DOI https://doi.org/10.36059/978-966-397-232-9-12

ABOUT THE RELATIONSHIP OF POLYSEMY, SYNONYMY,
PARONYMY AND VARIANTS AT THE LEVEL OF WORDS
AS A COMPLETE UNIT OF DERIVATOLOGY

Shepel Yu. A.

INTRODUCTION

The description of the polysemy of lexicon units (and, first of all, words)
is one of the most difficult tasks of lexical semantics. The main issues of the
scientific description of the polysemy of lexical units are associated, first of
all, with the definition of the boundaries of this category. Basic theoretical
tasks in this direction can be formulated as follows: a) the distinction
between homonymy and polysemy (that is, the establishment of boundaries
in which it is legitimate to talk about different meanings of the same word,
in contrast to cases in which we have different words that coincide in form);
b) the distinction between polysemy and monosemy (setting the limit to
which the difference in specific uses of a word can be considered as
contextualized variation within one meaning, in contrast to cases when the
next use of a word should be described as the realization of another
meaning).

Since synonymy is one of the most fundamental concepts of linguistics,
researchers consider it to be an indefinable and primary concept even in
relation to the concept of meaning: meaning is what is common in
synonymous statements. Synonymy is not only a relationship between
words, it pervades the entire language. For example, the suffixes are
synonymous =menb U =wux (6odumens, ceapwux). They have the same
meaning “one who professionally does something”. Units of different levels
of the language can also be synonymous, for example, the word cauwxom
and prefix nepe— (nepeconumsn, nepecmapamovcs,  nepenepuume,
nepezosopums). However, speaking of synonymy, they declare series of
synonymous words.

There are several interpretations of the term paronymy. Paronyms in the
“narrow” sense are closely related words. In the “broad” sense, paronyms are
defined as words that sound similar to some extent, but have different
meanings. Sometimes the phenomenon traditionally called paronomasia is
referred to as paronymy — a stylistic device in which words that sound
similar, both related and unrelated, are deliberately brought together.

We consider variability as inconsistencies in appearance, in the form of
linguistic signs that have the same meaning. From a sociolinguistic point of
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view, the phenomenon of variability deserves special attention, since
different language variants can be used depending on social differences
between native speakers, on differences in the conditions of verbal
communication.

The relevance of the topic lies in the fact that the concepts of variability,
polysemy, synonymy, paronymy now increasingly penetrate the research
process in linguistics, many related issues are still insufficiently studied. The
aim of the research is to describe the concepts of polysemy, synonymy and
paronymy in relation to variability. The object of the description is the
phenomena of polysemy, synonymy and paronymy, the subject is their
relationship with the phenomenon of variability in the Russian language.

1. Polysemy and issues of its consideration

In those linguistic traditions for which the concept of a word is central,
polysemy is usually spoken about in relation to words, and since the
European linguistic tradition is word-centric, we will consider the basic
problems of studying polysemy precisely on the basis of the polysemy of
words (lexical polysemy). It is known that any linguistic signs are
characterized by polysemy: lexicon units are less and more than a word (that
is, morphemes — both root and service ones — and phraseological units of
various types), as well as grammemes, models of syntactic constructions,
intonation contours, etc.

In inflected languages, polysemy is observed in many affixes. For
example, the Russian prefix npo— has such opposed meanings as ‘ pass by  /
‘mMuMo’ (npotimu mumo pecmopana) and ‘completely, from top to bottom’ /
‘HOJIHOCTBIO, CBEPXY HOHM3Y (npobums cmeny nackeosw). This example
demonstrates the relativity of the criteria for highlighting values. If, in the
metalanguage description of individual meanings, one is guided by the
highest level of generalization, then a large number of semantic variants can
be combined within one meaning. So, if one of the prefix values npo—
formulated as ‘completely’, then there are such cases of the implementation
of this prefix as npocseprumo, nposiceuv, npooscapums, npokymume,
npomomams, npoecmsv, npouzpams, nponums. 1 we choose more specific
formulations, then within this group, different subgroups can be
distinguished: ‘through and through’ (npocseprumo, npobums, npoceus),
‘thoroughly’ (npoosicapume, npomwims, npocesms) and ‘use up completely’
(npoxymums, npomomams, npoecms, RPORUMb, NPOUSPATND).

The “correctness” of one way or another of description will largely depend
on the correspondence to the tasks set. Thus, the presence of more than one
meaning in a linguistic sign is an ontological property of the sign. The plane of
expression and the plane of the content of a linguistic sign are not in one-to-
one, but in asymmetric relations, from which it objectively follows that one
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signifier tends to express more than one signified and vice versa. Determining
the boundaries of the category of ambiguity does not lend itself to clear
operation. A significant amount of research has been devoted to the search for
criteria that make it possible to distinguish between polysemy and homonymy,
on the one hand, and polysemy and monosemy, on the other hand. However,
any of the proposed criteria, taken separately, is only relative.

Since the semantic description of lexical units is a theoretical construct
obtained as a result of an analysis carried out for one purpose or another, it is
clear that the same unit can be described in different ways. The absence of
common features in the interpretation does not mean that they cannot be
distinguished in the corresponding semantic structures. The allocation of
common features as a basis for establishing polysemy sometimes causes
discussion, because not only their potential presence is important, but also
their status in terms of the content of the unit that they describe. In
particular, it can be etymologically distinguished features that are not
included in the meaning of the word at the synchronous level. In this case,
they speak only of some potentially significant connection at the
metaphorical level.

