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POJIb CHHOHMMUU B CEMAHTUYECKOM CTPYKTYPE TEKCTA

JlanHasi cTaThsl UCCIEAYET KIIOUEBYIO POJIb CHHOHUMHHM B CEMAaHTHYECKOW CTPYKTYpE TEK-
cToB. CHHOHMMBI pacCMaTPUBAIOTCS HE KaK MPOCThIE B3aUMO3aMEHsIeMble eIMHULIbI, a KaK ¢pyHaa-
MEHTAJIbHBIN JIMHIBUCTUYECKUN MEXaHW3M, KU3HEHHO BAKHBIA JUISl JTOCTHXKEHUS CEMAHTUYECKOU
SICHOCTH, CTUJIMCTUYECKOTO Pa3HO00pa3usi, KOTE€3UU U KOTEPEHTHOCTH JTUCKYypCa.

OcHoBHas 11€71b — J0Ka3aTh, YTO CHHOHUMMS HE SIBJISICTCS TPUBUAIBHOM JIGKCUYECKON 3ame-
HOM, a SIBJISIETCS] OCHOBOM CEMaHTUYECKOM MJIOTHOCTU TEKCTA.

B cratee ucnonwsidyercs meron JleckpuntuBHOrOo U CpaBHUTENBHOTO JIMHTBUCTUYECKOTO
AHanu3a, KOTOPbIA BKJIIOYAET CIEAYIOLIUE 3TAIbI:

— Ompenenenne HEAOCOMIOTHOW CHHOHHUMHU: OCIIAPUBACTCS U] TOJIHBIX SKBUBAJIEHTOB, I0-
CKOJIbKY BCE€ CHHOHUMBI Pa3JIMualOTCs 0 KOHHOTALUU, PETUCTPY UM KOHTEKCTY.

- WNnenrudukanus uctouynnkoB: Kiaccudukaius ux nmpoucxoxacHus Ha Jlekcndeckoe 3anM-
CTBOBaHME (HampuUMep, POMaHCKHE VS. ICKOHHBIE TepMUHBI) U JIuHrBucTHUecKoe Pa3BuTHe.

— Ananu3 QyHKIMOHATBHBIX pa3inuuuii: Pazrpanndenne oOMUX ¥ KOHTCKCTYAIbHBIX CHHOHW-
MOB, KOTOPbIE CIIY’)KaT KOHKPETHBIM CTUJIMCTUYECKUM LM (Hampumep, smdasze i uzde-
raHUIO0 U30BITOYHOCTH ).

— WuTerpamusi TeKCTOBOW JMHIBUCTUKU: PaccMOoTpeHrne CHHOHMMUU Kak (JOPMBI peuHTEpIIpe-
Tanuu (MOBTOPHOTO HAMMEHOBAHUS), KOTOPasi CTPOUT JICKCUYECKYIO KOT€31I0 U 00ecrieunBa-
€T OOIIYI0 KOTePEHTHOCTh TEKCTA.

CUHOHUMHS — 3TO OCHOBOTIOJIATAIOIIUN TEKCTOOOPA3YyIOMIHMM PEeCypC, BBITOTHSIIOMIMA BaXK-
HEeHII1e KOMMYHUKATHUBHBIC U 3CTETUYECKHE (PYHKIIHU.

Bb160p cHOHMMA BCer/ia yTOUHSIET CMBICI: UCKOHHBIE TEPMUHBI (motherhood) HecyT aMoLu-
OHAJbHBIE ACCOIMAINK, TOT/Ia KaK 3aUMCTBOBaHHBIE (maternity) Ooliee HEUTpalbHbI/KIMHUYHBL
[TucaTtenu cTpaTernyecky UCHOJB3YIOT PACXOXKAeHUs B ToHE (dad vs. father) nisl cO3aHUsl PUTO-
pudecknx 3¢dexkToB u nzdexaHuss TOBTOPoB. CHHOHUMBI CO3JAIOT JEKCUYECKYI0 KOTe31I0, KOTO-
past HeoOxXoauMa JUTsl TIO/JIEPKAHUS JIOTHYECKOM Mocien0BaTenbHOCTH. OHM SBIISIFOTCS HEOTHEM-
JEMBIMU €IMHUIIAMU, 00ECTICUNBAIOIINMHU BBIPA3UTEIHHYI0O MHOTOCTOPOHHOCTD SI3bIKA.

