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PECULIARITIES OF THE LEXICO-SEMANTIC FIELD «<ENVY» IN MODERN ENGLISH

The article deals with the lexico-semantic macrofield of envy in modern English. The analysis is based on lexicographical
sources. The investigated macrofield of envy comprises three microfields: subjective, adjectival and verbal. All of them share
the same structure which consists of the nucleus, co-nuclear and peripheral zones. The substantive microfield is the dominant
layer in the structure of the whole macrofield of envy, because its constituents name the negative emotion or feeling, that is
envy. Componential analysis of the nuclear lexeme made it possible to single out the archiseme of the researched macrofield —
«a feeling of discontent and desire to own possessions of others». It is expressed in the definitions of all lexemes that form the
analyzed field. Co-nuclear zone consists of the synonyms of the nuclear element and are defined through it or its derivatives.
Peripheral lexical items include words that have many additional features, but the generic seme in their meaning is rather
weakened. Obsolete lexical units and phrases that realize the investigated meaning refer to the marginal layer of the lexico-
semantic macrofield of envy in modern English.

Key words: lexico-semantic macrofield, microfield, nucleus, co-nuclear zone, peripheral zone, componential analysis,
archiseme, lexeme.

OCOBJIHBOCTI JTEKCHKO-CEMAHTHYHOI O ITOJIA «3A34PICTh» B CYYACHIH AHTJITHCHKIH MOBI.

Y emammi docridocyemocs nexcuxko-cemanmuune noie «3a30picmu » 8 CYYACHIL aHeICoKill Mosi. [lane makponoie mooe-
JIOEMBCSL HA OCHOBI KOMNOHEHMHO20 AHANI3Y NEKCUUHUX OOUHUYb 31 3HAYEHHAM «3a30picnby. AHanizoeane Makponoie GKu4ace
6 cebe mpu MiKponona: cyocmanmugne, ao ' €Kmuene i éepoanvie. Bci 60Hu marome aHano2iumy cmpyKkmypy, sSKa CKiaoacmscs 3
A0pa, npusdeproi i nepugdepitinux 301. 3a30picnms — camomoone i HeopydIcentodHe HeBOOBOICHHS MUM, YUM THULA THOOUHA HACO-
J00IACYEMBCS, A MAKOIUC Ms2d 30 00OPOM, OOCASHEHHAMU A NEPeBaamul sIKi Maromb iHui. IMeHHUKO8e MIKPONoe € O0OMIHYIOUUM
6 CIMPYKMYPI 8CbO2O MAKPONOISL «3A30PICHIbY, MOMY WO CAME IMEHHUK BUPAICAEC He2amUBHY eMOYilo i ROYYmmsi 3a30pocmi.
Komnonenmuuil ananiz s0epHoi iekcemu 003601U8 8UOLIUMIU APXICEMY OOCTIONCYBAHO20 MAKPONOJIAL — «NOUYMIMsL HE8OOBOJICHHS |
badicanms, mamu me, wjo Haaedlcums iHwumy. Ipusoepna 30na ananizoeanux Mikponouié CKiadaemvcsi 3 CUHOHIMIG IXHIX 6a306UxX
elleMeHmie, sIKi 6USHAUAmMbCsl yepes 10po abo 1io2o noxiowi. Ilepughepitini nexcuuri enemernmu 6KIOYAIOMyb 6 cebe closd, sKi
Maromy be3niu Keanigikamushux cem. 3acmapini nexcuyni 0OuHuyi i cmani gpasu, AKi peanizyioms 00CTIOHCYBaAHe 3HAUCHH,
BIOHOCSIMbCSL 00 MAPSIHATLHO20 WIAPY NEKCUKO-CEMAHMUYHO20 MAKPONOJISL «3a30PiCnby 6 CYHYACHIU AH2TIUCHLKIL MOBI.

Kniouogi cnosa: nexcuko-cemanmuine Makponoie, MiKponoie, s0po, npusoepHa 30Ha, nepughepitina 301d, KOMHOHEH-
MHUL aHAi3, apxicema, ieKcemd.

OCOFEHHOCTH JIEKCHKO-CEMAHTHYECKOIO IOJIA «3ABHCThy B COBPEMEHHOM AHIJIHH-
CKOM A3BIKE.