2. Questions of the definition of paronyms
and their stylistic differentiation

As noted above, paronyms are usually understood as words with a
similar morphemic structure and different content’. In a broad sense,
paronyms mean all sorts of similar sounding words. In a narrow sense, only
semantically close single-root words are called paronyms?.

According to the author of the “Dictionary of Russian paronyms” Yu. A.
Belchikov and the author of the “Explanatory Dictionary of Russian
Paronyms” V. I. Krasnykh, paronyms should include single-root words that
belong to the same part of speech, having sound similarity, but differing in
their meanings (such as znesnbiii — cnesnuswiii)®. This approach is interesting
because in paronyms their sound similarity is not accidental, but is a
consequence of the presence of word-formation and semantic connections of
these linguistic units. This point of view appeals to us much more, since we

! Bummsixosa O.B. IMaponumus B pycckom si3bike [Texct]. Mocksa : Pyc. s3bIK,
1984. 382 c.

2 Bummnsikosa O.B. IMapornmus B pycckom s3bike [Tekct]. Mocksa : Pyc. s13bIK,
1984. 382 c.; Bopkaues C.I'. I3 uctopun cioB: JMHTBOKYJIbTYpHbIH KoHUenT [Tekcr].
Hoeoe 6 koenumuegnou nuneeucmuxe. Kemeposo : M3zn-so KemI'Y, 2006. Ct. 3-14.

® Benpunkos 10.A. CnoBapb apoHUMOB pycckoro si3bika [Tekcr] / FO.A. benpunkos,
M.C. Ilanromesa. Mocksa : ACT; Actpens, 2004. 458 c.; Kpacupix B.J. Tonkossrit
cJI0Baph MapoOHUMOB pycckoro sizbika [ Texct]. Mocksa : ACT; Actpens, 2003. 592 c.
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consider polysemy, synonymy and paronymy at the level of variability of
word formation, in particular at the level of word-formation series.

In scientific research, to characterize the binomial groups of paronyms,
the terms paronymic series or paronymic opposition are used, which are very
acceptable for our research®.

Developed within the framework of phonology (it is no coincidence that
in the dictionary of linguistic terms by O.S. Akhmanova® it is interpreted
only from the standpoint of phonology), the concept of opposition in modern
scientific research is used as a general linguistic one, applicable to units of
different levels of language.

For the study of paronymy, the point of view of N.S Trubetskoy is
important that “opposition (opposition) presupposes not only features that
differ from each other members of the opposition, but also features that are
common to both members of the opposition”®. Most often, relations between
members of the opposition are considered on the basis of marking —
unmarking, where one of the opposition members is marked, and the other is
unmarked. This kind of opposition is traditionally called a privative
opposition.

Equipollent opposition is less significant (including in the study of
paronyms), which involves the opposition of members according to one
differential feature’. For example: adpecam — adpecanm, aspobuwiii —
AHA’POOHYLIL, UMnOpm — 3Kcnopm, etc.

When systematically considering the phenomenon of paronymy, it is
necessary to take into account the functional and stylistic characteristics of
the text.

When systematically considering the phenomenon of paronymy, it is
necessary to take into account the functional and stylistic characteristics of
the text. With regard to texts that are classified as official-business and
scientific styles, that is, to texts with a rigid structure, which are characterized
by a striving for accuracy, consistency, unambiguity, where the competence of
the text creators makes it possible to exclude elementary erroneous
substitutions, it is desirable to use a narrow understanding of paronyms. In

4 Bepakma T.B. JIuarsuctudeckas npupoja NapoHHMMOB PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa @ JHC. ...
n-pa duton. Hayk [Tekcr]: 10.02.01. Caunxr-IlerepOypr. 2000. 343 c.
AxmanoBa O.C. CnoBapp mnmHrBHCTHYECKHX TepMHuHOB [Tekctr]. Mocksa :
HI/I6£)I/IKOM, 2010. 576 c.
Tpy6eukoit H.C. OcHoBbl ¢onosnorun / Ilep. ¢ Hem. A. A. Xononosuua; Ilox pen.
C.A. Kaunenscona ; Ilociecn. A.A. Pedopmarckoro; Berym. cr. JI.A. Kacarkuna.
2-e m311. Mockaa : Acniekt-IIpecc, 2000. Cr. 72.
" JIuHrBuCcTHYECKMI SHIMKJIONeAnueckuii cnoBaps [Tekcr] / mox pen. B.H. Spruesoit.
Mockga : bonbmast poccuiickas sHimkiaoneaus, 2002. Cr. 348.
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these styles, the main problem for differentiation is represented by incomplete
paronyms, that is, words, the semantic delimitation of the scope of meanings
of which in a natural language is not completely completed.

When two words similar in meaning and morphemic structure are used in
the text of a scientific style, there is a tendency to differentiate their
meanings. According to his point of view, S.G. Vorkachev, the paronymic
opposition is an etymological doublet and paronyms striving to gain and
acquire independent meaning. “If mentality is a way of seeing the world in
general, then mentality is a set of specific cognitive, emotive and behavioral
stereotypes of a nation™®,

in a scientific style, associated with the possibility of profiling with their
help conceptual differences based on formal vocabulary discrepancies. The
independent names that have arisen as a result of semantic differentiation
require increased attention and metalinguistic reflection, cf. frequently
observed interchange of terms  umesoxymemypmwii  —  aunego-
KyﬂbmypOJZOZu'-WCKulZ, eapvupoeanue — 6aApuUaAHMHOCmb, MONOHUMUS —
mononumuxa, E.l. Golovanova writes about the widespread tendency to
distinguish between consonant words in scientific speech’. And this is
convincingly confirmed by scientific publications of recent years.

