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Methodological Principles of Investigating Semantic Structure of
Ukrainian Axionomens of the Danube Region
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Abstract: The article is dedicated to the description of the procedure of axionomens’ formalized
analysis. Matrix method of investigating words denoting spiritual values in the modern Ukrainian
language is proposed. Matrix is defined to be a two-dimensional structure which replaces
oversimplified notation systems used in componential analysis. Matrix enables a researcher to study
all the interconnections between the related meanings of different lexical units as well as between
different meanings of a specific lexical unit. It consists of two axes — a vertical one indicates a lexical
stock and a horizontal one means a seme stock of the collected language material. The application of
matrix method in practice proves that the structural organization of axiovocabulary considerably
becomes complicated; internal mechanisms and dynamics of semantic cooperations of axionomens
are revealed under the influence of extra-linguistic factors. Matrix presentation of non-material values
gives an opportunity to describe in detail the structure of axionouns’ lexical meanings which are not
in chaotic order, but clearly organized, to distinguish the degree of their related semantics, to expose
the functional character of semes forming definite structures within the framework of analyzed words.
The proposed methodology of researching the relations between lexico-semantic groups is considered
to be perspective in studying all lexical sub-systems of the value paradigms of the English and French
language societies.
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1. Introduction

Many Ukrainian linguists and research scholars from all over the world hold the
opinion that nowadays lexical semantics is regarded as the most productive
basis for detailed studying linguistic content without which the definite
language system can’t be adequately presented in general. Thus, re-orientation
of linguistic investigations toward the semantic foundation is logical and
scientifically determined. It is explained by an irrefutable fact concerning a
statement about primacy of linguistic content and lexical property in a word
over its form and the possibility of using semantic approach to study all
language levels as well.
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2. Current Semantic Methodology
2.1. American Ethnosemantics

The representatives of American structuralism Eugene Nida, Ward Goodenough
and Floyd Lounsbury were influenced by the view of Leonard Bloomfield who
claimed that the meaning of a linguistic form is something in extralinguistic reality.
They were interested in the relation between the language and the culture of the
community and distinguished between “linguisemes” (features of meaning based
on the linguistic context) and “ethnosemes” (features based on the ethnological and
cultural context). The semantic components which they obtained by the method of
componential analysis (CA) represented the closest analogy with the phonological
distinctive features of N.S. Trubetskoy.

2.2. European Structuralist Semantics

Danish linguist Louis Hjelmslev formulated the notion of “content figure” and
analyzed the meaning in the form of distinctive oppositions, e.g. boy as “he-child”
and girl as “she-child”. His ideas were fully developed by Bernard Pottier and
Eugenio Coseriu in 1960s. Pottier described the field of furniture terms in French
and stated the superordinate class to which a concrete term belongs and the specific
characteristics that differentiate this term from the other terms (members) of the
class. Coseriu admitted only fields that consisted of lexical units exhibiting clear
oppositions (e.g., young-old; day-night, etc.), i.e. lexical units which excluded each
other. Coseriu’s work was extended and improved by John Lyons who defined the
meaning of the word as the set of meaning relations in which it participates.

2.3. Katzian (Generativist) Semantics

Jerrold Katz and Jerry Fodor introduced CA into generative grammar. Their model
is a combination of structuralist, formalist and mentalist systems of syntagmatic
analysis by which dictionary entries, their word forms, word classes as well as their
semantic components — markers (systematic parts of the meaning) and
distinguishers (idiosyncratic features of the meaning) are described. Jerrold Katz
and Jerry Fodor’s model also consists of projection rules which are responsible for
the combination of the lexical meanings of individual words in a sentence.

2.4. Dictionary Definition

Dictionary definition is an informal CA, in which each part of the definition is
component. Each meaning of a lexical unit in a dictionary has a definition
expressed by a set of semantic components.