B cmamve uccnedyemcs 1ekcuko-ceManmuyeckoe nojie «3dgucnivy 6 COBPEMEHHOM AH2IULICKOM A3bIKe. Jlannoe MaKpo-
none MoOenupyemcs Ha 0OCHO8e KOMNOHEHMHO20 AHANU3A NEKCUYECKUX eOUHUY CO 3HAYEeHUeM «3aeucmbvy. Ananusupyemoe
Maxponone gkuiouaem 6 ces mpu MUKpOnos: cyoCmanmueHoe, adbekmusHoe u 6epoanvioe. Bee onu umeiom anaio2usunyio
CIMpPYKMypy, KOmopas cocmoum u3 s0pd, NPUsioepHoll U nepugepuiiHblx 30H. 3asucms — camontodusoe u HeopyiceiobHoe
HEeO0B0ILCMEO MeM, ueM OpY2oll Yelo6eK HACIANCOAemCsl, a MaKice msa2d K 000py, OOCIUNCCHUAMU U NPEUMVIYECIBAM,
Komopvle umeiom opyeue. MMeHHOe MUKpOnoie A6NAemcs OOMUHUPYIOWUM 6 CIPYKIMype 6ce20 MAKPONOIsL «3A8UCHIbY,
TIOMOMY UMO UMEHHO UMl CYIYECIMBUMENbHOE GbIPANCACI He2AMUBHYIO DMOYUIO WU YY8Cmeo 3aeucmu. Komnonenmmuuiil
aAHanU3 0EPHOL IEKCeMbl NO3GONUT BLIOENUNb APXUCEMY UCCIEOYEMO20 MAKPONOS — «4Y6CME0 HEO08ONbCIBA U JHCENAHUE
umems mo, umo npunaoaexcum opyeumy. Ipusdepnas 30na ucciedyemvix MUKpONoaeti COCIMoun u3 CUHOHUMOS UX 0A306bIX
9NIEMEHNOB, KOMOPble COOEPICaAm 6 C60eM OnpedeleHul S0epHyI0 lekceMy unu e€ depusamol. Ilepupepuiinvie rexcuuec-
Kie eOUHUYbL BKI0UAIOM 6 cebsl CL08d, KOMOpble UMEION MHOICECMBO K8ANUDUKAMUBHBIX ceM. Yemapesuiue nekcuieckue
@opmbl u ppazeonocusmvl, KOMopwvle pearu3yion ucciedyemoe 3HaueHue, OMHOCAMCA K MAPSUHATLHOMY CILOIO JIEKCUKO-Ce-
MAHMUYECKO20 MAKPONOTISL «3A6UCTILY 6 COBPEMEHHOM AH2IUTICKOM S3bIKE.

Knwuesvie cnosa: nexcuxo-cemanmuueckoe Makponoie, MUKponoie, si0po, npusoepHas 30Hd, nepupepuiinas 30Ha,
KOMNOHEHMHbI AHAIU3, APXUCEMA, IeKCEMA.

Formulation of a research problem and its significance. In the contemporary linguistic researches much emphasis is made on
the systematic study of lexical units [1; 4; 7; 16; 20; 21]. The main method of studying the interactions of lexical items as systemic
groupings is their description in terms of lexico-semantic field, which is the universal means of the structuring of the vocabulary.

Analysis of the research into this problem. Many linguists have been investigating the notion of lexico-semantic field [6;
7; 8; 16; 17; 18; 19; 20; 21]. J. Trier, an outstanding German scholar, is considered to be the founder of the theory of field. He
distinguished two types of fields «conceptual» and «verbal» [15]. The first theoretical explanation of the «field» in linguistics was
introduced by I. Ibsen [5]. He coined the term «semantic field» on a group of words, that were the names of metals in Eastern lan-
guages. A large number of researchers define the lexico-semantic field as a system, constituents of which are bound by a common
semantic component and it is structurally organized on the basis of the interrelation «nucleus — periphery» [19, p. 45; 6, p. 53].

The goal and the specific tasks of the article. The object of our analysis is the group of lexemes that realize the meaning
«envy» in modern English.

The scientific aim of our article is to study the lexico-semantic field that conveys the meaning «envy» in modern English by
identifying its constituents, the character and nature of relations between them. The given aim has specified the solving of the fol-
lowing tasks:

— to analyze lexical units of the English language that nominate the meaning «envy»;

— to determine the structural organization of the investigated macrofield and its microfields that are presented by three lexico-
grammatical classes of words.