Certain restrictions are imposed on the process of functioning of
consonant linguistic units, especially in a scientific style, associated with the
possibility of profiling with their help conceptual differences based on
formal vocabulary discrepancies. The independent names that have arisen as
a result of semantic differentiation require increased attention and
metalinguistic reflection, cf. frequently observed interchange of terms
JUHCBOKYIbIMYPHBINL  —  JTUHCBOKYILIMYPONIOUYECKULl,  6apbuposanue —
8APUAHMHOCHb, MONOHUMUSA — MONOHUMUKA, etc.

Paronymy is widespread in many texts of different content and industry,
as evidenced by the Internet.

In the official business style, some lexemes may be used in a different
sense. For example, in the meaning of “affordable housing” (low cost and cost
of housing), they use the term sxornomuueckuii instead of sxonomuunsiii in
combination with economy class housing. This can be explained by the fact
that the formal business style is characterized by the use of fixed expressions
that do not allow replacement of components. Thus, a change in the

8 Bopkaues C.I'. I3 HCTOPHH CJIOB: JTHHIBOKYJIbTYpHBIA koHuenT [Tekcr]. Hosoe B
KOTHUTHBHOM JMHTrBUCTHKE. Kemeposo : M3a-Bo KemI'Y, 2006. Ct. 6-7.

® Tonosanosa E.H. Ilaponumust B HaydyHOM TEKCT€ KakK MpoOJeMa COOTHOIIEHUS
s136IKOBOH (popMbl U conmepkanust [Tekct]. [ymanumapnwiii eexmop. 2012. Ne 4 (32).
Cr. 28-33.
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composition of the combination “economy class housing” of the adjective
axonomuueckuil 10 sxonomuunwizi Would be considered as mistake.

Journalistic style. Within this style, we observe the functioning of both
full and incomplete paronyms. Moreover, paired lexemes, which in scientific
and official-business texts are perceived as paronymic oppositions, in
publicistic texts can function as synonyms or variants. For example, the
adjective nposauuecxuii from the 1-st meaning forms phrases that name
concepts related to prose as a type of literary creation (scientific style). In
other meanings, prosaic and prosaic act as synonyms, forming the same type
of phrases™. Among the reasons for not distinguishing paronyms in a
publicistic text are the following:

1) disregard for the accuracy of the statement, where preference is given
to the information component;

2) to create a comic effect («Bot otBetun Ob1 apxemunuunviii OBeH!
A Hapon TpeOyeT IIOOOBHBIM NPOTHO3, M HE KAaKOH-TO JIMYHBIH, a Ha
HC,Z[CJ'IIO! YTo MOXKET H3MEHUTHCS Y apxemunudecKkux OBHOB U HX
apxemunuyeckux napTHepIn-BecoB win 0OUMbIX JIEBOB 3a Hememo?» ™

3) action function, for example: «CnuBKYM C aruTallMOHHBIX KaMIIaHHUM
onmnoHeHToB IlyTHHA CHUMET KaHIUAAT “TPOTHB BceX . Apxemunuueckue
YCPThI pyCCKOI'0 YCJIOBEKA MOT'YT CACIAaTh HECOCTOATCIIbHBIMU HpOFHOSLI))lZ.

There are many examples of the erroneous use of consonant lexemes in
the journalistic style. According to H.M. Lazutkina, mixing of paronyms is a
common mistake in the media®™. She uses as examples such paronymic pairs
as sabonesaemocmv — 3abonesanue («pacTeT dYUCIO 3aboleBaeMOCTEU
TPUIITIOMY), pepmepcmeo — ¢hepmepvl («HAYAICS OTTOK (hepMepcTBay),
ynpasnsieMocms — ynpaeienue («4TOOBI HE nomepsamv YHpPAGIaeMocmb
obwecmgomy») pacceinuamas nyopa — paccuinHas nyopd, IKOHOMHOe —
IKOHOMUUHOE CmpoumelbCmeo (BMECTO OKOHOMUYHOE cmpoumeﬂbcmeo),
etc. Or ymyuwaemesn Kpumunozennas oo6cmanoska (BMECTO KPUMUHALLHASA),
credyem — NOGbICUMb  NPOMUGORONCAPHYI0O  Oe3onacHocmb  (BMECTO
HOACAPHYIO);

4) to emphasize the main meaning of the statement, for example:
“I'poszam umu yepoxcarom?’* — on the economic blockade of Russia by
Western countries after the annexation of Crimea. Subtle differences in the

0 Bempunkos 10.A. CnoBapb mapoHUMOB pycckoro s3bika [ Texcer] / }O.A. benpunkos,
M.C. [Manromesa. Mocksa : ACT; Actpens, 2004. 458 c.

URL: http://www.ratsen.narod.ru/programm.html.

2 URL: http://www.press.ru-vector.com/2009/11/01/7828/.

B Jlazyrkuna E.M. IlyOnuuumcruueckuit ctunb: HoBble 4epthl [Tekcr]. Mocksa :
Onmuc, 2008. Ct. 36.

Y JOxHoypanbckas manopama. Ne 36, 18.03.2014
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semantics of cognate words help to draw the attention of readers to a
journalistic text.

Conversational style. In it we observe a massive use of paronyms, the
reasons for which are associated with unpreparedness, spontaneity, reliance
on non-verbal means of speech. For example: noonuce — pocnuce,
pasiudams — omaudamos (pa3ﬂulme — omﬂultue), 2NIA6HbILL — 3a2]la@HbllZ,
NO3HAKOMUMbCA — O3HAKOMUMbCA, Henpu}zmﬂbzﬁ — Heﬂuuenpwzmﬂbzﬁ,
npeocmagums — npedoCcmasums, NAMpoHaxc — nampouam, etc.

