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HHEPE/IMOBA

MetoauyHi BKa3iBKM JUIS CaMOCTIHOI pOOOTHM 3 HaBYaibHOI aucHuIUIiHE «KoOHTpacTHBHa
JIEKCHKOJIOTisl aHIIificbKol Ta yKpaiHCbKOI MOB» TIpU3HAYeHi Ui 3100yBaviB 3 KypCy CIeniallbHOCTI
B11 «®uronoris» neHHOT Ta 3209HO1 (hopM HaBUaHHS. Marepiai moOyI0BaHO BIAMOBITHO IO TEM JISKITIH i
NPAaKTUYHHUX 3aHATH, OJHAK 3aBJaHHS JUISI CAaMOCTIMHOT poOOTH HE MOBTOPIOIOTH AyAWTOPHI BIpPaBH, a
JAt0Th 3MOTY OIPAIIOBATH Ti CaMi OHATTS HA HOBOMY MOBHOMY Marepiai.

Merta 1ux BKa3iBOK - JIOTIOMOTTH 37100yBadyaM CHCTEMAaTH3yBaTH TEOPETUYHI 3HAHHS Ta HABYUTHUCS
CaMOCTIHHO mepeBipATH MOBHI (akTu. OCHOBHA yBara NpuAUISETbCSl PoOOTI 31 CIIOBHUKAMU, KOpPIyCcaMH,
€TUMOJIOTIYHUMH Ta (pa3eosIOTTMHUMH JDKEpEelaMH, TEPMIHOJIOTIUHUMHU pecypcaMu W (axoBUMHU
TEKCTaMH, a TAKOXK apryMEHTOBAHOMY 3iCTaBJICHHIO aHTTIHCHKUX 1 YKPaiHCHKUX JTEKCHYHHUX OJJHHHUIIb.

Bka3iBKM OXOIUTIOIOTH BICIM TE€M KypcCy: MpeAMET 1 METOIU MOPIBHSUIBHOI JIEKCHKOJIOTII;
€TUMOJIOTIUYHY CTPYKTYPY aHTJIHCHKOTO Ta YKPAiHCHKOTO JIEKCUKOHIB; CIIOBOTBIP; JIEKCUYHY CEMAHTHKY;
napajgurMaTiyHi JEKCUYH1 BIIHOUICHHS; CEMaHTHYHI 3MIHU Ta IepeHeceHHs; (pa3eoIoTiio 1 KOJIOKaIliiHI
MoJieni; cTpaThdIKaIilo CIOBHUKOBOTO CKJIaay, TEPMIHOJOTI0O Ta JieKchuHi iHHOBamii. Koxna tema
MICTUTh METY, KJIFOUOBI MOHATTS, METOIMYHI peKOMEHallli, 3aBJaHHs AJIl CaMOCTIMHOT poOOTH, TUTaHHS
JUIsl CAMOKOHTPOJIIO Ta pEKOMEHI0BaH1 JKepera.

3icTaBiIeHHs! aHTJIIHCHKOI Ta YKpaiHChKOI JIEKCUKH Ma€ CIUPATUCSA HA YITKO BHU3HAYEHY CHUIbHY
OCHOBY TIOpIBHSHH. DOpMaibHa CXO0XKICTh a00 HASBHICTH CIIOBHHKOBOTO BUIMOBIIHHMKA II€ HE JOBOJATH
MOBHOI ekBiBaJieHTHOCTI. [lim wac aHamizy moTpiOHO BpaxOBYBaTH CEMaHTHUYHUHA OOCAT, KOHOTAIIIIO,
CIIOJTY9YBaHICTh, PETICTP, KYJAbTYpHY crenudiky, IiCTOpUYHUN PO3BUTOK 1 (YHKIIIO OJWHHUII B
KOHKPETHOMY KOHTEKCTI.

Pesynbrar OUIBIIOCTI 3aBIaHb MOJAETHCS y CTUCINA (GopMi: y BHUTIISAAI TaOIUIII, MAaTPHIIl, CXEMH,
CEMaHTUYHOT KapTH, KOPOTKOro mpoduro abo HEBEIWKOro BHCHOBKY. Takuii (opmar mae 3Mory
30CEepEIUTUCS Ha TOYHOCTI aHAII3Y ¥ SIKOCTI JI0Ka3iB, a He Ha 00CsI31 MUCbMOBOT pOOOTH.

VY 1ux BKa3iBKax «aKTyalbHE JDKEPENIO» O3HAaya€ HaWHOBIIIE JOCTYIHE aKaJeMiuHe, HOpMaTUBHE
a60 o¢iniiiHO MiATPpUMYBaHE BUAAHHS, MPUIATHE JUIsI KOHKPETHOTO 3aBJaHHs. «ABTEHTUYHHI KOHTEKCT)»
- 1e 3adikCoBaHMM TMpPHKIAA pPEaTbHOTO BKUBAHHA 3 KOPIYCY, CIOBHHMKA, aKaJEeMIYHOTO YU
THCTUTYIIIITHOTO TEKCTY, PEIaroBaHOTO Mefia abo Xy/I0KHBOTO TBOPY, HABEICHHUH Y TOCTAaTHROMY 00cs31
JUIs OJHO3HAYHOTO TiaymMaueHHsa. KopmycHi naHi ciin 6paT 3 ycTaleHUX KOPILyCHUX PecypciB, HaBEICHUX
y CHHUCKY JDKEpell, a He 3 MPOCTOro MiIpaxXyHKy pe3yabTaTiB BeO-mouryKy. s eneKTpOHHUX pecypciB
noTpibHo 3a3Hadatu URL 1 gaty 3BepHeHHs. SIKIIO aBTOPUTETHI JpKepela MOAAlTh Pi3Hi Kiacudikamii
abo BUXIiJHI AaHi, po30DKHICTH clif 3adiKCyBaTH i MOSCHUTH, HA KE HKEPEJIO CIHPAEThCS BUCHOBOK.




1. Contrastive Lexicology as a Branch of Linguistic Studies

Aim of Independent Study

The aim is to consolidate the basic principles of contrastive lexicology and apply them to
independently selected English and Ukrainian material. The work focuses on establishing a clear tertium
comparationis, distinguishing equivalence, partial equivalence, non-equivalence, and lexical gaps, and
combining several methods of lexical analysis when one method does not provide sufficient evidence.

Key Concepts

lexicology, general lexicology, special lexicology, descriptive lexicology, historical lexicology,
contrastive lexicology, contrastive linguistics, comparative-historical linguistics, word, word-form,
lexeme, lexical unit, lexical system, tertium comparationis, equivalence, partial equivalence, non-
equivalence, lexical gap, definitional analysis, componential analysis, semantic-field analysis, word-
formation analysis, contextual analysis, collocational analysis, translation-equivalent analysis, cultural-
conceptual analysis, intercultural communication

Methodological Guidelines

v' Keep word, word-form, lexeme, and lexical unit analytically distinct. A concrete inflected form
belongs to a lexeme, while a lexical unit may be a word or another conventional lexical expression
functioning as a unit in the lexicon.

v Begin a contrastive analysis by formulating a shared tertium comparationis. A bilingual dictionary
pairing is only a starting hypothesis; establish the relation from meaning, usage, and context.

v’ Treat a bilingual equivalent as a hypothesis that must be checked against monolingual definitions,
contextual use, collocation, register, and cultural information.

v' Use lexical gap only when one language lacks a lexicalized unit corresponding to a relevant
meaning or distinction in the other language. A lexical gap does not mean that speakers of the
language cannot express or conceptualize the meaning.

v' Combine methods where necessary. Definitional analysis may establish the semantic core,
componential analysis may reveal differential semes, contextual and collocational analysis may
show usage restrictions, and translation-equivalent analysis may reveal cross-linguistic asymmetry.

v’ Separate source evidence from your own analytical conclusion. Dictionary definitions, corpus
examples, and usage labels are evidence; the classification of the cross-linguistic relation is the
result of analysis.