The actuality of the paper is caused by the fact that the chosen lexico-semantic field has not yet been the subject of a separate
linguistic research in terms of identification of its structure and content characteristics.

Statement regarding the basic material of the research and the justification of the results obtained. In our work, we
understand the term «lexico-semantic field» (the LSF), as the organized set of lexical units, or lexico-semantic variants (LSV),
belonging to different lexico-grammatical classes, that are combined by an expression of common concept and have a field organi-
zation [21, p. 47]. The investigated lexico-semantic field is constructed on the componential analysis, which is based on the study
of the dictionary entries of separate lexemes.
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The structure of lexico-semantic macrofield «envy» consists of a nucleus, co-nuclear and peripheral areas, boundaries between
which are blurred, as an individual lexico-semantic variant can be a constituent of several zones. The analyzed LSF «envy» is
formed by the overlapping of microfields, which contain lexical units that belong to different parts of speech: nouns, verbs and
adjectives. These layers fill the investigated field of envy with categorial determinate meanings.

The substantive microfield is the main layer in the structure of the macrofield of envy, because envy (from Latin invidia) is an
emotion which «occurs when a person lacks another’s superior quality, achievement, or possession and either desires it or wishes
that the other lacked it» [11]. According to our research the nucleus of the lexico-semantic macrofield «envy» is presented by the
noun envy, which is defined as: LSV, a feeling of discontent and resentment aroused by and in conjunction with desire for the pos-
sessions or qualities of another; LSV, the object of such feeling [2]; LSV a feeling of grudging or somewhat admiring discontent
aroused by the possessions, achievements, or qualities of another; LSV, the desire to have for oneself something possessed by
another; covetousness; LSV an object of envy [3]. LSV, a feeling of resentful discontent, begrudging admiration, or covetousness
with regard to another’s advantages, possessions, or attainments, desire for something possessed by another; LS VZ an object of
envious feeling [10]. A feeling of grudging admiration and desire to have something that is possessed by another [14].

The componential analysis of the dictionary definitions of the core lexeme of the investigated macrofield let us single out the
archiseme — «a feeling of discontent and desire to own possessions of others». This archiseme may be considered a field dominant,
because its notion is present in the majority definitions of the investigated macrofield.

In a substantive lexico-semantic microfield the nucleus is presented by the noun envy, that denotes negative emotion, feeling
and the state. This meaning is explicitly expressed in the semantic structure of the nucleus lexeme envy by an archiseme «a feeling
of discontent, desire for the possessions of others; desire to have something possessed by another».

Co-nuclear zone of the noun microfield consists of the synonyms of the nuclear lexeme, which are defined through the core
element of the field or its derivatives and have partially expressed archiseme. These nouns include:

Coveting n — an envious feeling towards or for something [12]; LSV wrongful, inordinate desire for the rights or possessions
of others [10]. Covetousness n — an envious eagerness to possess something [14]. A feeling of grudging admiration and desire to
have something that is possessed by another [3]. Resentful or painful desire for another’s advantages [13]. Enviousness n — feel-
ing, expressing, or characterized by envy [2]. LSV, a feeling of grudging admiration and desire to have something that is possessed
by another; LSV, resentful or painful desire for another’s advantages [13]. Grudge n — a resentful or envious feeling about (some-
one else’s success, possessions, etc) [3]. Heartburning n — emotional discomfort, esp. caused by envy, disappointment, jealousy,
or a sense of guilt [14]. Invidia n — the sense of envy and jealousy [14]. Spite and resentment at seeing the success of another [2].
Jealousy n — a state of fear, suspicion or envy caused by a real or imagined threat or challenge to one’s possessive instincts [14];
the state or feeling of being jealous [3]. LSV a jealous attitude or disposition; LSV, close vigilance [2]. LSV the quality or state of
being jealous; LSV ,an instance of being jealous; LSV a jealous feeling, disposition, state, or mood [10].

The above mentioned nouns are characterized by a differentiating seme «envious, painful, resentful desire to have something
possessed by another». The semantic structure of these lexemes includes the emotionally negative evaluative meaning, which dem-
onstrates the aggressive character of envy (grudging admiration, resentful or painful desire, spite, resentment).