Thus, paronyms as words that are similar in sound and not identical in
meaning are a universal phenomenon: they are represented in all styles and
functional systems and subsystems of the language. Phenomena based on the
existence of paronyms make it possible to talk about the systemic and
asystemic nature of paronymic convergence (attraction) in the language and
consciousness of peaple.

3. The relation of paronyms to homonyms, synonyms, antonyms

When studying paronyms, the question arises about their relationship to
other lexical categories — homonyms, synonyms and antonyms. So, some
scientists consider paronymy as a kind of homonymy, and paronyms,
therefore, as “pseudo-names”, indicating their formal closeness. However,
with homonymy, there is a complete coincidence in the pronunciation of
words that are different in meaning, and paronymic forms have some
differences not only in pronunciation, but also in spelling. In addition, the
semantic similarity of paronyms is explained etymologically: initially they
had a common root. And the similarity of homonymic words is purely
external, accidental (except for those cases when homonymy develops as a
result of the decay of the meanings of a polysemantic word).

Paronyms must also be distinguished from synonyms, although
sometimes this is difficult to do. When distinguishing between these
phenomena, it should be borne in mind that the discrepancy in the meanings
of paronyms is usually so significant that replacing one of them with another
is impossible. Mixing paronyms leads to gross lexical errors: “Mamo 0dena
(it is necessary naodena) na pebenxa naremo”; “B eecmubione 2ocmunuybl
cudenu komanouposounvie” (it is necessary komanouposannvie)".

Synonyms are often used interchangeably. With all the originality of
semantic structures, they provide the author with the right to a wide choice of
the most suitable word in meaning, not excluding options for synonymous
replacement. At the same time, cases of transition of paronyms to synonyms
are known. So, relatively recently, the word humbled meant “to become meek,
obedient, humble”; its use in the meaning of “reconcile” was considered
unacceptable. However, in colloquial speech, this word is increasingly used in
the meaning of “getting used to, to come to terms with something”:
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cmupumovea ¢ G6ednocmulo, cmupumuvea ¢ Hedocmamkamu. Modern
explanatory dictionaries of the Russian language mark this meaning as the
main one. Thus, the former paronyms, as a result of their mixing in speech,
can converge and, in the end, turn into synonyms. However, it should be borne
in mind that the interchangeability of recent paronyms is permissible only if
the new meaning developed by them is fixed in the language.

The semantic difference of paronyms does not extend, as a rule, to the
extreme opposite, that is, paronyms do not enter into antonymic relations.
They can only be contrasted in context: «Zonz, a ne Oondxcrnocmoy,
«Cnyacenue, a ne cayncoar (headlines of newspaper articles). However,
this opposition of paronyms does not affect their systemic connections in the
vocabulary and is of an occasional nature.

4. Variation (variability), invariant and variant

Variation (from Latin varians, genitive variantis — changing)
(variability) — 1) the idea of different ways of expressing a linguistic essence
as its modification, variety, or as a deviation from some norm (for example,
discrepancies in different lists of the same monument); 2) a term
characterizing the way of existence and functioning of language units and
the language system as a whole.

Variability is a fundamental property of the language system and the
functioning of all units of the language. It is characterized using the concepts
“variant”, “invariant”, “variation”. At the first understanding of variability,
only the terms “variant” and “variation” are used; what is being modified is
understood as a certain sample, standard or norm, and a variant is understood
as a modification of this norm or a deviation from it. In the second
understanding, the term "invariant" is introduced and the opposition is
variant — invariant.

By variants we mean different manifestations of that very phenomenon,
for example, a modification of the same unit, which, with all changes,
remains by itself.

An invariant is an abstract designation of that very unit in abstraction
from its specific modifications — options. The second understanding of the
concept of variability is a development and deepening of the first, it
introduces into linguistics the general principles of the theory of variance —
invariance.

The concept of an invariant reflects the general properties of a class of
objects formed by variants. The invariant itself does not exist as a separate
object, it is not a representative of a class, not a standard, not a “model
variant”. Invariant is an abbreviated name for a class of relatively
homogeneous objects. As a name, the invariant has a verbal form of
existence. Each variant-object belonging to a specific variant series has
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invariant properties that are inherent in each member of this series, and can
be evaluated as a “representative” of this invariant. The concept of an
invariant is a classification tool for ordering linguistic material.

All language units are variable, that is, they are presented in the form of
many options. The variability of language units reveals the variant-invariant
structure of the entire language system.

Invariants, being the result of understanding and combining the objective
common properties of different series of concrete units, can be of varying
degrees of abstractness. So, the word form “lamp” is a specific instance-
variant (allolex, lexa) of the lexeme “zamna” (invariant of the 1st degree of
abstractness), an instance-variant of a noun (2nd degree), an instance-
variant of a word in general (3rd degree).

According to the principle of linearity of speech, only one variant of a
linguistic unit can be placed at one place in the speech chain. Therefore,
speech by its nature is variant. The variability of language units manifests
itself in different ways at different levels of the language system. At the
levels of two-sided units, the sound for the derivation of invariants is not
relevant, but the meaning and function are essential. The most difficult is the
question of the variability of the meanings of linguistic units. The value of
any unit is in itself invariant and serves as the basis for combining different
instances of the unit with this value into a variant class. Different meanings
of the same word do not vary, but are accumulated in the word. Variants of
the same meaning of a word with respect to some invariant, apparently, can
be talked about when in a series of semantically different units we regularly
find “the same meaning”, for example, the same lexical and general
grammatical (part of speech) meaning in numerous word forms of the word.

