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Annomauus

0. A. Kyopa. Knaccugpuxayusa yeemooo6o3nauenuil 6 an2iuiicCKom u yKpauHcKoM A3blKax

B cmamve ananuzupyromcs ysemoobosnauenus, 6blOpanHvle U3 AHAUUCKUX U YKPAUHCKUX
JIeKCUKozpaguueckux UCmoyHuKos. B uacmumocmu, asmop KoHyenmpupyem ceoe 6HUMAHUE HA
PAasepanuyeHuy NOHAMUL «NPOU3BOOHBIE», «NEPBUUHBIEY) U «BMOPUYHBIE» YBEMOOOO3HAUEHUS.
B cmamve makoice paccmampusaromces jieKcuko-epammamuieckue 0cobeHHocmu ucciedyemvle
eounuy.

Knrwouesvie cnosa: ysemoobosnauenus, 8MopudHas Y8emosas HOMUHAYUL.

Anomauin
0. A. Kyopa. Knacugixkauia Kkonboponosnauenvp 6 an2nilicbKiii ma yKpaiHcbKiii Mogax
Y cmammi npoauanizoeano KoiboponoswaueHHs, OIOpaHi 3 AHIMIUCLKUX MA YKPAIHCLKUX
JIeKcuKozpagiunux oocepen. 30Kpema, asmop 30Cepeodcye V8aly HA PO3MEdHCYBAHHI  NOHAMb
«NOXIOHIY», «NEPBUHHI» A «BMOPUHHIY KOTbOPONOSHAUEHHs. Y cmammi po32/IsiHymo maKodic
JIEKCUKO-2PAMAMUYHI 0COOIUBOCTIT OOCTIONCYBAHUX OOUHUYD.
Kniouosi cnosa: konbopono3nauenns, 6MopuHHa KOAipHa HOMIHAYIA.

Abstract

O. A. Kudrya. The Classi|cation of Colour Terms in English and Ukrainian

The group of colour terms is studied in psychological, philological, ethnolinguistic, historical,
physiological and other aspects. In English and Ukrainian linguistics colour terms are usually
classilled into basic, non-basic, secondary etc. The given article deals with colour terms selected
from English and Ukrainian dictionaries. The author of the article pays special attention to the
differentiation of the deInitions “derived”, “primary” and “secondary” colour terms. The article
also studies lexico-grammatical peculiarities of the analyzed units.

The results of the analysis testify to the fact that the de(initions “derived” and “secondary” are not
synonymic. The latter can be both derived (secondary adjectives) and non-derived (secondary nouns)
colour terms. Derived colour terms not always have the secondary colour semantics for the derived
from nouns colour terms can have primary colour meaning in English and Ukrainian dictionaries.

The problems of English and Ukrainian colour terms description and classi[lcation are still open
in modern linguistics and require special consideration.

Key words: colour terms, secondary colour nomination.
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THE CONSTANT OF POLYSEMANTICISM

One of the language phenomena is polysemanticism which relJects the dynamic character of the
lexicon. This paper deals with synchronical and diachronical analysis of polysemantic nouns of the
Russian language. The purpose of the article is to investigate the number correlation between the
degree of the word polysemy and the chronological stability of the word.

Comparing the number of meanings in the polysemantic nouns the researcher can put forward two
mutually exclusive hypotheses:

1. With the development of language the number of word meanings grows, that is, there is the
increase in number of bisemantic, three-semantic, four-semantic nouns.
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2. With the development of language the identical correlation of monosemy, bisemy, and polysemy
remains, that is, the percentage of mono-, bi-, three-, four-semantic nouns against the total number of
nouns is approximately the same.

The Orst hypothesis seems to be true and evident, since no words appear with two, especially with
three, four, [1ve meanings. The derivative meanings are formed gradually, step-by-step.