Independent Study Tasks

Task 1. Lexicographic Comparison of a Lexical Microfield

» Compare English shore, coast, and seaside with Ukrainian 6epez and yz6epearicoics.

» Consult current monolingual dictionaries in both languages and establish a shared comparison
criterion.

» For each lexical unit, record its principal meaning, typical referent, relevant semantic restrictions,
and one authentic or dictionary context.

» Determine which units overlap, which distinctions are lexicalized differently, and where one-to-
one correspondence is impossible.
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Submit a compact comparison table and a 4-5 sentence conclusion.

Task 2. Context-Dependent Equivalence

>

>

>

Analyse English charge in four authentic contexts representing different meanings. Include at least
one noun use and one verb use.

For each context, identify the active meaning, select the natural Ukrainian equivalent, and explain
which semantic or grammatical feature determines the choice.

Submit a four-context table and a 5-6 sentence conclusion showing why one dictionary headword
may require several target-language lexical units.

Task 3. Testing a Potential Lexical Gap

>
>

>
>

>

Investigate Ukrainian nozamopix and English the year before last.

Verify the Ukrainian item in a normative explanatory dictionary and check whether contemporary
English has a conventional one-word lexical counterpart with the same meaning.

Distinguish absence of a one-word equivalent from absence of the concept.

Identify the usual English means of expression and classify the relation from the perspective of
lexicalization.

Submit a 5-6 sentence conclusion supported by the sources consulted.

Task 4. Testing a Bilingual Dictionary Correspondence

>
>

>
>

Compare English salary and wage with Ukrainian zapo6imua naama, 3apniama, and niammus.

Use monolingual definitions and authentic contexts to compare payment type, periodicity, register,
and typical professional context.

Determine whether the units form direct pairs or partially overlapping sets.

Submit a 150-200 word contrastive comment supported by dictionary evidence.

Task 5. Independent Contrastive Observation

>

>

>

>

Select one English or Ukrainian lexical unit for which a bilingual dictionary gives several possible
target-language equivalents. Choose a unit that has not already been analysed in the lecture or
practical exercises.

Formulate a clear tertium comparationis, verify the source unit and the proposed equivalents in
monolingual dictionaries, and collect up to six short contexts that reveal relevant differences.
Classify the correspondences as full in context, partial, or lacking a direct lexical equivalent where
justified.

Submit a table of no more than six rows and a 5-7 sentence conclusion.

Questions for Self-check

NG~ LNRE

What is the object of lexicology?

How does contrastive lexicology differ from comparative-historical linguistics?

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

Why is the lexicon described as a system rather than an unordered list of words?

What is a tertium comparationis, and why must it be established before comparison?

Why does formal similarity not prove translation equivalence?

What is the difference between full equivalence, partial equivalence, and non-equivalence?
What is a lexical gap?



9. Why does a lexical gap not imply a conceptual gap?

10. What evidence should be used to test a bilingual dictionary equivalent?

11. What is the purpose of definitional analysis?

12. What does componential analysis reveal?

13. When is semantic-field analysis useful?

14. Why should contextual and collocational analysis accompany dictionary analysis?

15. How does contrastive lexicology support translation and intercultural communication?

Recommended Sources and Dictionaries

Revise the theoretical concepts using the works listed in the general bibliography. For lexical
analysis, begin with current monolingual dictionaries in both languages. A bilingual dictionary may
suggest possible correspondences, but these should be checked through definitions, collocations, register
labels, and authentic contexts. Useful resources for this theme include Oxford Learner's Dictionaries, the
electronic CiioBauk ykpaincekoi MoBH y 20 Tomax, BNC, COCA, I'PAK, and YHJIK.




2. Etymological Structure of the English and Ukrainian Lexicons

Aim of Independent Study

The aim is to practise evidence-based etymological analysis instead of inferring origin from form
alone. The work includes distinguishing inherited vocabulary from borrowed vocabulary, tracing
documented borrowing routes, separating the immediate source from the ultimate etymon, assessing
assimilation, and comparing internationalisms, calques, semantic borrowings, and false friends in English
and Ukrainian.

Key Concepts

etymology, etymological structure of a lexicon, native vocabulary, inherited vocabulary, borrowed
vocabulary, loanword, source language, recipient language, immediate source, intermediary language,
ultimate etymon, direct borrowing, indirect borrowing, assimilation, complete assimilation, partial
assimilation, non-assimilation, graphic assimilation, phonetic assimilation, morphological assimilation,
word-formational assimilation, semantic assimilation, barbarism, exoticism, internationalism, partial
internationalism, pseudo-internationalism, calque, phraseological calque, semi-calque, semantic
borrowing, false friends

Methodological Guidelines

v’ Distinguish historical origin from present-day lexical status. A word may be fully integrated into
the recipient language while remaining historically borrowed.

v’ Establish the source language from documented etymological evidence rather than from graphic
or phonetic resemblance. Record the immediate source, any intermediary language, and the
ultimate etymon when the source provides this information.

v If an etymological dictionary presents alternative borrowing routes, record the alternatives
instead of forcing a single unsupported path.

v Treat assimilation as multidimensional. Graphic, phonetic, morphological, semantic, and word-
formational integration may proceed at different rates.

v Classify an item as a calque only when the evidence shows that a foreign model was reproduced
through recipient-language material; structural similarity by itself is insufficient.

v’ Treat barbarism and exoticism as independent functional statuses rather than as automatic stages
of assimilation.

v" Formal resemblance between international lexical items does not establish semantic identity.
Compare their current meanings and contexts before classifying them as full, partial, or pseudo-
international correspondences.

v" When analysing false friends, distinguish complete semantic divergence from partial overlap.
Translation risk often arises when only one sense is shared.

Independent Study Tasks

Task 1. Comparing Etymological Evidence

» Select one borrowed English lexical unit and one borrowed Ukrainian lexical unit not analysed in
detail in the lecture or practical exercises.
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For each item, consult two independent etymological sources where available. Record the
immediate source, any documented intermediary language, and the ultimate etymon. If only one
specialized source gives a documented route, state this limitation rather than presenting an
uncertain reconstruction as established fact.

Separate securely documented facts from disputed or alternative reconstructions.

Submit two short etymological profiles and a 5-6 sentence comparison of the borrowing routes.

Assimilation Profile

Select one established borrowing in English and one in Ukrainian.

Analyse the degree of graphic, phonetic, morphological, semantic, and word-formational
assimilation.

Support each judgement with dictionary, corpus, or grammatical evidence rather than with
general impressions.

Submit a five-dimension assimilation matrix for each item and a short contrastive conclusion.

. Semantic Symmetry of an Internationalism

Select one formally similar English-Ukrainian international lexical pair not used as a main
example in the source materials.

Compare current monolingual dictionary definitions and at least two authentic contexts in each
language.

Classify the relation as a true internationalism, partial internationalism, or pseudo-
internationalism.

Submit a semantic comparison table and a 5-7 sentence conclusion supported by the evidence.

. Evidence Check for a Possible Calque

Select one contemporary Ukrainian lexical unit or multiword expression that may have been
modelled on English.

Check chronology, structure, meaning, and available etymological or terminological evidence.

If the evidence points only to accidental structural similarity or independent formation, state this
explicitly instead of assigning the label calque.

Submit a five-column record: Hypothesis / Transferred Element / Evidence / Classification /
Degree of Certainty.

. Contextual False Friend

Select one English-Ukrainian formally similar pair with a potential translation risk.

Collect two authentic English and two authentic Ukrainian contexts that reveal shared and non-
shared meanings.

Check historical relation when it helps explain the resemblance, but base the translation
judgement on the current semantic structure and present-day usage.

Submit a four-context table and a short translator's note explaining the risk.