5. The influence of polysemy on the semantic ratio of single-root
multi-affix derivatives of words in the derivational series of adjectives

A significant number of single-root words belonging to different
derivational series and entering synonymic and paronymic relations are
polysemantic words. Semantic links are possible between polysemantic
words according to one of the meanings, that is, individual lexical-semantic
variants (hereinafter — LSV) of polysemantic words can enter synonymous
links®®. When the individual meanings of polysemous words enter
synonymous relationships, the others reveal paronymic relationships.
Paronymic relations of individual meanings of polysemantic words can be
illustrated by the example of adjectives related to word-formation rows on

15
Bepexan C.I'. CemanTnuecKas 5KBUBaJICHTHOCTH JICKCHIECKUX eIUHAL. KummnHes :
IlItuunia, 1973. 372 c.
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=uueck(uit), =uun(wr). These adjectives in Russian are usually represented
by correlative pairs axademuueckuii — axademuunwiti, asmomamuyeckui —
AGMOMAMUYHBIL, ALIE2OPUYECKUL — AIC2OPUUHBIL, OEMOKPAMUYECKUN —
O0EMOKPAMUYHbIL, UPOHUYECKUU — UPOHUYHBIL, JTUPUYECKUL — JUPUYHBIL,

Memooudeckutl  —  MemOOUYHBIN,  UCMOPUYECKUNl —  UCHOPUYHbIL,
MENOOUYecKuti. — MeNOOUYHbIU, Mema@u3uyeckuti. — Memagu3uiHbll,
HeBpaACMeHUYecKuli — HeBPACMEHUYHbIU, OP2AHUYECKUNl — OpP2aHUYMbIL,
niacmuyeckuti  —  NIACMUYHbLIL,  NONeMUYecKuil.  —  HOJeMUYHbL,
cxemamuyeckui — — — CXeMAmMuyHblll,  MeXHUYecKull —  MeXHUYHbll,
Mpazudeckuti  —  MPAacuuMbll,  IKOHOMUYECKUU  —  IKOHOMUUHDBL,

IoMOpUCmu4ecKull. — omMopucmuunblll, smuyeckuti — smuunoiti and others
(54 pairs in total). Complex relations between pairs of adjectives of
derivational rows on =uuecx(uut), =uun(piz) are explained by the polysemy
of many adjectives of the derivational row on =uuecx(uit), which, developing
qualitative meanings, are synonymized with adjectives of the derivational
row on =uun(eiti). For example, the word memooduunsiii is explained as “the
same as methodical in the second sense”, that is, the adjective memooduunwiii
coincides with the adjective memoouueckuit in a qualitative sense. We
observe the same relationship with other couples, for example:
AHMA2OHUCMUYECKUTT  —  AHMACOHUCIMUYHLIL, — 0eMOKPAMUYeCKUti  —
OeMOKpamuuublll, OpamMamudeckuti — OpaAMAMUYHBIL, —JUPUYECKUTl —
JUPUYHBIL, — MeNoOuYecKull  —  MeloOuuHsill,  Memagusuveckui — —
MemauauuHbLil, MUQUUecKull — MUGUUHBIL, MUCIUYECKUL — MUCHUYHDIL,
nampuomuyeckuli. — NAMPUOMUYHBLL, NPO3AUYECKUU — HNPO3AUUHBIL,
nosmuyeckuli — NOIMUYHBIL, NCUXOJO2UYECKUU — NCUXOJOSUUHBIL
PUMMUYECKU — PUMMUYHBLI, NOJEMUYECKULL — NOJIeMUUHBIL, UPOHUYECKUL —
UPOHUUHBLL, CUMNMOMAMUYECKUU — CUMNIMOMAMUYHBIL, CMAMUYECKUl —
CMAMUYHBIU, CXeMAMUYECKULL — CXeMATMUYHBIU, MPAUiecKuli — mpasudHbiil,
Geepuueckuli — Geepuunvill, YUHUYECKUU — YUHUYHBLU, (DIeeMAMUYECcKUli —
recmamuunpili, poOMaAHMUYECKUU — POMAHMUYHbL, OAHMACIMUYECKU —
¢anmacmuunbiil.

To differentiate word-formation paronymy and synonymy, we use the
idea of the logical relation of homosemous units with synonymy: complete
coincidence and inclusion (=absolute synonyms), intersection (=partial
synonyms), complete mismatch (=different words). We distinguish between
lexical and derivational synonyms and paronyms. Lexical paronyms are
words of different derivational nests, formed from homonymous roots or one
root. The lexical meanings of the components of a paronymic pair are
necessarily delimited, let us compare: semusnoii — zemmnoii, 06udHbIL —
00UOYUBDIL, YBEMHOU — UYBEMOBOU, NPOCUMENbHBIU — HPOCUMENbCKULL,
pazbopounvlii.  —  pazoopuusvili, CnACAmMenvHbili — CHACAMENbCKULL,
HeNnpoHUYAeMblil — HeNPOHUYAMETbHbILL.

200



Partial synonyms V paronyms are single-root words that are close in
meaning, located in one word-formation nest, but in different word-
formation series. For partial paronymy V synonymy, the synonymy of the
stages of derivation is inherent, compare: noxynamenvnviii —
NOKynamenbCkuil (Kynumos — HOKYRAMb — HOKYNAMENbHbIN / KYnumes —

nokyname — NOKynamenb ——  NOKYNAMENbCKULL),  MANAXUMHbIU — —
Manaxumosyvlii (manaxum - Manaxumuolii, MANAxXumosslii),
PACKONbHUYECKUU — PACKOIbHUYULL (KOJIOMb — PACKOLOMb — PACKONbHUK —
PDACKONbHUYECKU, — PACKONbHUYULL),  MenoOuyecKu —  MeloOUdHbll

(menoous — menooudeckuli, Mer00UYHbIl), NPO3AUYECKUU — NPO3AUUHBIL
(nposa — nposauyecKuil, RPO3aUYHbILL), CIAOKUL — CIAOOCHHBIIL.