The second, polar, hypothesis seems to be doubtful even on the theoretical level. With the
development of language the meanings of nouns change both in terms of quantity and quality. Taking
into account the last statement, is it right to lead the conversation towards the identical correlation of
monosemy, bisemy, and polysemy? If the number of nouns, keeping their semantic structure without
visible changes, is extremely small, is it legitimate to put the question about the retention of percentage
of monosemantic and polysemantic words (during the centuries, not decades!)? Nevertheless we
decided to verify the second hypothesis. For that purpose we took the equal quantity of nouns (in
groups of 2500 units) in the Old Russian language (two periods of Ancient Russian and Old Russian)
and the Modern Russian language. Diachronic analysis was carried out on the basis of “The Dictionary
of the Russian Language of the XI-XVII centuries” [6, V.v. 2-4]. Synchronous analysis was carried
out on the data from “The Dictionary of the Russian Language”, edited by A. P. Yevgenjeva [7, V.1,
p. 132-352]. The words were arranged in the alphabetical order for the most exactness.

All the nouns were distributed according to the number of meanings. The monosemantic words
with the [xed shades of meaning were regarded as the monosemantic ones. Here we supported the idea
of the compilers of the dictionaries, though many researchers of monosemy consider the monosemy
of such words extremely unstable [2, p. 34].

According to the number of meanings noted in the dictionaries, 2550 nouns were distributed in the
following way:

The Old Russian Language. The nouns with: one meaning — 1891 (75,64%), two meanings —
399 (15,96%), three meanings — 116 (4,64%), four meanings — 51 (2,04%), [lve meanings — 23
(0,92%), six meanings — 10 (0,4%), seven meanings — 2, eight meanings — 3, nine meanings — 0, ten
meanings — 1, eleven meanings — 1, twelve meanings — 2, thirteen meanings — 1 (altogether — 0,4%
ultrapolysemantic nouns).

The Modern Russian Language. The nouns with: one meaning — 1848 (73,52%),two meanings —
465 (18,6%), three meanings — 116 (5,08%), four meanings — 39 (1,56%), [1ve meanings— 12 (0,48%),
six meanings — 4 (0,16%), seven meanings — 3, eight meanings — 1, nine meanings — 1 (altogether —
0,4% ultrapolysemantic nouns).

To verify the obtained “constants” we counted the words in the similar way in two other related
sections of the dictionaries: “The Dictionary of the Russian Language of the XI-XVII centuries” [6,
V.V. 4-5, p. 163-319], “The Russian Language Dictionary” [7, v. 1, p. 359—607]. The results turned
out practically identical (they are given below).

The Old Russian Language. The nouns with: one meaning — 1997 (79,88%), two meanings — 308
(12,32%), three meanings — 111 (4,44%), four meanings — 49 (1,96%), [1ve meanings — 18 (0,72%),
six meanings — 9 (0,36%), seven meanings — 4, eight meanings — 2, nine meanings — 0, ten meanings —
1 (altogether — 0,32% ultrapolysemantic nouns).

The Modern Russian Language. The nouns with: one meaning — 1859 (74,36%), two meanings —
463 (18,52%), three meanings — 112 (4,48%), four meanings — 43 (1,72%), [lve meanings — 11
(0,44%), six meanings — 7 (0,28%), seven meanings — 0, eight meanings — 3, nine meanings — 1,
Cfteen meanings — 1 (altogether — 0,2% ultrapolysemantic nouns).

Thus, comparing the number of monosemantic, bisemantic, three-semantic nouns in the Old Russian
language and the Modern Russian Language, we can see that their share against the total number of
nouns is practically identical. Summing up the data, we can derive the mean index for the different
temporal cuts of the Russian Language: it is equal to 75,95% — for monosemantic nouns, 16,35% — for
bisemantic nouns, 4,66% — for three-semantic nouns, 1,82% — for four-semantic nouns. As for the most
number of meanings in the word, we need much more samples to determine the quantitative threshold.
Although the nouns with 10 to 14 meanings are not mentioned in the sections of the dictionary under
study, it does not prove the fact of absence of such nouns in the Modern Russian language. As for the
lesser number of meanings, the proportions, given above, seem to be correct.

