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Summary. This ivestigation presents a series of a compre-
hesive study of the word lexical meaning in-use by the author
(14; 15; 16; etc). It breaks with a long semantic tradition — going
back at least to Frege, and running through Montague, Davidson,
Lewis and beyond — the individual sentence was in the centre
of their paradigm — articulating the meaning of all linguistic
expressions in terms of their contributions to the truth-condi-
tions of the sentences in which they occur (see Hurford, Heasle,
& Smith, 2007). Accordingly, the object of ivestigation is cosi-
dered an inherent constituent of discourse. By shifting the locus
of truth-conditions in systematic theorizing to the discourse, dis-
course primacyshifts the centre of gravity in semantics. There-
fore, that we define the meaning of a sentence in terms of its
potential to contribute to the truth-conditions, or informational
content, of discourses in which it can occur (Cresswell, 2002)
Sadrzadeh Mehrnoosh and Reinhard Muskens (2018) underline
that vector language models are based on the contextual aspects
of language, the distributions of words and how they co-occur
in discourse, in particular, when polysemous lexemes happen in
discourse. Truth conditional models focus on the logical aspects
of language, compositional properties of words and how they
compose to form sentences.

We will focus on fundamental issues in static and dynamic
semantics, specifically, on what is conceptually critical between
the dynamic framework and the truth-conditional framework,
and, consequently, the facts supporting either framework.

There are two points under discussion.

First, the article explores the consequences of cosidering
the proposition as focal semantic notion characteristic of stat-
ic semantic (Barbuti, Martelli, 1983) and argues that it is not
limiting in accounting for discourse dynamics. In particular,
the paper explores the meaning for static semantics to incorpo-
rate the notion of context change potential in a dynamic prag-
matics and denies that this concept of static semantics requires
that all updates to the context be eliminative and distributive.

Second, it is debative that the major difference between
the two frameworks is whether semantics or pragmat-
ics accounts for dynamics, and explores its meaning for
the assumption that dynamic semantics blurs the semantics/
pragmatics distinction (Bianchi, 2004). If we refer to the cate-
gory of semantics which goes back to Ludwig Wittgenstein’s
definition: ‘the meaning of a word is its use in the language’ we
must admit that the word is chosen by the speaker who encodes
his/her meaning with the aim for the interlocutor to decode.

Key words: static semantics, dynamic semantics, valence,
context, shifting, truth-conditions, discourse.

State of the art. The concept of ‘dynamic semantics’ gets used
in various, not always compatible ways [11, p. 231]. It applies to
arange of semantic systems embracing a thesis that might be called:
discourse primacy [24, p.1-2; 1, p.29], i.e. entirely discourse has
truth-conditions (or more broadly, informational content). Individu-
al sentences have truth-conditions which are decoded in discourse,

or they are equal to discourse in the truth conditional approach,
the denotation of a sentence determines its truth conditions, which
can be taken to be a truth value, a set of possible worlds, a context
change potential, or similar [20, p.320; 10, p.277].

This ivestigation breaks with a long semantic tradition — going
back at least to Frege, and running through Montague, David-
son, Lewis and beyond — which revolves around the individual
sentence, articulating the meaning of all linguistic expressions
in terms of their contributions to the truth-conditions of the sen-
tences in which they occur [see 3; cf. 21]. Accordingly, the object
of ivestigation is cosidered as an inherent constituent of discourse.
By shifting the locus of truth-conditions in systematic theorizing
to the discourse, discourse primacyshifts the centre of gravity in
semantics. Therefore that we define the meaning of a sentence in
termsof its potential to contribute to the truth-conditions, or infor-
mational content,of discourses in which it can occur [see 8]. Sadrza-
deh Mehrnoosh and Muskens Reinhard underline that vector mod-
els of language are based on the contextual aspects of language,
the distributions of words and how they co-occur in discourse, in
particular when polysemous lexemes are happened in discourse.
Truth conditional models focus on the logical aspects of language,
compositional properties of words and how they compose to form
sentences [20, p.391; 13, p. 396].

