymy:

(B62) Kol wa kusaml ga aru? Kusaml ga aru yo. Dorokusal.

CARP/theme/SMELLI NESS/ SMELLINESS/subJect/BE PRESENT/
subject/BE PRESENT, emphatic parti cle/MUDDY-
non-past? FLAVOURED, non-past.

'Is carp strong-flavoured?' 'Indeed It Is. It's muddy-
flavoured. '

(863) Maton wa dorokusaI? Unun, dorokusaku-nal. Chotto
kusaml ga aru kedo.

'Is mutton muddy-flavoured?' 'No, It Isn't, It's somewhat
strong-fIavoured, though.'
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(064) Tomato wa kusaml 9a aru? Un, chotto aokusat ne.

'Are tomatoes strong-
flavoured?*

(865) Chllzu wa aokusal?

1 Is cheese grassy-
flavoured?'

'Yes, they're somewhat grassy-
ffavoured.'

Unun, aokusaku-nal kedo mono nl-
yotte kusamt ga aru no. Kaor't"
ga II mono mo aru kedo.

NO/GRASSY-FLAVOURED, neg., non-
pas t/BUT/ART ICLE/ACCOROING TO/
SMELL INESS/subJect/3E PRESENT/
tag/AROMA/subJect/GOOD, non-past/
ARTICLE/ALSO/EXIST, non-past/BUT.

'No, It's not but some cheese Is
strong-flavoured. Some cheese
Is aromatic as well, though.'

where DOF&KUSAI 'muddy-flavoured' and AOKJSAI 'grassy-flavoured'

function as co-hyponyras of KUSAMI GA ARU 'strong-flavoured'.

For other pairings of terms, bilateral simple negation Is found:

Unun, Indorlngo wa kaorl ga 11.*' Indortngo kusaml ga
aru?

'Are tndorlngo (apples)
strong-fIavou red?'

(B67) SaramlsooseeJI wa kaorl
MJUL?
•Is salami aromatic?'

'No, they're aromatic.

Unun, kaorl ga yoku-nal.
"Ku3aml ga aru. /

'No, It Isn't. It's strong-
flavoured.'

(068) HooJIcha wa kusaml ga aru? Unun, hoojlcha wa koobashll.

'No, It'3 fragrant.''Is roasted tea strong-
flavoured?'

(B69) Kol wa koobashll?

'Is carp fragrant?'

(870) Kol wa aokusal?

Unun, kol wa koobashlku-nal.
Kusaml ga aru.

'No, It Isn't. It's strong-
flavoured. '

Unun, dorokusal.

'Is carp grassy-flavoured?' 'No, It's muddy-flavoured.'

Ay" dorokusal?

•Is sweetfIsh muddy-
flavoured?'

Dorokussku-nsl. Ayu wa chotto
aokusai.

'No, It Isn't Sweetflsh Is
somewhat grassy-flavoured.'
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(872) Indorlngo wa aokusal?

' Aro Indorlngo (apples)
grassy-flavoured?1

(B73) Tomato wa kaorl ga 117

'Are tomatoes aromatic?'

Unun, aokusaku-nal. Tottemo
kaort ga ll.

'No, they're not. They're
very aromatic.'

Unun, kaorl ga yoku-nal. Chotto
aokusaI.

'No, they're not. They're
somewhat grassy-flavoured.'

Examples for the other pairings (DOROKUSAI and KAORI GA II, DOROKUSAI

and K008ASH11, AOKUSA1 and KDOBASHII) were In fact not elicited, the

tendency being to answer at the more general level of the superor-

dlnate term concerned. However, on the basis of the data presented,

It Is clear that the structure of AJI III Is as follows:

KUSAMI GA ARU

'strong- flavoured'

OOROKUSAI AOKUSA1

•muddy- 'grassy-
flavoured' flavoured'

KAORI GA II

'aromatic'

KGOBASHI I

'fragrant'

with horizontal layering representing hyponymy (hyponyms below

superordlnates), Terms In different boxes stand In bilateral simple

negation, as do the two co-hyponyms of KUSAMI GA ARU.

Further light Is thrown on the lexical structure of the system

when the possibilities of combination among the terms are considered.

In the familiar matrix form, these can bo represented as follows:
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KUSAMI
GA ARU

AOKUSAI D0R0KUSA1 KAORI
GA 1 1

KOOBASHII

KUSAMI GA ARU
'strong- f 1 avoured'm X X X X

AOKUSAI
'grassy-f1avoured'

X in e-te d
X X

OCROKUSAi
'muddy-flavoured

X d-te a m X X

KAORI GA II
'aromatic'

X X X X

K008ASH11

'fragrant1
X X X X iti

(Occurring combinations are written In, In abbreviated form; a cross

Indicates that the combination does not occur.) The possibilities

of combination among AJf III terms are thus highly restricted: only

DOfiGKUSAI and AOKUSAI, the co-hyponyms of KUSAMI GA ARU, are permitted

to combine. (Such a combination Is In fact unlikely to find applica¬

tion In the real world.) The absence of the combinations KUSAMI GA

ARU ♦ DORQKUSAI, KUSAMI GA Alii ♦ AOKUSAI, and KAORI GA 11 ♦ K00BASH11

Is to be expected from our analysis so far, since the terms of each

pair are related In terms of hyponyrny. However, the absence of

eombination between the group consisting of KUSAMI GA ARU and Its

hyponyms, on the one hand, and the group consisting of KAORI GA II

and Its hyponym, on the other, cannot be explained In such terms:

these terms are simply Incompatible, and the diagram of the structure

of AJI ill can be re-drawn, as follows:
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KUSAMI GA ARJ
*strong-fIavoured'

KAORI GA II

'aromatic'

DOROKUSA1

'muddy-
fIovoured'

AOKUSAI

'grassy-
flavoured'

KDGEASH11

'fragrant*

AJI III farms thus constitute a single set, related In terms of

hyponymy (horizontal layering) and Incompatibility (double vertical

I Ins).