Let us consider some disputable conclusions, made after the quantitative analysis. Comparing
monosemantic and polysemantic words in the Russian language, we could conclude, that the noun
monosemy is more typical than polysemy both in synchrony and diachrony. In fact, we have 3888
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and 3707 nouns per 5000 nouns in synchrony and diachrony, respectively. It is not fair, however,
to claim the priority of monosemy on these grounds. The plenty of monosemy exists, [rstly, due to
the huge number of word-building variants, competing with each other. “oomopnuxs” and
“Oompaueri” (“a musician, playing the domra, Russian stringed folk instrument”), “dexramayus” and
“Oexnamuposanue”’. Secondly, it exists due to the compounds: “6racosszviuue”, “svicoxoumenue”,
“0o6pospauue” (in Old Russian), “sodomouna”, “evicomomep” (in Modern Russian). The percentage
of polysemantic words increases also due to the strictly specialized words: “caranxa”, “eamacw” (in
the history of language), “syrxanuzayus”, “eyaxanonoe” (in the modern language). Turning back to
the quantitative indices, it should be noted, that the conclusion about the priority of bisemy (as some
researchers suppose) is also false [3, p. 78]. It is illegal to state the typical nature of the words with
two meanings and the non-typical nature of the words with, for instance, seven meanings, for the
noun with seven meanings works as seven nouns in the language. As an example, we could observe
the meaning of the polysemantic word “pyxa’ [4]. The ultrapolysemantic words represent the kernel
of the lexical system, and the richest word-building possibilities of the Russian language make the
increase of meanings unnecessary and redundant. As it is known, word-building and polysemy are
mutually balanced.

Percentage coincidence of monosemantic, polysemantic and ultrapolysemantic words in
synchrony and diachrony is a notable, but an unexpected fact. As a rule, when two separate words are
compared with each other from the atomic approach, there are some essential discrepancies between
the historical and the modern status of the language. The word-meaning experienced the intensive
mutations, provoked by the extralinguistic causes. Such changes led to the splitting the words into
homonyms, therefore the number of the words changed.

Thus, in the history of the language there was a noun “sudenue”’, with six meanings, many of them
had some shades of meaning. In the Modern Russian language there are two nouns: “sudEnue” with
three meanings, and “eHoenue "with one meaning and one shade. As for the noun “sockpecenue”,
it has been broken up into two words-homonyms. There are a lot of such examples in Russian. The
opposite cases, however, when the words have saved their meanings over the centuries, are also of
great interest. In Old Russian the noun “sonzs ”"meant “a loud cry, yell” with the shade of meaning
“a call for help ”. The dictionaries of Modern Russian [Jx the same semantic formula of this noun: “a
very loud cry”, “a furious cry for help, expressing the horror, despair etc.” The ultrapolysemantic
words are much more interesting. Their meanings have not changed for centuries. Let us observethe
noun “sewney”.

Beneyw. 1. Wreath. 2. The symbol of rewards and honours. 3. Decoration. 4. Precious headgear,
a crown. 5. Coronation. 6. Church wedding ceremony. 7. Monastic headgear, a kind of a headband.
8. Aureole, radiance, shine around a glowing thing. 9. Halo, the nimbus around Holies "heads. 10. Rim,
the [/let around something. 11. Completion, the highest degree of something. 12. One of the beams in
the wooden blockhouse [6, v. 2, p. 72-74].

Beney. 1. Dated word: Wreath. 2. Precious headgear, a crown, a symbol of monarch’s power.

3. Crown, put on the heads of a couple in the church during the wedding ceremony // Coll.: Church
wedding ceremony. 4. The top of all, the height, the peak. 5. The light, rainbow ring around the Sun,
the Moon, the bright stars // Bright shining around Holies "heads, the nimbus. 6. Every horizontal raw
of beams in the wooden blockhouse [7, v. 1, p. 148].

