         A critique on semantic Lexical Relations: Reference from English Homophones and Homographs 

Abstract
This paper intends to critique on anomalous presentation on homographs and homophones found in linguistics literatures. The topic under evaluation is the result of the fact that most of the data available do not purely reflect Homographs and Homophones, thus motivated the present study. Methodologically, the study was a critical literature based of which documentary review and evaluation was the technique of data collection. In this study, Semantic Theory as well as referential theory of meaning was applied as tools of data analysis. The two tools of analysis refer the way the lexeme is used for referring something in its use.  It was revealed that most documented literatures are in contradictions in pertinent to understanding on Homographs and Homophones. For stance the lexemes affect and effect; except and accept; profit and prophet are not English Homophones but are regarded as Homophones, the same contradiction is on Homographs in which lexemes like bear (N) and bear (V);   conduct (N) and conduct (V) have been concluded being English Homographs of which are not. Thus, it can be concluded that Homophones are lexemes of the same pronunciation but different spelling and semantics, while this is tangible, Homographs are lexemes that have the same spelling or orthography but having different pronunciation and meaning    as in the lexeme 'live' but encoded as /lɪv/ and /laɪv/ phonemically. Thus, linguists are advised to read deeply and avoiding generalization on these terms that may make their students not be cheated, and that studies are more needed on the knowledge of instructors’ ability on the topic under discussion. 
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Introduction
Meaning in linguistics has become a matter of concerns in the philosophy, philosophers and literary scholars of language. Despite the fact that meaning covers a variety of language aspects, there is no clear cut and agreement about the nature of meaning and the aspect to be involved properly in semantics. It must be noted that this paper does not rely on this debate in which meaning is intangible quality, for structuralists, intangible implies words emanate beauty, love, goodness etc, such context is not the focus of this paper. The paper is in the scope of Semantic Theory (Lewis 1983) where with this theory, the meaning of Use and Referential tools of analysis take care of Homophones and Homographs for the current study. The current confusions to English language learners together with the available literatures have drawn attention in the theories of meaning. 

The study of Homophones and Homographs has drawn attention to recent researchers because these words are confusing in understanding them. Both instructors and the instructed are in vague pertinent to homographs and Homophonous English words. The study sheds light to homophones and homographs (Forth coming author). The choice of these lexical related topics has been triggered by unconvincing explanatory adequacies found in technical and non-technical literatures. Ibrahim (2008) wrote: 

'Homographs (literary ‘same writing’) are usually defined as words that share the same spelling, regardless of how they are pronounced. If they are pronounced the same then they are also homophones (and homonyms) -for example, bark (the sound of a dog) and bark (the skin of a tree). If they are pronounced differently than they are also known as heteronyms – for example, bow (the front of a ship) and bow (a ranged weapon) … Homophones (literally "same sound") are usually defined as words that share the same pronunciation, regardless of how they are spelled. If they are spelled the same then they are also homographs (and homonyms); if they are spelled differently than they are also heterographs (literally "different writing"). Homographic examples include rose (flower) and rose (past tense of rise) …' p 1.  

With the above quotation, it is convincing that the meaning of homophones and homographs have been misinterpreted with homonyms. However, this has also triggered the confusion of the data available in literatures. Thus, re-analysis is needed for the current study.  In a fewer cases lexemes as in Aural Vs Oral   and Carat Vs Carrot have been considered as English homophones in literatures, also a lexeme like Bat (an animal/sport equipment) has been considered English homographic word , see more in https://byjus.com/govt-exams/list-homophones-homonyms-homographs/. This is one among the group of English data sources that provide incomplete knowledge on the topic under discussion. Thus, attention is needed to semantic adequacies. 