Semantic analysis of lexical units with the meaning «envy» has shown that the number of qualifying features, which illustrate
the generic seme «desire to own possessions of othersy, influences the position of the lexeme in the field — large number of distin-
guishing features in the semantic structure of a lexical unit puts it far from the field nucleus, that is on a periphery.

Peripheral zone of the investigated substantive lexico-semantic microfield contains lexemes that acquired some additional
semantic features and the archiseme is weakened. To these lexemes belong:

Hatred n — the feeling of one who hates, intense dislike or extreme aversion or hostility [10]; extreme hostility and dislike [2].
Il will n — hostile feeling; enmity, antagonism [3]; deep-seated hatred, as between longtime opponents or rivals [13]. Malice n —
the desire to do harm or mischief [3]; a desire to harm others or to see others suffer [13]. Resentment n — a feeling of displeasure
or indignation at someone or something regarded as the cause of injury or insult; pique; irritation [10]. Rivalry n — the condition
of being a rival or rivals; competition, antagonism [10]. Backbiting n — the action of speaking spitefully or slanderously about
(another) [2].

Peripheral nouns possess qualifying seme of absolutely negative attitude, antagonism, hostility, indignation. The generic seme
«a feeling of discontent and desire to own possessions of othersy is implied in the semantics of these lexemes.

The obsolete lexical units with the meaning «envy» also refer to a periphery of an investigated microfield: invidiousness n —
LSV, Obs. enviousness [10]; heartburn n — Arch. bitter jealousy, envy [10].

There are some noun expressions with the meaning of envy that belong to the marginal layer of the analyzed substantive lexico
semantic microfield: green-eyed monster n — jealousy [2]; jaundiced eye n — jealousy [2]; evil eye n — jealousy, envy [2].

Adjectival lexico-semantic microfield is grouped around its nucleus — the adjective envious, which means: feeling, expressing,
or characterized by envy [2]; feeling, showing, or resulting from envy [3]; full of, feeling, or expressing envy [10].

All lexemes of these microfield convey the qualifying meaning, which is used to describe the subject of envy, because being
envious is characteristic of human beings only.

Co-nuclear zone of adjectival lexico-semantic microfield of envy is represented by the synonyms of the core adjective. Se-
mantic structure of the analyzed lexical units contains an explicitly expressed seme «envious, jealous of the possessions of others,
desirous of another’s advantages». These are the following adjectives:

Begrudging adj — envious of the possessions or achievements of others [2]; Green-eyed adj — jealous, envious; distrustful [10];
resentfully or painfully desirous of another’s advantages [13]; jealous or envious [3]. Invidious adj — tending to cause discontent,
animosity, or envy, envious [9]; LSV, grudging, envious [3]; resentfully or painfully desirous of another’s advantages [13]. Jaun-
diced adj — LSV, affected by or exhibiting envy, prejudice, or hostility; showing or affected by prejudice or envy or distaste [2].
Jealous adj — — LSV, envious or resentful of the good fortune or achievements of another; LSV having to do with or arising from
feelings of envy, apprehension, or bitterness [2]; resentful (of) or vindictive (towards), esp through envy [3]; resentful and envi-
ous, as of someone’s success, advantages, proceeding from suspicious fears or envious resentment [10]; resentfully or painfully
desirous of another’s advantages [13]

The periphery of the adjectival microfield of envy contains lexemes that can be classified according to their additional semantic
features into several groups: the first group is characterized by a differentiating seme very eager, desirous to have something:

Appetent adj — marked by eager desire [2]. Aspiring adj — desiring or striving for recognition or advancement [2]; full of
ambition [9]. Craving adj — intensively desiring or longing [13]. Desiring adj — longing, craving, yearning [10]. Desirous adj —
wishful, desiring [14]. Greedy adj — having or showing a selfish desire to have more of something, very eager to have something
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[9]. Hankering adj — yearning for something or to do something [2]. Longing adj— persistently yearning or desiring, especially
Jfor something that cannot be fulfilled [14]. Wishful adj — having or expressing a wish or longing; desirous [13]. Yearning adj —
deeply longing or desirous [2].

