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IHEPEAMOBA

Koncmekr nekuiii 3 HaByanbHOi gucuuiulind  «KOHTpacTHBHA JIEKCHKOJIOTIA AaHTIIIHCHKOT Ta
YKpaiHChKOT MOBY» TIpU3HAYEHUH JIJIs 37100yBadiB mepmoro (6akagaBpChKOTO) PiBHS BHILOI OCBITH 3-TO
Kypcy creriansHocTi B11 «®@inonoris» neHHoi Ta 3a0uHoi (hopM HaBuaHHS. BumaHHS MiATrOTOBICHO
BIJIMOBITHO /IO 3MICTY HaBYAJIbHOI AWCIHMIUIIHK Ta CHPSIMOBAHO HA CHUCTEMAaTHU3AII0 TEOPETHYHHUX
3HaHb MPO JIEKCHUYHI CUCTEMHU aHTIIHCHKOT i YKpaiHChKOT MOB Yy 3iICTABHOMY aCIIEKTi.

MeTta KOHCHEKTY ToJisirae y (OPMyBaHHI IUTICHOTO YSBIECHHS IMPO 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI oprasizarlii,
(YHKIIIOHYBaHHSI Ta PO3BUTKY CIOBHMKOBOIO CKJIaJy aHIJIIMCHKOI M yKpaiHCHKOT MOB, a TaKOX IpO
CHUTHHI Ta BIAMIHHI O3HAaKM iXHIX JEKCHYHUX cucteM. OTpaifoBaHHs Marepialy CIpPUATHUME
3aCBOEHHIO OCHOBHUX MOHATH KOHTPACTUBHOI JIEKCHKOJIOT1, PO3BUTKY BMIHb aHaJI3yBaTH JIEKCUYHI
OJIMHUII 32 iXHIM IOXO/DKEHHSM, CTPYKTYpPOIO, CEMaHTHUKOO, CJIOBOTBIPHHMHU OCOOJIMBOCTSIMH,
napaJurMaTUYHUMU M CHHTarMaTUYHUMM 3B A3KaMH, CTWJIICTUYHMM 3a0apBJIEHHAM 1 cdeporo
B)KHMBAHHS.

KonTpacTrBHE BUBUEHHS JIEKCUKH Ma€ BaXJIMBE 3HAYEHHS U1 TpodeciiHol MiAroToBKu (dinosora i
nepexyiagada. 3iCTaBJIE€HHS aHTJIMCHKUX Ta YKPaiHChKUX JIGKCHUHUX OJMHMIIL A€ 3MOTY BUSBISATH
MOBHI, YaCTKOB1 i HYJIOBI BIIMTOBITHUKH, PO3ITI3HABATH MDKMOBHI JISKCUYHI JTJaKYHHU, YCTAaHOBIIIOBATH
BIIMIHHOCT1 B CEMaHTHYHOMY 00Cs31, CIIOJIydyBaHOCTI, KOHOTAIISIX 1 CTHJIICTUYHINA HAJIEXKHOCTI CIIIB.
Taki 3HaHHA [ONOMAaralOTh YHHMKaTH MEXaHIYHOro J000pYy CIIOBHUKOBHMX BIANOBIIHUKIB,
OOTpYHTOBAHO PO3B’S3yBaTH TMEpeKIaaanbKi MpoOIeMu Ta BpaxoByBaTH JIIHTBOKYJIBTYPHY crienudiky
AHTJIHACHKOT M YKpaiHChKOT MOB.

KoHcnekT oxorumoe BIiCIM JIEKITIH, Y SIKAX MOCTIIOBHO PO3TJISTHYTO KOHTPACTUBHY JIGKCHKOJIOTIIO SIK
rajy3b MOBO3HABCTBA;, ETHMOJIOTIYHY CTPYKTYpPY aHTIIIHCBKOTO Ta YKPalHCHKOTO JIEKCUKOHIB;
CJIOBOTBOPEHHS B aHTJIIHCHKIN Ta YKpaiHCBKI MOBax; JIGKCHUYHY CEMAaHTHUKY ¥ CTPYKTYpYy 3HAUCHHS,
napaurMaTHYHl JIGKCHYHI1 BIJHOIICHHS; CEMAaHTHYHI 3MIHM Ta CEMaHTUYHE IIePEHECEHHS,
(dpaseosorito ¥ KOJOKAIIfHI MOJAENi; CTpaTH(IKAIil0 CIOBHUKOBOTO CKJIaay, TEPMIHOJIOTIIO Ta
JIEKCUYH1 IHHOBAIIIi.

Marepian BUKJIaJIEHO aHTJIIMCHKOIO MOBOIO 13 3aJly4CHHSIM YKPaiHCHKHX BIAIMOBITHUKIB, MIPUKIAIIB 1
KOHTPACTHMBHUX  KOMEHTapiB. TEOpPETHYHI TOJIOKEHHS  CYNMPOBOJKYIOTHCS  BHU3HAYCHHSMH,
kinacudikaissMi Ta UTFOCTPAaTUBHUM MaTepiajoM, IO JIEMOHCTPYE OCOOIMBOCTI (YHKIIIOHYBaHHS
JEeKCHYHUX OJMHMIL Yy JABOoX MoBax. OcobnuBy yBary NpUIUIEHO BHIIaJKaM YacTKOBOI
€KBIBAJIGHTHOCTI 1 O€3eKBIBaJICHTHOCTI, PO3ODKHOCTAM Y JIEKCHKaNi3alii MOHATh, KYJIbTYpPHO
MapKOBaHii JeKCcHIli, Gpa3eoIOriYHUM BIAMOBIIHUKAM 1 crioco0aM TnepeaBaHHs JIEKCHYHUX OJMHUITh
y MepeKiaii.

KosxHa Jexiis MICTHTh IUIaH, TEpeTiK KIYOBUX MOHSATh, OCHOBHUU TEOPETWYHUH Marepial Ta
NUTaHHA 171 camonepeBipku. Taka cTpykTypa 3a0e3nedye MOCiIOBHE ONpalOBaHHs T€M, MOJIETLIye
MOBTOPEHHS HaBYAJILHOTO MaTepiaay Ta CHpHUs€e PO3BUTKY HABUUOK CaMOCTIMHOIO JIEKCHKOJIOTTYHOTO
aHayi3y.

KoHcnekr nexiiif Mo)ke BUKOPUCTOBYBATHUCS M1/l Yac ayAUTOPHOI pOOOTH, MIATOTOBKU O MPAKTUYHUX
3aHATh, BUKOHAHHS CAMOCTIHHHMX Ta 1HJMBIAyaJbHUX 3aBJaHb, a TAKOXK MIATOTOBKU J0 MOTOYHOTO i
MiICYMKOBOro KoHTpoito. llomanuii MmaTepianm MOKIMKAHWUN He JMIIe 3a0€3MeYUTH 3aCBOEHHS
TEOPETUYHUX 3acaj] JUCHMIUIIHM, a ¥ copmyBatu B 3100yBayiB yMIiHHS 3aCTOCOBYBAaTH METOIHU
KOHTPAaCTMBHOTO aHai3y B MepeKiIalalbKiil, JekcukorpadiuHiid, TOCTIIHUIBKIA Ta mnpodeciiiHii
JUSUTBHOCTI.



Lecture 1. Contrastive Lexicology as a Branch of Linguistic Studies

Lecture plan
1. Lexicology and its branches: general, special, historical, descriptive and contrastive lexicology
Contrastive lexicology as a subdivision of contrastive linguistics: object, subject and aims
The word as a linguistic unit: word, word-form, lexeme and lexical unit
The notion of the lexical system
Lexical equivalence, partial equivalence, non-equivalence and lexical gaps
Methods of contrastive lexical analysis
Contrastive lexicology in translation
Contrastive lexicology and intercultural communication
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Key concepts

lexicology, contrastive lexicology, comparative linguistics, contrastive linguistics, word, word-form,
lexeme, lexical unit, lexical system, semantic field, paradigmatic relation, syntagmatic relation,
equivalence, partial equivalence, non-equivalence, lexical gap, tertium comparationis, interlingual
comparison

Introduction

Lexicology is the branch of linguistics that studies the vocabulary of a language and the properties of
words as central lexical units. In a contrastive course, these questions are studied not in one language
separately, but through a comparison of two lexical systems.

1. Lexicology and its branches: general, special, historical, descriptive and contrastive lexicology

Lexicology studies the lexicon of a language as an organized system. A word can be studied as a
sound form, a grammatical unit, a unit of meaning, a member of a semantic field, and a cultural sign.
General lexicology studies words and vocabularies according to general linguistic principles applica-
ble to any language. Special lexicology applies these questions to one particular language.

Descriptive lexicology studies vocabulary synchronically. Historical lexicology investigates dia-
chronic development. Contrastive lexicology compares lexical systems of two or more languages and
is both theoretical and applied.

Example: English distinguishes house and home. Ukrainian has 6younox, dim, ocens and xama,
among others. House primarily denotes a building. Home foregrounds belonging, family, and
emotional attachment. Ukrainian oim can cover both architectural and emotional meanings. Xama
carries rural or folk cultural associations. Ocens is more literary and elevated in many contexts.

2. Contrastive lexicology as a subdivision of contrastive linguistics

Contrastive lexicology is a subdivision of contrastive linguistics. Unlike comparative-historical
linguistics, which studies genetic relations and historical development of related languages, contras-
tive linguistics usually focuses on languages as they function at a given stage and is not limited to re-
lated languages. English and Ukrainian are not closely genetically related, but they can be compared
systematically because the comparison rests on a shared tertium comparationis, not on common an-
cestry.

The object of contrastive lexicology is the lexical systems of the compared languages. The subject is
the similarities and differences between lexical units, lexical fields, semantic relations, word-
formation patterns, stylistic layers and culture-specific vocabulary. The methodological founda-



tion is comparability: the tertium comparationis — a shared semantic feature, conceptual domain, or
communicative situation — makes comparison principled.

3. The word as a linguistic unit: word, word-form, lexeme and lexical unit

The word is the basic unit of lexicology: it has an external form and internal content (lexical meaning,
grammatical meaning, and possible connotations). Modern lexicology distinguishes word, word-
form, lexeme and lexical unit. A word-form is a concrete grammatical form of a lexeme. A lexeme is
an abstract vocabulary unit represented in dictionaries. A lexical unit may be a single word, a com-
pound, a phrasal verb, or a stable expression. These terms are not mutually exclusive: both single
words and multi-word units (compounds, phrasal verbs, set expressions) have lexeme status, while
lexical unit is the broader cover term.

Beyond its formal and grammatical properties, the word can be understood as a linguistic sign con-
necting form, meaning, and cultural associations.

Example: English go, goes, went, gone are word-forms of the lexeme GO. Ukrainian ioy, ioew,
iwos, imumy are word-forms of the lexeme /7/4. English give up is a multi-word lexical unit
because its meaning (to stop trying, to quit) is not predictable from the components give and up
separately. Ukrainian é6umu 6atiouxu is similarly a multi-word lexical unit functioning idiomati-
cally with the meaning ‘to idle, to laze around’. Note that give up and 6umu 6auiouxu are not
equivalents of each other; they are independent examples illustrating the same type — the multi-
word lexical unit — in each language.

Contrastive comment. Ukrainian, as a synthetic language, has more visible grammatical forms for
nouns, adjectives and verbs; English relies more on word order, function words and analytic
constructions.

4. The notion of the lexical system

Vocabulary is a system. Semantic relations include synonymy, antonymy, hyponymy, meronymy
and lexical fields. Stylistic stratification — neutral, formal, colloquial, bookish, archaic — is also part
of the lexical system. A word receives part of its value from its place in the system: English child is
neutral, kid is informal, infant is more formal or technical. Ukrainian oumuna is neutral, maniox affec-
tionate, nemosns more specific, uaodo elevated or ironic.

Paradigmatic relations connect lexical units within a system of choices and contrasts. Synonymy,
antonymy, hyponymy, meronymy, stylistic differentiation and membership in a lexical field are pre-
dominantly paradigmatic. Syntagmatic relations concern the habitual combination of lexical units in
speech and writing. Collocational compatibility is therefore primarily syntagmatic.

Contrastive comment. Ukrainian encodes verbal aspect morphologically, as in nucamu /
nanucamu, Whereas English often relies on lexical choice, tense-aspect constructions or contextu-
al means.

5. Lexical equivalence, partial equivalence, non-equivalence and lexical gaps

Full equivalence is rare outside technical terminology. Partial equivalence means lexical units over-
lap in meaning but differ in semantic range, collocation, stylistic value, grammar or cultural associa-
tions. Non-equivalence appears when a lexical unit lacks a direct counterpart at the specified analyti-
cal level. A lexical gap is the absence of an established lexicalized unit for a concept expressed in the
other language. Lexical gaps may occur in both directions. English toddler has no exact established
one-word equivalent in Ukrainian, whereas Ukrainian oo6a, denoting a twenty-four-hour period as a
single lexical unit, has no fully equivalent common one-word counterpart in English.



Example: English privacy may be rendered in Ukrainian as npusamuicms, ocobucmuii npocmip,
KOH@IOenyitinicms OF Hedomopkannicms npusamnozo xcumms depending on context. Ukrainian
epomaoa may be rendered into English as community, local community, municipality or territorial
community depending on administrative and cultural context. English sibling (a gender-neutral
term for a brother or sister) has no single Ukrainian equivalent; Ukrainian uses 6pam a6o cecmpa
or a descriptive phrase — a lexical gap in Ukrainian, just like toddler in Example 2. Ukrainian
oooba (a 24-hour period as a single lexical unit) has no direct single English equivalent; English
uses twenty-four hours, a day, or round the clock depending on context.

6. Methods of contrastive lexical analysis
In practice the methods are combined rather than used in isolation.

Definitional analysis — comparing dictionary definitions of the nearest correspondents. English to
borrow is defined as taking something temporarily with intent to return it; Ukrainian nosuuzamu covers
both borrowing and lending, so the definitions reveal that one English concept is split across a single
wider Ukrainian verb.

Componential analysis — decomposing meaning into semantic features. English hand = [+upper limb,
+below wrist] versus arm = [+upper limb, —below wrist]; Ukrainian pyxa carries [+upper limb] with-
out specifying the wrist boundary, so it corresponds to hand and arm together — the feature [tbelow
wrist] is lexicalized in English but not in Ukrainian.

Semantic-field analysis — comparing whole groups of words that cover one conceptual domain. The
field of water flow: English spring — brook — stream — river against UKkrainian oowcepeno — cmpymox —
nomik — piuxa. The fields divide the same domain by different criteria (size and position in the water-
course), so the members are not in one-to-one correspondence: English brook and stream do not map
neatly onto Ukrainian ctpymox and moTik.

Word-formation analysis — comparing derivational models that build related words. English forms
the agent noun teacher with the suffix -er; Ukrainian forms yyumens / yuumenwvxa, adding the feminine
suffix -«-.

Contextual and collocational analysis — studying words in real contexts and habitual combinations.
English strong collocates with tea (strong tea), but Ukrainian requires miynuii uaii, NOt cunvruil uaii,
the same concept selects a different conventional partner, which only contextual-collocational analysis
reveals.

Translation-equivalent analysis — studying how units are actually rendered in translations and bilin-
gual dictionaries. English privacy is rendered in parallel texts variously as npusammuicms, ocobucmuii
npocmip, OF hedomopkannicms npusammuoeo xcumms depending on legal or everyday context.

Cultural-conceptual analysis — focusing on culturally marked words and their background
knowledge. Ukrainian xzi6 and English bread overlap in basic denotation, but Ukrainian xzi6 carries
prominent cultural associations of hospitality and respect, as in xzi6-cins.

7. Contrastive lexicology in translation

Translation is one of the main applied domains of contrastive lexicology. Translators deal with lexical
correspondences, lexical gaps, phraseological equivalence, semantic shifts and culture-specific
items. Contrastive lexicology helps avoid mechanical word-for-word translation. When selecting a
translation strategy for non-equivalent or partially equivalent lexical items, translators may draw on:
borrowing or transcription (vyshyvanka, na6), calque (axademiuna dobpouecnicms), descriptive trans-
lation, functional analogue, or contextual substitution.



Phraseological equivalence often works at the level of function rather than literal imagery. English to
kill two birds with one stone and Ukrainian youmu oeox 3atiyie oonum nocmpinom are functional
equivalents. They share the conceptual pattern ‘one action — two results’, although their concrete im-
ages differ. English when pigs fly and Ukrainian xozu pax na eopi ceucne are functional equivalents
meaning ‘never’ or ‘only under impossible circumstances’, but they use different images. A translator
must match communicative function and stylistic register rather than reproduce the specific image me-
chanically.

8. Contrastive lexicology and intercultural communication

Language is connected with culture because vocabulary names socially important objects, practices,
institutions, values and experiences. Culture-specific words act as carriers of background knowledge.
Ukrainian matioan, epomaoda, xobzap, pywnux, eumusanxa are not only lexical items but signs con-
nected with history, social life and identity. English pub, Thanksgiving, privacy, common law, campus
also require cultural knowledge for full understanding. Intercultural misunderstanding occurs when
speakers assume formally similar words have identical meanings or that a dictionary equivalent carries
the same cultural value.

Questions for Self-check
1. What is lexicology and what does it study?

2. What is the difference between general and special lexicology?

3. How do historical and descriptive approaches to vocabulary differ?

4.  What distinguishes contrastive linguistics from comparative-historical linguistics?

5. Why is contrastive lexicology considered a subdivision of contrastive linguistics?

6. What are the object and subject of contrastive lexicology?

7. Why is the word regarded as the basic lexical unit?

8. What is the difference between a word, a word-form, a lexeme and a lexical unit?

9. What does it mean to say that vocabulary is a lexical system?

10. What is tertium comparationis and why is it necessary in contrastive analysis?

11. What is the difference between full equivalence, partial equivalence and non-equivalence?
12. What is a lexical gap? Give one example of a gap in English and one example of a gap in

Ukrainian.
13. Which methods can be used in contrastive lexical analysis?
14. How does contrastive lexicology help translators? Give an example of a translation strategy.
15. What is the relationship between contrastive lexicology and intercultural communication?