Consideration of combinations of AJI III terms with the terms

OISHII 'palatable'/MAZUI 'unpalatable', using quest Ion-frame (C),

shows a clear correlation between incompatlbii5ty and OiSHiI-polarity.

In terms of the symbol Izatlon Introduced In 7.4.2.5, AJI III terms can

be characterized as follows;

KUSAMI GA AF?J )
DQROKUSAI ( -OISHII

AOKUSAt )

KAORI GA II )
KOOBASHII \ ♦OISHII

AJI III differs from AJI I, then, In two ways; (a) All terms of

AJI III ore either ♦OISHII or -OISHII; that Is to say, the effective

character!zatlon Is clearly polarized, with no 'Intermediate' cases

of (-)OISHII. (b) There Is a perfect correlation between OISHII-

characterlzatlon and Incompatibility, unlike the case of AJI I, where

OISHI I-character! zatlon only correlated with I nc<xnpatlbl 11 ty In the

case of certain terms (I.e. group A) and, even there, In an Imperfect

manner. Unlike AJI I, AJI ill thus consists of a single set of

terms split Into two Incompatible sets, the division correlating with

a clear opposition of affective value.
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The sense raIatlonships established for AJI ill tanas can be

summarized as follows:

Hyponymys DOHOKUSAI 'muddy-flavoured' => KUSAMI GA ARU 'strong-
flavoured 1

AOKUSAI 'grassy-flavoured' sa WJSAMI GA ARU 'strong-
flavoured'

KOO0ASH!1 'fragrant' => KAORI GA II 'aromatic'

Incompatlb!IIty: KUSAMI GA ARJ 'strong-flavoured'/KAORI GA II
'aromatic'

The remaining cases of Incompa+lbllIty follow from these relationships.

7.7 AJJ: The overalI field

Having discussed the lexical structure of the systems AJi I,

AJ i H and AJI 111, we return at this point to the overall field and

consider briefly how the systems Inter-relate within It.

Clearly, the term AJI 'taste' functions as a head term for the

whole field insofar as the members of AJI I, II and ill occur as

appropriate responses to the Initial questIon-frame X wa donna aJI ga

suru? 'What kind of a taste has X?'. It is precisely In view of

this fact that we have referred to the whole field as the lexical

field of AJI. However, there Is evidence that the term AJI also

functions, In certain contexts. In a more specific sense in which it

relates to AJI I and AJI II but excludes AJI III.

Firstly, AJI 'taste' and KAORI 'arcraa' are explicitly contrasted

In an (attested) example such as the following:

Kono rlngo wa ajl mo 11 shl kaorl mo iI ne.

THIS/APPLE/theme/TASTE/ALSO/GOOD, non-past/AND/ARGMA/ALSO/

GOOD, non-past/tag.

'These apples have both a good taste (AJI) and a good aroma

(KAORI), haven't they?'
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where the inference from ajI (9a) H 'the taste is good' is that the

apples exhibit the expected degree of sweetness or sourness (I.e.

AJI I) for the type of apple concerned. Similarly, the most likely

Inference from:

Kono gureepufuruutsu wa ajl ga warul

THIS/GRAPEFRUlT/therae/TASTE/subject/BAD, non-past.

'This grapefruit has a bad taste (AJI).'

Is that the grapefruit has a bitterness (I.e. nlgaml ga aru, again

an AJI I term). In the expressions AJI GA II 'the taste Is good'

and AJI GA WARUI 'the taste Is bad' (typically used In specific

sentences such as those exemplified), the term AJI thus appears to

stand opposed to KAORI and, consequently, to relate to the systems

AJI I and II to the exclusion of AJI III. In the following

utterance, also produced by the Informant, the same contrast Is made

explIclts

HinJIn o ninjln-tarashlmeru no wa nlnjln no kaorl
shlka rial ne — shlta ni kuru ajI tte nai.

CARROT/object/CAUSE TO BE A CARROT, non-past/nomIna11zer/
theme/CARROT/OF/AROMA/EXCEPT FOR/EXIST, negative, non-past/
tag/TONGUE/TO/COME, non-past/TASTE/theme/EXI ST, neg., non-past.

'What makes a carrot a carrot Is Just Its aroma, Isn't It?
— carrots have no taste that strikes the tongue.'

Here the contrast is made between KAORI 'aroma' and SHITA NI KURU AJI

'a taste (AJI) which strikes the tongue'. AJI, then, In contexts

where It excludes KAORI, can be glossed as 'tongue-taste', covering

the parameters of gustation, pungency, astrlngency and harshness, but

excluding olfaction.

Another such context is found with expressions used In connection

with the seasoning and flavouring of food. The expressions are

AJI 0 TSUKERU 'add taste (AJI), season' and KAORI 0 TSUKERU 'add aroma

163



(KAORI)', and their use with particular substances relates clearly

to the system to which the taste quality concerned belongs. Thus,

with substances such as soy sauce (SHOOYU) and mlrln (MIRIN: a sweet

kind of sake), whose associated taste qualities, pungent (KARAI() and
sweet (AMAI), fall within the range of AJI I, AJI 0 TSUKERU Is used:

SHOOYU DE AJI 0 TSUKERU 'season with soy sauce*, MIRIN DE AJI 0

TSUKERU 'season with mlrln*. On the other hand, with herbs such as

MITSUBA 'trefoil', which Is characterized as KAORI GA II 'aromatic'

(AJ I III), we find MITSUBA DE KAORI 0 TSUKERU 'flavour with trefoil'.

This evidence thus suggests an organization of the following

kind, with the term AJI functioning at different levels of generality
19

In different contexts:

AJI 'flavour'

(cf. X wa donna ajl ga suru?)