In the history of linguistics A. A. Potebnya interpreted brilliantly the semantic immutability of
the words: “Something old in the language is the base of something new, but only in two ways:
partially, it can be renewed on other conditions and with other start; partially, it changes its form and
meaning due to somewhat new” [5, p. 125]. We cannot, but agree with the statement by L. S. Kovtun:
“The history is not only in the meaning of the words, transformed into other words, but it is in the
meaning of the words, seemed to be immutable. What is behind the centuries-old stability of such
meanings?” Answering the question, L. S. Kovtun accentuates, that the changing of lexical links
is not always accompanied by the changing of logical content, which makes the meaning steady
and unsteady simultaneously [1, p. 82-83]. This paradox of development is obviously seen in
the examples of the centuries-old metaphors “open, coxon, ceem, enezoo” (“‘eagle, falcon, light,
nest”).

The fact, that the degree of polysemantics is close to the constant (both in synchrony and diachrony),
gives the reason to think over gnosiology of monosemantic words. It states the principal necessity of
the wide stratum of monosemantic words. The segment of 75,95% of nouns with one meaning shows
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the size of the reserve bank of concepts, the fount of speech metaphors, working on polysemantics and
ultrapolysemantics. It is the [Jeld of monosemy, necessary for optimal functioning of the language.
The discussion about the necessity of words “umuoorc’ or “xoncencyc” stands no longer. It takes you
only to look through the historical dictionaries to be convinced, that the height of the pyramid, the
height of our linguistic thinking, depends on the width of the base of this pyramid, on the richness of
the various words, including exotisms.

“To look through” the dictionaries, however, is insuflcient. We, using the data of the Dictionary
of the XI-XVII centuries, have calculated how many words left and disappeared, against the research
projection per quantity of meanings in the word. The more meanings the nouns took over the historical
period, the more immutable the words turned out. If among monosemantic nouns 1421 nouns
have disappeared, and 514 nouns have remained, then among bisemantic nouns — 211 nouns have
disappeared, and 197 nouns have remained (the proportion is practically the same). Then the growth
of immunity begins. Among three-semantic nouns 43 nouns have disappeared, and 73 nouns have
remained. As for the words with six meanings and more, practically all of them have remained so
far (with some rare exceptions). Thus, among the nouns with six meanings 9 words have remained,
1 word has disappeared; with seven meanings — 2 words have remained, no word has disappeared;
with eight meanings just 3 words have remained. We found out no words with nine meanings in
the sections of the dictionary under study. Among the nouns with ten, eleven and thirteen meanings
one word has remained, that is, the word has not sunk into oblivion. Finally, 2 nouns with twelve
meanings have remained.

In our research we met not once the problem of the shade of meaning. In linguistics the shade is
regarded as prognosis, the evidence of further development of meaning. S. N. Murane says, that the
shades are the signals of transition from monosemantic words to polysemantic ones [2, p. 34]. In fact,
once monosemantic nouns “suse, seauxonenue, supwiu’’NOW have the shade in the meaning, [xed in
the dictionary. For instance, “euse” —“a high, shrill sound, produced by an object”. It is important
to add, that the shades of meaning could be the rate of quite opposite process: the transition from
polysemantic word to monosemantic one. In the word “szop "there were two meanings, now there is
one meaning with two shades. Once three-semantic noun “gecms " is used today in one meaning with
one shade. Bisemantic noun “secua’ hasturned into monosemantic with the [Jgurative shade ofuse.
The shades of meanings are not only a plan, prospect, prognosis, program of meaning development,
but the retrospection of this development, a real shade of former meanings, the evidence, the trace of
disappearing or disappeared polysemanticism.