Adjectives with the seme reluctant, harmful, malicious because of envy belong to the second peripheral group and are charac-
terized by the negative evaluative meaning:

Grudging adj — reluctant, unwilling [2]; displaying reluctance or unwillingness [10]. Malicious adj — characterized by in-
tense ill will or spite; having the nature of or resulting from malice; deliberately harmful, spiteful [10]. Spiteful adj — filled with,
prompted by, or showing spite; malicious; motivated by spite [14].

The third category of peripheral adjectives includes lexemes with the qualifying seme doubtful, lacking trust and confidence.
They are:

Distrustful adj — feeling or showing doubt; unable or unwilling to trust; suspicious, lacking trust or confidence [3]. Suspicious
adj — lacking trust or confidence [13]; LSV, tending to suspect, distrustful [2].

Verbal lexico-semantic microfield of envy consists of verbal units which convey an action or a state of being envious or jealous.
The nucleus of this LSF is verb to envy — LSV, to feel envy toward (another person); LSV, to regard (something) with envy [2]; to
be envious of (a person or thing) [3].

Co-nuclear zone of the investigated verbal microfield contains the lexemes that are defined through the core of the given field,
the verb to envy, or its derivatives. They all have an explicitly expressed seme «to be envious, to regard with envy» in their semantic
structure:

To drool v — to make an effusive show of pleasure or often envious or covetous appreciation [9]. To begrudge v — LSV, to
envy (someone) the possession or enjoyment of something [2]; to envy or resent the pleasure or good fortune of [10]. To grudge
v — LSV, to feel resentful or envious about (someone else’s success, possessions, etc) [3]. To salivate v — to be envious, desirous,
eager for, or extremely happy about [9].

Verbs that have acquired additional semes such as to have an intense desire or longing and to feel angry and bitter are the
constituent parts of the periphery of the analyzed microfield:

To covet v — to feel strong or immoderate desire for (that which is another’s) [2]; to wish, long, or crave for (something, espe-
cially the property of another person) [3]; to wish for greatly or with envy [9]. To crave v — to have an intense desire for [2]; to
have a greedy, obsessive desire [13]. To hanker v — to have a strong or persistent desire [9]; to have a strong, often restless desire
[2]. To hunger v — to have a strong desire [9]. To long v — to have an earnest, heartfelt desire, especially for something beyond
reach [2]. To lust v — to have a passionate yearning or desire [10]. To resent v — to feel bitter, indignant or aggrieved at [3]; to be
angry or upset about (someone or something that one think is unfair) [9]. To spite v — to treat with spite and malice [10]. To thirst
v — to have a strong craving, yearn [2]; to have a greedy, obsessive desire [13]. To yearn v — to have an intense desire or longing
(for) [3]; desire strongly or persistently [13].

Verbal expressions with the meaning fo envy also belong to the peripheral zone of the verbal lexico-semantic microfield of
envy: to be green with envy; be jealous about; cast envious eyes; die over; turn green; eat one’s heart out; have hard feelings.

Conclusions and prospects of further research. Lexico-semantic macrofield of envy is structured on the basis of componen-
tial analysis. The investigated macrofield includes three microfields presented by different lexico-grammatical classes of words:
nouns, adjectives and verbs. All of these field constituents share the one nucleus, co-nuclear and peripheral zones. Co-nuclear lex-
emes have slightly weakened archiseme and are characterized by qualifying semes. Periphery of the lexico-semantic field of envy
includes words that have acquired many additional features, archaic words and expressions with the meaning «envy».

The next step of our research should be the analysis of the non-verbal means of expressing envy in the modern English dis-
course.
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POLITICAL DISCOURSE ACTUALISING A WORD PRAGMATIC COMPONENT

The actualization/activisation of a pragmatic component in the lexical meaning of the word ‘consultation’ under its
discourse influence is in the focus of the present investigation. There are two main modes for exploring word meaning: in
relation to other words and in relation to the world. First, ttraditional method used in dictionaries is to define a word in terms
of other words, second, a foundational theory,which is interested in how lexical expressions acquire properties necessary for
the user in discourse The semantic correlation of the lexeme and the discourse stimulates some shifis in the word meaning. We
focus our investigation on of the lexeme consultation functioning in political discourse. The professional (political) discourse
is usually represented by a semantic net [11, p.3-18] which makes it cohesive and determines the topic. The lexemes in the net
share a common component that links them into a semantic domain, for instance, party, negotiation, information, agreement,
decision, etc. encode the political discourse. The notion of «Semantic domainy is inspired by «The Theory of Semantic Fields,»
a structural model for lexical semantics introduced by Jost Trier at the beginning of the last century. The basic assumption is
that lexicon is structured into Semantic Domains: semantic relations among concepts belonging to the same domain are very
dense. To reveal a pragmatic component in the semantic domain of ‘consultation’ linking other registers of discourse, for
instance, legal, academic, banking, medical, and family is another step forward in semantic pragmatics.