Questions for Self-check

1. What is the difference between native, inherited, and borrowed vocabulary?
2. What is an immediate source?

3. How does an immediate source differ from an ultimate etymon?

9



4. What is an intermediary language?

5. How do direct and indirect borrowing differ?

6. Why can etymological routes be disputed?

7. What dimensions of assimilation should be analysed separately?

8. Why does current morphological integration not erase foreign origin?
9. How does complete assimilation differ from partial assimilation?

10. What is the difference between a barbarism and an exoticism?

11. What is an internationalism?

12. What is a partial internationalism?

13. What is a pseudo-internationalism?

14. What is a calque?

15. Why is structural similarity insufficient proof of calquing?

16. What is a semantic borrowing?

17. What are false friends?

18. Why may partial semantic overlap be more dangerous than complete divergence in translation?

Recommended Sources and Dictionaries

For etymological analysis, give priority to sources that explicitly document transmission routes and
historical stages. The Emumonociunuii cnosnux yxpaincoxoi mosu should be the main reference for
Ukrainian material; for English, use established historical and etymological scholarship listed in the
bibliography. Current explanatory dictionaries are needed separately to check present-day meaning and
usage. When sources propose different etymologies, report the alternatives instead of combining them into
one unsupported route.
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3. Contrastive Word-Formation in English and Ukrainian

Aim of Independent Study

The aim is to consolidate the main word-formation processes in English and Ukrainian and
compare how the two languages build new lexical units. Particular attention is paid to derivation and
inflection, bases and affixes, productivity, compounding, conversion, shortening processes, and the
translation of structurally non-parallel formations.

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 compound,
adjectival compound, verbal compound, neoclassical compound, endocentric compound, exocentric
compound, bahuvrihi compound, synthetic compound, interfix, conversion, zero-derivation,
substantivation, clipping, apocope, aphaeresis, acronym, initialism, blending, back-formation,
occasionalism, lexicalization, lexical economy, translation equivalence

Methodological Guidelines

v' Distinguish derivation from inflection. Derivation creates a new lexeme, whereas inflection
produces grammatical forms of the same lexeme.

v Keep root, stem, and base distinct. The base is defined by a particular derivational step, while the
stem is the form to which inflectional endings attach.

v Keep semi-affixes and combining forms analytically separate. Base the distinction on their current
function and structural behaviour, with historical origin used only as supporting evidence.

v’ Treat productivity as a current ability of a model to form acceptable new words. Productivity may
be restricted by semantics, register, base type, or domain.

v In Ukrainian, take account of the interaction between derivation and obligatory inflection. Word-
formation analysis should not ignore gender, case, or other grammatical integration where these
properties affect the resulting lexeme.

v Apply language-specific criteria to compounding. English analysis commonly focuses on head-
modifier relations and headedness; Ukrainian analysis must also consider interfixation, stem
composition, word composition, and simultaneous suffixation where relevant.

v' Treat English compound spelling as one diagnostic among several. Open, hyphenated, and solid
forms may all represent compounds, so structural and semantic criteria should be considered
together.

v' When identifying conversion, establish the source and resulting word class. A natural Ukrainian
equivalent may use overt affixation, substantivation, or a multiword expression rather than zero
derivation.

v Distinguish clipping, acronymy, initialism, blending, and back-formation by formation mechanism,
not by word length alone.

v In translation, preserve naming function, register, and stylistic value rather than mechanically
reproducing the source word-formation model.
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Independent Study Tasks

Task 1. Contrastive Mapping of Derivational Families

>

>

Select one English lexeme and one Ukrainian lexeme that name the same general concept but need
not be direct translation equivalents. Choose examples not already analysed in the lecture or
practical exercises.

Build a productive derivational family containing at least five established members in each
language.

For every member, identify the root, relevant base, derivational affix or process, word class, and
semantic relation to the base.

Compare whether the two families use the same root throughout, whether grammatical gender is
morphologically expressed, and whether apparently parallel formations develop asymmetric
meanings.

Submit two derivational trees or tables and a 6-8 sentence contrastive conclusion.

Task 2. Word-Formation Asymmetry within One Conceptual Domain

>

>

>

>

Analyse the independent sets employ, employer, employee, employment, unemployment and
npayesiaummosysamu, pooomooaseysb, NPayi6HUK, 3atHAMICMs, be3pooimmsi.

Treat the English and Ukrainian lists as independent inventories; their position in the list does not
imply translation equivalence.

For each unit, identify formation, meaning, closest contextual counterpart, and whether the source
and target forms are built on parallel or non-parallel bases.

Submit a matrix with the columns Lexical Unit / Formation / Meaning / Contextual Counterpart /
Structural Relation, followed by a 120-150 word conclusion.

Task 3. English Noun Compounds and Ukrainian Structural Solutions

>

>

Select four current English noun compounds from one authentic academic, institutional,
journalistic, or professional text not used in the lecture or practical exercises.

For each compound, identify the modifier, head, and endocentric or exocentric status where
applicable.

Verify the unit in a dictionary or professional source and provide a natural Ukrainian equivalent.
Classify the Ukrainian solution as a simple word, derived word, compound, adjective-noun phrase,
noun-genitive construction, or another justified structure.

Submit a comparison table and a 5-6 sentence conclusion.

Task 4. Lexicographic Study of Ukrainian Feminitives

>

>

>

Select three current Ukrainian feminitives denoting professions or social roles, excluding
PEOaKmopKa, MeHeodcepKa, 00CHiOHuYs, nposionuys, @ironoeuns, and ncuxonocumns, Which are
already used in the course materials.

For each item, identify the derivational base and suffix, verify dictionary or normative status, and
provide one authentic standard context.

Give the natural English equivalent and explain how grammatical gender is or is not expressed in
English.

12



» Use only forms attested in reliable current sources; record variation instead of silently normalizing
a doubtful form.
» Submit a three-row table and a 5-7 sentence comment.

Task 5. Lexical Economy and Structural Equivalence

» Select three current English lexical units formed through conversion, clipping, blending,
acronymy, or initialism. Represent at least two different processes and avoid source examples.

» For each item, identify the formation mechanism, source or base, current dictionary status, and one
authentic context.

» Provide the natural Ukrainian equivalent and identify the mechanism or structure used in
Ukrainian.

» Compare the degree of lexical compactness without treating a longer normative target expression
as defective.

» Submit a table and a 6-8 sentence conclusion.

Questions for Self-check

©ooN s WNRE

el
N RO

How does derivation differ from inflection?

How do root, stem, and base differ?

What is the difference between a semi-affix and a combining form?
What does productivity mean in synchronic word-formation?

Why may productivity depend on register or semantic class?

Which word-formation processes are especially productive in English?
Why is suffixation especially important in Ukrainian?

What is prefixal-suffixal derivation?

How do Ukrainian feminitives illustrate derivational productivity?

. How does English compounding differ from Ukrainian compound formation?
. What are head and modifier in an English compound?

. What is an interfix?

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

Why is spelling not a decisive criterion of English compound status?

What is conversion or zero-derivation?

Why does Ukrainian often use overt morphology where English uses conversion?
What is substantivation?

How do clipping, acronymy, and initialism differ?

What is blending?

What is back-formation?

What is lexicalization?

How is lexical economy relevant to contrastive analysis?

Why should translation preserve function rather than mechanically reproduce word-formation
structure?

Recommended Sources and Dictionaries

Revise terminology and classification principles using the word-formation studies listed in the

general bibliography. Check whether a formation is current and established in monolingual dictionaries;
when productivity or register is important, confirm the pattern in a corpus. For Ukrainian data, 'PAK and

13



YHIJIK can supplement normative dictionaries. For English, BNC and COCA can be used to check
attested patterns and contexts.
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4. Lexical Semantics and the Structure of Meaning in English and
Ukrainian

Aim of Independent Study

The aim is to practise analysing the meaning actually realized in context. The work focuses on
separating lexical meaning from grammatical meaning, distinguishing denotation and connotation,
working with semes and sememes, identifying lexical motivation and lexical-field relations, and checking
English-Ukrainian correspondences without treating a bilingual dictionary entry as proof of semantic
identity.