Weinreich (1962, p. 78) argues that the words used in definitions of terms are no
different in principle from the words defined. According to him the circularity of
the dictionary is unavoidable but a semantic analysis should reduce the circularity
as far as possible.
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2.5. Matrix as a Way of a Componential Notation

Matrix is a two-dimensional structure which replaces oversimplified notation
systems used in CA so far. Matrix enables a researcher to study all the
interconnections between the related meanings of different lexical units as well as
between different meanings of a specific lexical unit (Fabian 1998: 19). As the
contemporary CA to semantic structure requires open multidimensional structures,
the problem with two-dimensionality will be overcome by a computer-readable
database and a multidimensional matrix in near future.

3. Procedure of the Ukrainian Axionomens Formalized Analysis

The vocabulary of the Ukrainian language is examined as a system, i.e. an integral
organization with interconnected and interdependent sectors which, in their turn,
have specific qualities. However, these sectors are the subject to laws existence of the
whole entireness.

Both the structure and the system of the Ukrainian language are naturally and
volumetrically submitted by explanatory dictionaries, where phonology, morphology
and word formation are fixed in the complex form of expressing the content of
lexical units.

Lexicographical practice of compiling explanatory dictionaries was aiming
researchers at studying semantic structure of a word not as an isolated but an
integrally-linked element of a language system. Thus, explanatory dictionaries with
complete databanks allow realizing the analysis of linguistic means of word-stock
manifestations in the terms of semantic components.

Any dictionary entry is considered to be a group of strictly-organized formal
indications. The quantity of them depends upon the degree of a word polysemy, i.e.
the rich polysemy the more reasons for diversifying an entry formal indications.
Since a dictionary entry comes out the instrument of word’s lexical meaning
interpretation, its intersection with others but distinctive indications affords
opportunity to describe the correlation of lexical meanings in a language system by
means of formalized analysis procedure.

For the first time the formalized principles of semantic classification of the
Ukrainian vocabulary were formulated and based by scientific employees of the
department of structurally-mathematic linguistics of O.O. Potebnia Institute of
Linguistics of the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine. Just from this
institution various up-to-date investigations in theoretical and applied linguistics on
the material of lexicographical sources have been spread. The Ukrainian eminent
scholar M. Peschak was the author of this methodology. She could with her
followers throw light on the problem of differentiating language and speech and
also achieve a clear presentation of lexical meanings as linguistic facts. Among the
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representatives of M. Peschak’s scientific school one should name such Professors
as M. Fabian, A. Luchik, G. Yarun.

The research material of the present article includes the arrangements of Ukrainian
Danube regional axionomens qualified as determined linguistic units denoting
spiritual values taken from the lexicographical interpretative sources [CYM]. Each
of the axionomens is characterized as a dialectical unity of form and content.

For choosing material of investigating systematically-structural peculiarities of
axionomens’ lexical semantics of the modern Ukrainian language we put formal
but exclusively linguistic criterion into operation, i.e. referring the analyzed words
only to nouns. This approach gives an opportunity to define and to describe
semantics of words with the help of such steps: a) matrix analysis of axionomens’
seme structure on the first stage of research material classification; b) description
and complex analysis of axionomens’ correlations, their connections and
peculiarities; c¢) typological comparison of axionomens’ semantics in Ukrainian
and other foreign lexical systems. Matrix method of presenting semantic relations
between Ukrainian axionouns serves as metalanguage for description of analyzed
objects in our investigation, whereas matrix on the one hand occurs as a model of
system of semantic connections, on the other hand it occurs as semantic structure
of axiolexis. This model fixes semantic connections between the words denoting
Ukrainian spiritual values in the form of columns and lines of equal length, inside
of which the axionomens’ correlation (a lexical stock) and their meanings ration
(i.e. a seme stock) are marked by the symbol +. The places of axionomens in
matrix are strongly-fixed: words of the highest and average degrees of polysemy
are located in deeply-filled parts but monosemantic ones can be met rarely. At the
same time all matrix cells have functional loading, likewise distances between
words and directions of their location. In comparison with explanatory dictionaries
matrix is formally simple for demonstrating lexical semantics of the Ukrainian
language. Its topographical way of placing filled cells practically substitutes verbal
expression of interpretative parts of words.