Statement of the Problem
Despite homophones and homographs are sources of haziness, this does not guarantee the provision of incomplete knowledge or understanding on the matter of facts. Most of the literatures that have documented on English Homographs and Homophones bear some confusions and wrong generalization on the matter of facts. For instance indulgencing affect and effect; profit and prophet as Homophones and 'present and prese'nt as Homographs envisage erroneous information to readers, thus there is a need re-addressing a complete knowledge on English Homophones and Homographs   

Previous literatures 
Ibrahim (2018) continued his discussion on homographs, along with other things, he argued that words with identical in spelling and pronunciation, but differ in meaning and grammatical function are known as homographs. To him words like Sow (verb) – to plant seed and - Sow (noun) – female pig or Bear (verb) – to support or carry and - Bear (noun) – the animal are homographs. However, under the level of analysis, lexemes of these forms are triggered by suprasegmentals or prosodic features and not otherwise, this shows that Ibrahim’s analysis is incomplete and even not worth noting. This makes us to think that what has been instructed or known to our students is definitely not complete. Thus, new investigation is needed to making a clear cut on what is reality on homographs. 


Verhaar (2006) gives us the concept of homonym being the relation between two words or more which have the same form but different meaning. To him, homonym consists of homophone and homograph. Homonym not only focuses on the same form of word, but if the words have the same sound, it is called homophone. Whereas homograph is the pair or more of words which have the same spelling, but have different pronunciation. However, our question is does homonym implies to both homograph and homophones? If that is true does etymological meaning of homonym relates to two terms? These questions are challenging to dictionary writers, readers, and researchers in general that need clear answers. 

With reference to Verhaar's descriptions, there likely confusion of the three terms namely: homonym, homographs and homophones, the meaning he gave on homonym does not reflect the data available in homophones. If this is true there might be weakness in teaching our students with the data available in literatures, thus the current study desires to review on homographs and homonyms for arriving to clear and open conclusion in academics. Additionally, the current research appeals to the knowledge of phonology in pertinent to homophones and homographs’ discussion latter, probably might have contributed to the poor understanding of these lexemes t large. 
Gorfein (2008) in his study on the norming of homophones has had done a comparative study basing on subjective normative responses for homophones presented aurally to those presented in written form. Methodologically he used five measures of homophones: the spelling of homophones under two conditions of auditory presentation (cued, as in Gorfein & O’Brien, 1985, and uncued), word association to the written form of the homophone, a sentence comprehension task, which required participants to decide if the written form of a homophone made sense given either an appropriate or inappropriate sentence context, or frequency in print (Kucera & Francis, 1967). He concluded that the same measure employed to obtain norms for homographs (i.e., word-association to the printed form of the word) is also useful for non-homographic homophones. This means that other researchers should find the norms supplied in this study as useful resource for more analysis.  The current study sees Gorfein’s study a very useful one simply because it has provided English data as in ate Vs eight or guilt Vs gilt, know Vs no to mention just but a few which will be the base for discussion. This will prove whether these are homophones or something else. 
Astri & Adha (2020:39-40) researched on students’ ability in understanding homophone in English, to them homophone is words that are pronounced the same as another, but which differs in spelling and meaning, such as cite, sight, and site (Hobbs, 2006, p.3). In other words, homophone is two words pronounced alike but different in meaning. Homophone can be said as sound ambiguity. Ambiguity can be defined as having more than one meaning. These authors continued writing that, homophone with similar spelling can be found in the word ‘bisa’. The first word ‘bisa’ means (poison) and the second word ‘bisa‟ means (able). Homophone with similar spelling is also known as homonymy. Meanwhile, homophone with different spelling can be found in the word ‘sangsi’ and ‘sanksi’. In short, homophone is two words which have a similar sound or phonetic transcription but has a different meaning. Within Astri & Adha’s definition and exemplification on homophones, we observe a kind of uncertainty following the fact that words with similar spelling as in bisa (poison) and bisa (able) and with different meaning are not homophones unless otherwise are homonyms. This shows that there is incomplete understanding on these terms of which it needs re-analysis on the homographs and homophones.    

The Theory
This work opts to use Semantic theory hence forth (ST) – this is a theory which stipulates on a specification of the meanings of the words and sentences of some symbol system (Lewis, 1970, 1983). Semantic theory answers the question like: what is the meaning of this word or that expression?  The theory emphasizes that sentence are (typically) true or false, and that whether they are true or false depends on what information they encode or express, this 'information' is often called 'the proposition expressed by the sentence' Plato cited in Lewis, (1970). This theory goes reciprocally with the theory of generative semanticists or theory that focused on the context of situation (Ramadan and Ababneh, 2013). Thus, understanding the meaning of Homophones and Homographs depends of the context that the signified thing. In other words, words have meaning of their own; confusion comes as a person or groups’ conceptualization. Lewis wrote:

‘I distinguish two topics: first the description of possible languages or grammars as abstract semantic system whereby symbols are associated with aspects of the world; and, second, the description of the psychological and sociological facts whereby a particular one of these abstract semantic systems is the one used by a person or population. Only confusion comes of mixing the two topics (Lewis, 1970, p19)’.

