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EXPLORING THE PRAGMATIC RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
WORD MEANING AND TEXTUAL CONTENT IN A SCIENTIFIC
PAPER

SHUSHANIK PARONYAN

The ultimate goal of any communicative act is to create meaning. The meaning-
ful combination of language units creates the overall content of oral or written com-
munication and realizes the communicative intent of the writer or speaker. The aim of
the present article is to study how the communicative intent of the writer unfolds
through the use of words having a specific semantic component as part of the lexical
meaning. Words that have a negative semantic component as part of denotative mean-
ing as well as phrases which contain one or more words with negative denotative
meaning have been picked out from the article “Genocide” by R. Lemkin' and stud-
ied. The communicative-semantic and pragmatic analyses of the practical material has
revealed that with the help of the words and phrases containing negative referential
meaning, the author creates a convincing and powerful content and achieves his goal,
which is to condemn genocidal activities.
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Introduction

The words are the basic units of the language system which contain mean-
ing and create meaningful chunks of language. In the natural flow of speech the
words are assembled to form content, that is, the subject matter of oral or writ-
ten communication. The process of grouping the lexical units together is regu-
lated by certain linguistic and extralinguistic factors such as collocability, con-
formity to language usage in terms of grammar and style, compliance with the
semantic, communicative and pragmatic requirements of the context and so on.
The analysis of word meaning and content has been carried out from different
standpoints in linguistics, such as lexicology and semasiology in particular,
discourse analysis, pragmatics and stylistics”. The aim of the present article is to
explore how the communicative intent of the writer unfolds through the use of
words having specific lexical meaning. The research is carried out on the mate-

! Lemkin R., Genocide // American Scholar, Vol. 15, no. 2, 1946, p. 227-230.

2 See Palmer F. R., Semantics (A New Outline), Moscow, 1982, Lyons J., Linguistic Semantics:
An Introduction, CUP, 1996, Halliday M.A.K., Language as Social Semiotic. The Social Interpretation of
Language and Meaning, London, Edward Amold, 1979, Johnstone B., Discourse Analysis, N.Y., Black-
well Publishing, 2002, Eikmeyer H.-J., Word, Sentence and Text Meaning // Text and Discourse Constitu-
tion (Empirical Aspects, Theoretical Approaches), ed. by J. S. Petofi, Walter de Gruyter, Berlin-N. Y., 1988,
Ep 215-268, Norrick N. R., Discourse and Semantics // The Handbook of Discourse Analysis, ed. by D.
Schiffiin, D. Tannen, H. Hamilton, Blackwell Publishers, Massachusetts, USA, Oxford UK, 2001, p. 76-99.
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rial of the article ’Genocide’> by R. Lemkin®. The words that have a negative
semantic component as part of denotative meaning and the phrases which con-
tain words with negative denotative meaning have been picked out from the
article and studied by utilizing qualitative and quantitative research methodolo-
gies. The analysis of the practical material is carried out from communicative-
semantic and pragmatic perspectives, taking into consideration the lexicological
aspects of word meaning®.

The topic of the article deals with an exceptionally antihuman and savage
action — genocide, a brutal and atrocious crime against mankind which must be
condemned and banned. The author’s communicative intent is to persuade the
readers that extermination of groups of people on the basis of their ethnic, ra-
cial, religious or any other category is a crime which should be termed ‘geno-
cide’. He promotes the idea that any genocidal act must be punishable by inter-
national law. The study of the language material of the article reveals that with
the help of the words and phrases containing negative referential meaning, the
author creates a convincing and powerful content and achieves his goal, which
is to condemn genocidal activities.