Lecture 2. Etymological Structure of the English and URrainian Lexicons

Lecture plan

1. Native and borrowed vocabulary
Historical layers of the English lexicon
Historical layers of the Ukrainian lexicon
Causes and channels of lexical borrowing
Assimilation of borrowings: degree and types
Internationalisms, calques, and semantic borrowings
False friends in English and Ukrainian

No ko

Key concepts

etymology; native vocabulary; inherited vocabulary; borrowed vocabulary; loanword; source lan-
guage; recipient language; immediate source; intermediary language; ultimate etymon; direct and indi-
rect borrowing; assimilation (phonetic, graphic, grammatical, word-formational, semantic); barbarism;
exoticism; internationalism; calque; semantic borrowing; false friends.

Introduction

The etymological structure of a lexicon is the organization of its vocabulary according to historical
origin. In contrastive lexicology, this issue matters because languages differ not only in the number of
lexical items they possess but also in the historical routes through which words entered the language
and in the degree to which they became part of the recipient vocabulary.

1. Native and Borrowed Vocabulary

Native vocabulary consists primarily of lexical items inherited from earlier documented or recon-
structed stages of a language. In English, the inherited stock continues Old English and earlier Ger-
manic sources; in Ukrainian, it continues Proto-Slavic and later historical developments.

Borrowed vocabulary consists of lexical forms, meanings, or structural models adopted under cross-
linguistic influence. A loanword is a lexical item adopted from a source language into a recipient
language; its degree of formal and semantic adaptation may vary. Borrowing may involve form and
meaning together, the internal structural model only (a calque), or meaning only (a semantic borrow-

ing).
English — native: mother, father, house, water, hand, go, eat, good.

Ukrainian — native: mamu, 6pam, 6o0a, semis, conye, xooumu.

Contrastive comment. English has a larger visible Romance and classical component in general vo-
cabulary, whereas Ukrainian preserves a stronger Slavic morphological and lexical base. English syn-
onymic pairs often set a Germanic item beside a French or Latin counterpart; Ukrainian often pairs a
Common Slavic item with a more recent international or English borrowing.

2. Historical Layers of the English Lexicon

The inherited English layer continues Proto-Germanic vocabulary, much of which can be traced fur-
ther to Proto-Indo-European. These are not two mechanically exclusive origins: every inherited Indo-
European item passed through a Germanic stage. For classroom classification, students should distin-
guish items with secure cognates outside Germanic from items reconstructed securely only at the Pro-
to-Germanic level.



The Scandinavian layer entered English mainly through contact with Old Norse speakers during the
Viking Age and settlement in the Danelaw. Many Scandinavian words are now completely assimilated
and belong to the most frequent vocabulary; the influence even affected the pronominal system — the
third-person plural pronouns they, their, them are Scandinavian in origin, replacing the Old English
forms.

The French layer is connected with the Norman Conquest of 1066 and the centuries of French-
speaking influence that followed. A characteristic result is stylistic synonymy: a native Germanic item
for ordinary use beside a French item for institutional or elevated use, as in ask (native) beside ques-
tion (French) and interrogate (Latin).

Latin influenced English in several waves — early Roman contacts, Christianization, medieval educa-
tion, Renaissance scholarship, and modern scientific terminology. Greek influenced English mainly
through learned, scientific, philosophical, and international vocabulary. Crucially, many of these items
are not direct borrowings from Ancient Greek but Greek-based formations transmitted through Latin,
French, New Latin, or modern scholarly usage. Some Latin-layer words are themselves of ultimately
Greek origin: priest (Old English préost < Late Latin presbyter < Greek presbyteros) and school (Latin
schola « Greek skholé). The English lexicon also contains later borrowings from Italian, Spanish,
Dutch, German, Arabic, Hindi, Japanese, Chinese, Slavic, and other sources.

Layer / source Typical semantic spheres Examples

Inherited English / Proto- | family, body, nature, basic actions, eve- | father, mother, hand, water,

Germanic ryday qualities house, eat

Scandinavian / Old Norse | everyday vocabulary, law, settlement, | sky, egg, take, law, they, their,
pronouns them

French law, government, army, court culture, | court, judge, government,
cuisine, social hierarchy army, royal, beef

Latin and Latin-mediated | religion, education, scholarship, science, | priest, school, formula, uni-
administration versity

Greek-derived (learned) | philosophy, medicine, science, technolo- | democracy, philosophy, anal-
gy, politics ysis, telephone

English synonymic sets (Germanic — French — Latin):
ask — question — interrogate; help — aid — assist; begin — commence — initiate.

In such sets the native item is usually more everyday and emotionally direct, while the Romance or
classical item is more formal, institutional, or learned — a distinction a translator must preserve
(e.g. ask vs. interrogate as sanumamu VS. donumyeamu).

3. Historical Layers of the Ukrainian Lexicon

The Ukrainian lexicon has a Slavic base. Its inherited vocabulary can be described at several depths:
Proto-Indo-European inheritance continued through Proto-Slavic, vocabulary shared across Slavic lan-
guages, later East Slavic continuities where this category is supported by the selected historical model,
and specifically Ukrainian developments. These labels should not be treated as mechanically exclusive
if an item can be reconstructed at several successive stages. The inherited core covers family relations
(mamu, 6pam, cecmpa), body parts (pyka, noea, 2onosa), natural phenomena (eoda, semas, conye,
simep), agriculture and everyday life (nore, zic, x1i6), and basic actions (xooumu, coeopumu, icmu,
cnamu). Specifically Ukrainian formations include items such as mpis, maiibymue, npomine.

Church Slavonic exercised a profound influence on Ukrainian from the late ninth century onwards,
through the written tradition, religious practice, liturgical texts, and educated culture. Words and forms
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associated with this tradition include 6raco0ams, eraduxa, xpam, 6ockpecinms, cnacinmus,
onazocnosennsi. Church Slavonic also shaped the elevated, bookish stylistic layer; some forms coexist
with native East Slavic equivalents and differ in register. The clearest example is the contrast of full
vocalism: ezac (Church Slavonic, non-pleophonic, archaic or poetic) beside coroc (East Slavic, pleo-
phonic, neutral). The pair ycma (elevated) beside eyou (everyday) shows the same stratification; ycma
is itself of Common Slavic origin but is preserved chiefly in the elevated register, supported by the
Church Slavonic written tradition.

Polish contacts were important from the fourteenth to the eighteenth century, during the Polish—
Lithuanian Commonwealth (1569-1795). Polish contributed social, administrative, educational, urban,
and everyday vocabulary. Some items have Polish as their immediate source (rnan, xowm, ryosux,
yeana, ranok); others were mediated through Polish from Latin, German, or other European sources.
This intermediary role is significant: a surface form may suggest Polish origin while the deeper source
is Latin or German — for example, pamywa came through Polish ratusz from German Rathaus.

Turkic contacts are reflected in vocabulary connected with steppe culture, trade, food, clothing, and
military life, entering Ukrainian primarily in the fourteenth—seventeenth centuries through the Crimean
Khanate, the Ottoman Empire, and steppe trade routes. Four items deserve careful formulation:

*  mauoan — a borrowing from a Turkic source. Related forms are attested in Crimean Tatar, Ta-
tar, Kipchak, Turkish, Kazakh, and Turkmen; the Turkic forms ultimately go back to Persian or
Arabic.

»  kaeyn — Of Turkic origin: Turkish kavun means ‘melon’ and is traced further to Arabic kavun,
whereas Ukrainian xkasyn means ‘watermelon’. An excellent example of borrowing accompa-
nied by a change of meaning.

German borrowings are associated with crafts, trade, urban culture, military organization, and tech-
nical vocabulary, entering Ukrainian both directly and through Polish mediation (e.g. paxynox < Polish
rachowaé — German rechnen; oax < German Dach). French contributed words of fashion, culture,
diplomacy, cuisine, and social etiquette. Latin and Greek are central to education, science, medicine,
philosophy, politics, and international terminology. From the late twentieth century, English has be-
come a major source of new lexical items in IT, business, media, sport, and popular culture.

Layer / source Typical semantic spheres Examples
Inherited Slavic vocabulary | family, nature, agriculture, body, eve- | mamu, 6o0da, 3emnsn, none,
ryday life xooumu
Specifically Ukrainian de- | culture, evaluation, abstract concepts, | mpis, maiibymue, npomins
velopments everyday vocabulary
Church Slavonic religion, bookish style, elevated and | 6racooams, enraouxa, xpam,
poetic vocabulary CNACIHHS

Polish social life, administration, urban and | nawn, kowm, ryozux, yeana
material culture

Turkic steppe culture, trade, food, military | maiioan, kasyn, kozak, momion
life

German craft, trade, urban life, technical vo- | paxyrok, kpam, dax, wmpagp
cabulary

French fashion, cuisine, diplomacy, art, cul- | 6yawiion, MeHio, oropo,
ture napgymu

Classical and international | science, education, medicine, philos- | yrieepcumem, 0eMoKpamis,

(Latin/Greek)

ophy, politics

meamp, Qinocogis

English

business, digital culture, sport, media,

MeHeddcep, MapKkemuHe, OpeHo,
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Layer / source Typical semantic spheres Examples

technology cmapman

Contrastive comment. English absorbed major French and Latin layers into an already mixed Latin-
script system, whereas Ukrainian currently receives many English items into a Slavic, inflectional,
Cyrillic system. The shared principle is historical layering; the language-specific differences concern
donor languages, chronology, writing systems, inflection, and derivational productivity.

4. Causes and Channels of Lexical Borrowing

Lexical borrowing occurs when speech communities interact. The causes may be cultural, political,
religious, scientific, technological, economic, educational, or stylistic. Borrowing is not an accidental
deviation but a regular mechanism by which languages name new realities and participate in broader
communication networks.

A major cause is the need to name a new object, institution, practice, or concept. Another is cultural
prestige: a language associated with power, education, religion, fashion, science, or technology may
influence another even without conquest or direct contact. Borrowing may also provide terminological
precision, stylistic variation, or international transparency.

Examples: pizza (Italian); algebra (Arabic al-jabr); coffee (Arabic gahwa, via Turkish kahve and
Dutch koffie); robot (Czech robota ‘forced labour’); tsunami (Japanese tsu ‘harbour’ + nami ‘wave’);
nexyisn (Latin); oemoxpamis (Greek via Latin); menegpon (French téléphone, formed from Greek ele-
ments); (English internet); mapxemune (English); pecmopan (French restaurant).

5. Assimilation of Borrowings: Degree and Types

Assimilation, also called naturalization, is the adaptation of a borrowed item to the phonological,
graphic, grammatical, derivational, and semantic norms of the recipient language. The degree de-
pends on the time of borrowing, frequency, communicative importance, similarity between source and
recipient language, the channel of transmission, and the social sphere of use. Older and frequent
words usually become more fully assimilated than recent, specialized, or culturally marked borrow-
ings. By degree, borrowed words may be completely assimilated, partially assimilated, or non-
assimilated (barbarisms).

Degree of assimi-

lation Main features Examples

Completely assim- | conforms to the recipient language in pronuncia- | cheese, street, table, take;

ilated tion, spelling, grammar, and ordinary usage mopba, mwmion, WKoud

Partially assimilat- | keeps some foreign phonetic, graphic, grammati- | ballet, genre, criterion -

ed cal, derivational, or semantic features criteria;  6Oopo,  niope,
mempo

Non-assimilated / | retains foreign form and is felt as foreign; often | ad hoc, status quo, de facto,

barbarism has a native equivalent or is used for stylistic ef- | de jure

fect

5.1. Phonetic Assimilation

Phonetic assimilation adapts a borrowing to the sound system and stress patterns of the recipient
language — replacing unfamiliar sounds, adjusting stress, simplifying clusters, or reinterpreting final
vowels and consonants. Phonetic non-assimilation occurs when a word retains a sound, stress pattern,
or a combination of the source language.
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English: garage, genre, prestige, ballet, machine, café, cliché.
Ukrainian: 6mopo (French bureau), secmubions (French vestibule), nope (French purée),
mapkemune, meneodicep, ckanep (English).

5.2. Graphic (Orthographic) Assimilation

Graphic assimilation adapts a borrowing to the writing system and spelling conventions of the recip-
ient language — transliteration, replacement of foreign letters, omission of diacritics, or standardized
spelling.

English shows a continuum: conventionalized spellings such as beauty, music, and machine coex-
ist with source-like spellings or optional diacritics such as café / cafe, naive / naive, and résumé /
resume.

Ukrainian: computer — xomn tomep,; manager — meneodicep,; de jure — de-iope; de facto —
de-ghaxkmo.

5.3. Grammatical and Morphological Assimilation

Grammatical assimilation integrates a borrowing into the grammatical system of the recipient lan-
guage — plural formation, gender, number, case, declension, verb forms, and agreement. It is especially
important in inflectional languages.

English (plurals/verb forms): criterion — criteria; phenomenon — phenomena; formula — formu-
lae / formulas; table — tables.

Ukrainian — declined: ¢aiin — ¢patina, 6peno — bpendy,; ckanep — ckanepa.

Indeclinable: mempo, asoxaodo, panoesy, nopmmone.

Verbal integration: monimopumu, ckamnysamu, nobirosamu.

5.4. Word-Formational (Derivational) Assimilation

Word-formational assimilation is the ability of a borrowing to participate in the derivational pro-
cesses of the recipient language. A word is more fully integrated when it can form adjectives, verbs,
nouns, or compounds by native patterns.

English: table (noun) — table (verb) — tabled; manager — managerial; modern — modernize —
modernization.
Ukrainian — productive: ckanep — ckanyeamu — ckanysanms; openo — opendosutl, 602 — onozep

— OnoeepcvKuil.

5.5. Semantic Assimilation

Semantic assimilation concerns the development of meaning after borrowing: a word may keep its
original meaning, take only one meaning of a polysemous source word, undergo narrowing, broaden-
ing, specialization, or shift, or develop new metaphorical meanings.

English (meaning change): nice (Latin nescius ‘ignorant’, via Old French — ‘pleasant’); cordial
(Latin ‘of the heart’ — ‘warm, friendly”); metaphorical extension: jungle — concrete jungle.

Ukrainian (meaning change): xasyn (Turkish ‘melon’ — ‘watermelon’); xanixyau (ultimately
connected with Latin canicula ‘little dog’ and the expression for the ‘dog days’ — a period free
from study or regular institutional activity).
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5.6. Barbarisms and Exoticisms

A barbarism is a foreign word or expression used in a visibly non-integrated or only minimally inte-
grated form. It may occur for stylistic effect, cultural authority, terminological precision, or code-
switching. An exoticism denotes an object, institution, title, custom, or practice associated with a par-
ticular culture or region. Formal integration and cultural reference are independent criteria, so an item
may be a barbarism, an exoticism, both, or neither in a particular period and register.

English barbarisms: ab initio, ultra vires, persona non grata.
Ukrainian barbarisms: de facto, status quo, a la carte.

English exoticisms: sari, hanbok, emir, hetman, pysanka, vyshyvanka.
Ukrainian exoticisms: xanbox, camypaii, emip, KiMOHO, KAOYKI.

6. Internationalisms, Calques, and Semantic Borrowings

Internationalisms are words with similar forms and related meanings across languages, especially in
science, culture, politics, education, technology, and international communication. Many contain
Greek or Latin morphemes, although they may have been created in modern European languages ra-
ther than inherited directly from the classical languages. True internationalisms are close in form and
meaning across languages; partial internationalisms coincide only in one meaning or in some con-
texts. Internationalisms whose shared classical roots create a misleading similarity of meaning are
pseudo-internationalisms, a subtype of the false friends.

A calque, or loan translation, is a lexical unit or phraseological expression created by translating the
components of a documented foreign model. It borrows structure rather than foreign sound form and
therefore looks native. Structural similarity alone does not prove calquing: the direction of influence
requires historical, chronological, dictionary, or corpus evidence. A semantic borrowing occurs when
an existing word acquires a new meaning under the influence of another language without a new sound
form being borrowed.

Internationalisms: democracy — oemoxpamis, philosophy — ¢inocogis; university -
VHieepcumem, telephone — meneghon.

Word-building calques. suicide — camoeyb6cmeo (Latin sui caedere ‘to kill oneself” is reproduced by
camo- + the root 2y6- + the suffix -cmeo); subject (grammatical term) — niomem (Latin subiectum, from
sub- + iacere ‘to throw, place’, is reproduced by nio- + the root mem- from memamu). These learned
calques reproduce the Latin word-building model; they entered Ukrainian through the European schol-
arly tradition, frequently with Polish mediation (compare Polish samobdjstwo, podmiot).

Phraseological calques. rest on one’s laurels — cnouusamu na naepax; the lion’s share — nesosa
uyacmka (from Aesop); after us the deluge — nicas nac xou nomon (French Aprés nous le déluge).

Semantic borrowings affect meaning, not form. Ukrainian zezenusi was not borrowed as a colour
word; it acquired new ecological and political senses under English influence (green energy — senena
enepeemuxa, green transition — senenuii nepexio). Likewise, muwa gained the sense ‘computer de-
vice’ from English mouse. A semi-calque (partial translation + partial borrowing): workaholic —
mpyooeonix (English work + the element -aholic, abstracted from alcoholic, not a Greek morpheme —
Ukrainian mpyo + -eoxnix).

7. False Friends in English and Ukrainian

False friends (faux amis) are formally similar words in two languages that differ in meaning. They
may be historically related through a shared origin that developed differently in each language, partial-
ly related through one shared meaning among several, or formally similar by coincidence without any

14



historical connection. Only those whose similarity stems from a shared Latin or Greek root are pseu-
do-internationalisms; pairs that resemble each other only by chance are not. In translation, they are
problematic because their form creates the illusion of semantic equivalence.