AJ1 'tongue-tas te' KAORI 'aroma'

(cf, ajl ga il/warui, ajl o tsukeru)

AJI 1, AJI II AJI III

7.8 Extended meanings

In this section we consider extended meanings of AJI terms,

that Is to say usages of AJI terms In which semantic relationships

present In the basic systems undergo change. The basic meanings of

AJI terms as discussed up to this point may be summarized as follows:

(I) They co11ocate wIth lexical Items denoting food-substances;

19
In this respect, AJI can be compared to English TASTE, with
Its broader (everyday) and narrower (scientific) usages, and
a I so to Eng11sh COLOUR, whIch In some contexts Is taken to
exclude BLACK and WHITE.
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(2) They fall Into three systems, the terms of each system exhibiting

the extra lingua I and Intra linguaI semantic relationships established

In the analysis; (3) They possess an affective value In that they

combine In different ways with the evaluatory taste terms 01 SHI I

'palatable' and MAZUI 'unpalatable'. Cases of extended meaning can

be considered In terms of how the semantic relationships which

obtain there differ from this basic pattern.

Naturally, the greater the degree to which basic semantic

relationships are recognizably preserved, the more justification

there Is for treating cases as Instances of extended meaning, rather

than as Instances of semantically unrelated homonymy. Perhaps the

clearest case of extended meaning arises where the paradigmatic sense

relationships established within the basic systems are preserved

more or less Intact In extended spheres of application. Lehrer dis¬

cusses English temperature adjectives from this viewpoint (1974:

110-2), and such cases reflect the linguistic fnHlty of the basic

system In a particularly clear way.

In comparison with such clear cases, the pattern found with AJI

terms Is sporadic. Rather than whole systems being transferred

wholesale to an extended area, we find that certain pairs of terms,

as well as certain single terms, may be said to have extended mean¬

ings In that some of the basic relationships are maintained, but that

many usages of Isolated terms can only be considered as semantically

unrelated.

Perhaps the clearest case of extension Is provided by the pair

AHA I 'sweet' and KARAI 'pungent', which have been shown to function

as Incompatible terms within AJI I. The semantic opposition

between AMAI and KARAI Is maintained In several usages outside the
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field of AJI as such; In some cases the relationship Involved is

simple Incompatibility, In others antonymy.

Incompatibility obtains In two pairs of commonly-occurring

derived nouns. The first pair, AMAKUCHI (ama- 'sweet' ♦ kuchi 'mouth'),

and KARAKLiCHI (kara- 'pungent' ♦ kuchl 'mouth'), are typically applied

to types of sake or wine and correspond to English 'sweet' and 'dry',

respectively. Denotations 11y, the distinction here Is between sweet¬

ness (AMAKUCHI) and non-sweetness (KARAWJCHI), rather than between

sweetness and pungency as In the basic field. Indeed, In terms of

taste quality at a general level, dry wine (KARAKUCHI NO BUDOOSHU) will

often be characterized as astringent (SHI8UI) rather than as pungent

(KARA I). The second pair, AMATOO (ama- 'sweet' ♦ too 'group') and

KARATOQ (kara- 'pungent' ♦ too 'group'), may be glossed as 'a person

who prefers sweet things'and 'a person who enjoys alcohol', respec¬

tively, these being regarded as exclusive categories into which

individuals can be grouped by virtue of their dietary preferences.

Once again, the extrallngual opposition appears to be one of sweet¬

ness vs. non-sweetness, rather than of sweetness vs. pungency.

In cases where AMAI and KARAI function as antonyms, AMAI Is

suitably glossed as 'mild', the gloss for KARAI varying according to

the precise context. The following are Illustrative examples:

(1) Kono karee wa sono karee yori karaI.

THIS/CURRY/theme/THAT/CURRY/THAN/HOT, non-past.

'This curry Is hotter than that.'

(2) Sono karee wa kono karee yorl amaI.

'That curry Is milder than this.'

(3) Kono karee wa ryoohootomo karaI kedo kotchl no hoo ga mada
ama I.

THIS/CURRY/theme/BOTH/HOT, non-past/BUT/THIS/OF/
ALTERNATIVE/subject/STILL/MILD, non-past.
'Both these curries are hot, but, of the two, this Is still

mlIder.'
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(I) and (2) each imply the other, and (3) is an acceptable sentence,

indicating that AMAI and KARAI here function as 'true' antonyms,

being Inherently graded with respect to a relative norm. (Cf. the

discussion in 6.4) Here the English equivalent for KARA! Is 'hot',

which is also one of Its glosses in the basic system. However, the

distinction is clear: whereas In the basic system the incompatible

terms AMAI 'sweet' and KARAI 'pungent, hot' denote general taste

qualities, here the antonymous pair AMAI 'mild' and KARAI 'hot' serve

to piaco a given substance relative to the dimension of hotness.

Thus, the appropriate question here Is Sono karee wa dono gural karai?

'Hew hot is that curry?' (with KARAI as the unmarked term serving to

indicate the dimension), not Karee wa donna aji ga suru? 'What kind

of a taste does curry hove?'. Clearly, ail curry is KARAI 'pungent,

hot' as far as taste quality is concerned, but a given curry may

still be specified as AMAI 'mild' relative to the mild-hot dimension.

AMAI and KARAI also function as antonyms in collocation with

food-substances on the dimension mild-salty. (KARAI 'pungent', of

course, ranges over saltness as a taste quality by virtue of its

hyponyray with SHIOKARAI 'salt' in the basic system.) In this case

the expression SHIO GA AMAI (SALT/subject/MILD, non-past) tends to

replace AMA! alone, as in the following example:

(4) Korio suupu wa ship ga amai.

THIS/SOUP/theme/SALT/subject/MiLD, non-past.

'This soup is (too) lightly salted.'

The derived noun AMAJIO (arna- 'mild' ♦ shio 'salt') occurs in

expressions such as AMAJIO NO SHAKE ('lightly salted salmon', a

popular Japanese dish).

The antonymy of AMAI and KARAI extends to contexts other than

that of food-substances, notably In the following usages:
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(5) Ano sensel wa kono sensel yorl ten ga karat.

THAT/TEACHER/them®/THIS/TEACHER/THAN/MARK/subJect/SEVERE,
non-past.

•That teacher marks more strictly than this teacher.1

<6) Kono sensel wa ano sensel yorl tan ga ama I.

•This teacher marks more leniently than that teacher.*

(7) Kono sensel wa futarltomo ten ga kara? kedo kotchl no hoo
ga made amalT

'Both these teachers mark strictly, but, of the two, this
teacher still marks more leniently.'