Key Concepts

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

Methodological Guidelines

v" Analyse the sense activated in the selected context. Other senses listed under the same
dictionary headword remain outside that particular instance unless the context genuinely
activates them.

v’ Distinguish denotation from connotation. Two lexical units may refer to the same general
object, quality, or situation while differing in emotional attitude, evaluation, register, expressive
force, or cultural association.

v/ Base connotative labels on dictionary definitions, usage labels, stable contextual patterns, or
other explicit evidence rather than on personal impression.

v Treat a seme as an individual semantic component and a sememe as the structured combination
of semes corresponding to a particular lexical meaning. When comparing lexical units, first
identify the shared archiseme, then determine the differential semes responsible for semantic
contrast.

v Several translations in a bilingual dictionary are not evidence of polysemy by themselves.
Check a monolingual dictionary to see whether the meanings are treated as related senses of one
lexical unit.

v’ Use the semiotic triangle to distinguish linguistic form, mental concept, and contextual referent.
The same lexical unit may refer to different individual referents, while two languages may
organize the underlying concept through different lexical boundaries.

v' When analysing lexical motivation, distinguish its current synchronic transparency from
historical origin. A word may have been historically motivated but no longer be transparently
analysable for contemporary speakers.

v" In componential analysis, include only features that help distinguish the units under
comparison; an oversized matrix with non-distinctive features weakens rather than strengthens
the analysis.
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v A bilingual dictionary should be treated as a source of possible equivalents rather than as proof

of semantic identity. Verify potentially corresponding units in monolingual dictionaries and,
where necessary, in authentic contexts.

v Classify a cross-linguistic relation as contextual full equivalence only when the relevant
meaning, register, and use are compatible in the particular context. Use partial equivalence
when the lexical units overlap but differ in semantic range, connotation, collocation,
grammatical behaviour, or cultural components.

Independent Study Tasks
Task 1. Comparing Dictionary Definitions and Semantic Range
» Compare English convenient and Ukrainian spyunuii.
» Analyse the contexts a convenient time for the meeting, a convenient location near the station,
3pyune Kpicio, and spyune zymms.
» Consult current monolingual dictionaries for both lexical units.
» Identify the principal contemporary meanings, the shared archiseme when the data support one,
and the differential semes that distinguish the units.
» Determine which meanings permit a natural direct correspondence and which require another
target-language lexical unit.
» Submit a compact semantic table and a 5-7 sentence conclusion explaining why dictionary
correspondence does not necessarily imply identity of semantic range.
Task 2. Contrastive Analysis of Connotation
» Choose one clearly delimited semantic area, such as a type of person, behaviour, quality, or
emotional state. Select three semantically related English units and three Ukrainian units that are
comparable within that area; do not assume that the two sets form direct translation pairs.
» Choose examples that have not already been analysed in the lecture or practical exercises.
» Establish the common denotative component and analyse only those emotive, evaluative,
stylistic, and expressive connotations that are supported by evidence.
» Determine which English and Ukrainian units can correspond in neutral, approving,
disapproving, formal, or informal contexts.
» Submit a six-item comparison table and a 120-150 word contrastive conclusion.
Task 3. Mapping the Semantic Structure of a Polysemantic Word
» Select one polysemantic English or Ukrainian word with at least three clearly established
contemporary meanings.
» Choose a polysemantic word other than sharp or another item analysed in detail in the lecture or
practical exercises.
» Using a current monolingual dictionary, identify three or four sememes, formulate the central
semes of each sememe, and determine which components are shared across the meanings.
» Provide a natural target-language equivalent for each sememe and establish whether the target
language uses one lexical unit or distributes the meanings among several units.
» Submit a compact semantic map or table and a 5-6 sentence conclusion on the degree of

structural symmetry between the two languages.
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Task 4.

Lexical Motivation across Languages

Select two English lexical units and two Ukrainian lexical units representing at least two types of
lexical motivation: phonetic, morphological, or semantic.

Use examples that are new to this task rather than items already analysed in the lecture or
practical exercises.

For each item, identify the type of motivation, explain which element motivates the lexical
meaning, determine whether the motivation is transparent to a contemporary speaker, and find the
closest target-language equivalent.

Determine whether translation preserves or loses the original motivational relation.

Where transparency is doubtful, consult an explanatory or etymological dictionary.

Submit a four-item analytical table and a 5-7 sentence contrastive conclusion.

. Testing a Bilingual Dictionary Entry

Select one English lexical unit for which a bilingual dictionary provides at least three Ukrainian
equivalents, or one Ukrainian lexical unit for which at least three English equivalents are
provided.

Select a lexical item that has not already been analysed in the lecture or practical exercises.

Select three authentic contexts in which the source lexical unit realizes different semantic or
contextual properties.

For each context, identify the active sememe, dominant semes, dictionary options, rejected
options, selected equivalent, and justification.

Classify the contextual relation as contextual full equivalence, partial equivalence, or a lexical
gap where the evidence supports that classification.

Submit a three-context table with the columns Source Context / Active Sememe / Relevant
Semes / Dictionary Options / Selected Equivalent / Justification, followed by a conclusion of no
more than 150 words.

Questions for Self-check

No ok owhdE

How does lexical meaning differ from grammatical meaning?

Why can two words share a denotation but differ significantly in translation?

What is the difference between emotive, evaluative, stylistic, and expressive connotation?

What is a seme, and how does it differ from a sememe?

What is the function of an archiseme in componential analysis?

Why are differential semes important in establishing partial equivalence?

Why should the semantic structure of a polysemantic word be established from a monolingual

dictionary?

2

How does polysemy differ from homonymy?

9. What relations are represented by the semiotic triangle?

10. What is lexical motivation?

11. How do phonetic, morphological, and semantic motivation differ?

12. Why may historical motivation be irrelevant to synchronic interpretation?
13. What is the purpose of componential analysis?

14. Why should a componential matrix contain only relevant semantic features?
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15. What is a lexical field?

16. How do paradigmatic relations differ from syntagmatic relations?

17. Why is partial equivalence more common than complete semantic identity?

18. What conditions are required for contextual full equivalence?

19. Why does a lexical gap indicate a difference in lexicalization rather than an absence of the concept?
20. How can cultural specificity alter translation potential?

21. Why should a bilingual dictionary be used critically in lexical semantic analysis?

Recommended Sources and Dictionaries

For semantic analysis, combine current monolingual definitions with contextual evidence. English
data may be checked in Oxford Learner's Dictionaries and other current monolingual dictionaries;
Ukrainian data should be checked in normative explanatory resources, including the electronic CnoBHuk
ykpaincbkoi MoBu y 20 Tomax. Use bilingual dictionaries to identify candidate equivalents, and turn to
corpus evidence when collocation, register, or distribution determines the choice.
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5. Paradigmatic Lexical Relations in English and Ukrainian

Aim of Independent Study

The aim is to consolidate the main paradigmatic lexical relations and test them on authentic
English and Ukrainian material. The work includes distinguishing polysemy from homonymy, analysing
absolute synonymy and near-synonymy, justifying a synonymic dominant, examining semantic prosody,
classifying antonymy, and comparing hyponymy with meronymy.