We will focus on fundamental issues in dynamic and static
semantics, specifically on what is conceptually at stake between
the dynamic framework and the truth-conditional framework,
and consequently what kinds of evidence support each framework.
There are two points under discussion.

First, it explores the consequences of taking the proposition as
central semantic notion characteristic of static semantics [2, p.279],
and argues that this is not as limiting in accounting for discourse
dynamics as one may think. Specifically, it explores what it means
for a static semantics to incorporate the notion of context change
potential in a dynamic pragmatics and denies that this conception
of static semantics requires that all updates to the context be elimi-
native and distributive.

Second, it argues that the central difference between the two
frameworks is whether semantics or pragmatics accounts for dynam-
ics, and explores what this means for the frequently employed claim
that dynamic semantics blurs the semantics/pragmatics distinction
[see 4; 16]. If we refer to the category of semantics which goes
back to LudwigWittgenstein’s definition: ‘the meaning of a word
is its use in the language’we shall add that the word is chose by
the speaker who encodes his/her meaning with the aim or the inter-
locutor to decode.

Meaning seems at once the most obvious feature of language
and the most obscure aspect to study. It is obvious because it is what
we use language for — to communicate with each other, to convey
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their intentions and thoughts effectively. But the steps in understand-
ing something said to us in a language in which we are fluent are so
rapid, so transparent, that we have little conscious feel for the prin-
ciples and knowledge which underlie this communicative ability
[Liguistic Society of America]. The study of meaning in language is
an independent level and has several subtypes, such as word gram-
matical, sentence and utterance meaning. There is a longstanding
discussion in liguistics on static versus dynamic approaches to mean-
ing and conversation [see 9; 11; 12; 18]. A formal result due to van
Benthem is often thought to be important for understanding what,
conceptually speaking, is at issue in the debate [19]. One significant
development in contemporary semantics, the development which
has been very well debated in Linguistics and Philosophy, has met
the challenge that semantics should be ‘dynamic’ [see 17;18]. Con-
sequently, the meaning of a sentence should be fully considered in
terms of its truth conditions, in terms of the ‘potential to change truth
conditions’ [6, p.545]. Dynamic semantics is a perspective on natu-
ral language semantics that emphasises the growth of information in
time. It is an approach to meaning representation where pieces of dis-
course are viewed as instructions to update an existing context with
new information, with an updated context as result. The essence is that
meaning is context change potential [see 12].

We would not insist that static semantics has nothing to do
with “meaning” in the sense of run-time behavior, on the contra-
1y, it is a starting point for the decoding the meaning of the word
in-use: the static phase is specified by a static semantics comprising
a collection of rules supporting that an expression is well-formed
of a certain type. And we can uderstand the interaction between
the components by “predicting” some aspects of the execution
behavior of the them ensuring that they fit together properly at run-
time [cf: 14, p. 101]. Then we check if our predictions are accurate;
if not, the static semantics is considered to be improperly defined,
and the language is deemed unsafe for execution [9, p. 95-118].
Thus, we come to the conclusion that the static semantics has been
proved correct and the phrase “static semantics” tends to be a rela-
tively uiversal term, though covering a part of the dynamic seman-
tics [cf: 5, p. 321-345; 9, p.96].

Most scholars working on linguistic meaning or communica-
tion assume that semantics and pragmatics are distinct domains, yet
there is still little consensus on how the distinction is to be drawn.
We can refer to the two well-known theses: semantics is a branch
of knowledge concerned with meaning (Lyons, 1977) and pragmat-
ics is a branch of knowledge concerned with language use (Lev-
inson, 1983) which uderlies two directios of semantic studies. We
share Roby Carston’s opinion that the semantics/pragmatics dis-
tinction holds between encoded linguistic meaning and speaker’s
meaning actualized in discourse [5, p. 321; see also 16, p. 26]. Some
implications are considered for the favoured semantics/pragmatics
distinction of the fact that there are linguistic elements which do not
contribute to truth-conditional content but rather provide guidance
to pragmatic inference [19, p. 24-48]. Further we shall focus on
the relatioship of static (lexicographically registered and shared by
interlocutors) and dynamic (encoded by the speaker for the hear-
er to decode the speaker’s intention in a specific setting) features
of the semantics of the lexeme minister.