Here the normal expressions are TEN GA AMAI 'marks are mild, lenient1

and TEN SA KARAI 'marks are severe, strict', although AMAI and KARAI

may occur along where the context Is clear. TEN Is a noun, 'mark',

and fhe expressions are typically applied to teachers, judging panels,

©tc.

The antonymous uses of AMAI and KARAI can be summarized as

follows:

Sphere of application Dimension

j
Food-substances Hotness

<AMAI/KARAI)

If If Sa1tness
(SHIO GA AMAi/KARAI)

Persons (as markers) C+rf r+nocte

(TEN GA ARIA 1 /TEN GA KARAI)

In all cases AMAI Is located st the 'mild' end of the dimension.

With the dimensions of hotness and saltness, there Is clearly a

denotatlonal similarity with the basic system In the case of KARAI,

since the dimensions relate to tast© qualities subsumed by the term

AJI Ij this Is equally clearly not the cose with AMAI, which
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indicates the non-KARAI end of the dimensions rather than any

presence of sweetness.

In addition to cases such as the above where semantic opposition

with an AJI term, namely KARA I, is preserved, AMAl itself occurs in a

variety of other usages, the majority of which Involve a high degree

of collocational restriction. Although semantic extension is diffi¬

cult to demonstrate insofar as all association with other AJI terms

is lost, many of these usages can he seen as relating extra!ingually

to the use of AMAI in TEN GA AMAi, where the dimension involved is

that of strictness.

Firstly, AMAt is used In the sense of 'lenient' predicated of

such nouns as SHITSUKE 'discipline, upbringing' and of nouns denoting

persons who are the source of such discipline such as OYA 'parent',

SENSE! 'teacher'. In this genera! sense (as opposed to the more

specific 'lenient In marking'), the antonym of AMAI is not KARAI but

KISISHI! 'strict'.^ Though the opposition with KARA! no longer

holds, there is clearly an extralingua! similarity between the use

of AW I here and Its use In TEN GA AMAI In relation to strictness of

marking. KI9ISHII is also a possible antonym of AMAI In the

expression KEIBI GA AMAI (GUARDINO/subJect/LAX, non-past) 'lightly

guarded or protected', applied to buildings and the like, although

KATAI 'hard (vs. soft), tight (vs. loose)' Is also commonly used

here. KATA! Is also the antonym of AMA! In the expression SEN GA

AMAI (CORK/subject/LOOSE, non-past) 'the cork (of a bottle, etc.)

Is loose', so that we find a chain of antonyms as follows:

20
With the noun SENSEI 'teacher', the following collocations are
thus possible: (TEN GA) AMA! SENSEI 'a teacher who marks
leniently', (TEN GA) KARAI SENSEI ' a teacher who marks strictly',
AMAI SENSEI 'a lenient teacher (In general)', KIBISHII SENSEI 'a
strict teacher (In general)'. Since TEN GA may be omitted where
the context Is clear, AMAI SENSEI on Its own Is strictly ambiguous.
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Expressions Dimension Antonyms

TEN GA AMA1 Strictness of
marking

KARAI

shitsuke] r. .....

OYA ) GA AMAI
Strictness of
disci piIne

KIBISHI1

keibi GA AMAI Strictness of
protection

KIBISHIl/KATAI

sen GA AMAI Tightness of
closure

KATAI

Other usages of AMAI outside the basic field are even less

obviously related and appear to be best regarded as cases of homonymy.

These Include the expression HA GA AMAI (BLADE/subJact/8LUNT, non-

past) 'the blade (of a knife, etc.) Is blunt*, as in Kono nalfu wa ha

ga amal (THIS/KNIFE/theme/BLADE/subject/BLUNT, non-past) 'This knife is

blunt', where common alternatives are .Kono nalfu wa yoke klrenal 'This

knife doesn't cut well' and Kono nalfu wa nlbul 'This knJfe Is blunt'.

Another collocation Is with the nouns KANGAE 'thinking' or KANGAEKATA

'way of thinking': KANGAE GA AMAI, applied to persons, can be glossed

'have an overly-opttmlstic view, be Insufficiently realistic in one's

thinking', and AMAI here contrasts with such terms as SHINCHOO

'prudent, circumspect'. To accuse someone of being KANGAE GA AMAI Is

to criticize him, so that this usage of AMAI contrasts clearly with

Its status as a 'pleasant' taste term in the basic field. Indeed,

from the viewpoint of English, it Is noticeable that In all the

extended usages of AMAI there are no clearly favourable examples

comparable to English SWEET CHILD, SWEET TEMPERAMENT, etc.

NIGAI 'bitter' has been noted as denoting what is commonly

regarded as the unpleasant taste par excellence, and this aspect of
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Its basic moaning Is clearly preserved In other usages. Thus,

NI8AI KEIKEN (BITTER, non-past/EXPERIENCE) compares with the corres¬

ponding English 'bitter experience': close to NIGAI In this usage Is

the adjective TSURAI 'trying, painful', which has a much wider range

of application. NIGAI, of course, has been shown to collocate with

MAZUI 'unpalatable' in response to type-(C) questions (hence its

-OISHII characterization), and there are Interesting parallels between

the two terms In extended usages. Firstly, there is a derived nominal

adjective NIGATE (nIga- ♦ te 'hand'), which may be glossed 'unskilful'.

As noted in 6.5, UMAI 'palatable' and MAZUI 'unpalatable' also function

as antonyms outside the field of taste with the meanings 'skilful' and

'unskilful', respectively, and there is an imp Ideational link between

sentences of the following kind:

(8) Boku wa aigo ga nlgate da.

I/theme/ENGLISH LANGUAGE/subject/UNSKILFUL/copula, non-past.

'I am poor at English.'
and

(9) Boku no el go wa raazul.

I/OF/ENGLISH LANGUAGE/theme/UNSKILFUl, non-past.

'My English Is poor.'