Key Concepts

paradigmatic relation, syntagmatic relation, polysemy, homonymy, full lexical homonym,
homophone, homograph, 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,
meronymy, meronym, holonym

Methodological Guidelines

v Begin by identifying the exact semantic relation to be tested. Membership in the same conceptual
domain is not, by itself, evidence of a paradigmatic relation.

v Keep paradigmatic relations separate from syntagmatic relations. Paradigmatic analysis concerns
systemic relations such as similarity, opposition, inclusion, formal identity, and part-whole
organization, while syntagmatic evidence concerns actual co-occurrence and contextual
restrictions.

v' When distinguishing polysemy from homonymy, use current dictionary structure, semantic
relatedness, grammatical behaviour, and contextual evidence. Etymology may provide supporting
information, but synchronic semantic relatedness remains central.

v' Treat semantically close words as potentially non-interchangeable until denotation, register,
collocation, evaluation, and semantic prosody have been checked.

v Treat absolute synonymy as a highly restricted relation requiring identity of relevant denotation,
connotation, register, collocational behaviour, and contextual distribution.

v" A synonymic dominant is not simply the first word listed in a dictionary and is not automatically
the best translation equivalent. Justify its status through semantic breadth, relative neutrality,
frequency, and position within the synonymic row.

v" When analysing antonymy, identify the semantic type before examining morphological structure.
Negative prefixes or suffixes do not automatically create antonymy.

v Apply the appropriate logical test: degree modification for gradable antonymy, denial entailment
for complementarity, participant-role reversal for converseness, and opposite trajectory or
restoration of a previous state for directional and reversive relations.

v" Keep hyponymy separate from thematic association. Use the "kind of" test: if X can naturally be
described as a kind of Y, X may function as a hyponym of Y.

v In translation, first identify the active sense and paradigmatic relation. The target language may
preserve the relation, reorganize it, or require a different level of lexical specificity.
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Independent Study Tasks

Task 1.
>

>

Task 3.

Polysemy or Homonymy: Lexicographic Evidence

Select one formally identical or highly ambiguous lexical form in English and one in Ukrainian
that have not been analysed in detail in the lecture or practical exercises.

Use current monolingual dictionaries to determine whether the meanings are represented as
different sememes of one polysemantic lexical unit or as separate homonymous lexical units.
Compare semantic relatedness, grammatical behaviour, dictionary entry structure, contextual
disambiguation, and natural translation of two contrasting meanings.

If dictionaries organize the meanings differently, record the disagreement.

Submit a comparative table and a 5-7 sentence conclusion explaining which evidence is most
decisive.

. Near-Synonymy and Contextual Substitution

Select one English synonymic row of three units and one Ukrainian row of three units from the
same broad conceptual area. Use rows that have not already been analysed in the lecture or
practical exercises.

Identify the shared semantic core, justify the synonymic dominant, and compare register,
evaluative colouring, and one characteristic collocation or context for each unit.

Determine whether the units can substitute for one another without a relevant change of meaning
or style, and then establish the most appropriate cross-linguistic correspondences.

Submit two compact synonymic profiles, a cross-linguistic correspondence table, and a 120-150
word conclusion.

Semantic Prosody and Translation Choice

Select two near-synonymous English lexical units or two near-synonymous Ukrainian lexical
units whose difference cannot be explained adequately by denotation alone.

Using corpus or corpus-based dictionary evidence, collect at least five representative
collocational contexts for each unit.

Determine whether the units tend to occur in positive, negative, or neutral environments and
whether this recurrent association can be described as semantic prosody.

Check whether the nearest target-language equivalents preserve the same evaluative tendency.
Submit two short collocational profiles and a 5-7 sentence contrastive conclusion.

Antonymic Relation and Structural Asymmetry

Select three antonymic pairs from English and three from Ukrainian. The complete sample must
represent at least three semantic types of opposition studied in the lecture.

For each pair, identify the shared semantic dimension, classify the relation, determine whether
the opposition is expressed by different roots or derivational morphology, provide natural target-
language equivalents, and check whether semantic and structural types are preserved.

Where negative morphology is present, verify genuine semantic opposition.

Submit a table with the columns Pair / Semantic Dimension / Type of Antonymy / Structural
Type / Target Equivalent / Cross-Linguistic Comment, followed by a 5-6 sentence conclusion.
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Task 5. Comparing Lexical Hierarchies and Part-Whole Networks

» Choose one clearly delimited conceptual domain not used for a large comparative task in the
practical guidelines.

» Construct one English and one Ukrainian hyponymic hierarchy with at least three levels and one
small meronymic network in each language containing one holonym and at least three meronyms.

> Apply the 'kind of' test to every taxonomic link and the 'part of' test to every part-whole link.

» Compare lexicalized hierarchy levels, differences in specificity, and non-parallel lexical
boundaries.

» Submit two hierarchy diagrams, two part-whole diagrams, and a 6-8 sentence contrastive
conclusion.

Questions for Self-check

How do paradigmatic relations differ from syntagmatic relations?
What is the principal difference between polysemy and homonymy?
Why is etymology supporting rather than sufficient evidence for the synchronic distinction?
How does a full lexical homonym differ from a homophone, homograph, and homoform?
What conditions are required for absolute synonymy?
Why is most lexical synonymy better described as near-synonymy?
What is a synonymic dominant?
Why is the synonymic dominant not automatically the best translation equivalent?
How do ideographic, stylistic, and contextual synonyms differ?
. What is semantic prosody, and what evidence is required to establish it?
. Why must antonyms belong to the same semantic dimension?
. How does gradable antonymy differ from complementarity?
. How does converseness differ from other antonymic relations?
. What distinguishes reversive antonymy?
. Why does negative morphology not automatically create an antonym?
. What is the difference between derivational antonyms and root antonyms?
. What is the relationship between a hyperonym, hyponym, and co-hyponym?
. What does the 'kind of' test demonstrate?
. How does meronymy differ from hyponymy?
. What is the relationship between a meronym and a holonym?
. Why may English and Ukrainian organize the same lexical hierarchy differently?
22. Why must the translator establish the active paradigmatic relation before selecting an equivalent?
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Recommended Sources and Dictionaries

Use the semantic studies listed in the general bibliography to revise synonymy, antonymy,
hyponymy, and meronymy. Current monolingual dictionaries and corpus evidence are needed for
contextual distribution and semantic prosody. WordNet may be used as an additional structured English
resource for taxonomic and part-whole relations, but its relations should still be checked against the
meaning relevant to the task.
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6. Semantic Change and Semantic Transfer in English and Ukrainian

Aim of Independent Study

The aim is to distinguish an established historical semantic change from a contextual semantic
transfer and to support each classification with appropriate evidence. The work covers broadening,
narrowing, amelioration, pejoration, metaphor, metonymy, conventionalization, demotivation, and the
translation consequences of different patterns of lexicalization.

Key Concepts

semantic change, semantic transfer, semantic radiation, broadening, generalization, narrowing,
specialization, 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, metonymy, contiguity, synecdoche, lexicalization, contextual innovation, cultural
specificity, denotative shift

Methodological Guidelines

v Begin by determining whether the phenomenon is diachronic or contextual. A historical change
in conventional lexical meaning is semantic change; a metaphorical or metonymic use in one text
may represent only semantic transfer.

v Keep the result of change separate from its mechanism. Broadening, narrowing, amelioration,
and pejoration describe what happened to semantic range or evaluation. Metaphor and metonymy
explain how a new meaning may have developed.

v Reconstruct semantic history from historical or etymological evidence rather than from present-
day meanings alone. If an earlier stage is not documented, state that limitation instead of
inventing a trajectory.

v' When identifying amelioration or pejoration, distinguish a stable conventional change from
temporary positive or negative evaluation in a particular context.

v" Analyse metaphor through similarity between domains. Where useful, identify the tenor and
vehicle at the level of the expression and the source domain and target domain at the conceptual
level.

v Keep linguistic metaphor and conceptual metaphor analytically separate: the first is a particular
expression, while the second is an underlying mapping that may motivate a family of
expressions.

v' Assess demotivation separately from conventionalization. A lexicalized metaphor may still have
a transparent motivating image.

v" Analyse structural, orientational, and ontological metaphors as conceptual types. Treat
personification as a subtype of ontological metaphor when specifically human properties are
attributed to a non-human target.

v Distinguish metaphor from metonymy by the type of association involved. Metaphor is based on
similarity between domains, while metonymy is based on contiguity within the same frame,
domain, or situation.
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v

v

Treat synecdoche as the part-whole subtype of metonymy within the theoretical framework of the
course.

In translation, consider both the semantic mechanism and the degree of conventionalization. A
lexicalized metaphor normally requires a conventional target expression, while a living metaphor
may require creative reconstruction.