Since a lexeme is considered as an outer word representation, its inner side is
characterized by a sememe, which is, in its turn, regarded as the smallest unit of
lexico-semantic level and an equipollent to a separate word meaning. In
paradigmatic aspect a sememe is not considered as the simplest and indivisible one
because it has its own structure and contains some constituents.

All the meanings of lexical units are formed by a hierarchical structure of semantic
constituents — theoretical constructs or conceptual building blocks — which
semantically characterize the vocabulary of any language. Terms like semantic
feature (A. Ufimtseva), semantic component (L. Vasilyev, A.Zholkovskiy) and
semantic marker (J. Katz, J. Fodor) are often used interchangeably in the present
linguistics; they are of various level of abstraction and determine the semantically-
syntactic environment of the word. In our investigation we introduce the term a
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generalized seme (GS), which is understood as a semantically-derived feature
having briefly-generalized content which is logically removed from the initial
sememe and used in modeling the horizontal axis of the matrix.

Structuring modern Ukrainian axiovocabulary provide the separation of its word-
stock and inner organization. As a result of this structuring the division of analyzed
vocabulary into lexico-semantic groups and establishing connections between them
take place.

The procedure of collecting axionomens and selecting their seme-stock are
subdivided into such consecutive stages:

1) the axionomens having in their lexical meanings both explicit and implicit
indications on forms and means of expressing axiological knowledge are taken
from the up-to-date Ukrainian explanatory dictionaries by means of entire data
choosing method and in consequence the card-file of linguistic material are made.
One should point out that firstly a preliminary list of lexemes considered as
conventional values of the Ukrainian Danube community is formed, e.q., srcumma,
nopaooK, 60a, npupoda, uecms, 0yx, nPaso, 4ac, po3ym, c1asa, mMoed, Wiacms,
Mmup, 110008, Kyibmypa, 3aKkon, 000po, ooas, ceoboda, npays. Afterwards the
step-identification method (in the terms of E. Kuznetsova) is applied for the
proposed list of words. This method helps “to determine a lexico-semantic group as
a set of units interpreted through the same word identifiers” (the quote after
Z. Popova 1984: 107), e.g., npaeoa, icmuna, oywia, nam’ame, mpis, npocmip,
a02iKka, eipa, ceidomicmos, icmopia, épooa, OaarxceHcmeo, Hayka, iniyiamuea,
2opdicms, noeaza, o0ceima, Cmuib, Myopicmb, CHPABEOIUGICHMb, ACKEMU3M,
manaum, 01a20206iHHA, CRIGUYMMA, OOCHOIHCHBO, MYMCHICHMb, Oepiicasa,
Kpaca, 2apmonisn, cogicms, meopuicms, boe, nroouna, mopany, noopamumcmeo,
oosepuieHicmsb, uyiiHicmb, Onazopoocmeo, 3nazooa, ycnix, bamvkiewuna,
moiepanmuicmsb, 300p06'sa, 000pouecHicmy, MaiicmepHicmsb, CcoOOpHICHD,
2yMaunizm, pauionanizm, pieHicmb, 3HAHHA, HAdiA, Ounaomamia, Opyicoa,
cumnamisn, aemopumem, YeajycHicmb, O0obpoma, 0nazooams, 01420,
Mucmeymeo, yoaua, zpayisa, onazowecms, npasocyoos, wiUpicmv, 4ecHichib,
cMiugicme, euxoeamnicmo, ceamicme, 20CMUHHICMD, munocepos,
npucmonnicmy,  01a20n0JayyYys,  KOPUCHb,  MEPRIHHA,  CyGepeHimem,
conioapuicms,  eimanvHicmy, npozpec, ONMUMIIM,  BIONOGIOAIbHICHID,
OniKyeannsa, 0e3neka, NOPAOHICMb, OUCUUNTIHOBAHICMb, MYpPOOMAUBICMD,
KOMHEemeHmHICIb, PemenbHiCmey, CIapanHicmy, RPAYbLOGUMICHb, NIIOPATIIM,
npoghecionanizm, HezanexscHicmo, AIOOAHICMYb, HAOINHICMb, HEOOMOPKAHICHIb,
cmamyc, 0008'A30K, MEHMANAbHICMb, ZIOHICMb, 0eMOKPAmMin, CAMOBAAOAHHA,
Nle2iMmUMHICHLb, ATbMPYIZM, 60AYHICIb, KOHCIUMYYIA, NAMPIOMU3M.