Secondly, both MAZUI and NIGAI collocate with the noun KAO 'face' In

the expressions MAZUI KAO 0 SURU (UNPALATABLE, non-past/FACE/obJect/

MAKE, non-past) 'make a disapproving face' and NIGAI KAO 0 SURU 'make

a displeased face'. There Is also a similar expression with SHIBUI

'astringent' (another -01 SHI I term): SHIBUI KAO 0 SURU. All three

are used to Indicate a reaction to something that Is experienced as

unpleasant. HORONIGAI 'pleasantly bitter' also occurs outside the

basic field In collocations such as HORONIGAI JINSEI (PLEASANTLY

BITTER, non-past/LIFE), which dictionaries gloss as 'a bitter, but
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pleasant 11f© *: It may be compared here to the English term BITTER¬

SWEET, whose use now seems to be restricted to 'extended* contexts of

this kind. The basic affective difference between HORONIGA! (♦OISHII)

and NIGAI (—01 SHI I) Is clearly preserved In such usages.

Like NIGAI 'bitter', 5HIBUI 'astringent' denotes a basically

unpleasant taste quality. Apart from the expression SHIBUI KAO 0 SURU,

mentioned above, however. Its usages outside the field of taste are

as a term with generally favourable overtones. Since this Is so, and

since no semantic relationships with other AJ I terms obtain in such

cases, It seems clear that semantically unrelated homonymy Is involved.

First and foremost, SHIBUI Is used as a term of aesthetic approval,

where It may be suitably glossed as 'tasteful'. In this sense it is

a key term In Japanese aesthetics, contrasting with terms such as HADE

'gaudy, loud' and denoting a restrained but robustquaiIty that is

typical of much of Japanese artistic tradition. Its collocational

range In this usage is wide; typical examples would be nouns such as

IRO 'colour', GARA 'pattern', 8UNSH00 'writing, written style', K0£

'voice', and the noun KQNOMI 'taste (aesthetic, etc.)' itself. In

such usages, SHIBUI Is regarded by Japanese as being a highly culture-

bound term. (Cf. Kawaklta, 1960-1, for an interesting discussion of

the term written In English by a non-11ngulst.)

Of AJI I terms, the items considered above appear to be the only

ones that are commonly extended outside the basic field of taste; as

we have seen, some usages amongst them are perhaps best regarded as

semantically unrelated. The list Is thus: AMAI 'sweet', KARAI

'pungent', NIGAI 'bitter', HORONIGA! 'pleasantly bitter', and SHIBUI

'astringent'. Interestingly, SUPPAI, unlike Its English counterpart

'sour'. Is not used outside the basic field.
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The AJ! II terms, AKJPPOI 'harsh' and AKU GA ARU 'have a harsh¬

ness', are not used in extended meanings. Neither are AJi ill terms,

with the exception of KUSAMI GA ARU 'strong-flavoured'. This term

Is applied to persons In collocations such as KUSAMI GA ARU HITO

(SMELLINESS/subJoct/BE PRESENT, non-past/PERSON)''an affected person*,

where Its pejorative force Is preserved; In this sense Its opposite

Is not KA0R1 GA II 'aromatic', as In the basic field, but simply the

negative KUSAMI GA NAI (SMELLINESS/subJect/BE PRESENT, negative, non-

past) .

What of the term AJI 'taste' Itself? Unlike TASTE In English,

AJI Is not used In the sense of a person's aesthetic preferences

(recall that 'tasteful' was a gloss for SHIBUI as an aesthetic term),

where Japanese employs a different term, KDNOMI. It is used In

extended meanings, however, where there Is often an Interesting

parallel between it and English terms such as FLAVOUR or SPICE.

Sane typical examples are: AJI GA ARU HANASHI (TASTE/subJect/BE

PRESENT, non-past/TALK) 'a story with spice, or Interest', AJI GA

NA! E (TASTE/subJect/8E PRESENT, negative, non-past/PICTURE) 'an

insipid, or lifeless painting', NIHON NO ONGAKU NO AJI (JAPAN/OF/

MUSIC/OF/TASTE) 'the spirit, or flavour, of Japanese music'.
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CHAPTER 8

TASTE TERMS AND COLOUR TERMS IN JAPANESE:
A GRAMMATICAL DISTINCTION

It has bean noted by several linguists that certain lexemes

(mainly adjectives) In Japanese can b© viewed as having a dual

semantic function, the first to denote objective attributes of an

entity, the second to denote the subjective emotions of an experlen-

cer towards that entity. Kuno (1973: 93) gives as an example the

follow!ng:

(I) Kono Inu wa kowal

THIS/DOG/theme/FRIGHTENING, non-past.

He notes that this sentence Is ambiguous In that It can be Inter-

prated as 'This dog Is frightening'1, with the adjective describing

an abjective attribute of the dog, or as 'I am afraid of this dog',

with the adjective describing the subjective feeling of the speaker

(understood) toward the dog.

An alternative Interpretation might be to say that certain

lexemes of the language (of which KOWAI 'frightening' Is one) are

Inherently experlancer-dependent: they denote attributes which are

Inherently bound up with the subjective reactions of an experlencer,

normally human. Seen from this viewpoint, the 'ambiguity' of (I)

might be said to reside In the distinction between an utterance of

the sentence intended as a general statement (I.e. 'People find this

dog frightening'), and an utterance of It as a direct expression of

the speaker's personal reaction to the dog (I.e. *1 find this dog

frightening'). According to this view, the 'ambiguity* Is thus a

1
Kuno actually has 'fearful', not 'frightening', here. This Is
clearly a lapse, since 'This dog Is fearful' requires Kono Inu
wa kcwagatte-Iru In Japanese. Cf. our ensuing discussion.
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matter of who Is represented as the experlencer In a given utterance,

and does not reside In the lexical Item KOWAI Itself, which remains

an exper!oncer-dependent expression throughout and Is reasonably

glossed as '(someone) finds frightening'.

Further examples of experlencer-dependent lexemes can be seen

In the following:

(2a) Hokkaldoo wa samul.

HOKKAIDO/theme/COLD, non-past.

'Hokkaido Is cold.'

(2b) Samul. Atatakal mono o nomoo.