English Misleading Ukrainian as-
word sociation Safer Ukrainian equivalent and note

actual aKmyanbHul Gaxmuunuil, cnpasicuiii; Note: axkmyanvrui = relevant /
topical

accurate akypammutl mounuil; Note: axypamnui = neat / tidy (Latin acciratus
via Polish akuratny)

magazine Maz2azum orcypHar;, note: maeazun = shop / store

fabric pabpuxa mkanuna; Note: ¢pabpuxa = factory

data oama oani; note: oama = calendar date

intelligent iHmenicenmuuil PO3VMHUL, KMmimaueuil; NOte: inmenicenmnuti = cultured
/ refined

complexion | komnnexyis KoJip i 6uensi0 wiKipu oonuyyst; Note: komnnexyis = body
build

ammunition | amyniyis boenpunacu; note: amyniyis = military equipment and
gear

Questions for Self-Check

1.

ok~ wn

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

What is the etymological structure of a lexicon?

How do native vocabulary and borrowed vocabulary differ?

Why is the English lexicon described as highly mixed?

What roles did Scandinavian, French, Latin, and Greek elements play in English vocabulary?

What are the main inherited and borrowed layers of the Ukrainian lexicon? How should Proto-
Slavic inheritance, later historical continuities, and specifically Ukrainian developments be dis-
tinguished?

What are the main causes of lexical borrowing, and how do the channels differ between Eng-
lish and Ukrainian?

What is the difference between a source language and a recipient language? Between an imme-
diate source and an ultimate etymon?

What is assimilation of borrowings, and why is it gradual?
How do complete, partial, and non-assimilation differ?
What are the main types of assimilation? Give one example of each.

Give an example of a borrowing whose meaning changed after it entered the language. What
kind of semantic change does it show?

How do internationalisms differ from ordinary loanwords and calques?
What is the difference between a false friend and a pseudo-internationalism?

What is the difference between a barbarism and an exoticism? Give one example from English
and one from Ukrainian.

Why are false friends especially problematic in English—Ukrainian translation? Give two ex-
amples from the lecture.

Give one example of a modern Ukrainian calque from English. What does it show about the
current state of borrowing?

Why do matioan, kasyn, and 6awman require a carefully traced etymology rather than a single
source language?
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Lecture 3. Contrastive Word-Formation in English and URrainian

Lecture plan
Part A. Affixational Word-Formation

1. Word-formation as a means of vocabulary enrichment; derivation and inflection
Morphemic structure: root, stem, base and affix

Affixation: prefixes, suffixes, semi-affixes and combining forms

Prefixation: semantic groups and Ukrainian aspectual-prefixal models

Suffixation: person-denoting, abstract, adjectival, evaluative and gender-marking suffixes
Prefixal-suffixal derivation and feminitives in Ukrainian

Productivity of affixational models

No akowd

Part B. Non-Affixational Word-Formation

8. Compounding in English according to Plag; Ukrainian compound words; compounds and
phrases: criteria and translation difficulties

9. Conversion and zero-derivation

10. Shortening, clipping, abbreviation, acronyms and initialisms

11. Blending and back-formation

12. Minor processes, occasionalisms and digital neologisms

13. Contrastive summary and translation strategies

Key concepts

word-formation, derivation, inflection, morpheme, root, stem, base, affix, prefix, suffix, circumfix,
derivational affix, inflectional affix, prefixation, suffixation, prefixal-suffixal derivation, semi-affix,
combining form, productivity, feminitive, compound, compounding, head, modifier, nominal com-
pound, adjectival compound, verbal compound, neoclassical compound, endocentric compound, exo-
centric compound, bahuvrihi compound, synthetic compound, interfix, conversion, zero-derivation,
substantivation, clipping, apocope, aphaeresis, acronym, initialism, blending, back-formation, occa-
sionalism, lexicalization, lexical economy, translation equivalence

Introduction

Word-formation is a branch of lexicological and morphological study that investigates the regular
patterns by which a language creates new lexical units from existing material.

English and Ukrainian illustrate a significant typological contrast. English is largely analytic: its inflec-
tional morphology is limited, and word-class boundaries are comparatively flexible. This makes com-
pounding and conversion especially productive. Ukrainian is synthetic and highly inflectional: new
words usually enter paradigms of gender, number, case, aspect or conjugation. As a result, Ukrainian
relies heavily on affixation, especially suffixation, while English distributes productivity across af-
fixation, compounding, conversion and several non-affixational processes.

PART A: AFFIXATIONAL WORD-FORMATION
1. Word-Formation as a Source of Vocabulary Enrichment

Word-formation enriches vocabulary by creating new lexemes from existing material. A derived
word is a new vocabulary item with a new lexical meaning and a new position in the lexical system. It
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differs from inflection, which produces grammatical forms of the same lexeme without creating a new
vocabulary item.

English derivation vs. inflection: teach — teacher (derivation: a new lexeme); teach — teaches —
taught (inflection: grammatical forms of TEACH).

Ukrainian derivation vs. inflection: monoouit — monoodicme (derivation); monoouii — monrooa —
monode — monodi (inflection).

Contrastive comment. The distinction is more formally visible in Ukrainian: a derivative such as
wrinvruti Simultaneously expresses a new lexical relation and grammatical information, while English
school used attributively expresses only the lexical relation.

2. Morphemic Structure: Root, Stem, Base and Affix

The basic unit of morphemic structure is the morpheme, the smallest meaningful unit. The root is
the central lexical morpheme of a word, which remains after all affixes are removed. The stem is the
form to which inflectional endings are attached. The base is the form to which a derivational affix is
added at a particular stage of word-formation. It may be identical with the root, but it may also be a
derived or complex form.

Unit Definition English example Ukrainian example

Root Central lexical morpheme of a word; | help in helpful, un- | zic  in  zicosui,
carries the core lexical meaning helpful JICHUK

Stem The form to which inflectional endings | kind in  kinder, | zicos- in nicosuii,
are attached kindest NEC08020

Base The form to which a derivational affix is | help — helpful — | vumamu — wumau
added at a particular stage helpfulness — yumauka

Free mor- | A morpheme that can function as an | help, school, black | zic, pyka, mosa

pheme independent word

Bound mor- | A morpheme that cannot occur inde- | -ful, -ness, un-, -er | -cox-, 6es-, -nuk, -

pheme pendently icmo

Contrastive comment. English derivatives often keep the base visually unchanged, as in help — help-
ful, whereas Ukrainian derivatives more often show stem modification and grammatical integration, as
iN pyka — pyunuil OF Ho2a — HIdCKA.

3. Affixation: Prefixes, Suffixes, Semi-Affixes and Combining Forms

Affixation is the formation of words by adding derivational affixes to a base. A prefix is placed be-
fore the base and usually modifies meaning without changing word class. A suffix is placed after the
base and often changes both meaning and word class.

A semi-affix is an element that is historically connected with an independent word but functions as a
productive word-forming element. In English, the most typical semi-affixes are -man, as in postman,
and -friendly, as in user-friendly. Ukrainian has comparable elements, traditionally called cydikcoinm,
such as -06 in kuueono6 and -po6 in x1i6opob.

A combining form is a bound element of Greek or Latin origin that appears in complex words and is
especially common in scientific, technical and digital terminology. English examples: bioengineering,
cybersecurity, microchip. Ukrainian examples: 6ioinowcenepis, kibepbesnexa, Mikpouun, mejiekanal.
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4. Prefixation in English and Ukrainian
4.1. Semantic Classification of English Prefixes

A single English prefix may correspond to different Ukrainian prefixes, suffixes or lexical equivalents.
Conversely, one Ukrainian prefix may cover meanings that are distributed among several English lex-
ical or grammatical devices.

Semantic group English prefixes English examples Main Ukrainian equivalents

Negation and oppo- | un-, in-, non-, a- unclean, illegal, non- | ne-, 6es-

sition alcoholic

Reversal of action un-, dis- unfasten, disconnect | pos-, 6io-

Repetition re- rewrite, reconsider nepe-

Temporal or spatial | fore-, pre-, post-, | foresee, prewar, | 0o-, nepeo-, nicis-, Hao-, nio-

relation over-, under- overpass

Number and associa- | bi-, co- bilingual, co-author | 0s0-, cnis-

tion

Former status ex- ex-president eKc-

Degree and intensi- | super-, over-, hy- | supernatural, hyper- | nao-, nepe-, cynep-

fication per- active

Causative meaning en- enlarge, enrich, ena- | often rendered by suffixal or
ble prefixal-suffixal models

Contrastive comment. Ukrainian renders English negative prefixation mainly through ne- and 6es-,
but also has borrowed prefixes of the same Greco-Latin fund (a-, anmu-, oe-); the native prefixes re-
main stylistically neutral and far more productive.

4.2. Ukrainian Prefixes as a Systematic Resource

Ukrainian prefixes form their own network, especially productive in the verbal system. Spatial and
directional prefixes encode approaching (npu-: nputimu), movement away (sio-: ioiiimu), Crossing
(nepe-: nepeumu), and surrounding or bypassing (06-/o-: o6iumu). Ukrainian verbal prefixes may also
express lexical modification, boundedness, phase, completion, or aspectual meaning. A single prefix
may combine lexical and aspectual functions, so the lexical contribution of the prefix should be distin-
guished from the perfective status of the resulting verb. Negative and privative prefixes (ne-, 6es-)
negate or deny a quality. Intensifying prefixes (npe-, mao-, apxi-) mark degree: npexpacnuil,
HAO36UYAIHUIL.

Aspectual series: imu — npuiimu, iditimu, 3aumu, eutimu, nepetimu, ooitmu, Oitimu, nioiumu.
English rendering: to arrive, to leave, to enter, to exit, to cross, to go around, to reach, to approach.

Contrastive comment. Ukrainian prefixal derivation in the verbal system interacts with aspect in a
way that has no direct parallel in English: one Ukrainian verbal base generates a full aspectual and
directional series through prefixation, while English renders these distinctions through different verbs,
phrasal verbs, or adverbials.
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5. Suffixation in English and Ukrainian
5.1. Noun-Forming Suffixes Denoting Persons

Person-denoting suffixes form a larger and more differentiated system in Ukrainian than in English.
English has several productive suffixes for naming agents, professions and participants, but Ukrainian
additionally encodes gender and stylistic nuances more systematically.

English person-denoting suffixes:

Suffix Meaning or note Examples

-er agent; highly productive teacher, driver

-or /[ -ar agent, mostly in Latin-based words actor, translator

-ist person by profession, activity or ideology philologist, pianist
-ant/-ent  agent or participant assistant, correspondent
-ee recipient or patient of an action employee, addressee
-ess female person; limited and often stylistically marked actress, waitress

Ukrainian person-denoting suffixes:

Suffix Meaning or note Examples

-ap agent or profession waxmap, nikap

-nuk /-uxk  agent, profession or object name POOIMHUK, XYOOHCHUK

-eub agent, origin or nationality nionpuemeys, yKpaineyw

-meinb agent; historically established, limited synchronic productiv- suumens, 6uxosamens

ity

-icm / - profession, activity or ideology; productive in terminology npocpamicm,

ucm JACYpHANICM

-ay agent 021044, 6UKIA0aY

-int agent 600ill, naniu

-Ka productive feminine suffix pedakmopka,
cmyoeHmKa

-uus productive feminine suffix O00CIOHUYSL, VUACHUYS

-uns productive modern feminine suffix Qinonocums, MUCMKUHSA

Both English -er and Ukrainian -nux are polysemous: English teacher names a person, while computer
and boiler name objects; Ukrainian npayienux names a person, while uwaznux names an object.

Contrastive comment. Ukrainian has a larger inventory of competing person-denoting suffixes, and
the choice depends on profession, gender and register: teacher may correspond to yuumens,
yuumenvka, sukiaday Or suxnaoauxa depending on context.

5.2. Abstract-Noun and Adjective-Forming Suffixes

English and Ukrainian both form abstract nouns and adjectives through suffixation, but the systems
differ in productivity and stylistic distribution. English suffixes are often transpositional: they change
the word class of the base. Ukrainian suffixes also interact with gender, declension and stylistic regis-
ter.

English abstract-noun and adjective-forming suffixes:
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Suffix Word class formed Examples

-ion abstract noun explanation
-ment abstract noun development
-ance / -ence abstract noun importance
-ness abstract noun happiness, kindness
-dom abstract noun freedom
-ship abstract noun friendship
-hood abstract noun childhood
-able / -ible  adjective readable
-ful adjective careful

-less adjective hopeless
-ous adjective dangerous
-ive adjective effective

-al adjective cultural

-ish adjective childish

-y adjective cloudy

Ukrainian abstract-noun and adjective-forming suffixes:

Suffix Word class formed Examples

-icmo abstract noun OioHicmb, cyyacHicmo
-oma abstract or collective noun 0obpoma

-cmeo abstract or collective noun asmopcmeo, cmyoeHmcmeo
-QHHA / -eHHA abstract noun YUMAHHA, NOSAICHEHHS
-ayis / -izayin abstract noun, often terminological adanmayis, yugposizayis
-06(uit) adjective cnysrcbosuil

-n(uii) adjective XMAPHULL, WKITbHULL
-cbK(uit) adjective MICbKULL

-uun(uiy) adjective icmopuyHull

-ue(uit) adjective obainueuil

Contrastive comment. English -ness and Ukrainian -icms cover a comparable area, but Ukrainian may
add derivatives of different value: 6ionicms names the abstract quality, while 6iooma is a collective,
often pejorative name. Ukrainian adjectives are doubly marked — by derivational suffix and by inflec-
tional ending.

5.3. Diminutive, Evaluative and Verb-Forming Suffixes

Ukrainian has a highly developed system of diminutive, affectionate, augmentative and pejorative
suffixes. These suffixes shift a neutral base into a tender, familiar, ironic or lowered register and may
create chains of related forms.

Related Ukrainian evaluative formations: manuti, manenvxuil, manecenvkuil, MaitOCiHbKUil, gimep,
gimepeybs, GIMPIOCAH.

English has fewer productive evaluative suffixes, mainly -let, -ling and -ie / -y, as in booklet, duck-
ling, doggie. English usually expresses evaluation through lexical choice, modifiers or context. English
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verb-forming suffixes include -ize and -fy, as in computerize, simplify. Ukrainian forms verbs through
suffixes such as -umu and -(ye)amu, as in cywumu, ckanyeamu.

Contrastive comment. Ukrainian suffixation can encode profession, gender, evaluation, affection, con-
tempt, smallness and grammatical integration in one derivative, where English often needs separate
lexical or syntactic means.

6. Prefixal-Suffixal Derivation and Feminitives

Prefixal-suffixal derivation, also called circumfixation in some descriptions, is especially character-
istic of Ukrainian. A new word is formed through the simultaneous functional use of a prefix and a
suffix. The combined pattern creates the new lexical meaning and cannot always be reduced to a sim-
ple sequence of separate operations.

Ukrainian examples: 6es3- + dap + -n(uit) — 6e30apnuil; misxc- + Hapoo- + -w(uil) — MidcHapoOHull.

Feminitives are nouns denoting female persons by profession, role or activity. In modern Ukrainian,
productive suffixes include -xa, -uua and -uns, as in pedaxmopka, oocnionuys, ginonoeuns. English
usually uses gender-neutral nouns such as teacher, editor, researcher. A few feminine pairs exist, such
as actor - actress, but they are stylistically restricted and not fully productive.

Contrastive comment. English lacks a fully productive morphological mechanism equivalent to
Ukrainian professional feminitives: pedaxmopxa Illesuenxo is rendered as editor Shevchenko, with
gender recovered from context or by a descriptive phrase if communicatively relevant.

7. Productivity of Affixational Models

Productivity is the capacity of a word-formation model to create new acceptable words in current
usage. English productive affixational models include negative prefixation with un-, non- and dis-,
agentive -er, abstract -ness, adjectival -able, and verbal -ize. Ukrainian productive models include suf-
fixal nouns with -nux, -eys, -au, -icmo, -anns / -enns, adjectives with -cox(ui), -oe(utr) and -w(ui),
verbs with -(ys)amu, and feminitives with -x(a), -uys and -umus.

Productivity is register-dependent. English productivity is distributed across affixation, compounding
and conversion; Ukrainian productivity is more strongly concentrated in visible affixational patterns.

PART B: NON-AFFIXATIONAL WORD-FORMATION
8. Compounding in English and Ukrainian

8.1. Compounding as a Type of Word-Formation

Compounding is a type of word-formation in which a new lexical unit is created by combining two
or more bases, stems or words. The result is a compound word, a complex lexical unit that functions
as one naming item and denotes one object, phenomenon, quality, process or concept.

A compound has semantic, grammatical and sometimes phonological or orthographic unity. English
school bus denotes a special type of bus, not any bus connected with a school; Ukrainian zicocmen
denotes a specific natural zone, not two independent entities, zic and cmen.

In English, compounding is usually based on the juxtaposition of free bases, as in coffee cup, sunrise,
blackbird. In Ukrainian, compound formation is more closely connected with morphological struc-
ture: compounds often involve stem-composition, interfixation, word-composition, or composition
with simultaneous suffixation, as in soooein, 3emnempyc, npayezoammuii, MOBO3HABCMEBO.
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English compounds are most conveniently introduced through Plag’s head-based description, while
Ukrainian compound words are better described according to the way stems and words are joined.

8.2. English Compounds according to Plag

In Ingo Plag’s treatment, a compound is a complex word consisting of two or more bases. English
compounds are normally binary in internal structure. English compounds are generally right-headed:
in school bus, the head is bus because the whole compound denotes a kind of bus. Stress and spelling
are useful but not fully reliable criteria for recognizing compounds.

English compounds may be written solid, hyphenated or open: blackbird; mother-in-law; school bus.

8.2.1. General Inventory of English Compounding Patterns

In many English compounds, the head is the right-hand component. It determines the word class and
the general meaning of the whole compound. In laser printer, the head is printer, so the whole com-
pound is a noun; in sugar-free, the head is free, so it is an adjective; in dry-clean, the head is clean,
So it is a verb. According to the word class of the head, English compounds may be nominal, adjec-
tival or verbal.

8.2.2. Nominal Compounds

Nominal compounds have a noun as their head. They are the most productive and frequent type. The
most typical model is noun plus noun: film society, laser printer, coffee cup. Most are right-headed:
the right-hand component names the general class, and the left-hand component specifies it.