Pragmatic Approach to Lexical Meaning and Content

The lexicological interpretation of lexical meaning as “the main material
part of the world, which reflects the concept that the given word expresses and
the basic properties of the thing it denotes™ is, undoubtedly, common knowl-
edge. So is the admission of signification as the inherent property of the word
and the acknowledgement of denotative and connotative parts of meaning in
Lexicology’. The content of any piece of language product is formed on the
basis of the interplay of these two major aspects of word meaning, with either
connotative or denotative meaning prevailing in different styles of language.
The present research is conducted on the material of a scholarly article, i. e. a
piece of writing which is formulated on the basis of scientific prose. Obviously,
it has all the characteristic features of this functional style, such as precision,
objectiveness and absence of emotiveness’. Having the aim of examining the
issue of creating textual content via word meaning, my analysis will address this

3 R. Lemkin was a lawyer of Jewish descent whose family suffered from the Holocaust. He
is best known for coining the term “genocide” and initiating the Genocide Convention. Thanks
largely to his efforts, the United Nations approved the Genocide Convention, and it was adopted
by the General Assembly of the United Nations on 9 December 1948. Cf. Gasparyan S., Sh.
Paronyan, A. Chubaryan, G. Muradyan, Raphael Lemkin’s Draft Convention on Genocide and
the 1948 UN Convention: A Comparative Discourse Study, Yerevan, YSU Press, 2016.

4 See Cruse D. A., Lexical Semantics, CUP, N.Y., 2001, Arnold L., The English Word, M.,
Bricmras mikoma, 1973.

> Girunyan G., English Lexicology (Theoretical Course), bp., <tnhfwuljuyhfi hpw-
wnwpuynipynil, 2009, ke 34:

® Minaeva L., English Lexicology and Lexicography, Astrel, Moscow, 2007, R. Ginsburg,
S. Khidekel, G. Knyazeva, A. Sankin, A Course in Modern Lexicology, Moscow, 1979.

7 See Anigbogu N. C., The Language of Science: A Lexical Study of Academic Writing in
Computer Science // British Journal of English Linguistics, Vol. 4, No. 3, 2016. file: // C:/Us-
ers/paron/Downloads/THE LANGUAGE_OF_SCIENCE _pdf.pdf
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aspect of the scientific material.

The aim of any research article is to prove a hypothesis, to study an object
or a law, to unveil the characteristic features of a phenomenon or a condition,
and to address many other scientific issues. Due to the necessity of producing
an impartial, exact and accurate picture of a condition, the language employed
in scientific literature is usually devoid of explicit emotiveness. The terms and
terminological combinations, standard clichés and phrases, stylistically neutral
words and the words used in their primary logical meaning create the factual,
empirical or technical content of the research which should be unbiased and
knowledge-based. Hence, we can state that in the language of scientific prose
the denotative meaning, that is, the referential and extentional part of word
meaning, comes to the fore. Anyhow, many linguists state that emotiveness is
not completely or unconditionally excluded from research articles. As 1. R.
Galperin notes, there may be hypotheses, pronouncements and conclusions
which, being backed up by strong belief, call for the use of some emotionally
coloured words: ”Our emotional reaction to facts and ideas may bear valuable
information, as it itself springs from the inner qualities of these facts and
ideas. We depend in no small degree upon our emotional reactions for
knowledge of the outer world”™ .

The topic of R. Lemkin’s article concerns a very sensitive and heavy topic,
genocide, atrocious and cruel mass killing of humans. The author’s goal is to
show the evil sides of this abhorring action and to persuade the readers to side
with him in his attempt to raise his voice against this crime. Naturally, the tone
of the language presupposes a certain amount of the author’s emotional reaction
to the facts and ideas formulated in it. Admittedly, it is quite impossible to write
about massacres, tortures and mass deportations of people without showing any
emotional attitude to those facts. Speaking about emotions, it is customary to
distinguish between two opposite poles of emotive evaluation — positive and
negative. The act of genocide, naturally, evokes negative feelings and emotions.
Hence, R. Lemkin structures his persuasive technique around creating a content
that condemns genocide. He does this with the help of words and phrases that
have a negative denotative semantic component. In the next part of the paper, 1
will analyze the words and phrases with negative denotative meaning, and try to
reveal how they contribute to the condemnatory content of the article.