COLD, non-past/WARM, non-past/THING/obJect/DRINK,
cohortatlve.

'I'm cold. Let's have something warm to drink.'

(3a) Kakubutsurlgaku wa muzukashll.

NUCLEAR PHYSICS/tbeme/DIFFICULT, non-past.

'Nuclear physics Is difficult.'

(3b) GakuselJIdal ammarl benkyoo-shInakatta kara I ma demo

el go wa muzukashll.

STUDENT DAYS/(NOT) MUCH/STUDY, neg., past/BECAUSE/NOW/

EVEN/ENGLISH LANGUAGE/theme/DIFFICULT, non-past.

'Because I didn't study much In my student days, I still

find English difficult.'

(2a) and (3a) can be viewed as making general statements: 'People

find Hokkaido cold' and 'People find nuclear physics difficult'.

(2b) and (3b) are Intended as statements of the personal reactions

of the speaker. Like KOWAI 'frightening', then, SAMUI 'cold' (as a

bodily sensation) and MUZUKASHII 'difficult' are experlencer-dependent

lexemes In Japanese.
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Experf©near-dependent lexemes In Japanese have several gramma¬

tical characteristics. In general, such expressions cannot be used

as they stand with a definite third-person axperlencer:

(4a) (Boku wa) samui.

l/themo/COLD, non-past.

' I fee I co I d.1

<4b) (Anata wa) samul?

YOU/thame/COLO, non-past?

'Do you feel cold?'

(4c) *Ano hi to wa samul.

THAT/PERSON/theme/COLD, non-past.

'He fee Is coId.'

Although He feels cold Is acceptable In English (uttered as a report

of an utterance f am cold, for example), (4c) Is unacceptable In

Japanese. In Its place, recourse must be had to reported speech

(e.g. Ano hlto wa samul to yutte-Iru 'He says h© feels cold'), to

evidential constructions, of which Japanese has an abundance, (e.g.

Ano hlto wa samul mltal da 'It seems he's cold'; Ano hi to wa

samusoo da 'He Iooks coId'; Ano hi to wa samul rash 11 'Appa rent Iy

he's cold') or to a construction Involving a verb morphologically

derived from the adjective SAMUI (Ano hlto wa samugatte-1ru 'Ha Is

showing sighs of balng cold'). This last-mantloned derivational

pattern Is a particularly clear marker of the class, and can be

represented by the following rule:

Adjective stom * -I Adjective stem ♦ -garu

(e.g. samul ♦ samugaru)

Nominal adjective Nominal adjective ♦ -garu

(a.g. fush I gl ♦ fushiglgaru)
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-GARU verbs can be glossed as 'show signs of feeling or finding ...

(by words, actions, etc.)'. Thus SAMUGARL) Is 'show signs of finding

It cold, show signs of feeling cold'. According to Kuno (1973: 84)

'It (~garu) changes verbals of Internal feeling Into those of outward

manifestation of Internal feeling'. Thus we cannot say (4c), but

we can say:

(4d) Ano hi to wa samugatte-Iru.

THAT/PERSON/theme/SHOW SIGNS OF FEELING COLD, continuous,

non-past.

'(He Is showing signs that) he feels cold.'

The justification for this restriction Is clear enough: The

lexeme SAHUI 'cold' Is experlencer—dapendent; now It Is logically

possible to make statements expressing our cwn subjective experiences

(4a), and to question a person concerning his (4b), but In the case

of a third-person experlencer we can only report on the external

manifestations or evidence of such experiences. Unlike English,

where we can say He feels cold as a report of an utterance I feel

cold, Japanese requires a formal distinction here. Hence there Is a

clear contrast between:

(I) Kono Inu wa kowal.

'This dog Is frightening.' (Lit. 'As for this dog,

(someone) finds It frightening.')

which cannot be referring to the subjective feelings of the dog, and:

(5) Kono Inu wa kowagatte-lru.

'This dog Is frightened.' (Lit. 'As for this dog, It Is

showing signs that It finds (something) frightening.')

which refers to the axternal manifestations of those feelings

(cf. note I above).
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Below we set out a list of typical Japanese expressions which

have -garu correlates. All are ordinary adjectives except those

marked n.a., which are nominal adjectives.

1-fOSH11 'find desirable, want'

All deslderatlve adjectives derived from verbs: e.g. IKITAI

'want to go' from IKU 'go'

URAYAMASHI I

KUYASH11

OSHII

ZANNEN (n.a.)

IYA (n.a.)

KANASHII

MOTTAINAI

URESHII

ARIGATAI

l iARADATASH I I

TAIHEN (n.a.)

MENDOOKUSAI

MUZUKASHII

URUSAI

KOWAI

OSOROSHI I

KAWAII

SABISHII

NATSUKASHII

HAZUKASHII

WARUI

MEIWAKU (n.a.)

'flnd envlable'

'find vexing'

'find regrettable'

'find regrettable'

'fInd unpleasant'

'find sad'

'fInd wastefuI'

'find pleasing'

'find welcome', 'feel grateful'

'find irritating'

'find alarming'

'find troublesome'

'find difficult'

'find Importunate'

'find frightening'

'find horrlfylng'

'find appealing'

'find lonely'

'find nostalgic'

'find embarrassing'

'feel Indebted'

'find Incommoding'
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OKASH11 'find amusing', 'find strange'

OMOSHIRO! 'find amusing', 'find diverting

TSUMARANA1 'find boring'

MEZURASH11 'f1nd unusual'

FUSHIGI (n.a.) ' f I nd mysterlous'

MABUSHI1 'fInd dazz11ng'

NEMUTAi 'feel sleepy'

ITAI 'find painful', 'feel pain'

KUSUGUTTAI 'find tlcklIsh'

SAMUI 'feel cold'

ATSUI 'feel hot'

It wlII b© clear that most of these lexemes denote emotional states

and reactions; some perception terms (e.g. relating to temoerature,

pain) are Included In the class.