Endocentric compounds have the semantic head inside the compound, as in laser printer, coffee
cup. Exocentric compounds do not denote a subtype of the final component: pickpocket is not a kind
of pocket, and loudmouth is not a kind of mouth. A subtype of exocentric compounds is the bahuvrihi
compound, which denotes a person or entity characterized by possessing a feature, as in greybeard or
loudmouth.

Copulative compounds combine two roles or features, as in singer-songwriter, poet-translator. Co-
ordinate compounds denote a relation between coordinated elements, as in the mind-body problem,
the doctor-patient relationship. In Plag’s own terminology, both groups are treated as subtypes of one
copulative class.

Synthetic compounds contain a derived head connected with a verb, while the first component func-
tions as an argument of that verbal base: beer drinker, bookseller. In bookseller, book is related to the
object of the action expressed by sell.

8.2.3. Adjectival Compounds

Adjectival compounds have an adjective as their head. One frequent type is noun plus adjective:
knee-deep, sugar-free, structure-dependent. Another type combines adjectives: icy-cold, Franco-
German. Adjectival compounds may also include derived heads: blue-eyed, awe-inspiring.

Contrastive comment. English adjectival compounds are productive in descriptive and academic dis-
course. Ukrainian often translates them by adjectives, participial constructions or phrases, for example
sugar-free as 6e3 yyxpy or structure-dependent as zanesrcnuii 8i0 cmpykmypu.

8.2.4. Verbal Compounds

Verbal compounds have a verb as their head, but Plag treats them cautiously because many English
verbal compounds are historically or structurally secondary. Examples: proof-read, stir-fry, dry-clean.
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8.2.5. Neoclassical Compounds

Neoclassical compounds are complex words formed from Greek or Latin combining forms. These
elements are not ordinary free English words, but they are not identical to typical affixes either. Ex-
amples: biochemistry, geology, philology. Elements such as bio-, photo-, geo-, -logy and -graphy are
especially important in scientific and academic vocabulary.

English and Ukrainian both use international neoclassical material in terminology: biology - 6ionoeis,
philology - ginonozis.

8.3. Ukrainian Compound Words

Ukrainian compound formation is classified according to the way in which stems, words and word
forms are joined. The main types are stem-composition, word-composition or juxtaposition, and
stem-composition with simultaneous suffixation.

8.3.1. Stem-Composition

Stem-composition is the formation of a compound word by combining two or more stems. It may
occur with or without interfixes. The most typical interfixes are -o-, -e- and -e-: -o-: zicocmen,
80002iH; -e-. 3emiempyc, npaye3oamuuil, -e-. xeummepadicnuil. Stem-composition may also occur
without an interfix, as in ecroouxio. Many Ukrainian compounds are based on relations similar to
those found in word combinations: subordinative, as in dpi6rorucmuii, or coordinate, as in cumvo-
AHCOBMUL, CYCRINbHO-NOJTMUYHUL.

8.3.2. Word-Composition or Juxtaposition

Word-composition, also called juxtaposition, is the formation of a compound word by combining
whole words or word forms. Unlike stem-composition, it preserves the formal independence of the
components more clearly and is often reflected by hyphenation. Examples: canon-nepyxapus, xaio-
cinw, npem’ep-minicmp. These compounds are usually based on appositional or coordinate relations
and name one complex concept.

8.3.3. Stem-Composition with Simultaneous Suffixation

Stem-composition with simultaneous suffixation occurs when two stems are combined and a suffix
is added as part of the same word-formation process. This type shows the close connection between
compounding and derivation in Ukrainian. Examples: mososnascmeo, mpunosepxosuii, 06omosHuil.
In mososnascmeo, the stems are combined and the suffixal element -cme- / -cmeo helps form an ab-
stract noun; in mpunosepxosuii, the numeral stem mpu- and the noun stem nosepx- are combined with
the adjectival suffix -oe(uu) within a single act of word-formation.

8.3.4. Productivity of Ukrainian Compound Formation

In Ukrainian, compound formation is especially productive in nouns and adjectives; it is less produc-
tive in adverbs and occurs only sporadically in verbs. The most characteristic feature of Ukrainian
compounds is morphological integration through interfixes, suffixes and inflectional endings.

8.4. Contrastive Comparison of English and Ukrainian Compounds

Criterion English compounds Ukrainian compound words  Contrastive comment
General prin- Mostly juxtaposition Mostly combination of English compounding s
ciple of free bases: school stems or words: soooein, more analytic; Ukrainian is
bus, coffee cup CANIOH-NEePYKAPHS more morphologically inte-
grated.
Basic classifi- Head-based: nominal, Formation-based: stem- English classification s
adjectival, verbal, composition, word- head-based; Ukrainian is
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Criterion English compounds Ukrainian compound words  Contrastive comment
cation neoclassical separate ~ composition,  composition formation-based.
with suffixation
Headedness Most compounds are Less uniformly explained; The right-head rule is central
right-headed: school depends on derivational for English but not equally
bus is a kind of bus structure explanatory for Ukrainian.
Linking ele- Usually absent: sun- Often present: sricocmen, Interfixes are a major struc-
ment rise, blackbird 3emiempyc tural feature of Ukrainian
compounds.
Relation to Usually separate, Often interacts with suffixa- Ukrainian shows a closer
affixation though synthetic com- tion: Moso3nascmeo, connection between com-
pounds exist:  mpunosepxosuii pounding and derivation.
bookseller
Orthographic ~ Solid, hyphenated or Mostly solid or hyphenated: English spelling is more var-
form open: greenhouse, szemaempyc, cunvo-scoemuii iable; Ukrainian often re-
school bus flects morphological struc-
ture.
Translation May correspond to a May correspond to an Eng- Formal similarity does not
equivalence Ukrainian phrase, lish compound, phrase or guarantee translation equiva-

compound or simple

simple word

lence.

word

8.5. Criteria for Distinguishing Compounds from Phrases

The compound-phrase boundary in English is especially difficult for noun plus noun combinations
such as stone wall, school bus, language policy. Several criteria should be applied together: graphic
form, stress, semantic unity, morphological behaviour and syntactic behaviour. No single criterion is
decisive.

Useful diagnostic contrasts: green house - greenhouse; black bird - blackbird; a stone wall - a wall
made of stone. A greenhouse is not simply a green house; a blackbird is a species, not any bird that is
black. Ukrainian renderings: xam sua cmina, wxintonuti aemobyc, ananiz oanux — English noun plus
noun structures often correspond to Ukrainian adjective-noun phrases or genitive constructions.

8.6. Translation Difficulties of Compounds

Compounds may create translation difficulties because the structural model of a compound in one
language does not necessarily coincide with the structural model of its equivalent in another. Transla-
tion requires attention to the meaning of the whole lexical unit, not only to the meanings of its compo-
nents.

An English compound may correspond to a Ukrainian word combination (school bus - wxinenuii
aemob6yc), a Ukrainian compound word (waterfall - sodocnao), or a simple Ukrainian word (green-
house - menauys — a literal zenenuii 6younox would be misleading); a Ukrainian compound word may
in turn require a descriptive English phrase (npayezoamna moouna - a person fit for work / an able-
bodied person). Lexicalized units require special attention: blackbird denotes a species (vopruii opiz0),
not any bird that is black, and red tape is an idiom meaning excessive bureaucracy (6ropoxpamuuna
MALAHUNAQ).

These relations can be generalized through translation equivalence: full equivalence (units coincide
in meaning and usage despite different structure: waterfall - sooocnao); partial equivalence (one unit
corresponds to several target units across contexts: teacher - yuumens / éuxnadau / suxkiadauxa); or the
absence of a direct lexical equivalent in a particular context (the translator uses an adapted borrow-
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ing, calque, descriptive translation, or functional equivalent — for doomscrolling, oymckponine or a
descriptive phrase).

9. Conversion and Zero-Derivation

Conversion, also called zero-derivation, is the formation of a new word by changing word class
without adding an overt derivational affix. It is especially productive in English because many Eng-
lish words have little or no inflectional marking. The most productive type is noun-to-verb conversion,
which creates denominal verbs.

English conversion examples: to email - an email; Google - to google; a download - to download;
clean - to clean.

A related but distinct phenomenon is partial conversion, or substantivation, in which an adjective
comes to function as a noun: the rich, the poor, the unemployed. These find a close parallel in Ukraini-
an substantivized adjectives and participles such as uepeosuii, monooa, siticoxosui, which makes sub-
stantivation one of the few areas where the two languages behave similarly.

Strict conversion is less productive in Ukrainian because words are more clearly marked for part of
speech through endings, gender, number, case, aspect or suffixes. Apart from substantivation, Ukrain-
ian typically responds to English conversion with suffixal adaptation of borrowed bases: eyerumu,
ckanysamu, aaukamu, mecmysamu. Translation strategies: borrowing with a Ukrainian verbal suffix
(to google - eyenumu); calque or descriptive phrase (to screenshot - spo6umu ckpunwom); functional
equivalent (to Google something - sratimu woce 6 inmepnemi).

Contrastive comment. English conversion is morphologically economical — a new lexical item with-
out visible marking. Its limited productivity in Ukrainian is the contrastive point: not a gap but a
consequence of the synthetic, inflectional type, where the same need is met by suffixation (eyerumu)
or substantivation (uepzosuii).

10. Shortening, Clipping, Abbreviation, Acronyms and Initialisms

Shortening is the creation of a shorter lexical form from a longer one. Clipping removes part of a
word. Apocope removes the final part, as in lab, photo, app. Aphaeresis removes the initial part, as in
phone, bus, plane. Syncope removes a medial part, as in ma’am. Some English clippings, such as bus
and phone, have become stylistically neutral.

Ukrainian shortening and colloquial adaptation: yuisep illustrates clipping. Forms such as zaé6a,
¢omra combine shortening with suffixation, while anxa combines borrowing, adaptation, and suffix-
ation. The normative Ukrainian equivalent of English app is zacmocynox, while anxa is colloquial and
register-dependent.

An initialism is pronounced as a sequence of letters: BBC, FBI, EU, Al. An acronym is pronounced as
a word: NATO, laser, radar. Ukrainian may borrow, transliterate, translate or adapt such units: HATO,
nazep, paoap, LI

Contrastive comment. English clipping supports speed and informality, and some clippings become
neutral; Ukrainian clipped forms are often stylistically marked and must conform to Ukrainian phono-
logical and morphological norms when they enter the inflectional system.

11. Blending and Back-Formation

11.1. Blending

Blending combines parts of two words, often with truncation or phonological overlap. A blend differs
from a compound because the components are not preserved fully. English blends: smog from smoke
+ fog; brunch from breakfast + lunch; webinar from web + seminar; Brexit from Britain + exit.
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Ukrainian adapted blends and internationalisms: bpexsum, ¢pinmex, sebinap. A lexicalized Ukrain-
ian blend is peanimobine (peanimayivinuii + asmomo6ine) and maxcobyc (maxci + asmobyc). Domes-
tic blending as a regular model is noticeably weaker in Ukrainian than in English.

11.2. Back-Formation

Back-formation creates a new word by removing a real or supposed affix from an existing word. It
differs from shortening because it changes word class through morphological reanalysis. English
back-formations: editor — to edit; television — to televise; babysitter — to babysit. UKrainian usual-
ly creates analogous verbs by adding overt verbal suffixes rather than removing an apparent affix:
pedaxmop — pedazysamu; CKanep — CKAHy8amiu.

Contrastive comment. English blending and back-formation are more visible because English has
weak inflectional marking and flexible word-class boundaries, whereas Ukrainian creates new verbs
from borrowed or complex bases through overt suffixation.

12. Minor Processes, Occasionalisms and Digital Neologisms

12.1. Minor Processes

English Ukrainian ex-
Process Definition examples amples Productivity
Reduplication  Full or partial lexical ping-pong, uacmo-cycmo,  Limited; expressive
repetition, sometimes flip-flop nAiY-0-NiiY
with sound alternation
Onomatopoeia  Words imitating buzz, hiss, oJszuocuamu, Limited; sound-symbolic
sounds splash wunimu
Sound inter- Historical vowel or blood - pyka - pyunut, Not a productive inde-
change consonant alternation bleed, song woea - nioicka ~ pendent model; in Ukrain-
associated with lexical - sing ian it accompanies suffixal
relations derivation

12.2. Occasionalisms, Lexicalization and Digital Neologisms

A nonce-word is created for one communicative occasion. An occasionalism is a context-bound for-
mation that may remain outside the stable lexicon. Lexicalization occurs when a new formation be-
comes conventionalized and enters general usage. Digital culture accelerates lexicalization because
speakers need short, memorable names for new phenomena.

English digital neologisms: selfie, doomscrolling, deepfake. Ukrainian digital neologisms: vaméom,
CKPUHUWLOM, WMYYHUL THMENeKM.

Contrastive comment. Digital neologisms show how compounding, blending, shortening, conver-
sion and borrowing interact in English, while Ukrainian combines borrowing, calque, derivation and
adapted bases; normative choice depends on text type (wmyunuit inmenexm is standard, Al informal).

13. Contrastive Summary and Translation Strategies

The dominant tendency in English is the combination of affixation with highly productive non-
affixational processes, especially compounding and conversion. The dominant tendency in Ukrainian
is visible morphological derivation, especially suffixation, prefixation, prefixal-suffixal derivation
and compound formation with interfixes or suffixes. For translation, the central rule is functional
equivalence: the translator must reproduce the naming function, register and stylistic value, not the
source-language word-formation pattern mechanically.
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Questions for Self-check

1.
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13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

22.

What is word-formation, and how does it differ from inflection?

What is the difference between root, stem and base?

What is affixation? How do prefix, suffix and circumfix differ by position and function?
What is the difference between a semi-affix and a combining form?

How do Ukrainian prefixes interact with verbal aspect? Give examples.

Why is suffixal derivation especially important in Ukrainian?

What is prefixal-suffixal derivation, and why is it important for Ukrainian word-formation?
What are feminitives, and which suffixes are most productive in modern Ukrainian?

What is productivity in word-formation? How does it differ in English and Ukrainian?
How does Plag classify English compounds according to the word class of the head?

. What are nominal, adjectival, verbal and neoclassical compounds?

How are Ukrainian compound words classified according to the way their components are
joined?

Why is the English compound-phrase boundary difficult to draw?

What is conversion, and why is it also called zero-derivation?

Why is strict conversion less productive in Ukrainian than in English?

Which strategies can be used to translate English conversion verbs into Ukrainian?

What is the difference between clipping, acronym and initialism?

What is blending, and how does it differ from compounding?

What is back-formation? Give examples from English.

What is lexicalization, and why does digital culture accelerate it?

What is the difference between full equivalence, partial equivalence, and the absence of a direct
lexical equivalent in a particular context? lllustrate each relation with word-formation exam-
ples.

Which structural asymmetries between English and Ukrainian word-formation are most im-
portant for translators?
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Lecture 4. Lexical Semantics and the Structure of Meaning in English and
Ukrainian

Lecture plan
1. The notion of lexical meaning

2. Lexical meaning and grammatical meaning

3. Denotation and connotation

4.  Semantic structure of the word: semes, sememes, polysemy and homonymy
5. The semiotic triangle: symbol, concept, and referent

6. Lexical motivation

7. Componential analysis and lexical gaps

8. Lexical fields in English and Ukrainian

9.  Cultural specificity of lexical meaning

10. Partial equivalence: types and integrative case studies

11. Translation strategies in lexical semantic analysis

Key concepts

lexical meaning, grammatical meaning, denotation, connotation, emotive connotation, evaluative con-
notation, stylistic connotation, expressive connotation, semantic structure, seme, sememe, archiseme,
differential seme, polysemy, homonymy, semiotic triangle, symbol, concept, referent, lexical motiva-
tion, phonetic motivation, morphological motivation, semantic motivation, componential analysis, lex-
ical field, paradigmatic relations, syntagmatic relations, cultural specificity, contextual full equiva-
lence, partial equivalence, lexical gap

Introduction

Lexical semantics is the branch of linguistics that studies the meaning of words and lexical units. In
contrastive lexicology it is not limited to isolated dictionary meanings: it investigates how two lan-
guages organize meaning, how lexical units divide reality into conceptual categories, how they devel-
op connotations, and how they function in translation. A word that looks like a simple equivalent in a
bilingual dictionary may cover a wider, narrower, or culturally different area of meaning, so the stu-
dent needs the semantic range, contextual restrictions, collocational behaviour, stylistic colouring, and
cultural associations of the word, not only its dictionary equivalent.

1. The Notion of Lexical Meaning

Lexical meaning is the meaning carried by a word or a lexical unit as an element of the vocabulary
system. It allows a word to name, indicate, describe, classify, evaluate, or evoke something.

A word is not a direct copy of reality. It is a linguistic sign connected with reality through a mental
representation: when speakers use a word, the linguistic form activates a concept through which they
identify or interpret the relevant referent. English and Ukrainian speakers may refer to similar objects,
but the concepts activated by their words may not be identical. For example, the English word home is
not simply a physical building; it may include belonging, family, emotional security, and origin.
Ukrainian oin may overlap with home, but Ukrainian also has 6younox, ocens, xama, and domiska,
each with its own range and associations.

Contrastive comment. English house primarily denotes a building while home foregrounds belonging
or emotional attachment; Ukrainian 6yourox denotes a building, oim a building or the sphere of family
and belonging, and ocexns is often literary — a network of partial equivalence.
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2. Lexical and Grammatical Meaning

Lexical meaning and grammatical meaning are two interrelated components of the meaning of a
word. Lexical meaning is individual and identifies the concept, object, quality, action, process, or
relation named by the word. Grammatical meaning is general and belongs to a class of words or
word forms, expressing categories such as number, tense, case, gender, person, degrees of comparison,
aspect, definiteness, or part-of-speech meaning.

English relies extensively on word order, auxiliary verbs, articles, and prepositions to express gram-
matical meaning, though it retains a limited set of inflections; Ukrainian expresses much grammati-
cal meaning through inflections, case forms, gender agreement, and aspectual verb pairs.