Corpus analysis. | have selected the lexeme minister the
lexeme seemed to be a stumble block for some interpreters (from
my own interpreting experience once working at the panel discus-
sion “The State and the Church”). Either party used to understand

the word “in-use” recorded in their professional vocabulary with
the context parameters. And the interpreter had to expand his/her
Target language outcome adding some ethnic-cultural information
instead of locating every component of the word lexical meaning
in its context or situation. While analyzing the core of misunder-
standing now I pinpoint the cause of the ‘collision’ — the interpreter
should have differentiated between the static semantics registered in
the dictionary and the dynamic semantics of the lexeme actualized
in the speaker’s discourse in the topical setting of the panel.

We shall start the analysis of the lexeme minister with its
etymology which was borrowed into Middle English from Lat-
in through Old French c. 1300 as “man consecrated to service in
the Christian Church, an ecclesiastic;” in Modern English it retains
the original meaning of: (1) “A man serving a church; “man con-
secrated to service in the Christian Church, an ecclesiastic.” See
Preset-Day English pastor “man caring for a church as a shepherd
cares for sheep”; clergyman “belonging to a certain class”; divine
is properly one learned in theology, a theologian; parson, formerly
a respectful designation, is now little better than a jocular name for
a clergyman; priest regards a man as appointed to offer sacrifice
[Century Dictionary, 1895].

This component must be treated as a nucleus one which further
on due to its use in some other settings began to actualize a covert
component of a servant:

(2) The second component is that of “an agent acting for a supe-
rior; one who acts upon the authority of another,” from Old French
menistre “servant, valet, member of a household staff, adminis-
trator, musician, minstrel” (12c.) and directly from Latin minister
(genitive ministri) “inferior, servant, priest’s assistant” (in Medie-
val Latin, “priest”), from minus, minor “less,” hence “subordinate”
(from PIE root “small”) + comparative suffix *-teros formed on
the model of magister (see noun master ).

The given components were used in the church setting: an atten-
dant, waiter; servant; also a priest’ attendant or assistant. Then
the context of service activated the component: an inferior officer,
underofficial; hence, transf., an aider in a good or bad sense, a fur-
therer, promoter, helper, an abettor, accomplice.

(3) In 1620s the meaning “a man in service” began to dif-
ferentiate two more components: “a man heading a department”
in the political setting it actualizes the component “high officer
of the state, person appointed by a sovereign ot chief magistrate
of a country as the responsible head of a department of the gov-
ernment.” The political sense is attested from the definition of “one
who renders official service.

(4). And in the governance setting “a man not heading a depart-
ment”. See the component minister without portfolio (1841) “a man
has cabinet status but is not in charge of a specific department”
enriched word meaning in the English worldview.

(5) In the diplomatic setting the component “a diplomatic repre-
sentative of a country abroad” in a French context (1709) enriched
the English minister meaning.

Consequently, diachrony reveals the Latin loan word which
was borrowed into English with the nucleus component “a man
serving church” went on expanding its meaning due to the con-
textual expenditure: from religion (church) — service (administra-
tion — public service (government) — diplomacy (diplomacy). In
the framework of static vs dynamic semantics correlation it can be
also considered a reliable proof of an intercultural (Latin — French
— English) development of the word semantic structure.
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In the following part we would like to differentiate between
common and distinctive features of the word semantics employ-
ing the same lexeme functioning in British English and American
English. Thus, the British lexeme minisiter includes the following
components: (1) In Britain and some other countries, a minister
is a person who is in charge of a particular government depart-
ment (the semantic domain representing the concept ‘governance’
in particular executive governance); (2) minister is a person who
officially represents their government in a foreign country and has
a lower rank than an ambassador (the semantic domain represent-
ing the concept ‘diplomacy’). The Dictionary of Diplomatic Terms
underlines the component common for most European countries:
“The abbreviated title of the head of a legation. The full title is
envoy extraordinary and minister plenipotentiary. In diplomat-
ic ranks, that which lies below “ambassador” and above “coun-
sellor” (or, where it is used, above “minister-counsellor”, i.e. in
the diplomatic ranks of some states, a position which lies beneath
that of minister and above that of counsellor. (3) In the church it
amember of the clergy, especially in Protestant churches the seman-
tic domain representing the concept ‘religion’(see Collins).