For synonyms that are formed at one step of derivation, the synonymy of
affixes is characteristic, cf.. wuepazoervnwiti —  Hepazdenumbiii,
POMAHMUYECKUN — POMAHMUYUHBIN, DPEeMECIeHHUYeCKUlT — peMeCieHHbll,
HACNeOHbIU — HACIe0CMBEHHbILL, 0APEHbILL — 0aPOBOl, CHEeGIUBbLI — CHEGHDILL.

A separate issue for study is the vocabulary “paronymic pairs”
characterized by the presence of polysemic parallelism in words with lexical
polysemy. Partial synonymy \/ paronymy is most often preserved at the level
of the LSV of polysemantic words. Preservation of semantic links between
LSV enables lexicographers to interpret identically pairs of words cited in
dictionaries as paronyms. Such pairs of words are often considered as
derivational variants. Distinguishing word-formative synonyms and variants
is a separate issue that requires special research from the standpoint of the
semantic structure of word-formative entries and the intersection of word-
formative rows with them. Synonyms V paronyms formed on the basis of
one / several meanings of homonymous words like nyéauyucmuyecxuiil,2
and nybauyucmuunoiil,2.

An attempt to comprehend paronymy and show paronyms in their
connections with other linguistic units, to determine their characteristic
features was undertaken by Ukrainian linguists D.G. Grinchishin and
A.A. Serbenskaya'®. Their analysis is based on the concept of “semantic
field”. In the dictionary, the authors distinguish between full and incomplete
paronyms. The researchers note that “the ability to completely diverge in
meanings is shown by full paronyms (they are also called real, absolute or
maximum). However, certain paronymic relations can be entered by words
that are close in sound terms (most often single-rooted), in which the process
of delimitation in meaning has not been fully completed: in some meanings
they diverge, in others they come closer, entering further into synonymous

' I'pinummun JI.T., CepGencbka O.A. CIOBHUK IapOHIMIB yKpaiHCHKOT MOBH. KHiB :
Papn. mkona, 1986. 222 c.
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connections. These are incomplete paronyms™’. The authors of the
dictionary classify incomplete paronyms as partial synonyms.

The basis for identifying paronyms among single-root different affix
formations is the semantic opposition of words of one part of speech, formed
from one root.

Among the lexical paronyms of adjectives, suffix formations are widely
represented: xeamxuii // xeamckuil, cmapamenvhulli // cmapamenbcKuil,
pasbopounvili  //  pazbopuusvlli, obauuUMenvHLIL //  0baUYUmMenbCKull,
onvimuu4eckull // ONbIMHublLl, HAEMHUYECKUU // HAéMHbLU, MyYumenvHuli //
MYyYumenbcKuil, HabaroamenvHulll // HAbI0OaAmenbCKUll, NPOCeeMUMenbHbIl
// npoceemumenvCcKkuil, HeOP2aHUYEeCKUll // HeOP2AHUYHbIL, APOMAMUYECKULL
// apomamuynuiii, etc.

Paronymy, in my opinion, is a consequence of word-formation processes
and the intersection of semantic fields of single-root multi-affix derivatives
of word-formation rows. Paronyms are characterized by a mismatch (almost
complete) of the spheres of lexical compatibility, which excludes the use of
one paronymic lexeme instead of another in the same context. With a
possible coincidence of the lexical compatibility of paronyms (compare:
peanvhwlil 632150 Il peanucmuuecxoe uckyccmeo), We observe a discrepancy
between the spheres of meaningful identification, which also excludes the
interchangeability of lexemes of the same paronymic pair.

Single-root words become paronyms when they acquire the greatest
independence, the greatest differentiation in their lexical meaning, compare:
conapHblll /' CONAPOBLI,  KOMAHOUPOBAHHBLL //  KOMAHOUPOBOUHDILL,
CKAOYHUYECKUU // CKIOYHbLI, 9CMemHublll // 3CmemcKuil, cmpoumeivHolil //
CMpPOUMenbCKull, NPOCUMENbHbIL // NPOCUMELbCKULL, NPONCUSAMETbHbI //
npodCUAMenbCKull,  JIYKOSUYHbLU  //  JIYKO8blll,  HenpoHuyaemolii  //
HEenpoOHUYaAmenbHblil, NOPYYUMENbHbIU // ROPYUUMENbCKU, OMXOOHbIU //
omxX00uuUskbIl, NPONOBeOHUYeCKUll //  nponogeOHuyull, NOOPOHbIUL //
noopsidueckutl, eycauutl // 2ycauutl, MyYumenvbHoll //  MYy4umenibCKut,
HaémMHuyuil // HAEMHLLI, ONbIMHUYECKUU // ONbIMHLIU, cmapamenvHulil //
cmapamenvbCckuil, cnacamenvhulil //  cnacumenvhulil //  cnacamenbCexutl,
obuyumenvuvill  //  0bauuumenvckutl, pazoopounvlii  // pasdoopuusslil.
Therefore, it is impossible to refer to absolute paronyms all single-root
words in which one word indicates a sign, and the other — to a part of this
sign in a different quality and quantity, like myunoii — myunucmoiii,
gonocamulli — goaocacmulil, Hocamuiii — Hocacmuiii and etc.