Contrastive comment. In English the lexical item remains relatively stable while grammatical mean-
ings are supplied by auxiliary words or word order; in Ukrainian grammatical meaning is more visi-
bly encoded in the form of the word itself, so the translator must separate what belongs to lexical
meaning from what is supplied by grammatical structure.

The point is clear with articles: English a and the have no direct formal equivalents in Ukrainian, but
their meaning may be rendered by word order, demonstratives, lexical additions, or context (A woman
entered the room. The woman looked tired. — /Jo kimnamu ysiuwna scinka. I ocinka mana
BMOMILEHULL ULTISO. ).

3. Denotation and Connotation

Denotation is the central component of lexical meaning that connects a word with a class of objects,
phenomena, actions, qualities, or relations. Connotation includes the emotional, evaluative, stylistic,
expressive, social, historical, or cultural associations that accompany denotation; it matters for transla-
tion because two words may share denotation but differ in connotation. Four types are distinguished:

Type of con-
notation Definition English example Ukrainian example
Emotive Reflects feelings or emo- | home (belonging); war xama (affection, origin);
tional attitudes toward the | (fear, grief) pionuti (warmth)
referent
Evaluative Expresses approval or | slim (positive) vs. skinny | cmpynxuii (positive)
disapproval of the refer- | (negative) vs. xyorowuii (pejorative)
ent
Stylistic Indicates the register or | domicile (formal) ocens (elevated)
sphere of use vs. home (neutral) vs. keapmupa (neutral)
vs. pad (informal) VS. xama
Expressive Intensifies or strengthens | gigantic (intensified 30oposennuu (intensified);
the image or attitude large); tiny (intensified manecenvkuu (very small,
small) affective)

Connotation in synonymic sets: child - kid - brat; smell - aroma - stench / mamu - mamycs -
MamiHKa,' coeopumu - banaxamu - mepeeerHumu.

The pair freedom - liberty shows that similar denotation may differ in association: both correspond to
Ukrainian ceo6ooa, but freedom is broad and general while liberty often has a formal, legal, political,
or historical association (civil liberties — epomaosncoxi céoboou; the established Cmamys Ceoboou
does not reproduce the English contrast).
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4. Semantic Structure of the Word: Semes, Sememes, and Polysemy

The meaning of a word has an internal semantic structure. Each meaning can be described through
smaller semantic components called semes (B. Pottier, A.-J. Greimas). A sememe is one meaning of a
word understood as a structured set of semes. An archiseme is the general component shared by a
group of related lexical units; a differential seme distinguishes one word from others in the same
field. Thus man, woman, boy, girl share the archiseme human being and differ in differential semes
such as adult, non-adult, male, female; Ukrainian wonosik, acinka, xnoneyw, disuuna, oumuna belong
to the same field but do not map perfectly onto the English units.

Contrastive comment. English man usually denotes an adult male (with an older generic use); Ukrain-
ian wonosix may denote an adult male or a husband — apparent equivalents may differ in semantic
structure.

The semantic structure is also connected with polysemy and homonymy. Polysemy is the existence
of several related meanings within one word; homonymy is identity of form between lexical units
whose meanings are not synchronically related. English bank ‘financial institution” and bank ‘side of a
river’, or Ukrainian zasa ‘bench’ and znaea ‘volcanic lava’, illustrate homonymy; the meanings of
head in a person’s head, head of a department, and the head of the table are related by extension and
illustrate polysemy.

5. The Semiotic Triangle: Symbol, Concept, and Referent

The semiotic triangle (Ogden and Richards) includes three elements: the symbol, or linguistic form;
the concept, or mental representation; and the referent, or element of reality identified in context. Its
three relations are: (1) the relation between symbol and concept is conventional; (2) the concept is the
mental representation through which speakers identify and classify the referent; (3) the relation be-
tween symbol and referent is indirect, mediated by the concept.

Element English/ Ukrainian

Symbol (word form) tree/ depeso

Concept (mental representation) plant with a trunk, branches, and leaves
Referent (real-world object) a real tree

Contrastive comment. The symbol differs from language to language, while the referent may be the
same object; the concept partly overlaps, but cultural and phraseological associations differ, so transla-
tion reconstructs the concept activated in context.

6. Lexical Motivation

Lexical motivation is the relation between the form or structure of a word and its meaning. A word is
motivated when its meaning can be partly inferred from its sound, morphemic structure, or figurative
basis, and non-motivated when it cannot. Three types are distinguished: phonetic motivation (sound
imitation or symbolism), morphological motivation (transparent morphemic structure), and semantic
motivation (metaphor, metonymy, or another transfer).

Motivation may be lost through semantic change. English lord developed from elements meaning
bread-keeper and lady from bread-kneader, no longer transparent; Ukrainian niosixonnux remains
motivated (nio- + sixon- + -nux), whereas nicenimnuys is not transparent to most present-day speak-
ers.

Examples: phonetic — buzz, splash, cuckoo / osuoxcuamu, nuockim, xy-xy; morphological — teacher,
greenhouse / yuumenn, wopnozem; semantic — mouse as a computer device, blue meaning sad / muwxa
SK TIPUCTPIN, HidHCKA CMOTY.
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Contrastive comment. The types are shared, but the motivating images do not always coincide: Eng-
lish blue can mean sadness (feeling blue, the blues), while Ukrainian cuwniu and 6raxumnui do not;
Ukrainian xaruna activates a symbolic network of family memory, love and grief that English vibur-
num / guelder rose does not.

7. Componential Analysis

Componential analysis is a method of describing lexical meaning by decomposing it into semes,
showing which are shared and which distinguish lexical units; in contrastive lexicology it reveals par-
tial equivalence, semantic overlap, lexical gaps, and culturally specific components. The procedure
has five steps: select a group of related words; identify the lexical field and its archiseme; compare
the meanings in context; formulate the shared and differential semes; contrast the semantic structures
of the English and Ukrainian units.

Lexical

unit Language Main semes Typical context

house English building, dwelling, physical structure The house needs repairs.

home English place of living, belonging, family attach- Home is where | feel safe.

ment

OVOuHOK Ukrainian building, construction, physical structure  Byounox nompebye pemonmy.

oim Ukrainian building and/or family/home sphere YV pionomy  Odomi  naxno
a01yKamu.

oceist Ukrainian dwelling, settled abode; elevated register  3amuwmna ocens yekana
2ocmell.

Componential analysis shows that house, home, 6younox, oim, and ocens form a network of partial
equivalence. Translation should select the Ukrainian unit according to the dominant seme in context:
physical building, emotional belonging, family sphere, or elevated dwelling.

A lexical gap occurs when one language lacks a direct single-word counterpart for a concept lexical-
ized by one word in another.

Concept English Ukrainian

Gender-neutral sibling term sibling (one word) opam abo cecmpa (phrase)

Day before yesterday the day before yesterday nozasuopa (one word)
(phrase)

Period of two weeks fortnight (one word) 0sa muoicni (phrase)

Warm lands migratory birds fly to descriptive phrase supiii  (one word, folk-

poetic)
Person who regularly travels to commuter (one word) descriptive phrase
work/study

Contrastive comment. Lexical gaps occur in both directions and mean only that a single-word coun-
terpart of comparable scope is absent, not that the concept is untranslatable; the translator can use a
phrase, borrowing, calque, descriptive translation, or functional equivalent.

8. Lexical Fields in English and Ukrainian

A lexical field is a group of words related by a common area of meaning, showing that vocabulary is a
structured system. Words within a field are connected by paradigmatic relations (synonymy, anton-
ymy, hyponymy, meronymy) and by syntagmatic relations (typical collocations and co-occurrence).
English meal commonly combines with light, heavy, skip, serve; Ukrainian ibxca with csiorca, 300posa,
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cmauna, While cmpasa combines with ecapsiua, ymobnena, mpaouyiina — patterns that are not always
parallel across languages.

The lexical field of food and eating illustrates this: English meal denotes a regular eating occasion or
the food eaten on it, while Ukrainian npuiiom ioci foregrounds the occasion, ixca denotes food in gen-
eral, and cmpasa a prepared dish.

The field of dwelling also differs: English house, home, flat, apartment, room, dwelling, residence vs
Ukrainian 6younox, dim, keapmupa, Kimnama, ocens, dcumiio, peudenyis, xama, arranged differently
by register, cultural association, and collocation (Ukrainian xama may be house, cottage, or the bor-
rowing khata in a culture-focused text).

9. Cultural Specificity

Cultural specificity appears when lexical meaning contains components shaped by the history, cus-
toms, material culture, social practices, or symbolic system of a language community, as in home, pri-
vacy, freedom, bread, pywnux, sons, and epomaoa. Words with strong cultural specificity may lack a
target-language unit with the same conceptual and associative structure; the main strategies are bor-
rowing, descriptive translation, functional equivalent, cultural substitution, and a translator’s
note (Mona Baker 2018).

Use towel for an ordinary household referent, embroidered ritual cloth for a ritual object, and rushnyk
with an explanation when the culture-specific name is important. Abstract vocabulary is affected too:
freedom and liberty both overlap with ceo600a, while Ukrainian sozsa carries distinct literary, histori-
cal, and national associations — even when denotation is close, cultural connotation may differ.

10. Partial Equivalence

Partial equivalence is a relation between lexical units of two languages that overlap in some mean-
ings or uses but differ in others. It is more common than contextual full equivalence and may arise
from a wider or narrower semantic range, different connotations, different collocations, different
grammatical behaviour, or a culturally specific component.

Type of partial equiva-

lence

Description

English - Ukrainian example

One source word - sever-
al target equivalents

Source lexicalizes as one unit what
target differentiates

blue — cunin / 6naxumnui; meal
— idica / cmpasa / npuiiom ixci

Several source words -
one target equivalent

Source differentiates what target
expresses with one word

freedom + liberty — c60600a

Same denotation - differ-
ent connotation

Words share a referent but differ in
emotional/stylistic value

slim -
xXyorowuil

cmpyukui;  skinny -

Same lexical field - dif-
ferent usage

Same field but different collocation-
al behaviour

meal - ixca: collocations do not
map directly

Source word - culture-
specific concept

Source carries cultural components
absent in target

pywnuxk - towel / rushnyk / embroi-
dered ritual cloth

Contextual full equivalence occurs when source and target units express the same relevant meaning
with compatible register and collocation in a particular context (waterfall - sooocnao in neutral con-
texts). A lexical gap occurs when the target lacks a direct single-word counterpart of comparable
scope; the meaning remains translatable.
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11. Translation Strategies in Lexical Semantic Analysis

Componential analysis prevents three common translation errors: over-translation (adding compo-
nents absent in the source), under-translation (losing components present in the source), and false
equivalence (choosing a dictionary equivalent without checking whether its semes match the context)
— translating meal invariably as ioca is false equivalence where the source refers to an eating occasion.

Bilingual dictionaries should be used critically: a dictionary provides possible equivalents, not ready-
made translations, and the translator must verify which equivalent fits the relevant semes, connota-
tion, and collocational norms in context.

Questions for Self-check

1.
2.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.

21.

What is lexical meaning, and how does it differ from grammatical meaning?

How does the absence of articles in Ukrainian create a translation challenge when rendering the
English distinction between a and the?

What is the difference between denotation and connotation?

Name and explain the four types of connotation with one English and one Ukrainian example
each.

What is the semantic structure of a word?

What are semes, sememes, archisemes, and differential semes? Illustrate with an example from
the human/age/gender field.

How does polysemy differ from homonymy? Give one example of each from English and
Ukrainian.

What are the three relations in the semiotic triangle, and what does the dotted line between
symbol and referent signify?

Why does a word not name reality directly, according to the semiotic model?

What is lexical motivation? Name its three types and give one example of each.

How can a historically motivated word become non-motivated? Give one example.

Describe the procedure of componential analysis. How does it help reveal partial equivalence?
What is a lexical gap? Give two English-Ukrainian examples, one in each direction.

What is a lexical field? Explain the difference between paradigmatic relations and syntagmatic
relations with examples.

Why are English house and home not fully equivalent to Ukrainian 6yourox, oim, and ocensn?
Why can English blue correspond to both cunii and éraxumnuii in Ukrainian?

How can Ukrainian pywnux be translated into English in different contexts? Name three strate-
gies and explain when each is appropriate.

What is partial equivalence, and why is it common in cross-linguistic lexical comparison?

How do contextual full equivalence, partial equivalence, and lexical gaps differ?

What are the three common translation errors caused by failure to analyse lexical meaning
properly?

How does cultural specificity affect the choice of translation strategy for culturally marked
words?
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Lecture 5. Paradigmatic Lexical Relations in English and URrainian

Lecture plan

1. Paradigmatic relations and syntagmatic relations in vocabulary
Polysemy and the semantic structure of the word
The distinction between polysemy and homonymy
Classification of homonyms
Synonymy, synonymic dominant, and types of synonyms
Antonymy and its semantic and structural types
Hyponymy, hyperonymy, and lexical hierarchy
Meronymy and part-whole relations
Paradigmatic relations in translation

©ooN R WDN

Key concepts

paradigmatic relation, syntagmatic relation, polysemy, homonymy, full homonym, homophone, homo-
graph, homoform, synonymy, synonymic dominant, absolute synonymy, near-synonymy, ideographic
synonym, stylistic synonym, contextual synonym, semantic prosody, antonymy, gradable antonymy,
complementarity, converseness, directional antonymy, reversive antonymy, derivational antonyms,
root antonyms, hyponymy, hyperonym, co-hyponym, lexical hierarchy, meronym, holonym, mer-
onymy

Introduction

Paradigmatic relations are systematic relations among lexical units and senses based on similarity,
opposition, inclusion, part-whole organization, or formal identity. They reveal how vocabulary is
structured into synonymic sets, antonymic oppositions, lexical hierarchies, and networks of related or
formally identical units. Polysemy concerns related senses within one lexical unit, whereas the other
relations examined here connect different lexical units.

1. Paradigmatic and Syntagmatic Relations in VVocabulary

Paradigmatic relations organize lexical units through similarity, opposition, inclusion, part-whole
structure, or formal identity. Syntagmatic relations concern the linear combinations in which lexical
units occur, especially their collocations and contextual restrictions. The two dimensions complement
one another: paradigmatic analysis identifies possible lexical alternatives, while syntagmatic analysis
shows which alternatives are natural in a particular context. English big and large are near-synonyms,
but a big deal and a large amount are conventional whereas a large deal and a big amount are not;
Ukrainian seeauxuu and suaunuti also overlap only partially (seauxuii 6younox neutral vs sumaunui
snecox abstract and formal).

2. Polysemy and the Semantic Structure of the Word

Polysemy is the presence of two or more synchronically related senses within one lexical unit. The
senses form a semantic network connected through established extensions such as metaphor, meton-
ymy, specialization, or generalization. The central question is not whether the senses share a form, but
whether speakers can identify a meaningful relation between them. Polysemy operates differently in
nouns, verbs, and adjectives.

Noun polysemy often develops when the name of a physical object is extended to a person, institution,
position, or abstract property.

Verb polysemy is especially important in translation because verbs may encode manner, direction,
phase, causation, and participant roles.
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Adjective polysemy often develops through metaphorical extension from a perceptual property to an
intellectual, emotional, or evaluative meaning.

3. The Distinction Between Polysemy and Homonymy

Homonymy is a synchronic relation between different lexical units that share a form but have mean-
ings perceived as unrelated in present-day usage. In polysemy, related senses belong to one lexical
unit; in homonymy, unrelated meanings belong to different lexical units.

To distinguish the two, first determine whether the meanings have a clear synchronic semantic connec-
tion. Etymology, derivational patterns, part of speech, grammatical behaviour, collocation, and dic-
tionary treatment provide supporting evidence, but no single criterion is decisive.

4. Classification of Homonyms

Full lexical homonyms coincide in spelling and pronunciation throughout the relevant paradigms.
Homophones coincide in pronunciation but differ in spelling. Homographs coincide in spelling but
differ in pronunciation. Homoforms coincide only in one or several grammatical forms.

Type Diagnostic criterion English example | Ukrainian example
Full lexical | Same spelling and  pronunciation | seal (animal) - | kzou (key) - xarou
homonym throughout the paradigms; unrelated | seal (stamp) (spring)
meanings
Homophone Same pronunciation; different spelling | right - write oine  (suffering) -
and meaning oinnw (bill)
Homograph Same spelling; different pronunciation | lead [li:d] - lead | 3dmox - 3amok
and meaning [led]
Homoform Coincidence in one or several grammati- | saw (tool) - saw | mamu (mother) -
cal forms; different paradigms (past of see) mamu (to have)

5. Synonymy and Types of Synonyms
5.1. The Nature of Synonymy

Synonymy is a semantic relation between lexical units that share a substantial part of their meaning
and can substitute for one another in at least some contexts. Most synonyms are not fully interchange-
able because they differ in semantic range, intensity, register, evaluation, collocation, or contextual
distribution.

English big, large, huge, enormous and UKrainian senuxuii, snaunuii, eeruuesnui, epanodiosnuil form
partially overlapping sets that differ in intensity, register, and collocation, so dictionary proximity does
not establish contextual interchangeability.

5.2. Absolute Synonymy and Near-Synonymy

The course distinguishes two principal degrees. Absolute synonymy requires identity of relevant de-
notative and connotative meaning, register, collocational behaviour, and contextual distribution; it is a
limiting case, extremely rare in general vocabulary. Near-synonymy is the normal relation in which
lexical units share a semantic core but differ in at least one relevant component or usage condition.

Near-synonyms may be grouped by the dominant source of difference: ideographic synonyms differ
mainly in a denotative component or degree; stylistic synonyms differ mainly in register or social
marking; contextual synonyms become semantically close only in a particular context.
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They should also be compared by diagnostic dimensions — intensity, duration, evaluation, register,
collocation: surprised - astonished differ in intensity, glance - stare in duration, slim - skinny in evalu-
ation; Ukrainian shows comparable but non-coinciding contrasts (z0usosanuii - npuconomwenuil,
NO2NAHYMU - NUTLHO OUBUIMUCSL, CIPYHKULL - XYOUl).