Negative Semantic Component as Part of Direct Referential Meaning

The article “Genocide”, which was published in 1946, bears the horrifying
impact of two major international crimes of the 20" century — the annihilation
of the Armenian population in Turkey and the Jews in Germany. Addressing the
ferocious military and political plans of Germany during the World War II, R.
Lemkin states that the ultimate aim of the Nazi leaders, which was “planned

8 See Galperin 1. R., Stylistics, Beicias mkona, Mocksa, 1979, p. 312.
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throughout occupied Europe”, was “mass obliteration of nationhood”, the de-
struction of “national, racial and religious groups — both biologically and cultur-
ally”. The idea to commit this vicious crime was suggested and supported by
certain experiences from the past, such as the destruction of religious groups in
the wars of Islam and the Crusades, the massacres of the Albigenses, Waldenses
and Armenians. Firstly, R. Lemkin tries coin a precise term for the concept of
mass destruction of people - genocide. He defines genocide as “the crime of
destroying national, racial or religious groups”. Further, he attempts to create an
international legal framework through which genocidal actions in any part of
the world will be punished by law and banned in the future.

R. Lemkin creates a content which imparts negative evaluation of the phe-
nomenon under discussion. The communicative-semantic analysis of the words
used in the article has revealed a great number of words which are related to the
concept of genocide. The following words, which are picked out from the arti-
cle, are nouns and verbs mainly which contain negative semantic component as
part of referential meaning:

annihilate, conspiracy, crime, criminal, criminality, butchery, destroy, de-
struction, obliterate, eradicate, exterminate, massacre, murder, eradicate,
genocide, homicide, hostility, killing, mistreatment, occupant, patricide, barbar-
ity, persecution, punish, punishable, punishment, wipe out

In order to highlight the atmosphere of negative evaluation of the geno-
cidal actions created by the author, let us illustrate the semantic structure of
some of these words via dictionary entries’ .

Annihilate — verb, to destroy completely, to destroy something or some-
one; to defeat entirely.

Barbarity — noun, behaviour that deliberately causes extreme pain or suf-
fering to others, extreme cruelty.

Crime — noun, an activity that involves breaking the law; an illegal act or
activity that may be punished by law; an activity that you think is immoral or is
a big mistake.

Destruction — noun, the process of being destroyed, the action of causing
so much damage to something that it no longer exists or cannot be repaired.

Obliterate — verb, means to remove all signs of something, either by de-
stroying or covering it completely.

Exterminate — verb, to kill all the members of a group of people or ani-
mals, to get rid of or destroy completely.

Massacre — noun, the killing of a large number of people especially in a
cruel way.

Murder — noun, the crime of killing somebody deliberately, the act of kill-
ing a person on purpose and illegally.

? See Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary of Current English, A. S. Hornby, 7™ Edition,
OUP.2006:
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Eradicate — verb, to destroy or get rid of something; to remove utterly; to
destroy completely as if down to the roots.

Genocide — noun, the deliberate killing of a race of people; the deliberate
and systematic extermination of a national, racial, political, or cultural group.

Proceeding from the hypothesis that the choice of particular lexical units
acquires certain significance for developing the textual content or the semantic
framework in R. Lemkin’s article, word-frequency count has been applied to the
textual material. The results of the count are shown on Chart 1.

The count of the words that have negative denotative meaning comes to
prove that the repetitive use of this semantic component pursues a well-planned
communicative-pragmatic strategy. The author generates a tense and oppressive
atmosphere, he makes a strong impact on the public and persuades them to take
action — to pass an international law that prevents and bans genocidal policy.

Chart 1
Crime/criminal/criminality 32
Genocide/genocidal 30
Destruction/destroy 12
massacre 3
Punish/punishment 4
Exterminate/extermination 3
annihilate 3
murder 2

Information Structure as an Outcome of Word Meaning

The communicative-pragmatic strategy to condemn the act of mass mur-
ders and persuade the readers to side with the author’s point of view becomes
more apparent when contextual analysis is conducted. In fact, the chunks of
words - expressions, word combinations and phrases which contain the words
stated above, have a strong effect of negativity and create the serious and con-
cerned tone of the writing. Let us observe how the information structure that has
negative evaluation develops in the article. Firstly, I will pick out chunks of
words that contain at least one word with negative denotative meaning pre-
sented on Chart 1. Further, I will observe some of these words in the context of
the textual material, and highlight the communicative-pragmatic effect that the
negative semantic component produces.