Thus far, then, we have seen that certain Japanese lexemes can

be viewed as Inherently experlencer-dependent, In that they denote

the reactions of an experlencer toward soma entity; precisely

because of this fact, they cannot be used as they stand when a third-

person Is the experlencer, but derived verbs ending In -garu ('show

signs of finding ...') can be used In such cases, as can reported

speech or evidential constructions.

How do colour and taste terms stand In respect of this distinc¬

tion? Intuitively, colour terms are objective expressions par

excellence: something Is either red or Is not. Irrespective of the

Identity of th© experlencer Involved. Not surprisingly, colour

terms In Japanese Indeed show none of the characteristics of

experience!—dopendent expressions. To a sentence like Ano hana wa

aka! 'Tha+ flower Is red', for example, there Is no possibility of
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adding en experlencer (*Boku wa ano hana ga akal 'I find that flower

red'), and there Is no derived verb akagaru 'show signs of finding

red'.

Taste, as we have seen, Is generally recognized to be a less

objective matter than colour. In everyday life, we are not

surprised to find cases where, for example, something that would be

Intolerably sickly to one Individual tastes pleasantly sweet to

another, and we are even more prepared for differences in opinion on

the general palatablllty of food (cf. 2.4). This subjectivity of

the taste experience is reflected linguistically in Japanese: unlike

colour terms, taste terms In general show the characteristics of

experiencer-dependent lexemes.

With descriptive taste terms, we find examples like the

fo 11 ow I ng:

(6) Kono mlkan wa suppaku-nal? Watash I wa arris i kedo.

THIS/TANGERINE/theme/SOUR, l/theme/SWEET, non-past/

neg., non-past? BUT.

'Isn't this tangerine sour?' 'I find It sweet.'

where the answer expresses a subjective reaction and amal requires

the gloss 'find sweet'. Derived verbs In -garu are seen In the

followlng:

(7) Karee o tabesaseta kedo zulbun karagatte-lta.

CURRY/object/EAT, causative, past/BUT/CONSIDERABLY/SHOW

SIGNS OF FINDING HOT, continuous, past.

'I gave him some curry to eat but he found it pretty hot!'

(8) Gal Jin wa umefcoshl o suppagaru.

FORE IGNER/theme/PICKLED PLUM/obJect/SHOW SIGNS OF FINDING

SOUR, non-past.

'Foreigners find pickled plums sour.'
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KARAGARU (from KARAI) and SUPPAGARU (from SUPPAI) occur quite

regularly. Other verbs, such as AMAGARL' (from AMAI 'sweet'),

NIGAGARU (from NIGAI 'bitter'), SHIBUGARU (fromSHIBUI 'astringent'),

SHOPPAGARU (from SHOPPAI 'salty'), etc., are accepted by th© Infer-
2

mant as possible, though rarely occurring.

With evaluatory taste terms (01 SHI I, UMAI 'palatable'; MAZUI

'unpalatable'), examples are readily forthcoming:

(9) Kono karee wa mazul ne. Soo? 3oku wa umai kedo no.

THIS/CURRY/theme/UNPALATABLE, 0H?/l/them©/PALATA8LE, non-

non-past/tag. past/BUT/tag.

'This curry tastes bad, 'Oh? I find It okay.'

doesn't It?'

(Cf. example (6) above.) QISHIGARU/UMAGARU 'show signs of finding

palatable' and MAZUGARU 'show signs of finding unpalatable' also

occur commonly.

A common collocation Is Illustrated In (10).

(10) Gohan wa yoku murasu to olshlku tabereru.

BOILED RICE/theme/GOOD, adv./STEAM, non-past/IF/PALATA8LE,

adv./EAT, potential, non-past.

'Soiled rice tastes good If you let It stand a while.'

(Lit. 'You can eat rice In a finding-palatable manner

If ....')

Here olshlku, the adverbial form of 0ISHII 'palatable', modifies

tabereru '(you/we) can eat'; the experlencer-dependent nature of

As Is often the case with derivational formations, judgements of
acceptability vary with different examples. Apart from the case
of terms that are themselves verbal In form (e.g. -Ml GA ARU
terms) and the complex expression KAORI GA II 'aromatic',
however, It seems that -oaru derivations should be recognized as
poten11 a 11y gene ra11y aval l abie.
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QISHI1 is clear here, in that th© gloss for oishlku must be 'in a

finding-pa Iatabie manner', not 'palatably'. Finally, a common way

for a Japanese to ask a foreign visitor if he likes Japanese food

is:

(II) NIhcnryoorl wa oishli-desu ka.

JAPANESE FOOD/theme/PALATABLE, formal, non-past/question?

'is Japanese food palatable (i.e. to you)?'

If OISHII simply denoted an objective attribute of an entity, then

there would be little point in the question.

In Japanese, then, both descriptive and evaluatory taste adjec¬

tives behave linguistically as expert oncer-dependent lexemes. The

difference in subjectivity between taste and colour perception is

thus clearly reflectad In the language."5

It seems likely that a similar distinction exists In English,
though not reflected morphologically: note, for example, the
naturalness of sentences like i found It sweet (cf. 1 found it
frightening but *1 found It recTL
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CHAPTER 9

CONCLUSION

The major aim of this study has been to establish the lexical

structure of taste terms In modern Japanese. In this conclusion

we discuss the findings of the study considered from two viewpoints,

namely, as an exercise In descriptive semantics In general, and as

a work on the semantics of taste terms In particular. Finally, we

Indicate directions In which the work of the study might be extended.

As a work of descriptive semantics, the study has drawn primarily

on two recent directions of linguistic Investigation, namely, Lyons'

development of the theory of the lexical field and the quest!on-and-

answer methodology employed In the literature of ethnosclence. As

developed In this study, this methodology has been found to provide

a fruitful tool In handling the problems of delimitation and Initial

sub-dlvlslon of a lexical field. In basic terms, the position taken

has been that mere Inspection of a lexical Item In Isolation Is not

a reliable method of establishing what It means (In particular, what

lexical field It belongs to), but that consideration of what question

It answers offers a testable criterion for membership. The lexical

field Is thus seen as a set of lexical I terns grouped together by

virtue of their common occurrence In appropriate responses to a given

basic question . Such a methodology, besides having the virtue of

rep 11 cab Illty by different Investigators, would appear to have wide

application to different areas of the vocabularly.