5.3. Semantic Prosody

Semantic prosody is the recurrent positive or negative evaluative association created by a word’s typ-
ical collocational environment. It is a syntagmatic phenomenon, but it helps distinguish near-synonyms
whose dictionary definitions appear similar.

Contrastive comment. Semantic prosody must be established separately in each language: a formally
accurate equivalent may distort the evaluative tone if its typical collocations differ.

5.4. The Synonymic Dominant

A synonymic dominant is the neutral and semantically broad central member of a synonymic set. It
serves as a reference point for describing more specific members, but it is not automatically the best
translation equivalent in every context.

Contrastive comment. English stare may correspond to Ukrainian nuasno ousumucs, emynumucst, Or
sumpiwamucs depending on context, so the members of the two sets do not form fixed one-to-one
pairs.

6. Antonymy and Types of Antonymy

Antonymy is a semantic relation of opposition between lexical units that contrast within the same se-
mantic dimension: hot - cold form a pair (temperature), whereas hot - blue do not; Ukrainian sucoxuii -
nuzvkuu contrast on height, while sucoxuii - 3enenuti do not. The course distinguishes four principal
semantic types — gradable antonymy, complementarity, converseness, and directional antonymy —
with reversive antonymy as a subtype of the directional type.

«  Gradable antonyms express opposite ends of a continuous scale and admit intermediate de-
grees; one term does not logically entail the negation of the other (not hot # cold), and they
take degree adverbs: hot - cold; big - small; rich - poor / capsuuit - xonoonuii; eeruxuii -
manutl;, bazamuii - OIOHUIL.

«  Complementary antonyms express a binary logical opposition with no intermediate: denial of
one implies the other: alive - dead; true - false / orcusuii - mepmeuii; icmurnnul - XubGHul.

«  Converses (relational opposites) describe the same situation from opposite roles or perspec-
tives (Lyons, Cruse): buy - sell; lend - borrow; teach - learn / xynyeamu - npooasamu;
Hasyamu - HAg4amucs, Hao - nio.

« Directional opposites indicate opposite directions, orientations, or spatial/ordering relations:
up - down; enter - exit; increase - decrease / 62opy - énu3, ygiumu - utimu, 30LIbUUMUC -
SMEHWUMUCAL.

»  Reversives (a subtype) are change-of-state verbs where the second action returns the object
to its previous state, typically marked by a reversative prefix (English un-, dis-; Ukrainian
po3- VS 3a-, 6i0- VS nio-). tie - untie; connect - disconnect / 3a¢’sizamu - poss’szamu;
nioKaouUmU - GIOKIIOYUMU.

6.1. Structural Classification of Antonyms

By structure, antonyms are derivational (sharing a root, opposition through affixation) or root (differ-
ent lexical roots). This axis is independent of the semantic classification, so the same pair can be de-
scribed on both.
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English derivational: legal - illegal; honest - dishonest; tie - untie. English root: big -
small; hot - cold; remember - forget.

Ukrainian derivational: npasoa - menpasoa; 3posyminui - ne3posyminuii; 3aniymamu -
posznaymamu. UKrainian root: do6puii - nocanuii; oens - niu,; 1iobumu - HeHA8UOIMU.

Visible negative morphology does not automatically establish antonymy: different - indifferent are not
antonyms, flammable - inflammable share the meaning “able to burn”, valuable - invaluable are both
positive, and mis- means “wrongly”, so understand - misunderstand are not logical opposites.

Contrastive comment. Equivalent oppositions may use different structural means: English fearful -
fearless corresponds to Ukrainian 6osskuii - 6escmpawnuii, whose members share no lexical root.

7. Hyponymy, Hyperonymy, and Lexical Hierarchy

Hyponymy is an inclusion relation between a more specific unit (the hyponym) and a more general
unit (the hyperonym), tested by “is a kind of”. Units that share the same hyperonym at the same taxo-
nomic level are co-hyponyms.

English hierarchy: animal — dog — spaniel.

Ukrainian hierarchy: ksimxa — mposnoa — uaiina mposnoa.

Contrastive comment. English armchair is a hyponym of chair, but Ukrainian xpicro and cmineyw
are co-hyponyms under wme6ni, SO chair may require cmineys Or xpicio according to the referent, and a
technical classification must preserve the correct level of specificity.

8. Meronymy and Part-Whole Relations

Meronymy is a part-whole relation in which a meronym names a part and a holonym names the
whole. WordNet distinguishes part meronymy, member meronymy, and substance meronymy;
these must be kept separate from hyponymy (a wheel is part of a car, not a kind of car).

Part: wheel - car; xoneco - asmomobine.
Member: soldier - army; oepeso - nic.
Substance: wood - table; 6opowro - xni6.

Broader taxonomies also distinguish portion-mass relations (slice - bread; ckubka - xni6); the relation
must be identified from the nature of the part, not merely from two associated nouns.

Contrastive comment. Part-whole boundaries may differ: Ukrainian pyxa may correspond to English
hand or arm, and noza to leg or foot, so the translator must identify the exact part from context.

9. Paradigmatic Relations in Translation

Paradigmatic analysis does not provide ready-made equivalents; it identifies the semantic question that
must be answered before the target unit is selected — for each relation, establish the active sense or type
first (polysemy: the active sense; homonymy: disambiguation by field and co-text; synonymy: each
relevant dimension; antonymy: the semantic type then target morphology; hyponymy: the level of
specificity; meronymy: the exact part) and then choose the equivalent that realizes it in the target lan-
guage.

Questions for Self-check
1.  How do paradigmatic relations differ from syntagmatic relations?
2. What is polysemy, and how does it differ from homonymy?
3. Which criteria provide supporting evidence when polysemy and homonymy are distinguished?
4.  What four operational types of homonyms are used in this course?
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14.
15.

Why does English have numerous conventional homophones, while Ukrainian homographs are
commonly distinguished by stress?

How do absolute synonymy and near-synonymy differ?

What is a synonymic dominant, and why is it not automatically the best translation equivalent?
Which dimensions should be checked when near-synonyms are compared?

What is semantic prosody, and why is it relevant to translation?

Why must antonyms contrast within the same semantic dimension?

How are gradable antonymy, complementarity, converseness, and directional antonymy distin-
guished?

How does reversive antonymy differ from other instances of directional antonymy?

How do derivational antonyms differ from root antonyms, and why does negative morphology
not guarantee antonymy?

How do hyponymy and meronymy differ? Apply the “kind of” and “part of” tests.

Which paradigmatic relations create the greatest translation difficulties between English and
Ukrainian, and why?
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Lecture 6. Semantic Change and Semantic Transfer in English and URrainian

Lecture plan
1. Semantic change and semantic transfer: definitions, causes, and scholarly approaches
Broadening / generalization of meaning
Narrowing / specialization of meaning
Amelioration and pejoration
Metaphor as semantic transfer based on similarity: definition and mechanisms
Types of metaphor by degree of conventionalization: living, conventional, and dead metaphors
Semantic types of metaphor: source domains
Conceptual metaphor in English and Ukrainian; personification
Metonymy: types of metonymic transfer; synecdoche as a part-whole subtype
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Key concepts

semantic change, semantic transfer, semantic radiation, broadening, generalization, narrowing, special-
ization, amelioration, pejoration, metaphor, tenor, vehicle, linguistic metaphor, conceptual metaphor,
source domain, target domain, living metaphor, conventional metaphor, lexicalized or dead metaphor,
demotivation, structural metaphor, orientational metaphor, ontological metaphor, personification, me-
tonymy, contiguity, synecdoche, lexicalization, contextual innovation, cultural specificity, denotative
shift

Introduction

Words do not have fixed meanings; over time a word may expand, narrow, improve or deteriorate in
evaluation, or acquire a new sense through metaphor and metonymy. This matters for contrastive
lexicology because English and Ukrainian words that appear equivalent at one stage may diverge later
in meaning, register, or cultural association. Semantic change is the diachronic process by which the
meaning of a word shifts over time; semantic transfer is a cognitive mechanism — primarily meta-
phor or metonymy — by which a word acquires a new meaning through associative mapping. Transfer
is one of the main mechanisms through which change occurs, but not every change involves transfer,
and not every act of transfer produces lasting change.

1. Semantic Change and Semantic Transfer: Definitions, Causes, and Scholarly Approaches

Michel Bréal (Essai de sémantique, 1897) introduced semantic radiation — the tendency of a word to
extend its meaning in multiple directions from a historical core. Stephen Ullmann distinguished chang-
es in the range of meaning (broadening, narrowing), in evaluation (amelioration, pejoration), and
in sense (metaphor, metonymy). Dirk Geeraerts treats change through generalization, specializa-
tion, metaphor, and metonymy; Traugott and Dasher explain many changes through language use
and pragmatic inference. Semantic change is caused by cultural, technological, social, historical, psy-
chological, and communicative factors, with digital communication a particularly visible contemporary
driver in both languages.

Contrastive comment. Both languages extend existing words to new realities, with English often the
global source; Ukrainian adapts by borrowing, calquing, or independent extension — sometimes paral-
lel (mouse - muwra), sometimes divergent (application - sacmocynorx).

Broadening, narrowing, amelioration, and pejoration describe the result or direction of change
(what happens to range or evaluation); metaphor and metonymy describe mechanisms of transfer
(how a new use is motivated, through similarity or contiguity). These dimensions are not mutually
exclusive, and a one-off contextual metaphor is transfer without evidence of stabilized lexical change.
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2. Broadening or Generalization of Meaning

Broadening, also called generalization, is a type of semantic change in which a word begins to refer
to a wider class of objects, actions, or situations than before; Geeraerts discusses it as prototype ex-
tension.

English examples: dog (a specific breed — the species); holiday (a holy day — any day of rest); pic-
ture (a painted image — any image, including a photograph).

Ukrainian examples: uwopnuno, from vopnuu (black), originally only black writing fluid, broadened so
that uepsone wopnuno is fully normative though the root still says “black”; cmpinamu from shooting
with an arrow (cmpina) to shooting with any weapon.

3. Narrowing or Specialization of Meaning

Narrowing, also called specialization, is a type of semantic change in which a word loses part of its
earlier range and becomes restricted to a more specific meaning, often driven by social, professional,
or institutional differentiation.

Contrastive comment. English meat (food — flesh) and Ukrainian nueo (any drink — beer) show the
same narrowing — a generic term restricted to its prototypical member — which challenges translation
of older, broader uses.

4. Amelioration and Pejoration

Amelioration is a semantic change in which a word acquires a more positive, respectful, or prestig-
ious meaning over time; pejoration is the opposite, acquiring a more negative or socially lowered
meaning. Traugott and Dasher explain many cases through invited inferencing, by which contextual
associations become conventionalized.

English amelioration: knight (Old English cniht ‘servant, young man’ — a noble title); minister (serv-
ant/attendant — high official); nice (from Latin nescius ‘ignorant’ — pleasant, agreeable).

Ukrainian amelioration: xozax developed strong positive associations with courage, dignity, and
freedom, though earlier uses could denote a free steppe warrior and vary in evaluation.

Contrastive comment. Villain and miwanun are parallel not identical: both became morally negative
from social labels but via different social histories, so translation needs separate attention to denota-
tion, historical reference, register and evaluation — a neutral equivalent may erase pejoration, an over-
lowered one may distort a rehabilitated term.

5. Metaphor as Semantic Transfer Based on Similarity

Metaphor is a semantic transfer based on perceived similarity between two domains. In cognitive
linguistics (Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, 1980) it is not only a figure of speech but a
conceptual mechanism by which one domain of experience is understood through another. I. A. Rich-
ards (1936) introduced two terms: the tenor is the subject described, the vehicle is the image that pro-
vides the description — in the foot of the mountain, the tenor is the lower part of the mountain and the
vehicle is foot.

Metaphor operates at two levels. A linguistic metaphor is a particular expression realized in language
(the foot of the mountain), classified by degree of conventionalization and by source domain. A con-
ceptual metaphor (Lakoff and Johnson) is an underlying mental mapping such as TIME IS MONEY
that motivates a system of expressions (spend time, waste time, run out of time). The levels are con-
nected, but not every creative linguistic metaphor instantiates an established conceptual mapping.
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Contrastive comment. Many basic metaphorical models coincide (body, temperature, space, nature are
universal source domains), but each language lexicalizes them in different collocations, so a natural
metaphor in one may be unidiomatic in the other.

6. Types of Metaphor by Degree of Conventionalization

Linguistic metaphors can be arranged on a scale of conventionalization according to how vivid the
image still is: living (creative), conventional (usual), and dead (demotivated) metaphors. The
boundaries are gradual, and a living metaphor may through repeated use become conventional and
finally dead. This scale is complementary to the classification by source domain: the first asks how
vivid the image is, the second what domain it is drawn from, and the same metaphor is located on both
at once — the foot of the mountain is a dead metaphor by conventionalization and an anthropo-
morphic metaphor by source domain.

A living metaphor is original, vivid, and context-dependent, still perceived as figurative and the most
resistant to translation: The city folded its lights into the river / Hiu noxknana na micmo 4ophy 00N0HIO.

A conventional metaphor is established and recognizable, still felt as figurative but no longer origi-
nal: a wave of anger; a glimmer of hope / xeus 06ypenns; 6yps emouyiil.

A dead metaphor is so fully lexicalized that speakers no longer perceive it as figurative; in some the
image is still transparent, in others the origin has become opaque through demotivation: the leg of a
table; the mouth of a river / Hidicka cmona; 2upno piuKu.

Contrastive comment. Equivalent expressions need not occupy the same point on the scale: living
metaphors need creative compensation, conventional ones an established target expression, and lexi-
calized ones the conventional equivalent (foot of the mountain — niouisxcowcs 2opu, NOt noea 2opu);
degree of transparency must not be inferred from etymology alone.

7. Semantic Types of Metaphor: Source Domains

This semantic classification of metaphor is based on the source domain from which the image is
drawn (Lakoff and Johnson 1980; Kdvecses 2010). The celebrity senses of star and sipxa belong here
— parallel metaphorical transfers from the celestial domain based on brightness and prominence, not
simple broadening.

Source domain

Semantic type

English example

Ukrainian example

Anthropomorphic ~ Human body or quali- the mouth of a river; the cepye  micma;  zopno
ties heart of the city NIAUKU

Zoomorphic Animal characteristics a political hawk; a cor- noaimuunui acmpyo;
or behaviour porate shark akyna oiznecy

Nature-based Natural phenomena a storm of protest; a 6yps  emoyiti;,  nomik
(weather, water, fire) flood of messages HOBUH

Object-based Material objects and a tool of influence; the saorcine ennusy; pyxas
tools machinery of government  piuxu

Spatial / orienta- Physical space and di- high status; low mood BUCOKUTL cmamyc;

tional rections HU3bKULL PIGEHb

Colour-based Colour associations black mood; green poli- wopra 3azopicme; 3enena
with emotion tics; grey area enepeemuKa, cipa 30Ha
Sensory / synaes- Perception transferred a sharp taste; a soft cocmpuii szanax; m’sxui

thetic

acCross senses

voice
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Contrastive comment. Anthropomorphic, orientational and sensory metaphors are more cross-
linguistically consistent (shared embodiment), while zoomorphic and colour metaphors are more cul-
ture-specific (black mood = depression vs vopna 3azopicms = envy). The sensory type is a rich site of
asymmetry: bitter overlaps only partly with zipkui (bitter truth — 2cipxa npasoa) before Ukrainian
switches to a tactile image (bitter frost — nexyuuii mopos, bitter remark — 6’ionuee 3ayeadicenns);
sweet is often munuii / npuemnuii rather than corookuir; and figurative heavy takes a quantitative read-
ing (heavy rain — cunvnuii dowy, heavy traffic — inmencuenuii oopoosicniti pyx), while difficulty is
carried by a separate hardness metaphor (hard times, hard task) — so a sensory adjective cannot be as-
sumed to map onto its dictionary cognate.

8. Conceptual Metaphor in English and Ukrainian

The theory of conceptual metaphor (Lakoff and Johnson 1980; Kdévecses 2010) holds that metaphor
structures thought itself: cognitive mappings between source and target domains organize how we
understand abstract experience. Conceptual metaphors are written in capitals (TIME IS MONEY) to
distinguish them from the expressions that instantiate them (spend time). Three major types are distin-
guished, with personification as a special case of the ontological type.

A structural metaphor maps one complex conceptual domain systematically onto another: English
TIME IS MONEY motivates spend / save / waste / invest time, while Ukrainian has a parallel YAC -
IE PECYPC, motivating sumpauamu / exonomumu / mapryseamu uac.

An orientational metaphor organizes abstract concepts through spatial orientation, especially the up—
down axis (positive = up, negative = down): spirits are up, prices went down / nacmpiil nioHaecs, yiHu
enailu.

An ontological metaphor treats an abstract concept as a physical entity — object, substance, or con-
tainer — allowing speakers to quantify and reason about it: she fell into depression; get out of this crisis
/ 80oHa énana 6 oenpeciro,; ulimu 3 Yici Kpusu.

Personification is a subtype of ontological metaphor in which human characteristics, actions, or
states are attributed to non-human entities: The wind whispered through the trees / Ocinoe nocmykana y
BIKHA XOTLOOHUM OOULEM.

Contrastive comment. Broad conceptual mappings may be shared while their realizations diverge:
English invest time is conventional, whereas Ukrainian prefers npuoinsmu uac / eéxnaoamu uac i
sycunns, SO translators reproduce the mapping through a natural target expression rather than transfer-
ring the lexical vehicle mechanically.

9. Metonymy and Synecdoche

Metonymy is semantic transfer based on contiguity — conceptual association within the same situa-
tion, frame, institution, event, or domain — rather than similarity. Unlike metaphor, which understands
one domain through a different but similar domain, metonymy uses one element of a domain to stand
for another element of the same domain (Radden and Kovecses; Barcelona). Six recurring patterns:

«  Container for contents: The kettle is boiling / Yatinux kunume.

*  Place for institution: The White House announced new measures / Bankosa nogioomuna npo
piwenns (Bankova Street = the Presidential Office).

. Author for work: to read Shakespeare; a Picasso / wumamu Illesuenxa; npuobamu
Canveaoopa /lani.