In the American English worldview minister is: (1) a diplomat-
ic agent, a rank below ambassador (diplomacy); (2) in some other
countries, but the USA, the name is given to high administrative
offices who make up the cabinet or executive body (executive gov-
ernance); (3) in Protestantism one ordained who serves (from Latin
‘servant’)and one not ordained (lay ministers) assists at worship
services (religion, namely Protestantism) [see World Book).

In synchrony the Preset-Day English (British) worldview
reflects its own shifts of components in the lexical meaning
of the noun minister: The Longman dictionary gives the following
order of the definition components and reveals that lexical mean-
ing minister underwent certain shifts: (1) A politician as a govern-
mental term referring to “a man in charge of a government depart-
ment”, in Britain and some other countries: minister . We would like
emphathise that in the process of the politcal system development
the Middle English nucleus component was shifted from the third
position to the first posiition in the sematic structure of the lexeme.
Black’s Law Dictionary defines the term in public law referring to
one of the highest functionaries in the organization of civil govern-
ment, standing next to the sovereign or executive head, acting as his
immediate auxiliary, and being generally charged with the adminis-
tration of one of the great bureaus or departments of the executive
branch of government. Otherwise it is called a “cabinet minister,”
“secretary of state,” or “secretary of a department” in internation-
al law. It relates to an officer appointed by the government of one
nation as a mediator or arbitrator between two other nations who are
engaged in a controverse [see 7] (components 3-4). The religious
component is “anyone authorized to carry out duties of a priest in
some Christian churches pastor, vicar, Baptist minister specifies
the church setting. Likewise the Middle English nucleus component
(from Latin) was shifted from the first position to the third posiition
[see 22, p.239]. Besides, the noun minister as a Governmental term
in Britain and some other countries, referring to a politician relat-
ing to a person who is a member of the government and is either in
charge, or not in in charge of a governmental department. (compo-
nent 5). Minister as a diplomatic term referring to someone whose
Job is to represent their country in another country, a lower in rank
than an ambassador: a minister witout a portfolo. The Dictioary
of Diplomatic terms (online) specifies the meaning of the term in

the US State diplomaic service: “a minister has traditionally been
a chief of diplomatic mission who headed a legation rather than
an embassy. As so few legations are left, the title is now borrowed
more and more to designate the second-ranking officer of a large
embassy. It has, therefore, come increasingly to refer to the senior
counselor under the ambassador. To avoid confusion with the old
connotation, the United States and a number of governments des-
ignate these senior deputy chiefs of mission by the hyphenated title
“minister-counselor”.

The comparison of dictionary entries of British English with
that of American English proves | some ‘inter-variantal’ distinctive
features: Merriam-Webster dictionary gives the following order
of components: (1) Agent (see the angels are ministers of the divine
will); (2a) one officiating or assisting the officiant in church wor-
ship; (2b) a clergyman or clergywoman especially of a Protestant
communion; (3a) the superior, of one of several religious orders, see
also minister-general;(3b) the assistant to the rector or the bursar
of a Jesuit house; (4) a high officer of state entrusted with the man-
agement of a division of governmental activities; (5) a diplomatic
representative (such as an ambassador accredited to the court or seat
of government of a foreign state); (b) a diplomatic representative
ranking below an ambassador.