Genocide: genocide as a national crime, genocidal practices, commit
genocide, every specific act of genocide, by including genocide in the indict-
ment, the crime of genocide, persons accused of genocide, the liability for geno-
cide, the criminal philosophy of genocide, a state of genocide, punishment of
genocide, anti-genocide clauses.

(1) Genocide can be carried out through acts against individuals, when the
ultimate intent is to annihilate the entire group composed of these individuals;
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every specific act of genocide as directed against individuals as members of
national or racial group is illegal under the Hague Convention.

(2) Only after the cessation of hostilities could the whole gruesome picture
of genocide committed in the occupied countries be reviewed.

(3) The crime of genocide should be recognized therein as a conspiracy to
exterminate national, religious or racial groups.

In the above statements, the author’s goal is to prove that the term ’geno-
cide’ is the best legal term that should be used to name the act of deliberate
mass killings of groups of people. In example (1), the infinitive to annihilate in
the phrase “ultimate intent is to annihilate the entire group...” denotes the aim
of the doer to perform an action which has a negative denotative meaning — to
destroy something or someone. This meaning is increased with the help of the
word combination ultimate intent, where the attribute ultimate implies an unac-
ceptable act that is being performed. The adjective ultimate expresses the high-
est quality of something, “most extreme, best, worst, greatest, most importance,
etc.”'® Thus, the adjective ultimate, which modifies the subject infent as an at-
tribute, conveys negative evaluation (worst) to the textual content.

In the phrase gruesome picture of genocide in example (2), the deprecation
of the act of genocide is intensified with the adjective gruesome that expresses
negative emotional evaluation. Furthermore, the noun cessation in the phrase
cessation of hostilities has the meaning of stopping an action. It is more often
modified by the noun hostility and conveys a negative impact to the textual
content.

In examle (3), the author calls genocide a crime, and the phrase conspiracy
to exterminate expresses a hidden, secret desire to perform illegal and deplor-
able action — to kill all the members of a group of people.

Destruction: destruction of whole populations, destruction of entire na-
tions, destruction of millions, biological destruction of nations and races.

(4)The last war has focused on the phenomenon of the destruction of
whole populations — of national, racial and religious groups — both biologically
and culturally.

(5) While society sought protection against individual crimes, or rather
crimes directed against individuals, there has been no serious endeavor hitherto
to prevent and punish the murder and destruction of millions.

In example (4), the noun destruction is the communicative focus of the
prepositional phrase destruction of whole populations. It highlights the harmful
action which causes complete damage to groups of people - nations, races, reli-
gious groups. In this context the author conveys the idea that genocide is de-
struction - a drastic and ruthless action. It leads to complete non-existence of

10'See Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary of Current English, A. S. Hornby, 7 Edi-
tion, OUP.2006, p. 1596
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groups of people and, therefore, it should be condemned and banned.

In example (5), the noun destruction is again used to denote damage to a
great number of people - destruction of millions. By stressing this act, the author
tries to persuade the readers that the result of this harmful performance is highly
condemnable and the problem needs legal regulation. Moreover, the use of
some other words with negative denotative meaning, such as crimes (2 times),
punish, murder, increases the effect of creating a textual content that has a clear
condemning attitude.

Crime/criminal: crime without a name, individual crime, motivation of
the crime, crime of destroying, a crime of only national importance, national
crime, international crime, commit a crime, guilty of the crime of genocide,
criminal intent

(6) The problem now arises as to whether it is a crime of only national im-
portance, or a crime in which international society as such should be vitally
interested. Many reasons speak for the second alternative. It would be impracti-
cal to treat genocide as a national crime, since by its very nature it is commit-
ted by the state or by powerful groups which have the backing of the state.

(7)By its very legal, moral and humanitarian nature, genocide must be
considered an international crime.