Thus, according to our research, the share of monosemantic, bisemantic and three-semantic nouns
in the history of language and in the modern language is the quantity close to the constant, the constant
in itself. It indicates that 70% of monosemy supports 30% threshold of polysemy in the language, but
the richness in the meanings of polysemantic and, especially, ultrapolysemantic nouns “closes” the
perception of this phenomenon.

Prospects of further investigation are connected with the necessity to study the “polysemanticism
rate constant” based on the new source of material in Russian and other languages. Clarifying the
percentage of monosemantic nouns in favour of “Golden Section”, i.e 0,6 rather then 0,7 is not
improbable provided semantically unstable nouns are considered as units imparting two meanings.
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Annomauus

B. K. Xapuenxo. Koncmanma muozoznaunocmu

Ilymem conocmagnenus yucia umMEn CyujecmsumenbHulX N0 Mamepuailam cioeapei 8 OUaxpoHuu
U CUHXPOHUU PYCCKO20 A3bIKA YCMAHOBIEHO, YO NPOYEHm 0OHO3ZHAUHbBIX, 08Y3HAUHBIX, MPEX3HAUHBIX
cno8 ecmv genuduHa nocmosiHnas. OOHO3HAUHBIX CN08 8 sA3biKe codepaxcumcs nopsoxka 70—15%.
Hccnedyemcesa makoice uucnosas Koppenayusi mextcoy CmeneHvlo MHO203HAYHOCMU CN08A U €20
Xpononocuueckol ycmouuugocmvio. Bcé amo nozeonsem 0Oonee 008epumenbHO OMHOCUMbCA K
“nomoxy 3aumcmeosanuti”’.

Knroueswie cnosa: napawenue cmuicios, memagopa, MHO203HAYHOCb, OOHOZHAYHOCHb.

Anomauin

B. K. Xapuenxo. Koncmanma é6azamosnaunocmi

UInaxom 3icmaenenns uucia iMeHHUKI8 3a Mamepiaiamu CI08HUKIE V O0iaxpowii i CUHXPOHIL
POCICHKOI MOBU BCMAHOBNEHO, WO 8I0COMOK 0OHO3HAYHUX, O803HAYHUX, MPUSHAYHUX C]I6 € 8eIUYUHA
nocmitina. OOHO3HA4UHUX clig y M08l Hapaxogyemuvcs npubauzno 70—75%. [ocniosceno maxooic
YUCTI08Y KOPENAYIIo MIdC cmynenem 6a2amo3nayHoCmi cio8a ma tio2o XpOHOLO2IYHOK CMIUKICIIO.
Vce ye 0o3zsons€ cmasumucy i3 6inbuior0 008iporo 00 “Nomoky 3ano3uieHs .

Knrouoei cnoea: napowyysanns cmuciis, memagopa, 6bazamo3Hayricms, 00HO3HAUHICb.

Abstract

V. K. Kharchenko. The Constant of Polysemanticism

In the paper two mutually exclusive hypotheses have been put forward: 1. With the development of
language the number of word meanings grows, that is, there is the increase in number of bisemantic,
three-semantic, four-semantic nouns; 2. With the development of language the identical correlation of
monosemy, bisemy, and polysemy remains, that is, the percentage of mono-, bi-, three-, four-semantic
nouns against the total number of nouns is approximately the same. By means of synchronical and
diachronical analysis of the number of nouns from the dictionaries of the Russian language it has been
established that the percentage of monosemantic, bisemantic, three-semantic words is the constant. In
Russian the monosemantic nouns come to 70-75%. The number correlation between the degree of the
word polysemy and the chronological stability of the word has been investigated. It has been stated
that the noun monosemy is more typical than polysemy both in synchrony and diachrony.lIt gives the
possibility to be more conldent in the “stream of loanwords . Prospects of further investigation are
connected with the necessity to study the “polysemanticismrate constant” based on the new source of
material in Russian and other languages.

Key words: multiplication of meanings, metaphor, monosemy, polysemy.