Under the level of analysis, Lewis is right following the fact that words by nature have their meaning, confusing their meaning is nothing but person’s paradigms. In other words, the confusion of homographs and homophones may have been triggered by individuals or scholars understanding other than words’ themselves, thus the former is semantic theory – and the latter is foundation theory. Here semantic theory is the one to be exhausted in this work because it exhausts the meaning of the word and not personalities on the given lexemes.  
With this understanding, I give the following examples for exemplifying homographs and homophones in accordance to semantic Theory: 
1. JPM was the 5th president of the United Republic of Tanzania
2. JPEM was the 5th president of the United Republic of Tanzania

Obviously 1 is true and 2 is false following the fact that 1 stands for a man who was in fact the 5th president of the Unit ed Republic of Tanzania hence forth (URT) while 2 stands for a man who in fact was not the 5th President of the United Republic of Tanzania (URT). To this theory, a reference of proper name – its contribution to conditions of sentences in which it occurs- is the object in which the name stands. It is normal and naturally to note that the reference of the predicates is the function of object to truth values. Under the level of argument, the two bolded acronyms sound LIKE, though their meaning differs. However, sound like, does not mean the same, whether or not this can be triggered by either lexical or phonological contexts. This would be the point of discussion latter. 
    
With this theory, some of the homophones and homographs have proper names by nature in which were explained in the scope of Reference Theory that indicates word and its reference. It must be noted that signifier and signified is not new in the context of linguistics semantics. Thus, 

''‘Greek philosophers say that there is a relationship between words and objects. In other words, the best way of indicating the meaning of word is to refer to the object represented by that word. In their points of view, the best definition of meaning of a word is its ostensive definition: defining an object by pointing to that object'' (Ramadan & Ababneh, 2013:309). 

Despite the fact that this theory has been criticized following the fact that it works well only in concrete words like table, sun, son, door, house etc, and not in abstract lexemes as in the, and, happiness, ambition to mention just but a few, it fits well in the current study because the current study deals with lexical or concrete English Homophonous and Homographic words.  It should be noted that reference theory ought to be used in a restrictive sense not like how it has been used in the philosophies of language, this is following the sense that homophones and homographs would each refers to different thing or meaning each. For instance, saying SEA of water will be point different from the SEE of vision, as it may the different pointing each is the different, they refer (reference in restrictive sense) each.


Methodology
This study is purely qualitative by nature as the researcher described the phenomenon under discussion through words, phrases and sentences. Qualitative descriptive research produces descriptive data, speech or word and behavior that can be observed by the subject itself. In other words the qualitative method is a procedure of the result of descriptive data in the form of written or oral words from person or activity, which is researched (Moleong, 1991). The study selects this approach because it that emphasizes on the aspect of an in-depth understanding of a problem rather than looking at the problem for generalization research.  In other words, the purpose is to perform additional, in-depth analysis of a sub-set of the original data; or to apply a new perspective or conceptual focus to the data (Gray, 2014:605). 

The technique used for data collection was critical literature analysis. Critical literature analysis has a variety of issues or meanings to be considered (Mingers, 2000). The author continues arguing that documentary review is challenging objectivity, challenging dominant views and evaluating a problem with the use of effective language and making reasoned judgments. For the current study, the researcher expects to use documentary – critical review as an instrument for data collection. Here, the researcher read in lines the written documents by recognizing the less value free information being discussed on the matter of facts – homophones and homographs with the evaluation and judgment skills for putting clear and logical arguments. This phenomenon was done via textbooks, articles and other softcopy data base. From this base, English Homographic and homophonous sources as in Alghamdi (2021), Galbraith and Taschman (1969), Ibrahim (2008), Gorfein and Obrien (1985), White and Abrams (2004) and Concise Oxford Dictionary (1990) to mention just but a few were reviewed and evaluated to quench the satisfaction understanding of what is Homonym and what is not Homonym or what is Homograph and what is not Homograph. The exercise took place within five (5) days. 