In the context of R. Lemkin’s paper, the noun crime, which denotes a pun-
ishable thing, is related to an exceptionally blameworthy and culpable action —
genocide. In example (6), the author uses the phrases a crime of only national
importance, a national crime. Hence the harmful effect of this unlawful act is
emphasized by extending the size of those who are responsible for it. Further-
more, the scale of responsibility, and therefore, the effect of transgression and
atrocity is made even stronger by ascribing this criminal act to the moral re-
sponsibility of even a greater number of people — “international society”,
“powerful groups which have the backing of the state”. R. Lemkin considers
genocide to be an international crime and delegates the responsibility of pre-
venting genocidal actions to a number of states, stressing the importance of
preventing this evil action.

The analysis of the words containing negative denotative meaning reveals
how these words shape the content of the article, develop the stern tone of the
writing and convey the author’s deprecatory attitude to the acts of mass killings
that were committed against mankind.

The analysis of the practical material has also revealed another communi-
cative tactics which inceases R. Lemkin’s accusation of the genocidal actions.
In the word combinations which contain only one word with negative denota-
tive meaning, both the words may acquire this meaning. As a result, the effect
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of conveying condemnable tone to the textual content becomes stronger. For
example:

Mass obliteration, mass barbarity, mass murder, mass persecution

(8)In this way a mass obliteration of nationhoods had been planned
throughout occupied Europe.

(9) Mass persecutions forced mass flight.

The examples (8) and (9) contain the word combination ‘mass+noun’. The
adjective mass does not contain negative denotative component in its lexical
meaning. In the article it modifies a noun with negative denotative meaning:
mass obliteration, mass persecutions, mass flight. The scale of the misconduct
is increased by attributing the responsibility for committing this shameful crime
to a big group of people. Hence the discouragement of the author is reinforced,
and so is the negativity of the content.

The analysis of the article enables us to conclude that the communicative
intent of the R. Lemkin is to persuade the readers that extermination of groups
of people on the basis of their ethnic, racial, religious or any other belonging is
a crime which should be termed ‘genocide’. It must be considered an act which
is punishable by international law. The aim of the author is accomplished on the
lexical level, through the use of words having negative denotative meaning. The
communicative-pragmatic analysis comes to prove that the author achieves his
goal by creating a convincing and powerful content that condemns genocidal
activities with the help of words and phrases containing negative referential
meaning.

Conclusion

R. Lemkin’s article “’Genocide’” was written back in 1946. Despite the
long time span separating us from the time it was written, almost 80 years, the
problem of creating preventive legislative measures against genocide remains
actual. The anxiety of the author concerning mass murders in different parts of
the world is insistent, the need for preventing, condemning and banning crimi-
nal acts against humanity is still under question. The mechanism for stopping
genocidal actions legally has not been found. Even in the 21 century the world
suffers from the same vicious and sinful attacks of one group of people against
another as it did many centuries before. The shameful evidence of this is the
endorcement of genocidal policy and ethnic cleansing in Artshakh, launching
aggressive mass attacks on the population in Syria, Iraq, Serbia, Ukraine and
elsewhere. Today mankind needs peace, empathy, reconciliation, good-will and
rapport as much as ever.

86



TNhgULhY MUCNWBUL -~ APumpdwunh b wnkpuinp pojubnulnipiud
gnpSwpwinulpul thnfubwmupbpmpnul hupgp ghunwlub hnpywénid — Snpw-
pwignip hwnnppuygnipyut Jhpphwjut tyuunwlp hdwuwn unbnsbip
Pdwunwihg (kquljut dhwynpubph hwdwunpnipjudp juenigymd L pubw-
np jud gpuynp hunnpnuljgnipjuts pnduinulnipinitp b hpugnpsynid qpn-
nh jud pumtwpunuph hunnppujguljut ynwnpnipniup: Unytu hnnpush tww-
wnuwlju k gnyg iy, ph hiywytu E npnowljh punhdwunuyhtt pununnhy niunkgnng
puntp oquwgnpstint vhgngny mnkpuwnh sowpunpuph dke dhunpynid qpnnh
hunnppuljgujut dnwgpmipniop: . LEdhuh “Genocide” («8knquuwwuntye-
i) hnnpdushg punpyl) b ntunidbiwuhpyl) Bu wy puntpp, npnup niukb pw-
guuwljwi hdwunughl puqunphs npybu hhdbwbywiwlwiht hdwunh dwu,
husybu twl wyt wpunwhwynnipniuubpp, npnup Wupnitwlnud Bu by jud
Uh pwth puguuwlw bywhwlnipnit nitukgnn punkp: Znnpgush hwnnppuy-
guljui-hdwuwnuwht b gnpswputwljut pitinipjudp gnyg £ wpynud, np pugu-
uwjut hhdtwpwtwluyhtt hdwun wwpnibwlny punkph b pupwljuywl-
gnipmiuiiph oqunipjudp hinhttwlp hwutnid £ hp hwnnppuljguut huyw-
wnwlhtt' unbnst] ginuuywbwlwt gnpénnnipmnibitpp puunuywpunnn hw-
unqghys U hqnp pndwbnuynipinii:

Pwiunh punbp - pvwuwnmwpwbnipinil, punughunipmel, punpdwum, hpdiw-
owimnipinili, hundngnid, gknwuwwinipinil, hunnppulguiui-gnpéwpwinului
Ununkgnid

IIYIIAHUK ITAPOHSAH - Hccneoosanue npazmamuueckux OmHOUIEHUIL
MedxHcOy 3HAUEeHUeM C7106A U COOepHcanuem mexkcma 6 HayuHoli cmamspe. — Koneunas
IeJTb JTF000TO0 KOMMYHHUKATHBHOTO aKTa COCTOHUT B TOM, YTOOBI co31aTh cMbIci. Codera-
HHEM CMBICIIOBBIX SI3BIKOBBIX €IMHHII CO3JACTCS CMBICIOBOE CONEPKAHUE YCTHOTO WIIH
MUCHMEHHOTO OOIIEHHS M Pealu3yeTcss KOMMYHHKATHBHOE HAMEPEHHE MTUIIYIIEro WIN
roeopsuiero. Ilenslo HacTosIIEN CTaTbU SABJISETCS UCCIEAOBAaHHUE PEeaTU3alMUd KOMMY-
HUKaTUBHOTO 3aMbICiia UcCATeNsl HOCPEICTBOM HCIIOJIL30BaHUS CIOB B COCTaBE JICKCU-
9YECKOr'0 3HAUYEHUS KOTOPBIX MMEETCs ONpEeJeNICHHbII CeMaHTHUeCKUuil KoMIOHeHT. 13
cratbu P. Jlemknna «Genocide» («I'eHoumm») ObLIM OTOOpaHBI M H3y4YCHHI CIIOBA,
UMEIOIUE OTPULATEIbHBIII CEMAaHTUUYECKHH KOMIIOHEHT B COCTaBE€ JEHOTATUBHOIO
3HAYCHUS, @ TAK)KE CIIOBOCOYETAHMUS, B COCTAB KOTOPHIX BXOAWT OJHO WIJIM HECKOJBKO
CJIOB C OTPHIATEIHHBIM ACHOTATUBHBIM 3HaUeHHeM. KOMMYyHIUKaTHBHO-CEMaHTHIECKUN
W TIparMaTHYeCKUH aHaJIN3 CTAThH MOKAa3all, YTO C MOMOIIBIO CJIOB M CIIOBOCOYCTAHHM,
COZIEPKAINX HETaTHBHOE JCHOTATHBHOE 3HAYCHHE, aBTOP CO3MAacT YOEIWUTEIhHOE U
MOIITHOE COJIEpKaHKE, OCYKIAIOIIee TeHOIMIHYIO ACATEIEHOCTh, M TEM CaMBIM JOCTH-
raeT CBOEH LIEJIH.

KiioueBble ciloBa: cemanmuxa, 1eKCUKONO2USA, 3HAYEHUe Cl08d, OeHOMAMUSHAS COOmHe-
CeHHOCMb, ybencoeHue, KOMMYHUKAMUBHO-NPASMAMUYECKULl N00X00
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