Independent Study Tasks

Task 1. Evidence-Based Reconstruction of Semantic Change

>

>

Select one English and one Ukrainian lexical unit with a demonstrable history of semantic
change. Use items that have not been analysed in detail in the lecture or practical exercises.

For each item, consult one reliable historical or etymological source and one current
explanatory dictionary.

Establish the securely documented earlier meaning, current meaning, approximate chronology
where available, result of change, possible transfer mechanism, survival of the earlier meaning,
and whether the nearest translation equivalent underwent a comparable development.

Name a transfer mechanism only when historical or semantic evidence supports it; otherwise
classify only the documented result of change.

Submit a two-item diachronic table with the columns Earlier Meaning / Current Meaning /
Result of Change / Possible Transfer Mechanism / Source Evidence / Target-Language
Comparison, followed by a 6-8 sentence conclusion.

Task 2. Contextual Innovation or Lexicalized Meaning?

>

>

Select one contemporary English lexical item and one contemporary Ukrainian lexical item that
occur in transferred uses in current media, digital, academic, professional, or public
communication.

For each item, collect at least three authentic contexts and consult a current explanatory
dictionary.

Determine whether the transferred use is a contextual innovation, an established conventional
transferred use, or a lexicalized meaning.

Identify literal or primary meaning, transferred meaning, metaphorical or metonymic
mechanism, dictionary codification, and recurrence across independent contexts.

Treat frequency as supporting evidence, not as sufficient proof of lexicalization. Consider
dictionary codification, recurrence in independent contexts, and stability of the transferred
meaning together.

Submit two short evidence profiles and a 5-7 sentence conclusion.

Task 3. Conventionalization and Demotivation of Metaphor

>
>

>

Choose one metaphorical source domain other than FIRE / HEAT.

Collect three English and three Ukrainian metaphorical expressions drawing imagery from the
same general source domain.

For each expression, identify tenor, vehicle, source domain, target domain, degree of
conventionalization, transparency of the image, degree of demotivation, and a natural target-
language equivalent.
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>
>

Determine whether the equivalent preserves the same vehicle.
Submit a six-item comparative matrix and a 120-150 word contrastive comment.

Task 4. Conceptual Metaphor across English and Ukrainian

>
>

>

>

>

Select one conceptual metaphor not used as the central object of the practical comparative task.
Collect four English and four Ukrainian independently attested linguistic realizations of the
same general mapping.

For each expression, identify the source and target domains and the aspect of the target concept
structured by the source. Classify the conceptual pattern as structural, orientational, or
ontological when the evidence supports one of these types.

Identify personification separately when human properties are attributed to a non-human target.
Provide a natural translation and determine whether it preserves the same conceptual mapping
and lexical vehicle.

Submit a parallel English-Ukrainian conceptual map and a 6-8 sentence conclusion.

Task 5. Metonymic Pattern and Cultural Transparency

>

Select one type of metonymic transfer studied in the lecture and collect three English and three
Ukrainian examples representing the same general pattern.

For every example, identify the metonymic expression, intended referent, relation of contiguity,
conventionality, cultural or institutional knowledge required, and natural translation.

If a case involves a genuine part-whole relation, classify it as synecdoche and explain why.
Determine whether the target language preserves the same metonymic structure or requires
explication.

Submit a table with the columns Expression / Intended Referent / Type of Contiguity /
Conventionality / Cultural Specificity / Translation Solution, followed by a 5-7 sentence
conclusion.

Questions for Self-check
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What is the difference between semantic change and semantic transfer?

Why does an individual metaphorical use not automatically constitute semantic change?
What is semantic radiation?

How does broadening differ from narrowing?

Why do broadening and narrowing describe results rather than mechanisms?

What is the difference between amelioration and pejoration?

Why is positive contextual evaluation insufficient evidence of amelioration?

What historical evidence is needed to establish evaluative semantic change?

How does metaphor differ from metonymy?

. What are the tenor and vehicle of a metaphor?

. What is the difference between a linguistic metaphor and a conceptual metaphor?
. What are the source domain and target domain?

. How do living, conventional, and lexicalized or dead metaphors differ?

. Why must demotivation be analysed separately from lexicalization?

. How can the same metaphor be classified on two analytical dimensions?

. What is a structural metaphor?
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17. What is an orientational metaphor?

18. What is an ontological metaphor?

19. Why is personification treated as a subtype of ontological metaphor?

20. What is contiguity?

21. Why is synecdoche treated as a subtype of metonymy?

22. What distinguishes lexicalization from contextual innovation?

23. How can cultural specificity affect metaphor and metonymy?

24. Why may a shared conceptual metaphor have different linguistic realizations?

25. Why should a lexicalized metaphor normally be translated differently from a living metaphor?
26. Why must the intended referent be established before translating metonymy?

Recommended Sources and Dictionaries

Diachronic claims should be supported by historical or etymological sources, while present-day
conventionalization and lexical status should be checked in current explanatory dictionaries and corpora.
The bibliography includes the principal theoretical works used in the lecture. If a source documents the
result of change but not the mechanism, keep those two levels of analysis separate.
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7. Phraseology and Collocational Patterns in English and Ukrainian

Aim of Independent Study

The aim is to practise identifying conventional multiword units and checking phraseological and
collocational choices against dictionary and corpus evidence. The work focuses on distinguishing a
phraseological unit, a free word combination, and a collocation, assessing fixedness and idiomaticity,
comparing phraseological imagery, establishing phraseological equivalence or a phraseological gap, and
selecting a natural translation strategy.

Key Concepts

phraseology, phraseological unit, free word combination, formulaic language, prefab, idiom,
proverb, saying, cliché, winged word, biblicalism, phraseological variant, phraseological synonym,
zoonym, somatic phraseology, semantic unity, structural stability, idiomaticity, reproducibility,
expressiveness, motivation, imagery, fixed expression, semi-fixed expression, nominal phraseological
unit, verbal phraseological unit, adjectival phraseological unit, adverbial phraseological unit, sentence-
structured phraseological unit, comparative phraseological unit, binomial phraseological unit, open
collocation, restricted collocation, figurative idiom, pure idiom, institutionalization, fixedness, non-
compositionality, open-choice principle, idiom principle, collocation, collocational restriction,
phraseological equivalence, phraseological gap, full phraseological equivalence, partial phraseological
equivalence, zero phraseological equivalence, functional equivalent, paraphrase, explication, stylistic
compensation, contextual transformation

Methodological Guidelines

v’ First establish the status of the multiword sequence. Recurrence alone does not make an
expression phraseological; assess semantic unity, structural stability, idiomaticity,
reproducibility, and expressiveness together.

v’ Distinguish a phraseological unit from a free word combination. A free combination is created
according to productive grammatical and semantic rules, whereas a phraseological unit is
reproduced as an established unit and has semantic, structural, or functional specificity.

v Treat idiomaticity as one diagnostic property, not as a synonym for phraseological status. Some
conventional units are transparent but lexically restricted.

v" When analysing structural stability, remember that fixedness is relative. A phraseological unit
may permit limited grammatical or lexical variation and still retain its identity.

v Distinguish a phraseological variant from a phraseological synonym. A variant is an established
alternative realization of the same unit; a synonym is a separate phraseological unit with related
meaning.

v" When applying Cowie's classification, treat open collocation, restricted collocation, figurative
idiom, and pure idiom as positions on an operational continuum.

v Distinguish collocations from idioms. Collocations are semantically transparent but
conventionally restricted. Grammatical correctness does not guarantee collocational naturalness.

v' When analysing motivation and imagery, identify metaphorical, metonymic, somatic,
zoonymic, biblical, literary, or culture-specific sources only where the evidence supports them.
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Test phraseological equivalence through meaning, pragmatic function, register, imagery, and
conventionality rather than through formal similarity.

v’ Zero phraseological equivalence indicates the absence of a ready-made phraseological target
unit, not impossibility of translation.
v" When translating, identify the unit type, establish contextual meaning, determine register and
stylistic colouring, then assess available phraseological correspondence and select a strategy.
v/ Communicative function has priority over mechanical preservation of the source image when
the image is not natural in the target language.
Independent Study Tasks

Task 1. Phraseological Status in Authentic Context

>

>
>

Select two English and two Ukrainian multiword expressions from current edited, institutional,
journalistic, literary, or academic texts. Use expressions not already analysed in the lecture or
practical exercises.