Y Ipirrapmmis J1.T., Cepberchka O.A. CTOBHIK TTapoHiMiB yKkpainchkoi MoBu. KuiB :
Pan. mikona, 1986. Cr. 4.
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To distinguish between paronyms and synonyms, it is necessary to find
features that define each of these two linguistic phenomena in the system of
single-root formations. The common things that create the preconditions for
mixing single-root different affix words in the process of their use are: on
the semantic level — the proximity of a large number of words; at the
morphological level — the commonness of the root morpheme and belonging
to one part of speech; at the phonetic level, the similarity of the sound
envelopes of words. Therefore, from lexical point of view, synonyms are
single-root words if they express one concept, have the same volume, the
same lexical valence, belong to the same part of speech, are stylistically
diverse, and paronyms are words that express different concepts, the
differentiating element of the meaning of which indicates an incomplete
coincidence of the semantic volumes of the members of the row, which turns
them into separate lexical units and manifests itself in the specifics of their
compatibility with other words when they function in the language.

Identifying the volumes of the meaning of single-root formations, we
observe a gap in the semantic content of both synonyms and paronyms.
However, synonyms are characterized by a slight semantic shift and, in most
cases, stylistic diversity. For paronyms, the gap in semantic content is more
significant.

Since in our study we are talking about single-root words of different
derivational series, the principle of commonness and difference should be
the basis for distinguishing between synonyms and paronyms.

Single-root synonyms and paronyms have a common semantic center.
They are semantically linked by semantic motivation and the top of the
word-formation nest. But the two words that make up a paronymic pair have
a different subject-logical basis, which causes their different lexical
compatibility. The selection of synonyms for each of them can serve as a
check for the gap in the semantics of two, at least, derived words from
monosemous roots™®. So, in pairs of adjectives npunararensusix enasuwiii I/
3aznaeuviil, HezameHumvli Il Hezamennwvii, Hecaviwumovii Il HecaviuumbIL,
enunou Il enunocmuwiii, doxcoesoti Il dooxconuewtii, dyxosnwiii Il dyxosoti,
Ovimnwiil Il ovimosotl, dapénuiii Il daposoil, eposuwiii Il 2pozosoil, epomxuit I/
2pomosoti, eoonwiil Il eoosnoil, wymmwiti Il wymosot, werxosucmorii I/
wénkogoltl, kamenucmoiil Il kamennwiil, 106nvul Il 1060601, 3epuucmouii I/
3epHo601, 2opdenusniil Il 2opovil, enesnusoiil Il eneenwviit the replacement of
one component with another is a sign of paronymic attraction (semantic
syncretism) based on the proximity of the sound of the elements of each pair

18 Pycckas rpammarnka : B 2 T. Mocksa : Hayka, 1980. T. 1 : ®oneruka. ®oHOMOTHS.
VY napenue. Mutonanus. CioBoodpazoBanue. Mopdomnorusi. Mocksa, 1980. 783 c.
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and the speaker’s subconscious association, which establishes a semantic
parallel between words that have different meanings. Unintentional
confusion is based on the fact that the semantic side of the components of
such pairs of single-root words is subjected to psychological transfer of
direct meaning to the figurative. Synonymous alignment of words by
analogy turns out to be a functional manifestation of paronymy.

Among the total number of lexical paronyms included in the adjective
derivational series, the group of suffixal adjectives has been the most
replenished in modern Russian in recent decades. They are modeled by
suffixes such as —u—/—mue—, uj—-/—cx—(—ecx), —uj—l-o6—1—e6—, —uj—I-n—, —
yam—|-oun—, —am—I-acm—. However, the most productive are adjectives
with formants —uueck(uit)/—uun(viii), —eck (uit)/—n(wuit).

Words located within one word-building nest are included into word-
building paronyms, but different word-building rows and differing in lexical
meaning, cf. couple nepezopodounuiii Il nepecopoduamoiii:

(1) 2opooumv— nepezopooumv— nepe2opodka— nepezopoooyHblil;

(2) 2opooums — nepezopodums — nepecopooka — nepezopoouamvlil.

Derivative paronymy appears 1) as a consequence of derivational
relations established between different meanings of polysemous words
(konoykmopnwlii — xKondykmopckutl); 2) as a result of the development V
appearance of derivational homonymy at the zero or n + 1 step of derivation
(kopennoii — xopnesotl, kiemounwiii — kiemyamsiti); 3) due to the direction
of acts of derivation in different branches of the same word-formation nest,
cf.: nec > ncapus > ncapnoiii u nec > ncapv > ncapckuii; 4) through varying
degrees of manifestation of signs (eoouwiti — eoosanoil, Goromucmeiti —
oonomnwuii); 5) due to the preservation of the semantic relationship with
obsolete words (rumouneiii — numsnwiii).

Proceeding from the existence of morphological variation of a word in a
language, | understand word-formation synonyms as a modification of the
number and material composition of word-formation morphemes, which
does not violate the identity of the word. The main features of word-
formative synonyms are a) the identity of the root morpheme and
b) semantic closeness, which is reflected in the synonymy of the word-
formative formant and the same syntactic function of the derivative. The
emergence and development of full or partial lexical-derivational synonymy
is usually observed in that group of single-root paronymically related words
of different derivational series that are included in one nest and are formed at
the same or at different steps of derivation, cf. meroous > menoouunwiii,
Menoouyeckull, MUCmMUKa > MUCIUYeCKUl, MUCMUYHBIL, X6amamb
(xéamumy) > oxeamums/ 00X6AMUMb >0X6AUEHHBI / 00X8aUeHHbl,
YeKAHUMb >4eKaHKA >4eKaHOUHbl / YeKAHHbII, HACIed08amb >HACACOHbLI
U HACNe008amsb >HACACOCME0 >HACACOCMECHHBIU, CIAOKUN >CAa00CHbIIL,
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wenK S>uwénkoevlll U WenK  >uwénkoevill  >uweaxogucmulti, etc. The
consequence of word-formation synonymy is the formant selectivity of those
who produce within the word-formation nest, that is, the formation of words
according to one word-formation model.