« Instrument for action or agent: The first violin began the solo; the pen can expose corruption
/ Ilepwia ckpunka 3adana memy; nepo 8UKPUBAE HENPAGOy.

*  Whole for part: Ukraine won gold / Anenis 3abuna eon (= the national team).
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Institution for people: The university decided to cancel the event / Yuisepcumem yxsanus

PpiulenHs.

Contrastive comment. The six patterns exist in both languages; place-for-institution is the most cul-
ture-bound (The White House internationally known vs Ukrainian bawuxosa | I pywescvkoeo, which
may need explication), and stylistic register must be preserved.

Synecdoche is, in cognitive semantics, a subtype of metonymy defined by the part-whole relation: a
part stands for the whole or the whole for a part. It differs from the whole-for-part pattern Ukraine won
gold, where the whole stands for a representative participant in an event frame rather than a structural
part of itself: all hands on deck (hands = sailors); a new face in the team / poboui pyku (= workers);
oax Hao 2on06010 (= shelter).

Questions for Self-check

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

What is the difference between semantic change and semantic transfer? How are the two con-
cepts related?

Which scholars are associated with classical and modern approaches to semantic change? What
did each contribute?

What is semantic radiation according to Bréal?

What is the difference between broadening and narrowing? Give one English and one Ukraini-
an example of each.

Why are the celebrity senses of star and zipxa analysed primarily as metaphorical transfers ra-
ther than simple taxonomic broadening? How does stabilization of these senses nevertheless
expand the lexical range of the words?

Why must Ukrainian examples of semantic change be verified in etymological dictionaries?
Give one securely documented English example of amelioration and discuss one possible
Ukrainian candidate. What evidence distinguishes stable amelioration from pragmatic rehabili-
tation or positive cultural association?

Give English and Ukrainian examples of pejoration and explain what evaluative change has
occurred. Why are villain and miwanun parallel cases?

How does metaphor differ from metonymy as a mechanism of semantic transfer?

What are the tenor and the vehicle of a metaphor according to 1. A. Richards? Illustrate with an
example.

What is the difference between a linguistic metaphor and a conceptual metaphor? How are the
two levels connected?

Describe the three operational zones on the conventionalization continuum. Why should demo-
tivation be diagnosed separately rather than assumed for every lexicalized metaphor?

How do the classification by degree of conventionalization (Section 6) and the classification by
source domain (Section 7) relate to each other? Show how the foot of the mountain is located
on both scales.

How may English mouth of a river and Ukrainian cupno piuxu differ in present-day transparen-
cy? Why must the degree of demotivation be supported by evidence rather than inferred auto-
matically?

What are structural, orientational, and ontological metaphors? Why is personification treated as
a subtype of ontological metaphor rather than a separate rhetorical figure?

Why is synecdoche treated as a subtype of metonymy in cognitive semantics, and on what kind
of contiguity is it based?

Describe the six types of metonymic transfer with English and Ukrainian examples. How does
synecdoche differ from them?

Why are sensory metaphors a rich site of English-Ukrainian asymmetry? Explain, using bitter,
sweet, and heavy, how the source sense may switch between the two languages.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24,

Why are place-for-institution metonymies (The White House, Fanxosa) particularly challeng-
ing in translation?

What translation strategy should be used for a dead metaphor? For a living (creative) meta-
phor?

When translating a conceptual metaphor, how do you decide whether to use a parallel target-
language expression or a paraphrase?

Why must the referent of an author-for-work metonymy (to read Shakespeare) be preserved in
translation, even though the metonymic pattern is shared by both languages?

How does pejoration affect translation choices regarding register and evaluative tone?

Give an example of a broadening and a narrowing from each language that are not simple
translations of each other.
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Lecture 7. Phraseology and Collocational Patterns in English and URrainian

Lecture plan
1. The notion of phraseology: definitions and scope
Phraseological units vs. free word combinations: diagnostic criteria
Structural classification of phraseological units
Idioms, proverbs, sayings, clichés, and formulaic language
Motivation, imagery, and stability in phraseology
Author-attributed classifications (Cowie; Baker; Uzhchenko & Uzhchenko)
Collocations in English and Ukrainian
Phraseological Equivalence in English and Ukrainian
Phraseology in translation: diagnostic procedure and strategies
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Key concepts

phraseology, phraseological unit, free word combination, semantic unity, structural stability, idio-
maticity, reproducibility, expressiveness, idiom, proverb, saying, cliché, formulaic language, winged
words, biblicalisms, motivation, imagery, fixed expression, semi-fixed expression, phraseological var-
iant, open collocation, restricted collocation, figurative idiom, pure idiom, collocation, open-choice
principle, idiom principle, phraseological equivalence (full/partial/zero), phraseological gap, functional
equivalent, paraphrase

1. The Notion of Phraseology: Definitions and Scope

Phraseology is the branch of lexicology that studies stable, reproducible, and conventionalized word
combinations. In a narrow sense it focuses on idiomatic and expressive expressions (idioms, proverbs,
sayings); in a broader sense it also includes restricted collocations, formulaic sequences, routine social
formulas, and discourse markers (Sinclair 1991; Moon 1998; Nesselhauf 2005). A phraseological unit
is a stable multiword expression reproduced as a ready-made unit with semantic, structural, or func-
tional specificity that distinguishes it from a freely constructed combination. A free word combina-
tion is created on the spot according to grammar and ordinary lexical meaning; its meaning is fully
compositional and its components can be freely substituted.

Contrastive comment. Both languages have rich inventories of stable expressions, but their imagery
differs (to spill the beans vs susecmu na wucmy 60dy), so the translator preserves the communicative
meaning, not the literal image.

2. Phraseological Units vs. Free Word Combinations: Diagnostic Criteria

The main criteria are semantic unity, structural stability, idiomaticity, reproducibility, and expres-
siveness (Uzhchenko & Uzhchenko 2007; corresponding to Cowie’s and Moon’s institutionalization,
fixedness, non-compositionality). No single criterion is sufficient; PUs typically satisfy several sim-
ultaneously.

Criterion Definition English example  Ukrainian example

Semantic unity  Functions as one semantic whole; to be in hot wa- 6ymu na eauxy (=
meaning not fully predictable from ter (= introuble) trapped/dependent)

parts
Structural sta- Form relatively fixed; substitu- safe and sound i orcususi mi mepmeuii
bility tion/permutation restricted (not sound and (order fixed)
safe)
Idiomaticity Total meaning not predictable from to pull some- sooumu 3a wHic (= to
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Criterion Definition English example  Ukrainian example

component meanings one’s leg (= to deceive)
tease)
Reproducibility Used as a ready-made unit from better late than Kpawe nizno, mixnc
memory never HIKOIU
Expressiveness  Carries emotional, evaluative, or to cost an arm xowmysamu  wanemi
stylistic colouring and a leg epouti

Contrastive comment. Idiomaticity creates the sharpest translation risk (zapy6amu na noci = to re-
member firmly, nothing to do with the nose), while reproducibility links parallel forms (better late
than never / Kpawe nizno, nixc nixoau) yet diverges when images differ (once in a blue moon vs xonu
Pax cseucHe).

3. Structural Classification of Phraseological Units

Structural classification groups PUs by their syntactic organization and grammatical function; it is
the first step in translation because it identifies the grammatical role of a fixed expression before an
equivalent is sought.

3.1. Phraseological Units with the Structure of a Word Combination

«  Nominal PUs (noun as centre): a dark horse, a white elephant, the apple of one’s eye / cipuii
KapouHan, 6ina 60poHa, axiinecosa n’sama.

«  Verbal PUs (organized around a verb): to spill the beans, to break the ice, to keep an eye on
somebody / susecmu na uucmy 600y, 6umu 6aNUOUKU, MPUMAMU A3UK 30 3YOAMIU.

«  Adjectival PUs (describe a property): as good as gold (= well-behaved, esp. of a child), dead
tired, green with envy / neckuil Ha niotom, 31Ul SIK YOpmM, MOKPULl 00 HUMKU.

«  Adverbial PUs (modifiers of time, manner, degree): in a nutshell, from time to time, once in a
blue moon / uac 6io uacy, ni ceim Hi 30ps, 3 nepuLo2o NO2IA0Y.

Contrastive comment. English nominal idioms favour compact adjective+noun and noun+of+noun
patterns, while Ukrainian uses genitive constructions and body-part imagery (keep an eye on vs yzsmu
cebe 6 pyku); structural type is only the starting point, since semantic unity, register and imagery must
all be verified.

3.2. Sentence-Structured Phraseological Units

These have the form of a complete sentence or clause and include many proverbs and sayings: A friend
in need is a friend indeed; The early bird catches the worm / [py3i niznaromocsa 6 6i0i; Xmo pano
scmae, momy boz oae. Because they resist word-for-word translation, the practical method is to match
the situation, not the image — clearest in proverbs built on a zoonym, where the two languages rou-
tinely choose different animals for the same meaning:

Situation English proverb Ukrainian equivalent
The small but certain is better than the a bird in the hand is worth  kpawe cunuys ¢ swcmeni, wioc
large but unattainable two in the bush acypasens y Hebi
Members of one group protect their dog does not eat dog BOPOH BOPOHY OKO He BUKIIOE
own
Prompt effort improves success the early bird catches the so6xa Hoeu 200yrome

worm
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3.3. Comparative Phraseological Units

Based on a stable comparison (as...as / six): as busy as a bee, as cool as a cucumber, as stubborn as a
mule / 6inuil K CHie, XUMPULL SIK TUCUYS, MOBUUMb SIK pudq.

Contrastive comment. The model is structurally parallel but the images differ and cannot be trans-
ferred literally (as cool as a cucumber — cnoxitinuii six yoas Or xonroonokposnuii), SO the translator
decides whether the specific image matters for the effect.

3.4. Paired and Binomial Phraseological Units

Two coordinated elements, often fixed in order: safe and sound, by and large, give and take, black and
white / Hi nyxy Hi nepa, i cmix i epix, myou-croou, csaK-max.

Contrastive comment. English binomials rely on fixed lexical order; Ukrainian paired units often use
negation, repetition, or rhyme, and deviating from the conventional order is a marked stylistic choice,
not free variation.

4. Idioms, Proverbs, Sayings, Clichés, and Formulaic Language

The structural classification and these functional-semantic categories are complementary, not alterna-
tive: one unit may be an adverbial PU by structure and a pure idiom by transparency at once (by and
large).

« An idiom is a fixed or relatively fixed expression whose meaning is partly or fully non-
compositional, varying in opacity: to spill the beans, to be under the weather / susecmu na
yucmy 600y, neKmu paxis.

« A proverb is a complete sentence expressing collective experience or moral judgement in
fixed, often rhythmic form: Too many cooks spoil the broth /'Y cemu nanvox oumuna 6e3 oxa.

« Assaying is a conventional fixed expression presenting a familiar observation without the gen-
eralized moral of a proverb: so far, so good; such is life / maxe srcumms, nosicueemo —
nooauumo.

« Acliché is an overused expression that has lost freshness; weak in academic style but a con-
ventional signal in journalism: at the end of the day, last but not least / na cbo2o0niwHill Oenp,
Y CYYACHOMY C8ImI.

«  Formulaic language (prefabs) sequences stored and retrieved from memory as wholes — rou-
tine formulas, greetings, discourse markers (Wray 2002; Sinclair 1991): As far as | know, it
goes without saying / Hackinvku s 3nar, camo coboio 3po3ymino.

Contrastive comment. The categories form a continuum whose shared property is reproducibility; the
translation challenge differs by type — idioms need semantic and cultural analysis, proverbs functional
equivalence, and formulaic sequences a target-language formula (noorcusemo — nobauumo — time will
tell, not a literal rendering).

Winged Words and Biblicalisms

Winged words are stable aphoristic expressions of literary, historical, mythological, or scriptural
origin associated with a recognizable source; classical ones usually have direct equivalents (the die is
cast — oicepeb kunymo; after us, the deluge — nicra nac xou nomon). Biblicalisms are an especially
large, stable, high-equivalence group: an eye for an eye — oxo 3a oko; the salt of the earth — cinv
semiiy to wash one’s hands — ymueamu pyxu; the prodigal son — 01yOHul cun.

Contrastive comment. High equivalence follows from the shared cultural source, but the translator
must recognize the source and use the established target wording — unnecessary paraphrase erases the
allusion, an invented literal version fails to activate it.
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5. Motivation, Imagery, and Stability in Phraseology

Motivation is the degree to which a PU’s meaning can be explained through metaphor, metonymy,
cultural knowledge, or historical association; imagery is the concrete picture underlying it. Motivation
is graded: fully transparent (to add fuel to the fire / nionusamu onii' y soeonw), partly motivated (to be
in the same boat/ 6ymu 6 oonomy uosni), or entirely opaque (red herring, to kick the bucket / oamu
eapoysa, mowumu ascu). Fixedness is also graded: a fixed expression admits little variation (by and
large, red tape), a semi-fixed expression allows limited change while remaining the same unit (to
keep an eye on — to keep a close eye on). Even structural stability is relative: phraseological vari-
ants are established alternative forms of the same unit (as pale as a sheet / ghost / death; 6rioui sx
noromno / cmepmo / cmina), 10 be distinguished from phraseological synonyms (separate units with
similar meanings).

Contrastive comment. For opaque units the literal image actively misleads (oamu 2ap6ysza = to reject a
suitor, not about a vegetable), and variability matters twice: a source idiom may appear in a non-
canonical variant that must still be recognized, and the chosen target variant must match register.

6. Author-Attributed Classifications
6.1. A. P. Cowie: A Scale from Collocation to Pure Idiom
Cowie’s scale runs from transparent to opaque and incorporates the gradation of motivation:

«  Open collocations — transparent, relatively free substitution: read a book, buy a ticket /
yumamu caszenty, Kynumu KeUumokx.

« Restricted collocations — transparent but conventionally limited: heavy rain, strong tea, com-
mit a crime, pay attention / cunvHull 00w, MiyHUL Yail, CKOIMu 3104UH, 36EpHYMU Y8ac).

«  Figurative idioms — motivated by a recognizable image, meaning conventional: to break the
ice, to add fuel to the fire / posmonumu nio, nioiuseamu onii y 6020Hb.

«  Pure idioms — opaque, meaning not derivable from components: red herring, by and large, to
kick the bucket / oamu eap6y3a, mouumu asacu, damu 0yoa.

6.2. Mona Baker: Idioms, Fixed Expressions, and Translation Equivalence

Baker (2018) translates idioms by meaning, function, register, and cultural context, with four strate-
gies: (1) a target idiom of similar meaning and form; (2) a target idiom of similar meaning but different
form; (3) paraphrase; (4) stylistic compensation elsewhere in the text. to spill the beans —
npoecosopumucsi; a blessing in disguise — necnoodisane 6nazo (paraphrase); cicmu 6 rkamoxcy — to
make a fool of oneself.

6.3. V. D. Uzhchenko and D. V. Uzhchenko: Ukrainian Phraseological Tradition

They describe PUs as stable, reproducible, semantically integral units with specific grammatical, se-
mantic, and ethnocultural properties; Ukrainian imagery frequently draws on folk culture, agricultural
life, body symbolism, and historical experience: mpumamu sszux 3a 3yb6amu, nakueamu n’simamu,
nekmu paxie, 1osumu 2as — to keep one’s mouth shut, to run away, to blush, to be inattentive.

Contrastive comment. Ukrainian idioms often carry vivid folk and body imagery with no literal Eng-
lish equivalent (nexmu paxie = to blush), so communicative function takes priority over image fidelity.

7. Collocations in English and Ukrainian

A collocation is a habitual combination of words; unlike idioms it is semantically transparent but re-
stricted by conventional usage (Firth 1957). Sinclair (1991) proposed two principles: the open-choice
principle treats language as a sequence of independent grammatical choices, while the idiom princi-
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ple states that speakers habitually use semi-preconstructed phrases stored as wholes — and most real
language relies far more on the idiom principle than learners expect.

*  Adjective-noun: heavy rain, strong tea, bitter disappointment, bright future / cunvhuii oow,
MIiYyHUL Yatl, 2ipKe po3uapy8anis, ceinie MauoymHe.

*  Verb-noun: make a decision, take responsibility, draw a conclusion, raise an issue / yxearumu
piuienns, 83amu Ha cebe 8i0N08i0aAIbHICMb, Oitimu 6UCHOBKY, NOPYULUMU NUMAHHSL.

*  Adverb-adjective: deeply concerned, fully aware / ciuboko cmypbosanuii, yinkom obiznanuil.

Contrastive comment. Collocational transparency is deceptive — knowing heavy and rain does not re-
veal the partner is curvnuii — and the verb-noun type shows the strongest asymmetry because English
light verbs (make, take, draw, raise) map onto semantically fuller Ukrainian verbs (yxeanumu, oitimu,
ckoimu, nopywumu).

8. Phraseological Equivalence in English and Ukrainian

Phraseological equivalence is a context-dependent relation between a source PU and a target unit
performing a comparable semantic, pragmatic, and stylistic function.

«  Full phraseological equivalence — close meaning, similar imagery, comparable function: to
add fuel to the fire, to play with fire / nionusamu onii'y 6ocons, epamucs 3 6ocHem.

«  Partial phraseological equivalence — same general meaning but different imagery, structure,
or colouring: to kill two birds with one stone, to buy a pig in a poke / youmu osox 3atiyie oonum
Nnocmpinom, Kynumu Koma 6 MiuKy

«  Zero phraseological equivalence — the target has no ready-made unit with the same meaning
and function; a phraseological gap is the absence of a conventionalized unit for an idiomati-
cally expressed concept: fo send someone to Coventry — 6otikomysamu kozocy (N0 equivalent
idiom); oamu 2ap6ysa — to reject a suitor (N0 English idiom for the courtship image).

Contrastive comment. Full equivalence must be verified even for close expressions; partial equiva-
lence is the normal case, and zero equivalence and gaps force a choice among paraphrase (meaning
kept, expressiveness reduced), functional compensation, or descriptive translation.