For each expression, reproduce enough context for interpretation, verify dictionary or
phraseological status, and assess semantic unity, structural stability, idiomaticity,
reproducibility, and expressiveness.

Determine whether the unit is best treated as a free word combination, collocation, formulaic
sequence, or phraseological unit.

Justify any borderline classification.

Submit a four-item diagnostic matrix and a 5-7 sentence conclusion.

Task 2. Phraseological Variant or Phraseological Synonym?

>

>

Select one English phraseological unit and one Ukrainian phraseological unit for which
dictionaries or authentic usage indicate an alternative established expression.

For each language, record the basic and alternative forms and establish whether the alternative
is a phraseological variant or a phraseological synonym.

Compare the changed element, meaning, imagery, register, grammatical structure, dictionary
treatment, and natural equivalent in the other language.

If sources differ, record the disagreement.

Submit two short evidence profiles and a 5-6 sentence conclusion.

Task 3. Testing a Collocational Translation

Select one English lexical node and one Ukrainian lexical node from the same general conceptual
domain. Use a pair other than decision / piwenns or another example analysed in detail in the
lecture.

For each node, collect four typical collocations from a corpus, corpus-based dictionary, or
authoritative collocational dictionary.

Identify structural pattern, degree of restriction, natural translation, the component that changes in
translation, and whether literal substitution would create a grammatical but non-conventional
combination.

Verify the target combination independently.
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Task 4.

Submit an eight-item table with the columns Source Collocation / Pattern / Degree of Restriction
/ Natural Equivalent / Structural or Lexical Change / Evidence, followed by a 5-7 sentence
conclusion.

Verification of Phraseological Equivalence

Select one English phraseological unit and one Ukrainian phraseological unit not analysed in the
lecture or practical exercises.

For each source unit, identify the best target solution and compare contextual meaning, pragmatic
function, imagery, structure, register, expressive colouring, conventionality, and usage
restrictions.

Classify the relation as full, partial, or zero phraseological equivalence.

If no ready-made equivalent exists, determine whether a functional equivalent, paraphrase,
explication, or another strategy is most appropriate.

Submit two contrastive equivalence records and a 120-150 word conclusion.

Analysis of a Published Translation

Select a published or institutionally translated passage of about 80-150 words for which both the
English and Ukrainian versions are available. The passage must contain at least one
phraseological or formulaic unit and one characteristic collocation.

For each selected unit, identify source type, contextual meaning, register, pragmatic function, and
the strategy used in the published translation.

Determine whether meaning, function, register, and natural target-language co-selection are
preserved.

Suggest an alternative only if the published solution creates a demonstrable semantic, stylistic, or
collocational problem.

Submit the source and target fragments in a compact table and an analytical comment of 150-200
words.

Questions for Self-check
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What does phraseology study in its narrow and broad senses?
How does a phraseological unit differ from a free word combination?
Why is no single diagnostic criterion sufficient?
What is semantic unity?
What is structural stability?
How does idiomaticity differ from general phraseological status?
What is reproducibility?
What role does expressiveness play?
What is formulaic language?
. How does an idiom differ from a collocation?
. How does a proverb differ from a saying?
. What is a cliche?
. What are winged words and biblicalisms?
. How does a phraseological variant differ from a phraseological synonym?
. What is the difference between a fixed and a semi-fixed expression?

28



16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

How does Cowie's open collocation differ from a restricted collocation?
How does a figurative idiom differ from a pure idiom?

What are institutionalization, fixedness, and non-compositionality?
What is Sinclair's open-choice principle?

What is Sinclair's idiom principle?

Why can a grammatically correct translation still contain a collocational error?
What is a collocational restriction?

How do full, partial, and zero phraseological equivalence differ?

What is a phraseological gap?

Why does zero phraseological equivalence not mean untranslatability?
When is a functional equivalent preferable to literal image preservation?
When may paraphrase or explication be required?

What is the role of stylistic compensation?

Why must register be checked before accepting an equivalent?

Why should corpus evidence supplement dictionary evidence?

Recommended Sources and Dictionaries

Use the phraseological and corpus-based works listed in the general bibliography to revise the
theory. Check idioms and fixed expressions in authoritative phraseological dictionaries, and use corpora to
verify collocations, variants, frequency patterns, and register. For Ukrainian, the ®pa3eonoriunmuii
cnoBHUK ykpaiHcekoi MmoBu, I PAK, and YHJIK are suitable resources; for English, BNC and COCA can

be used alongside established dictionaries.
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8. Vocabulary Stratification, Terminology, and Lexical Innovation in
English and Ukrainian

Aim of Independent Study

The aim is to bring together the stylistic, social, professional, territorial, chronological, and
innovative dimensions of vocabulary stratification. The work includes distinguishing professional
vocabulary, professionalism, and term, analysing a terminological system, separating national variety
from dialectal vocabulary, establishing the status of archaisms, historicisms, neologisms, and adapted
borrowings, and checking stylistic equivalence and terminological equivalence in translation.

Key Concepts

vocabulary stratification, stylistic stratification, register, usage label, neutral vocabulary, formal
vocabulary, informal vocabulary, literary vocabulary, colloquial vocabulary, slang, dialectism, regional
vocabulary, national variety, professional vocabulary, professionalism, term, terminology, terminological
system, terminological field, terminological variation, terminological consistency, current lexical status,
archaic word, obsolete word, historical term, archaism, historicism, neologism, lexical innovation, adapted
borrowing, graphic adaptation, phonetic adaptation, morphological adaptation, word-formational
adaptation, stylistic equivalence, terminological equivalence

Methodological Guidelines

v' Analyse vocabulary stratification as a multidimensional phenomenon. A lexical unit may
simultaneously have stylistic, social, professional, territorial, chronological, and innovative
characteristics.

v Assign register and usage labels only when they are supported by current dictionaries, corpora,
standards, specialist resources, or sufficiently clear authentic contexts.

v’ Distinguish formal vocabulary from literary vocabulary. Formal vocabulary is primarily
institutional or official; literary vocabulary may be elevated, poetic, or artistically marked.

v’ Distinguish colloquial vocabulary from slang. Colloguial words may simply mark informal
interaction, while slang is more strongly connected with social groups, identities, expressive
innovation, or reduced social distance.

v" When analysing Ukrainian colloquial vocabulary, consider expressive derivation and suffixation.
English may reproduce the pragmatic effect through a separate lexical or syntactic device rather
than parallel morphology.

v' Keep professional vocabulary, professionalism, and term separate. A professionalism is an
unofficial or semi-official practitioner designation, while a term belongs to a specialized
conceptual system and has definitional and systemic status. Informality alone is not sufficient
evidence.

v Determine terminological status from appropriate domain-specific evidence. A general dictionary
may confirm ordinary meaning but may not establish the preferred term in a specialized system.

v" Analyse a term within its terminological system. Apparent bilingual equivalents may occupy
different conceptual positions in the two systems.
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When several forms designate the same specialized concept, identify terminological variation.
Once the preferred target designation is established for a document, apply terminological
consistency unless variation is justified.

v’ Distinguish national-variety differences from regional or dialectal vocabulary. Two forms may
both belong to codified standards, whereas a dialectism is territorially restricted and lies outside
the general standard.

v Analyse chronologically marked vocabulary on two axes: current lexical status and current status
of the referent. English and Ukrainian classification traditions use different criteria and should
not be mechanically equated.

v" When analysing neologisms, distinguish new words, new meanings, and new expressions from
the broader process of lexical innovation. Verify novelty through recent evidence.

v' For an adapted borrowing, analyse graphic, phonetic, morphological, and word-formational
adaptation separately.

v In translation, distinguish stylistic equivalence from terminological equivalence and verify that
the target unit occupies a comparable position in register, collocation, currency, social value, and
professional system.