Presentation of the findings  
This section presents the data in pertinent to English Homophones and Homographs as they have been written various literatures, the section argues in favor or against the data available by making evaluation and challenging the conventional wisdom on these lexical relations. The next section starts with homophones:  

English Homophones
To the best of my knowledge, these are words with the same pronunciation but having different spelling and meaning. The same line of thinking is encoded in (Bratiwi, 2019:3)  who was of the opinion that ‘homophone is a word that is pronounced the same as another word but has different meaning or spelling or both’, with this definition a word with the same pronunciation but having different spelling and meaning qualifies to be homophonic lexeme. This differs with the below data that are thought to be homophone in some literatures:  
1. (a) Ate      
(b) Eight       

The above English data have been written in linguistics literature (Ibrahim, 2008) being homophones. Homophone have the same pronunciation but having different spelling and meaning, in this context, the data given by Ibrahim and other scholars who have written on the topic under discussion are of not truth. The lexeme ate is pronounced as /eɪt/ and eight pronounced as /eɪt/ prove that are not homophonous words. In the other angle American speakers pronounce /eɪt/ for eight while British speakers pronounce /et/. This means that pronouncing the former takes long duration together with fortis while the latter takes short duration together with lenis features. 

This is quite different from the English data given by the same scholar (Ibrahim, 2008). Ibrahim claims that the English lexemes affect and effect are homophones. See data 2 below:   

2.   (a) Affect    
  (b) Effect       

The data above are not homophones as they differ in pronunciation, from the point of view and the definition of homophones all about, the data in 2 do not qualify to be homophones in English. Being not homophones, can be proved with the way are pronounced as in. affect /ə'fekt/ and effect /ɪ'fekt/, thus are pronounced differently. Writers generalize their understanding probably being affected or mislead by interpretive theory of meaning (Cf, Lakoff, 1974) in which meaning is treated in the context of situation according to social status, politeness, formality to mention just but a few. Therefore, for the scholar who believes in this tool of analysis tend to generalize homophones as it has been observed (Cf, Ibrahim, 2008) The same misleading is observed in the 3 data below in which they claimed to be homophones: 

3. (a) Accept      
(b) Except      
The data in 3 are not homophones in English following the fact that, they are not pronounced equally and they have different spelling and meaning. The lexeme accept is pronounced as /ək'sept/ and its counterpart except is pronounced as /ɪk'sept/. These data (Cf1-3) are in justification with the tool of analysis being it Semantic Theory (ST) as used in this paper. The theory contemplates on the meaning of the word not personalities or generalization on the given lexemes.  However, homophones are lexemes which have the same pronunciation but with different spelling and meaning. This definition is out of 1-3 data simply because are not pronounced the same. This is a different phenomenon with the words in 4 below:
4. (a) Sea  
(b) See  
The data in 4 prove that the word see (of vision) and sea (of water) are pronounced equally or the same as in /si:/ while having different spelling and meaning. Under the level of a critique such lexeme pairs qualify to be called homophonous English words.  The data in 4 bear much attention to generative semanticists or theory that focused on the context of situation Ramadan and Ababneh, 2013). This means that the context of 4(a) differs from the context of 4(b), thus understanding each ones contexts triggers simplifications for the learner or reader to differentiate what is Homophone and what is not Homophone,  

Chaer, (2003, 2003) presented homophones from Indonesian languages ‘Bhasa’. He treated homophones in two categories namely: words with the same spelling and pronunciation but different meaning and words with different similar spelling and pronunciation but deferent meaning. Consider the following data in 5-6 below:  

5. (a) Masa 	‘time’
(b) Massa 	‘people’

      6    (a) Bisa 	‘poison’
            (b) Bisa 	‘able’
	
The data in (5) clearly indicate homophone, in the sense that they have the same pronunciation as in /mʌsʌ/ but different spelling and meaning. While this is tangible in (5) data, data (6) provides different vacuum in pertinent to homophones in linguistics semantics, what has been regared as homophones in (5-6) data are true homonyms.  That is to say words which are spelled the same, pronounced the same but possessing different semantic scopes. Within the same line of thinking, Chipanda, (2002), Yule, (2006), Riemer, (2005) co-occurred with such conclusion. 