9. Phraseology in Translation: Diagnostic Procedure and Strategies

A four-stage procedure applies to both idioms and collocations: (1) identify the type of unit (free
combination, collocation, idiom, proverb, saying, or cliché), which sets the available strategies; (2)
establish the contextual meaning, attending to pragmatic function, register, and irony rather than
literal composition; (3) assess register and stylistic colouring, since a meaning-matched but register-
mismatched equivalent is a style error; (4) identify the available equivalence (full/partial/zero) and
select accordingly — a phraseological equivalent, a functional equivalent, a paraphrase, or stylistic
compensation. Thus to burn bridges — cnamosamu mocmu (full); eusecmu wocy na uucmy 600y —
bring something to light (partial).

Questions for Self-check

1. What is phraseology, and what does it study in the broad and narrow sense?

2.  How does a phraseological unit differ from a free word combination? Name and explain the
five diagnostic criteria.

3. What is formulaic language? How does the concept extend the scope of phraseology beyond
traditional idioms?

4.  How does a proverb differ from a saying in this lecture’s framework? Why may short conven-
tional expressions receive different labels in different dictionaries? Give one English and one
Ukrainian example of each.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

Why are zoonymic proverbs matched by situation rather than by image? Give two English-
Ukrainian pairs that use different animals for the same situational meaning.

What is a cliché, and in which text types is it acceptable or unacceptable?

What are winged words and biblicalisms? Why do they more often allow direct (full-
equivalence) translation than ordinary idioms? Give two English-Ukrainian examples.

What is idiomaticity, and why does it create translation risk? Give a Ukrainian example with a
non-transparent image.

What is the difference between a fixed and a semi-fixed expression? Give an English example
of each.

In what sense is structural stability relative? Illustrate phraseological variants in each language,
distinguish them from phraseological synonyms, and explain why the distinction matters for
translation.

Describe the structural classification of phraseological units. Give one example of each main
type from English and Ukrainian.

How does motivation differ among transparent, partly motivated, and opaque idioms? Give one
English example of each type.

How does metaphor function as a basis for phraseological meaning? Give two parallel exam-
ples from English and Ukrainian.

How does metonymy function as a basis for phraseological meaning? Give a place-for-
institution metonymy in each language and explain the translation challenge.

How does A. P. Cowie classify multiword units? Define each category and give one example
from both languages.

What are the open-choice principle and the idiom principle according to John Sinclair? Who in-
troduced the term collocation, and why are restricted collocations a frequent source of error?
Give three English-Ukrainian collocational pairs illustrating typical asymmetries.

What translation strategies for idioms and fixed expressions are discussed by Mona Baker?
What broader role may stylistic compensation play when no local equivalent reproduces the
same effect?

What are the main features of Ukrainian phraseology according to Uzhchenko & Uzhchenko?
Give three Ukrainian idioms with folk imagery and their English functional equivalents.

What are full, partial, and zero phraseological equivalence? Give one pair illustrating each
type.

What is a phraseological gap, and how can a translator deal with it?

Describe the four-stage diagnostic procedure for translating phraseological units. Apply it to to
spill the beans being translated into Ukrainian.

Why must the translation of English make a decision differ between institutional and conversa-
tional contexts in Ukrainian?
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Lecture 8. Vocabulary Stratification, Terminology, and Lexjcal Innovation in English
and URrainian

Lecture plan
1. Vocabulary stratification: dimensions and classification principles
Neutral, formal, and informal vocabulary
Literary, colloquial, and slang vocabulary
Thematic groups of slang and colloquial expressions; English-derived slang in Ukrainian
Ukrainian colloquial derivation and expressive suffixation
Professional vocabulary and terminology
Dialectal and regional vocabulary
Archaisms and historicisms
Neologisms, lexical innovation, and adapted borrowings
Contrastive analysis of register, terminology, and translation strategies
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Key concepts

vocabulary stratification, neutral vocabulary, formal vocabulary, informal vocabulary, literary vocabu-
lary, colloquial vocabulary, slang, register, professional vocabulary, professionalism, term, terminolo-
gy, terminological system, terminological field, terminological variation, terminological consistency,
dialectism, regional vocabulary, national variety, archaism, historicism, obsolescent/obsolete/archaic,
neologism, lexical innovation, adapted borrowing, stylistic equivalence, terminological equivalence

1. Vocabulary Stratification: Dimensions and Classification Principles

Vocabulary stratification is the division of vocabulary into groups according to sphere of use, stylis-
tic value, social function, professional domain, territorial distribution, historical status, and novelty.
The overlapping dimensions are: the stylistic (neutral vs formal, bookish, colloguial, slang), the social
(group-specific and sociolectal words), the professional (professional vocabulary, professionalisms,
terms), the territorial (dialectisms, regional vocabulary), the chronological (archaisms, historicisms,
obsolete words), and the innovative (neologisms, new meanings, borrowings, blends, digital for-
mations).

2. Neutral, Formal, and Informal VVocabulary

Neutral vocabulary is stylistically unmarked and usable in most situations. Formal vocabulary is
associated with official, academic, legal, administrative, or highly polite contexts. Informal vocabu-
lary is typical of everyday conversation. In English, formal vocabulary often includes Romance or
Latin-based words while everyday words are Germanic (commence vs begin, purchase vs buy, reside
vs live); in Ukrainian it includes official, bookish, or abstract forms (npuobamu vs kynumu, mewxamu
VS orcumu, Haoamu 00nomo2y NS 00nomo2mii).

Context-bound register series (near-equivalents, not freely interchangeable): begin/start (neutral) —
commence (formal) — kick off (informal); help — assist — give someone a hand / nowamu — posznowamu —
83MUCSL 00 4020Ch; donomozmu — naoamu oonomo2y — niocooumu. Stylistic labels must be checked in
authoritative dictionaries, and apparent series such as child - infant - kid / oumuna - nemoensn - maniox
are not pure register scales, since infant / nemosns are semantically narrower and mazox is affection-
ate.

Contrastive comment. English marks formality largely through lexical origin and institutional usage,
Ukrainian through bookish, official, or abstract choice, so commence and posnouamu are both formal
yet commence carries a legal-official colouring its counterpart need not replicate.
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3. Literary, Colloquial, and Slang Vocabulary

Literary vocabulary includes words typical of written, elevated, poetic, or prestigious discourse. Col-
loquial vocabulary belongs to informal spoken communication and is not necessarily non-standard.
Slang is socially marked, often group-related, expressive, innovative, and context-dependent
(Mattiello 2008; Coleman 2012). Literary vocabulary differs from the formal vocabulary, literary
words are elevated/poetic (halcyon, nezbacnennuir), formal words official/institutional (commence,
naoamu donomoey) —a word may be elevated without being official.

Contrastive comment. Both have colloquial words and socially marked slang, but Ukrainian slang
often combines native resources with adapted English borrowings (kpinorc, eaii6, oonamumu) while
English slang is independently productive; because slang ages quickly and carries group meanings, a
functional equivalent beats a literal rendering.

4. Thematic Groups of Slang; English-Derived Slang in Ukrainian
4.1. Thematic Groups of Slang and Colloquial Expressions

English and Ukrainian slang and colloquial expressions can be compared through thematic groups;
labels must be verified per item, and digital-age slang is time-sensitive, so the notes state functional
principles.

Thematic group English examples Ukrainian examples

Behaviour, departure, and tired- beat it, conk out, drag one’s 3momamu  6yoouku, Kieimu

ness feet O0ypHs, Oamu Opana

Money and small amounts bucks, dough, peanuts baobku, Keut, Konitiku, opio s130K

People and character egghead, wimp, bigmouth PO3YMHUK, clabak, 6asikka

Internet, gaming, youth culture  cringe, vibe, noob, to farm, to «pinor, 6aii6, w3amu, wirumu
nerf

Contrastive comment. English slang frequently relies on phrasal verbs and compound nouns, Ukraini-
an on expressive verb formation and evaluative nouns; internet/gaming slang spreads through English
and Ukrainian integrates the borrowed bases morphologically (¢papmumu, nepgpumu take Ukrainian
endings), the principle throughout being functional equivalence — preserve the communicative tone,
not the image.

4.2. English-Derived Slang Borrowings in Ukrainian

Modern Ukrainian youth and media vocabulary contains numerous English-derived slang borrowings
belong to the slang/youth stratum: cringe — kpinoie — kpinowcosuti (noun — adjective); like —
navxamu (Verb, -amu); toxic — moxcux (noun, a person, not the quality); donate — donamumu (verb,
-umu); ROFL — poc (a joke/reaction); old school — onockynvnuii (adjective).

Contrastive comment. Back-translation is not automatic — moxcux names a toxic person, not the adjec-
tive, and pog a joke, not the acronym — because even the most fashionable borrowings are reshaped
by Ukrainian morphology the moment they enter the language.

5. Ukrainian Colloquial Derivation and Expressive Suffixation

A typologically specific feature of Ukrainian colloquial vocabulary is the high productivity of di-
minutive, affectionate, augmentative, and pejorative suffixes, which shift a neutral base into a fa-
miliar, tender, ironic, coarse, or lowered register without changing the root: manui - manenvruii -
ManecenbKull, Mopo3 - Moposeysb - moposuuye - moposzska. English partial counterparts (booklet, duck-
ling, granny) are far less productive and cannot create chains. Ukrainian lowered colloquial formations
(3a0asaxa, xanyea, 6aszixa) correspond to separate English lexical items (show-off, grabber, chatter-
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box), and colloquial synonymic expansion is vast (sdapumu, bumu — 6abaxuymu, eninumu, epizamu,
oepimu... VS hit, strike, clobber, thump, smack).

Contrastive comment. Ukrainian creates colloquial colouring by derivation from a neutral stem with a
single semantically dense suffix (evaluation, informality, irony, and speaker attitude at once), where
English relies on lexical choice, modifiers, or intonation, so translation into English usually needs
compensation through an adjective, a colloquial noun, or a tonal shift.

6. Professional Vocabulary and Terminology

Professional vocabulary is used by people sharing a professional field (work practice, tools, proce-
dures, roles). Terminology is a special subsystem naming concepts within a domain of knowledge.
The difference matters: professional words may be practical and field-specific without precise defini-
tion, while terms are conceptually precise, systematically organized, definitionally bounded, and tied
to a terminological system. A professionalism is an unofficial or semi-official occupational designa-
tion used mainly by practitioners and not fixed by a standard, distinct from an established domain term
— e.g. box for container, reefer / peghxa for a refrigerated container, xooosxa for xooosa uacmuna. Fol-
lowing Cabré and Sager, a term normally has precision (one concept per term within a domain), sys-
temicity, definitiveness, and domain membership, though complete one-form-one-meaning stability
is an ideal rather than an absolute rule.

6.1. Terminological Systems and Fields
A concept system organizes related concepts; a terminological system comprises their designations.
A terminological field groups terms within a subject area.

Conceptual relations include:

e Generic: general concept and type, transport document — bill of lading.
o Partitive: whole and component, ship — engine.
e Associative: non-hierarchical connection, carrier — cargo.
Terms are verified through standards, legislation, specialist dictionaries, and professional resources.

Contrastive comment. English and Ukrainian terms require concept-based matching. Cargo denotes
transported goods, while freight corresponds to ¢ppaxm when it means payment for carriage. Ukrainian
0ozoeip may correspond to contract, agreement, or treaty, depending on the legal relationship and
document type.

7. Dialectal and Regional VVocabulary

Dialectal and regional vocabulary are lexical units tied to a territory. Two phenomena must be sepa-
rated: national-variety differences are contrasts between two codified standards of the same language
(both fully literary), while regional/dialectal vocabulary proper consists of territorially restricted
words outside the general standard, often uncodified.

English national-variety differences (British vs American): flat - apartment; lift - elevator; lorry -
truck. English regional/dialectal: bairn, wee, bonny, glen, loch. Ukrainian regional/dialectal: razoa,
NIAYOK, bamsak, mewimu, eampa, garinui, ne2inb, bapabons (KapTomus), gyiiko (Opat martepi) — pre-
dominantly western; noronuna and mpemé6ima are ethnographic regionalisms naming Carpathian
realities.

Contrastive comment. National-variety differences (flat / apartment) are contrasts between codified
standards where the translator simply selects the target variety, while genuine regional words (loch,
nononuna) carry local cultural colouring and need a contextual decision (neutral equivalent, cultural
explanation, or a preserved regional form); Ukrainian, lacking rival codified national standards of
comparable scale, has mostly the second, genuinely regional type.
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8. Archaisms and Historicisms

English and Ukrainian classify outdated vocabulary by different criteria — English by the degree of
lexical survival, Ukrainian by the type of referent. The English tradition grades along a survival scale:
obsolescent words are gradually leaving use but remain recognizable (spinster); obsolete words have
fallen entirely out of use (wanhope, eam); archaic words survive specifically as literary or stylistic
devices (methinks, thou, quoth). The Ukrainian tradition sorts by referent: apxaizmu are older words
replaced by modern synonyms while the reality remains (nepcm — naneyv, ycma — 2you, epao —
Mmicmo); icropusmu name objects, institutions, or roles that no longer exist and so usually have no
modern equivalent (uymak, kowosuil, konvuyea, cemovman, Kpinax). Such vocabulary creates solemnity,
historical distance, or — in a modern everyday context — comic effect.

Contrastive comment. The two systems are not mutually translatable labels: an English archaic word
may correspond to a Ukrainian apxaizm or icropusm depending on whether its referent still exists. An
archaism cannot be flattened to its neutral synonym without losing register (steed # simply xiwus;
mopkuyscs i yem is ceremonial where oomopxuyscs oo it 2y6 is neutral), and historicisms are sharply
culture-specific (ocasyn, scynan usually require descriptive translation, not a false foreign analogue).

9. Neologisms, Lexical Innovation, and Adapted Borrowings

Neologisms are new words, meanings, or expressions appearing at a particular stage of a language;
lexical innovation is broader, including new units, adapted borrowings, new meanings, and new col-
locations. Productive mechanisms (Bauer, Lieber & Plag 2013) are derivation, compounding, con-
version, clipping, blending, abbreviation plus, in Ukrainian, internal word-formation, calquing, bor-
rowing, and adaptation of international terms.

Adapted Borrowings in Ukrainian

Adapted borrowings are borrowed units integrated into the recipient language through graphic ad-
aptation (Cyrillic spelling: podcast — nooxacm, startup — cmapman), phonetic adaptation, mor-
phological adaptation (gender, case, verbal endings: 6peno - 6pendy - 6pendom,; raiikamu - rauxar),
and word-formational adaptation (the base becomes productive: 6oz - 6noeep - 6nocepcokuii -
bnozcepcmeso). Adaptation does not entail stylistic neutrality: doramumu, natikamu remain informal or
youth-marked and may be inappropriate in formal writing.

Contrastive comment. English neologisms spread globally, but Ukrainian integrates rather than copies
them, choosing among direct borrowing, calque (wmyunuii inmenexm), semantic adaptation
(eanroyunayin mooeni), and descriptive paraphrase, with the normative status of each choice varying
by context and text type.

10. Contrastive Analysis of Register, Terminology, and Translation Strategies

Vocabulary strata are organized in both languages, but the borders between strata do not always coin-
cide: a word neutral in English may correspond to a more formal or specialized Ukrainian word. Lexi-
cal equivalence depends on habitual collocation and register, not word-for-word substitution: strong
Coffee — miyna rxasa (not cunvna), while the same strong maps onto different partners by noun (strong
wind — cunvHull 6imep, Strong accent — eupasHull axkyeHm, Sstrong resemblance — pazwoua
cxooicicmy); heavy smoker — 3agzsimuil / 3amsimuil Kypeyw; run a business — xepyeamu 0izHecom.
Stylistic equivalence means the target unit reproduces register, emotional colouring, and communica-
tive function, not only denotation; terminological equivalence means it names the same specialized
concept within an accepted term system.

Vocabulary strata are functionally comparable but formally language-specific, so the translator moves
through three steps: (1) identify the stylistic stratum of the source unit (neutral, formal, colloquial,
slangy, dialectal, archaic, terminological, or innovative); (2) identify the equivalent stratum in the tar-
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get language; (3) verify that the chosen target unit occupies the same position — checking register, col-
location, currency, and social value — thereby avoiding both stylistic flattening and overcorrection.

Questions for Self-check

1.
2.

10.

11.
12.
13.
14.

15.

16.
17.

18.

What is vocabulary stratification, and what dimensions does it include?

How do neutral, formal, and informal vocabulary differ? Give one English and one Ukrainian
example of each.

What is the difference between colloquial vocabulary and slang? How does literary vocabulary
differ from formal vocabulary?

Why does Mattiello’s approach to English slang matter for contrastive lexicological analysis?

What are the main thematic groups in which English and Ukrainian slang can be compared?
Give one example from each group.

How do English-derived Ukrainian slang borrowings undergo graphic, phonetic, morphologi-
cal, and word-formational adaptation? Give three examples with the type of adaptation speci-
fied.

Why is Ukrainian expressive suffixation especially important for translating colloquial vocabu-
lary into English?

What is the difference between professional vocabulary, a professionalism, and a term? Give a
maritime example of a professionalism and of a term.

What properties should a term have?

What is a terminological system? Give an example from one specialized field in English and
Ukrainian, and explain why odozosip and contract may not map one-to-one.

What is terminological variation, and why does it create translation challenges?

Why is terminological consistency important within a translated document?

Why must chronologically marked vocabulary be analysed on two axes: current lexical status
and type of referent? Explain the English dictionary labels and the Ukrainian distinction be-
tween apxaizm and icropusm with examples.

What is the difference between national-variety differences (flat / apartment) and genuine re-
gional / dialectal vocabulary (bairn, razoa)? Why does the distinction matter for translation?

What mechanisms produce neologisms in English and Ukrainian? Give two examples for each
mechanism.

How does lexical innovation in digital culture differ from terminology formation?

What are the three analytical steps a translator should follow when choosing a target-language
equivalent for a stylistically marked source-language unit?

How should a translator choose between yxsarumu piwenns and nputinsmu piwenns When
translating make a decision?

55



10.

11

13

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
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