Independent Study Tasks
Task 1. Register Profile of Lexical Alternatives

» Choose one communicative function within comparable English and Ukrainian situations, for
example informing, requesting, evaluating, or addressing someone in an institutional, academic,
workplace, or informal context.

> Select three lexical alternatives in each language that can perform that function but differ in
register or social marking.

» For each unit, record its current definition, relevant usage labels, evidenced register, an authentic
context, appropriateness for the selected situation, the natural target-language correspondence,
and whether the stylistic status is preserved.

» Submit a six-item register matrix and a 6-8 sentence contrastive conclusion identifying at least
one risk of stylistic flattening and one risk of over-marking.

Task 2. Term, Professionalism, or Professional Vocabulary?

» Choose one specialized professional domain and select three lexical units: one clearly established
term, one practitioner label that may function as a professionalism and therefore needs
verification, and one additional item whose status is not obvious from form alone.

» Consult at least two relevant sources such as a specialist dictionary, professional standard,
institutional terminology resource, authoritative professional publication, or authentic practitioner
communication.

» Determine definition status, system membership, standardization, practitioner use, register,
variation, and the most appropriate target-language designation.

> If the evidence does not permit secure classification, state this explicitly.

» Submit a table with the columns Unit / Domain / Definition Status / Standardization / Usage /

Classification / Target Equivalent / Evidence, followed by a 5-7 sentence conclusion.
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Task 3.

Task 5.

>

>

National Variety or Dialect?

Select one pair of English units representing a codified national-variety difference, one English
regional or dialectal unit, and one Ukrainian regional or dialectal unit. Choose examples other
than flat / apartment, bairn, and razoa, which are already discussed in the course materials.

For each item, identify geographical restriction, codification status, dictionary label, authentic
context, neutral target-language translation, and whether geographical marking needs to be
preserved.

Identify the risk of false cultural localization.

Submit a four-item comparison table and a 5-6 sentence conclusion.

Chronological Status and Translation

Select one chronologically marked English lexical unit and one Ukrainian lexical unit not
analysed in detail in the lecture or practical exercises.

For each item, establish two independent characteristics: current lexical status and status of the
referent.

For the English item, record the current dictionary label and determine whether the referent still
exists. For the Ukrainian item, determine whether it is an archaism, historicism, or another
chronologically marked unit and identify a modern synonym if one exists.

Provide an authentic or historically appropriate context and propose a target-language translation
preserving the relevant function.

Compare the classification criteria before matching the English label archaic with the Ukrainian
category apxaiszm. The target classification depends on both current lexical status and the status of
the referent.

Submit a two-axis comparison table and a 6-8 sentence conclusion.

Lexical Innovation and Adapted Borrowing

Select one current Ukrainian lexical unit based on an English borrowing and one current English
lexical innovation. Use items not already analysed in the lecture or practical exercises.

For the Ukrainian item, identify the English source form, current meaning, graphic, phonetic,
morphological, and word-formational adaptation, one authentic context, and current stylistic or
professional status.

For the English item, determine whether it is a new word, a new meaning, or a new expression.
Identify the formation mechanism if the item is formally complex, verify its current lexical status,
establish register or domain, provide one authentic context, and find a natural Ukrainian
equivalent.

Determine whether Ukrainian uses borrowing, calquing, derivation, a multiword expression, or
another solution.

Treat unfamiliarity as a reason to verify lexical status, not as proof that an item is a neologism.
Support the decision with recent lexicographic or corpus evidence.

Submit two lexical innovation profiles and a 120-150 word contrastive conclusion.

Questions for Self-check

1. What is vocabulary stratification?
2. Which dimensions of vocabulary stratification are distinguished in the lecture?
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22.

23.

24,
25.
26.
217.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

34.
35.

Why may one lexical unit belong to several strata simultaneously?

What is register?

What is a usage label, and why should it be checked in current dictionaries?
How does neutral vocabulary differ from marked vocabulary?

How does formal vocabulary differ from literary vocabulary?

How does colloquial vocabulary differ from slang?

Why is social-group membership relevant to slang?

. Why is Ukrainian expressive suffixation important in contrastive analysis?

. What is professional vocabulary?

. How does a professionalism differ from a term?

. Why is informality alone insufficient for identifying a professionalism?

. What properties are normally associated with a term?

. What is a terminological system?

. What is a terminological field?

. Why can formally similar terms fail to demonstrate terminological equivalence?
. What is terminological variation?

. Why is terminological consistency important within one document?

. How does a national variety differ from regional or dialectal vocabulary?

. Why should a source-language dialectism not automatically be replaced by a target-language

dialectism?

Why must chronologically marked vocabulary be analysed according to both lexical status and
referent?

How does the English classification of outdated vocabulary differ from the Ukrainian distinction
between archaism and historicism?

Why can an English archaic item correspond either to a Ukrainian archaism or a historicism?

What is a neologism?

How does lexical innovation differ from an individual neologism?

What mechanisms may produce lexical innovations in English and Ukrainian?

What is an adapted borrowing?

How do the four types of adaptation differ?

Why should the degree of adaptation be analysed separately on each dimension?

What is stylistic equivalence?

What is terminological equivalence?

Why must neologistic and terminological equivalents be verified in current and domain-appropriate
sources?

What causes stylistic flattening?

What analytical procedure should precede translation of a stylistically marked unit?

Recommended Sources and Dictionaries

For this theme, match the source to the type of evidence required. Register and chronological

labels should come from current dictionaries; terminological status should be checked in domain-specific
standards, specialist dictionaries, institutional terminology resources, and professional documents; lexical
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innovations require recent dictionary and corpus evidence. The general bibliography contains the
terminology, slang, stylistics, and lexicology works used as the theoretical basis for these decisions.
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Andreichuk N. I., Babelyuk O. A. Contrastive Lexicology of English and Ukrainian Languages:
Theory and Practice : textbook. Kherson : Helvetica, 2019. 234 p.
Baker M. In Other Words: A Coursebook on Translation. 3rd ed. London ; New York : Routledge,
2018.
Bauer L., Lieber R., Plag 1. The Oxford Reference Guide to English Morphology. Oxford : Oxford
University Press, 2013.
Cabré M. T. Terminology: Theory, Methods and Applications / ed. by J. C. Sager ; transl. by J. A.
DeCesaris. Amsterdam ; Philadelphia : John Benjamins, 1999.
Chamizo Dominguez P. J., Nerlich B. False friends: their origin and semantics in some selected
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2166(02)00024-3.
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Oxford University Press, 2011.
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University Press, 2019.
Dobrovolska S. R., Opyr M. B., Panchyshyn S. B. Coping with lexical gaps: strategic handling of
non-equivalent items. 3axapnamcoxi ¢inonociuni cmyoii. 2025. Bum. 40. T. 1. C. 62-68. DOI:
10.32782/tps2663-4880/2025.40.1.9. www.doi.org/10.32782/tps2663-4880/2025.40.1.9
Durkin P. Borrowed Words: A History of Loanwords in English. Oxford : Oxford University Press,
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Jackson H., Zé Amvela E. An Introduction to English Lexicology: Words, Meaning and Vocabulary.
3rd ed. London : Bloomsbury Academic, 2021.
Kdvecses Z. Metaphor: A Practical Introduction. 2nd ed. Oxford : Oxford University Press, 2010.
Lakoff G., Johnson M. Metaphors We Live By. Chicago : University of Chicago Press, 1980.
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Sociology. Milano : Polimetrica, 2008.
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Press, 1998.
Murphy M. L. Semantic Relations and the Lexicon: Antonymy, Synonymy and Other Paradigms.
Cambridge : Cambridge University Press, 2003.
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