The definitional analysis brings to light different positions
of the component in the lexical meaning of the noun minister. Three
components reflect Latin and French original components, however
in British they are in the 3-rd and 4-th positions. The component
“a high officer of state entrusted with the management of a division
of governmental activities” refers to the British English and illustrat-
ed with: the British Minister of Defence. The fact is the component
[in Britain and some other countries] a minister is a person who is in
charge of a particular government department (the semantic domain
representing the concept ‘governance’ in particular executive gov-
ernance) corresponds to American secretary “an officer of state who
superintends a government administrative department (e.g. the sec-
retary of labor). These are two distinctive features, which verbalize
two different world views. We coseder the potential of the setting
of commuication (conversation) or the context of the utterace as
a liguistic category to be able to activate a certain component in
the lexical meaning of a word[see 23].The state or situation, or
setting, or context (in our case —religio, admiistration, diplomacy)
could “very well include the environment in which the receiver is
embedded and thus contain an ‘external’ component”

Findings and perspectives. In closing, we want to reiterate
the close relationship of sematics and pragmatics as branches of lin-
guistics. However, as different disciplines, they are only similar in
that both deal with meaning.

This ivestigation breaks with a long semantic tradition — going
back at least to Frege (see also the works by Montague, Davidson,
Lewis ad others) when the individual sentence used to be the cen-
tre of the liguistic paradigm [see 3; cf. 21]. Accordingly, the object
of ivestigation is considered as an inherent constituent of discourse.
By shifting the locus of truth-conditions in systematic theoriz-
ing to the discourse,discourse primacyshifts the centre of gravity
in semantics. Therefore, we define the meaning of a sentence in
termsof its potential to contribute to the truth-conditions, or infor-
mational contentof discourse in which it can occur.

Dynamic semantics is a perspective on natural language
semantics that emphasises the growth of information in time. It
is an approach to meaning representation where chunks of text or
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discourse are viewed as instructions to update an existing context
with new information, with an updated context as result. We have
focused on fundamental issues in dynamic and static semantics,
specifically on what is conceptually critical between the dynamic
framework and the truth-conditional framework, and, consequent-
ly, what kinds of evidence support each framework. There are two
points under discussion (see Barbuti R., Martelli, 1983).

First, it explores the consequences of taking the proposition as
a focal semantic notion characteristic of static semantics and argues
that this is not limiting in accounting for discourse dynamics.

Second, it argues that the major difference between
the two frameworks is whether semantics or pragmatics accounts
for dynamics, and explores what the meaning of this assumption
for the frequently employed assertion that dynamic semantics blurs
the semantics/pragmatics distinction (Cruse, 2013). If we refer to
the category of semantics which goes back to LudwigWittgenstein’s
definition: ‘the meaning of a word is its use in the language ‘we
shall add that the word is chose by the speaker who encodes his/her
meaning with the aim or the interlocutor to decode.

Finally, it has often been noted the importance of observing that
using dynamic semantics one can define other meaning relations
that resemble consequence relation.
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Muxaiinenxo B. B. IIpo cniBBinHomeHHsi craTu4Hol
Ta IMHAMIYHOI CeMAHTUKH

AHotanisg. CTarTsi NPOIOBXKYE CEpit0 poOiIT aBTOpa, MPH-
CBSIYCHUX BHBYEHHIO JIGKCMYHOTO 3HAUCHHS CJOBa B y3yci
[13; 14; 15 i 1. n.]. BoHa cBimuuTh 1po Biaxij Big OGaratopiu-
HOI CeMaHMYHOI Tpaaullii, sika csirae Teopii dpere 1 po3BUHYTA
y poborax Monrerto, JleBifcona, JIptoica Ta iHIIMX aBTOPIB.
3a3BHuail y Mexax 3a3Ha4CHOT TEOPii 3HAXOAUTHCS aBTOHOMHE
Yy BUPaXXEHHI YMOBH KOPEKTHOCTI peueHHs (AuB. Xbopdop/,
Xicmi, Cwmit, 2007).