Among word-formative synonyms of one word-formative nest, but
different word-formative series, we single out (1) derivatives of one step of
derivation (let’s call them one-step equal derivatives), compare:
besomayunviii — neomayunvii, and (2) derivatives of different steps of
derivation (let’s call them inter-step equal derivatives), compare: 6oegoti —
boesumulii, etc.

Equally derivative adjectives-synonyms are divided into two groups:
omuemauevr — yemxun;, and affix, cf.: 0e38036pamHubili — HeB0368PAMHULIL,
Oe3ymeuiHblil — HeymeuiHblil, 6e30MIyYHblll — HeOMIYYHbIL; 2APMOHUYHbLIL —
2aPMOHUYECKUL, MeTOOUUHbIL — Men00uyecKull, bacucmolll — 6acosumviil,
bezonacHwlii — neonachulil (onacuwiil).

Diversified derivational synonyms-adjectives are structurally, as well as
equally derivative, unequal and represented by two groups: 1) one is
monoform — the other is polyform, cf. seruxuii — seruuaewiii, 6ecmaxmmuviii —
Hemaxkmuunwlll, OecmananHbili —HeTamaHTauBed; 2) both synonyms are
polymorphic, compare: awmunayunwiti — nenayumviii; Oe3vl36eCmHbll —
HeU3BeCTHbILL; HEBOOPYHCEHHbIlI— DE30PYHCHDII.

Semantic differences between word-formation synonyms are mostly
characterized by either a quantitative feature or the presence of negation.
A quantitative sign is complicated by an emotional-evaluative connotation,
cf.: 300posuwiil — 300posennwiti (vernacular).

CONCLUSIONS

The allocation of common features as a basis for postulating polysemy
can be disputed in a number of cases, since not only their potential presence,
but also their status in terms of word content is significant.

In linguistics, the concept of variability is twofold: (1) the characteristic
of any linguistic variability, modification, which may be the result of
evolution, the use of different linguistic means to denote similar or the same
phenomena; (2) characterization of the way of existence and functioning of
language units in synchrony.

In word-formation rows, we observe motivational connections between
contracts. This is expressed (1) in the emergence of nodal connections, in
which the main, motivating word of the next subordinate row (order) is
located; (2) in parallel groups of derivatives, “double words” appear
(synonyms, paronyms, derivational variants). This is explained by the fact
that the word-formation system is based equally on formal and semantic
relations.
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Distinguishing between external and internal motivational connections of
single-root derivatives of different word-formation rows helps to reveal the
semantic convergence of the components of their semantic structure and, in
this regard, look at the process of the appearance of partial synonymy as a
result of the intersection of word-formation rows.

The ratio of semantic features of the fields of derivational series creates a
picture of the overlap or crossing of elementary fields with other fields. The
intersection of elementary fields leads to the fact that some of them acquire
“vague” boundaries, that is, in places of general semantic field, word-
formation synonymy appears as a related phenomenon between paronymy
and synonymy.

By analogy with lexical and derivational synonymy (homonymy), we
distinguish between lexical and derivational paronyms. The consequence of
derivational paronymy is derivational relations established between different
meanings of polysemantic words, derivational homonymy at zero or n + 1
derivation steps; varying degrees of manifestation of signs; maintaining a
semantic link with obsolete words.

It has been determined that (1) if an indirect connection is established
between the values of single-root derivatives through the vertex of the nest,
or (2) if the values are directly related to different values of the generator
and other single-root derivatives, then this leads to the appearance of partial
or complete synonymy, that is, to the intersection of word-formation rows
and the formation of a common semantic field (semantic-derivational field)
at the point of their intersection.

If the general principle of differentiating morphological variants of one
word and different (parallel) derivative words seems to be sufficient, then
the theoretical criteria for differentiating derivational series have not yet
been formed. In this I? see the prospect of further investigation of the
problem raised.

SUMMARY

The study deals with the issues of describing the algorithm for the
functioning of meanings within the framework of the semantic structure of
adjectives in the Russian language, taking into account the invariant theory.
The study noted that the instability of the content volume of many derived
lexical units is supported by the phenomenon of paronymy — the mixing of
words that have a similar sound, but differ semantically. The lack of a clear
distinction between consonant units in speech often gives rise to situations of
communication failures and misunderstanding. In this regard, the consistent
differentiation of paronyms and synonyms is an important condition for the
creation and perception of texts that are designed to ensure the accuracy and
unigueness of the translated meanings. This determines the relevance of the
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work. The object of the research is the vocabulary presented in the texts,
which has full or partial similarities in the formal composition and
differences in content. The subject of study is the causes and derivational
mechanisms of the emergence of paronymy and its convergence with
synonymy. The purpose of the study is to consider and describe the
phenomenon of paronymic and synonymous word convergence. It was
determined that paronyms and synonyms that function in the field of
communication form privative oppositions, one of whose members (marked)
is characterized by the presence of a certain differential feature, and the other
(unmarked) by its absence.
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