The step-identification method as a means of finding verbal manifestations of
semantic components consists in consecutive reducing words through typical
identifiers till those ones of maximum generalized character. This procedure will
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be carried out until the situation of cross-identification arises in contrasted
interpretations. Thus, the ultimate identifiers are accepted as lexico-semantic units
denoting values which contain stable complexes of semantic components existing
in other axionomens;

2) the obtained card-file of axionomens gives an opportunity to analyze their
quantitative stock and qualitative peculiarities as well as semantic properties;

3) on the basis of studing lexicographic definitions a special matrix is modeled
where a list of axionomens (a lexical stock) is arranged on the vertical axis and the
horizontal one indicates a seme stock (GSs) of the collected language material (see
Figure 1). At the same time inside a matrix cell only one word is disposed. The
presence of a common lexical meaning is marked by the symbol +.
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Figure 1. A fragment of the matrix of lexico-semantic group of the nouns denoting
Ukrainian values

4) lists of words and GSs in matrix are grouped in a descending line depending on
a quantitative stock. It is conduced to maximum concentration of axionomens in
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one matrix angle and contrasting it to an alternate angle placed diagonally as the
least completed one;

5) the vocabulary fragment under study is subdivided into lexico-semantic groups
due to the total amount of lexical meanings (i.e from axionomens of the highest
and average degrees of polysemy till monosemantic ones: esiurusicmes, éipnicmo,
IpeuHicms, iHmenizeHMHICMb, 1a2iOHiCMb, RIONPUEMAUBICHLL, HOMIDKOBAHICHb,
cMupennicms, CIPUMAHICM b, UueiNi308aHicmby, weopicme, oogipa,
aKypamuicms, OyX06HiCMb, J10AIbHICHb, HANONE2IUGICHIb, HEYnepedyHceHicmy,
00’ckmugHicms, pOOUHHICMb, YHIMAPHICMb, KOHCEHCYC, O0EPICAGHICHIb,
uinecnpamoeanicms, ecmemuuHicmb, npaeocnasnicmo,  peniziliHicmeo,
camogiodanicms, mpyooro6cmeo, ZpoMadAHcvKicmo, Koaekmueizm) and its
seme stock is divided into sets according to the frequency of GSs’ usage
distinguished in lexical meanings of words with the different degree of polysemy;

6) in accordance with matrix the degree of axionomens’ polysemy and the
character of their interconnections are presented enough completely; it helps to
bring into axionomens’ proper correlation within lexico-semantic groups;

7) the obtained lexico-semantic groups of axionomens are studied as independent
systematically-structural unities of words.

The presented methodological principles of investigating semantic structure of
Ukrainian axionomens of the Danube region is combined with the selection of such
methods and procedures of lexicological analysis as: descriptive, typological and
statistic methods as well as componental and statistical analysis.

4. Concluding Remarks

The application of matrix method in practice proves that the structural organization
of axiovocabulary considerably becomes complicated; internal mechanisms and
dynamics of semantic cooperations of axionomens are revealed under the influence
of extra-linguistic factors. Matrix presentation of non-material values gives an
opportunity to describe in detail the structure of axionouns’ lexical meangings
which are not in chaotic order, but clearly organized, to distinguish the degree of
their related semantics, to expose the functional character of semes forming
definite structures within the framework of analyzed words. The proposed
methodology of researching the relations between lexico-semantic groups is
considered to be perspective in studying all lexical sub-systems of the value
paradigms of the English and French language societies.
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