Key words: lexeme, meaning, pragmatic component, political discourse, actualization, semantic domain, concept.

AKTYATIBALIA IIPATMATUYHOI' O KOMIIOHEHTA C/IOBA Y IIOJIITHYHOMY JIHCKYPCI

YV yenmpi oanozo oocniodcenns- npuuunu axmyanizayii/akmueayii npacmMamuiHo20 KOMROHEHMA 3HAYEHHs CN06d
‘consultation’ y cmpykmypi nonimuunozo ouckypcy. Cemanmuuna 63acmMo0is jeKcemu ma OUCKypcy 00yMOo6GIIoc 0esKi 3Minu
¥ JIeKCUYHOMY 3HAYEHHI CT064.

Kniouogi cnosa: nexcema, 3navenis, npazmamudHuti KOMROHEHM, NOTMUYHU OUCKYPC, AKmyanizayis/ akmusayis, ce-
Manmu4ne nosne, KOHYenm.

AKTYATHU3ALIHA IIPATMATHYECKOI'O KOMIIOHEHTA C/IOBA B IIO/INTHYECKOH /THCKYPCE

Axmyanuszayus/akmusayus npazmMamuiecko20 KOMnOHEHmMa 3Havenus cioea ‘consultation’ 6 cmpykmype noaumuiecko2o
QUCKYpCa u ux npudunsl — 8 oxyce nacmoswe2o uccredosanus. Cemanmuieckoe 83aumooeticmeue 1eKcemvl U OUCKYpca
00yC1061UBACT HEKOMOPbIE COBUSU 6 NEKCULECKOM 3HAYEHUU CLO8d.

Kniouesvie cnosa: nexcema, snavenue, npazmamuieckutl KOMROHEHMm, ROIUMUYECKUL OUCKYPC, AKMYANU3AYUs/aKmued-
Yus, cemanmuyeckoe noye, KOHyenm.

INTRODUCTION. At present two kinds of word meaning theory can be distinguishedb first, a semantic theory of word
meaning, which is interested in clarifying what meaning is encoded by the lexical items of a natural language. A framework
establishing that the word ‘consultation’ [2, p. 142—149] encodes the lexical concept assistance would be an example of a semantic
theory of word meaning, second, a foundational theory, which is interested in how lexical expressions acquire properties necessary
for the user in discourse. We focus our investigation on of the lexeme consultation functioning in political discourse.

A broad definition of Political Language is suggested by Ursula Okulska and Piotr Cap: an area of studies of language in mainly
(but not exclusively) political setting [see:17] (viz. ‘language and [in/of] politics [1, p. 32-43]) complemented by research on power
positions and social perceptions of languages as means of struggle for cultural/command superiority and dominance (viz. ‘language
politics’ -see: Blommaert, 1997) [5, p.1-10]. In their definition they underline the political content of the professional discourse
with its dominant concept of ‘power” which reveals the ideological character of political discourse, as Teun A. van Dijk stresses
[19, p. 15-34; cf.: 3, p. 139-158]. And Ursula Okulska and Piotr Cap compare their definition with that given by Jan Blommaert
and Chris Bulcaert, where there is a concern with particular linguistic aspects such as non-modal meaning, persuasive tactics or
there is metalinguistic negation, and with recent trends of political discourse such as conversationalisation [see also: 5, p. 1-10].

The professional (political) discourse [4, p. 193-198] is usually represented by a semantic net [11, p.3-18] which makes it
cohesive and determines the topic.The lexemes in the net share a common component [16, p. 32-68] that links them into a semantic
domain [see: 15], for instance, the political discourse may be based on party, negotiation, information, agreement, decision forming
a political domain. The notion of «Semantic domain» is inspired by «The Theory of Semantic Fields» a structural model for
lexical semantics introduced by Jost Trier at the beginning of the last century.The basic assumption is that lexicon is structured
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