From the results of the Initial questioning to establish member¬

ship, further questions can be derived as a criterion for sub-dlvlslon,

where this Is relevant (as In the field AJI), and as a guide to the

analysis of semantic relationships themselves. In the letter area,
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differences In the response patterns that emerge serve as a useful

guide In suggesting hypotheses for further testing. This Is a

complex area, however: as was found In Chapter 7, not all differences

In response patterns turn out to be relevant to sense relationships,

and, at the same time, some response patterns suggest sense relation¬

ships (such as scalarlty) whose precise logical characteristics

remain to be defined. Clearly, much work remains to be done on the

grammatical realization of sense relationships In different languages.

At a more theoretical level, the study has suggested that, even

In an area of 'etlc' confusion such as taste, questions of extra-

lingual meaning can be usefully approached In terms of a model which

sees extrallngual foci as being encoded linguistically In the form of

unspoken but unchallenged axioms such as Sugar Is sweet. It seems

undeniable that such axioms are Important for an understanding of how

speakers come to apply lexical Items appropriately to aspects of the

real world.

As a study of the semantics of taste terms, the work has

attempted for the first time systematically to Investigate the major

aspects of this area of the vocabulary In any language. The findings

can usefully be discussed In relation to the Issues of scientific vs.

folk categories and taste vs. colour terminologies raised In Chapter 2.

With regard to the first of these Issues, the findings of the

study can be said to some extent to vindicate those Investigators

who have protested that the four scientific taste qualities consti¬

tute an unduly narrow framework when seen against the background of

everyday usage. It has been shown that the single field of AJI

ranges over the parameters of gustation, pungency, astrlngency,

harshness (which Is taken to be a sensation, like pungency and
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astringency, which is perceived In the mouth but which lies outside

gustation), and olfaction. Wh!la linguistic sub-divisions are found

within this range (harshness (AJI II) vs. olfaction (AJI III) vs. the

rest (AJI I)), in no sense do the four scientific quaiittes constitute

a linguistically separate domain, but fall together under AJI I with

pungency and astrlngency: if a division can be established, it is

rather between 'tongue-tastes' (AJI I and AJI II, in the narrower

sense of AJI) and olfactory qualities (AJI III) (cf. 7.7). At the

same time, however, it is to be noted that other dimensions such as

texture, consistency, shape and temperature, fall clearly outside AJI

In Japanese.

In Chapter 2 possible difference between taste and colour

terminologies were discussed under the following headings: relative

complexity, affectivity, relative poverty of vocabulary, relative

subjectivity, and cultural boundedness (cf. 2.4). Hera we briefly

review the findings In relation to each of these areas in turn.

The complexity of the sense of taste in "terms of the variety of

receptors and parameters involved seems to be clearly reflected

linguistically in the structure of the field of AJI. In pi see of

the monolithic hierarchical structure normally assumed for colour

terms, we find a basic field divided into three separate systems

ranging over different extralingual dimensions. Moreover, the

structure of the main system itself, AJI I, shows considerable

complexity: it consists basically of a set cf sets, the terms within

each set being related In terms of Incompatibility, hyponymy or

scaiartty, with a further layer of inter-set incompatibilities super-

Imposed upon this basic structure.
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The affective aspect of taste Is also reflected linguistically In

AJI terms, In the different patterns of combination they exhibit with

the evaluatory taste terms: these differences were found to correlate

with the relationships of Incompatibility, perfectly In th© case of

AJI III, and on a more restricted scale In AJI I.

The common claim that the vocabulary of the proximate senses Is

'poorer' than that of the distal senses Is a difficult one to assess.

It Is certainly the case that, unlike colour terms, the terms of AJI

do not constitute a lexical continuum, so that there are taste

qualities (such as the taste of carrots) which can only be described

In terms of particular substances. If 'poverty' is taken in this

sense, then the evidence from Japanese supports the claim. It Is

not clear, however, whether this reflects an Inherent unanalyzablIIty

in proximate sense perception, or simply the contingent fact that In

general human beings have not felt the need to go beyond a certain

degree of precision in their everyday linguistic encoding In these

areas. That a high degree of precision Is possible where five need

Is fait Is shown, for Instance, In the highly developed terminology

used by wine-tasters In English and other languages.

As far as subjectivity Is concerned, It Is clearly uncontroverslal

to say that taste Is an area of greater subjectivity than colour In

that Intersubjectlve differences In taste perception are recognized

by psychologists. Llngulsttcalty, this Is a matter of differences

In the application of taste terms to given substances. It Is

Interesting to note, however, thatf^linguistically expertancer-

dependent lexemes (cf. Chapter 8), taste terms In Japanese fall

together with terms denoting emotional states and reactions as well

as with the (proximate) sense terms of temperature and pain, all of
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which relate to areas of experience commonly regarded as subjective.

Finally, the cultural content of taste Is perhaps reflected

most vividly In the (from the point of view of English) exotic

nature of many of the substances associated with the various terms.

At a more general level, all vocabulary can be seen as reflecting

the Interests of the culture In which It Is used: without linguistic

studies of taste terms In other languages to serve as a basis of

comparison It Is difficult to draw conclusions here, but one has the

impression that the field of AJI is more richly organized than Its

English counterpart, both In the number of lexemes available and In

the details of their Internal structuring.

In conclusion, wa note two Immediate directions In which the work

of this study of taste terms might be extended. Firstly, the method

of study might usefully be applied to cover other areas of taste (In

a wider sense) In Japanese, using, for example, collocation with the

evaluetory terms UMAI/01SH11/MAZUI as a criterion for delimitation

as outlined In 6.3. Secondly, studies of the taste terms of other

languages might be conducted along similar lines, so as to provide

data for cross-cultural comparison In this neglected area. As we

have seen, such studies attracted Interest at the beginning of the

century, but suffered from a lack of sophistication of linguistic

method. With better techniques now available, the prospects for

useful research In this area appear bright.
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