The other data given in Ibrahim, (2008:9), tents to have diverse from what are known as homophones. Ibrahim gave us the following English examples in which he defined homophones as words having different spelling and near misses in their pronunciation as well as their meaning. See in 7-9 below:  

7. (a) Prince
(b) Prints 

     8.    (a) Presence
(b) Presents

9 (a)  Tense
(b)  Tents

The 7-9, are clearly identified as lexical words, to the level of analysis these are uncommon to be considered as homophones. However, without even tending to transcribe, such pair of lexemes have different pronunciation unlike explained by the author. For example [present] cannot be pronounced similar with [presence].  However, therefore, such words are not homophones unless otherwise students should be misled in our institutions.  Within the scope of ST, homophone as a word has its own meaning according Lewis, (1970), however, confusing their semantic scopes (Cf 7-9) is triggered by person’s paradigmatic individuals’ understanding and not words’ themselves.  

Asghar, (2021) presented 1000 wordlists of homophone examples with their meaning, along with other thing, he presented the following pair of homophones as in 10- 12 below:
10. (a) Adapt 
 (b) Adopt 

11. (a)  Minor
(b) Miner 


      12. (a) Vary 
(b) Very 

The data in 10-12 are pronounced as follows: adapt /ə'dæpt/ and adopt /ə'dɒpt/, minor /maɪnə/ and miner /maɪnə/, also vary /veəri/ and very /veri/. However, with the regard to the meaning of homophones, it can be concluded that 11 words qualify to be homophones against their count part 10 and 12 simply because they are pronounced differently of which is not the sense of homophonous in nature. 

  
Homographs 
Homograph has been confusing English writers, the meaning of the term sometimes does not reflect the data available. Etymologically, a homograph (from the Greek: ὁμός, homós, "same" and γράφω, gráphō, "write") thus from this base, homographs are words that share the same written form as another but having different semantic scope or meaning. In other words, homographs are lexemes which have the same spelling but possessing or having different pronunciation and semantics’ scopes. This should not be confused with prosodic phenomena found in natural languages of the world. Can the below data be treated as homograph?
 
13. (a) Well 
   	      (b) Well 		(Ibrahim, 2008:13)

The data in 13 shows that (a) for fine and (b) for water (well) and that these lexemes have the same spelling and pronunciation. That to say they can be articulated as /wel/ both of them without any differences in pronunciation.  Considering explanations given in 13, it is clear pointing that the lexeme well is not homograph in nature simply because such lexeme is not pronounced differently as the definition of homographs encodes.

Richard, (2019) argues in favor that Homographs are words that have the same spelling but differ in origin meaning and sometimes pronunciation. The term sometimes is questionable under the level of analysis in his definition following the fact that it can be or not in some contexts. Richard gave us the following examples of homographs according to him:
	
14 (a) Bear  		(Noun)
     (b) Bear  		 (Verb)

15 (a) Conduct		(Noun)
     (b) Conduct  	(Verb)

Richard’s definition does not harvest tangible idea following the fact that homograph are pronounced differently and not sometimes pronunciation. As it may, the lexemes bear (noun) pronounced as /beə/ ‘an animal’, bear (verb) pronounced as /beə/  ‘to carry/endure’ are not homograph, since they have the same  pronunciation though differ in meaning The data in 18 proves that such data are not homographs, simply because they qualify to be homonyms. However, it is Richard was supported by Ibrahim (2008:15) that the word bear is homograph, in their understanding in pertinent to homographs, still problematic in semantics context. 

On top of that the data in (15) above shows that they have different meaning and pronunciation, this should not be confused with prosodic features found in their altering e.g. conduct (noun) pronounced as /kɒndʌkt/ and conduct (verb) pronounced as /kə'ndʌkt/. It must be noted that prosodic features such as stress and tone cannot trigger different vowel or consonant changes e.g. x to y or/and [ɒ] > [ʌ] but are of beyond the segments as it has been treated in suprasegmental phonology (Goldsmith, 1976). With this understanding, the lexeme conduct qualifies to be homographic word. 