BigmoBigHO 00’€KT AOCIIKEHHS BBaXKA€THCS HEBiA €M-
HOIO CKJIaJ0BOI0 YacTHHOIO AHCKypcy. llepecys mnokycy
3 PEUeHHS Ha AMUCKYPC € MEPeLyMOBOIO KOPEKTHOCTI CHCTEM-
HOTO TEOPETUYHOTO JOCIHI/KEHHS AUCKYPCY, AUCKYPC CTae
CEeMaHWYHUM LEHTPOM AociimkeHHs. OTxe, MU BU3HAYaEMO
3HAYCHHS PEUCHHS B TEPMiHAX HOTo moTeHIiany GpopmyBaH-
HSI 3MICTY IMKYPCY, ZIe BOHO MOXE MPSIBUTH CBOIO KOPEKTHICTb
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(Kpeccsen, 2002). Mepnyw i Myckenc (2018) niaxpecito-
I0Tb, 1110 BEKTOPHI MOJIEII MOBU IPYHTYIOTHCSI HA KOHTEKCTHUX
XapaKTepUCTUKAaX MOBU, QUCTPUOYLii CIIiB 1 TOMY, SIK BOHH
peani3yroThCsl B JUCKYpPCi, 30KpeMa KOJIM B AUCKYpCl (yHK-
LioHye OaraTto3HauHa JIeKCUKa. Mopeni 3 iICTHHOX KOPEKTHi-
CTIO 6a3yl0ThCs Ha JOTIYHUX aclEKTaX MOBHU, KOMIIO3HLIIHUX
BJIACTUBOCTSIX CIIiB 1 TOMY, IK BOHH ()OPMYIOTb PEUCHHSI.

Mu 3ocepeaumocs: Ha (yHIaMEHTaJIbHUX MUTAHHSX CTa-
TUYHOI Ta JMHAMIYHOI CEMaHTHUIi, HA KOHIENYyaJbHIH PI3HUILI
MDK AUHIMIYHOIO PaMKOIO Ta PaMKOIO KOPPEKHOCTI, (hakTamy,
SKI HIITPUMYIOTh TY YU IHIILY TE3Y.

Io-nepue, y cTaTTi JOCHIKYIOTHCS HACIIAKY IPUAHATTS
IPOIO3HULI] SIK TOJOBHOIO CEMAaHUYHOIO MOHSTTS, XapaKTep-
Horo Juig cratnyHoi cemaHTuku (BapOyti, Maprteni, 1983)
1 IUCKYTYETbCA, IO TAKUH MiNXiZ HE O3HA4ae OOMEKCHHS
JULSL TUCKYPCUBHOI AMHUMIKH. 30KpeMa, PO3NIAAEThCS (DaKT

BKJIIOUEHHS IOHSTTS 3MIHHOIO KOHTEKCTYy [0 AMHAMIYHOI
OparMaTHUKU Ta 3alepedyeTbes, L0 KOHLEMLis CTAaTU4HOI
CEMaHTUKHU BHUMarae, moo yci 3MiHH KOHTEKCTY OyiM eniMiHa-
TUBHOTO Ta JUCTPUOYTHUBHOTO XapaKepy.

IMo-npyre, 3amepedyeTbes, IO OCHOBHOK BIAMIHHICTIO
MDK LUMH JBOMa KOHCTPYKTOpaMH € (haKTop AUHAMIKHU.
Takoxx INPUIUIEHO YBary TBEPKEHHIO, 3TiHO 3 SKUM JMHAa-
MiYHa CEMaHTHKAa PO3MHUBAE MEXKi CEMAaHTUKHU / IIparMaTHKH
(bianui, 2004).

SIKIIO MU NTOCHUIIAEMOCS Ha KaTeropilo CeMaHTHUKH, BU3HA-
yeHy JItoBirom BiTreHITeiiHOM SIK «3Ha4€HHsI CJI0Ba — B HOTO
(GyHKLIOHYBaHHI B MOBI», MU MAa€eMO JOJATH, L0 L€ CJIOBO
JiOpaHO MOBLIEM JUIS IIepeiadi IHTeHIIOHAIBHOIO 3HAYEHHS.

Ku11040Bi ci10Ba: cTaTHuHA CEMAaHTHKA, JUHAMIUHA CEMaH-
THKa, BAJCHTHICTb, KOHTEKCT, MEPECyB, YMOBH ICTMHHOCTI,
JIICKYPC.
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