Discussion of the findings
Homophonous lexemes are words that are pronounced the same but having different spelling, words like accept and except are not homophones because are pronounced differently. The same words found in Ibrahim (2008) ‘well’ is not homophone simply because it is pronounced the same though having different meaning, this qualifies to be homonym. Homophone can be words as bred and bread (Gorfein, 2008:13) following the fact that are pronounced similarly but having different meaning and spelling.   
   
Homograph also should be treated with care, not all wordlists listed in some documents should all be taken as homographs. Definition of homograph should be respected considering phonetic and phonological reasons.  Some scholars have written good definition of the term homograph e.g., Palmer (1984:101, Allan 1986:151; Gramley and Pätzold 1991:13; Richards and Schmidt 2002:241) agree that homographs are words that are written in the same way but are pronounced differently and have different meanings. Well known examples of homographs are lead (metal) and lead/ (guide). To this point I agree with them but when a scholar goes on arguing, he or she reaches a point of mistake e.g. Schmidt and Richard (2002:241) believe that sometimes, the term ‘homograph’ is used interchangeably with the term ‘homonym’ , this is the point of wrongness as far as homograph is all about. 
Ibrahim (2008:25-29) considered 8 wordlists to be homographs in his research, these are: well, sow, fine, evening, second, does and lead.  Within this list, only one lexeme being it lead qualifies be homograph, thus about 88% percent are not homographs.  However, homographs should be words pronounced differently, their meaning should be different but spelling should be the same. Consider the following lexeme:
 
16. Live  
This lexeme is true homograph since it is pronounced differently and having different semantic scopes e.g. live as in /lɪv/ classed in the group of verb and live as in /laɪv/ classed in the group of adjective. Consider the following examples in 17 below:

17. (a) They /lɪv/ at Magomen 
      (b) The match is /laɪv/ now 

The data 17 indicate homograph as the two sentences has used the same word but being pronounced differently with different meaning. This is different from words like bow that can be pronounced as follows:
18 (a) Bow /bəʊ/ noun 
                 (b) Bow /baʊ/ verb 

In 18 (a) it is observed that, Bow /bəʊ/ as a noun is pronounced with shwa sound, while in 18 (b) Bow /baʊ/ verb pronounced with the lips completely open as it is located at the lower part of the tongue. For more identification practice them by pronouncing, you will detect that they have different pronunciation. This should not be confused with a noun pronounced as /bəʊ/ simply because such a noun is pronounced similarly with 18(a) above, thus homonyms.  


With this understanding, I develop a framework in which both Homographs and Homophones can be understood better without confusion: 


 (
Homograph 
) (
Homonym
) (
Homophone
)






                         PL       	(X=Y)		(X=Y)		(X=*Y)		



		LL		(X=*Y)	(X=Y)		(X=Y)


		SL		(X=*Y)	(X=*Y)	(X=*Y)

                                                                                                 
                     Figure 1: The meaning of homophone, homograph and homonym 

The figure above indicates the three concepts and their specification of meaning. it is observed that X=Y for homophone meaning that at the phonetic level sounds are similar in articulation, while this is true, their semantic level X=*Y meaning that meanings are different. For the case of Homonym, X=Y  implies that sounds are articulated as single or in the same way while this is true, its lexical level is also the same, this means that the word has the same phonetic and lexical form though having different meaning.  X=*Y, this implies that the way sounds are articulated is not the same but when it comes to lexical level sounds or morphology of the word or orthography is the same. 

Conclusion 
The paper has made a critique on English Homophones and Homographs with reference to morph-phonological /or and lexical analysis. It has been observed that various scholars confuse homophones and homographs as part and parcel of semantics sense relations. Thus, it is impossible to agree that 'conduct' (VERB) and 'conduct' (NOUN) is homographic English lexeme following the fact that is of no different pronunciation being triggered by lexeme itself and contextual meaning. However, prosodic features should not be treated as source of understanding homographic English words since are not part and parcel of the segment. 
   	   	      
Recommendations 
It can be recommended that linguists should follow what English language dictates and not dictating English language because they can speak it perfectly and fluently. For the identified confusion in this paper, it is advised that other studies should be taken examining the knowledge of University instructors in the topic under discussion as well as what have been imparted to English language learners.  
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