Knrouegvle cnosa: nexcuueckas CEMaHTUKA; TUAXPOHUYECKAs JIMHTBUCTHUKA; SA3bIKOBAsI Bapua-
TUBHOCTb; SKCIPECCUBHBIM $3BIK; CEMAHTHUYECKUN HIOAHC; JMTEPaTypHbIA CTWIb; Kpocc-
JIMHTBUCTUYECKUI aHAJIN3.

THE ROLE OF SYNONYMY IN THE SEMANTIC STRUCTURE OF A TEXT

This article investigates the essential role of synonymy in the semantic structure of texts, as-
serting that synonyms function not merely as interchangeable lexical units but as significant tools
for semantic clarity, stylistic nuance, and expressive variation. The primary aim of the article is to
establish that synonymy is not trivial lexical interchangeability, but a core linguistic mechanism vi-
tal for semantic density, stylistic variety, and the achievement of cohesion and coherence in dis-
course.

The article uses a Descriptive and Comparative Linguistic Analysis method, proceeding
through the following steps:
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— Defining Non-Absolute Synonymy: Challenging the notion of perfect equivalents by noting
that all synonyms diverge in connotation, register, or context.
— Identifying Sources: Classifying the origins of synonymy into Lexical Borrowing (e.g., Ro-
mance vs. Native English terms) and Linguistic Development (e.g., semantic broadening, ana-
logical extension).
— Analyzing Functional Differences: Distinguishing between general equivalents and Contextu-
al Synonyms that are only synonymous in specific settings to achieve stylistic goals (e.g., em-
phasis, redundancy avoidance).
— Integrating Text Linguistics: Placing synonymy within the framework of cohesion (specifical-
ly as reiteration which builds lexical cohesion) and coherence (the resulting semantic unity).
The article concludes that synonymy is a fundamental text-building resource that serves cru-
cial communicative and aesthetic functions. Native terms (motherhood) carry emotive/cultural as-
sociations, while Romance-derived terms (maternity) are more clinical/restricted, proving that syn-
onym selection refines meaning. Writers strategically exploit the divergence in emotional valence
and tone (e.g., dad vs. father) to create rhetorical effects and avoid repetition, as seen in literary ex-
amples like Dickens’s use of notoriously and immortal. Synonyms create lexical cohesion - a form
of reiteration, which is essential for maintaining the coherence and logical sequence of the text (e.g.,
using important and necessary across sentences to link ideas). Synonyms are integral lexical units
that help maintain a language’s unique characteristics and offer considerable expressive versatility.

Key words: lexical semantics; diachronic linguistics; linguistic variation; expressive language;
semantic nuance; literary style; cross-linguistic analysis.

Synonyms are lexical units that reflect nuanced semantic distinctions within a
shared core meaning. In English, as in most natural languages, absolute synonymy is
virtually nonexistent. Even when two lexemes enter the language independently to
denote the same referent, diachronic semantic evolution invariably leads to subtle di-
vergences in connotation, register and contextual appropriateness.

The emergence of synonymy can be primarily attributed to two overarching lin-
guistic processes:

1. Educational and Cognitive Expansion: As scientific inquiry and human cogni-
tion advance, language incorporates new terms to accommodate increasingly abstract
or refined conceptualizations.

2. Lexical Borrowing: Foreign lexemes are assimilated into the native lexicon as
a result of socio-historical interactions such as conquest, trade or intellectual ex-
change.

In the formative stages of linguistic development, a tendency toward expressive
diversification emerges, typically through three mechanisms:

a) semantic broadening

Originally monosemous lexemes frequently evolve into polysemous entities, ac-
quiring multiple related meanings. This semantic expansion, while enriching expres-
sion, can introduce ambiguity, thereby necessitating the development of new lexemes
or the narrowing of existing ones. For instance, the Old English word dumb initially
denoted stupid, but gradually came to signify individuals who refrained from speech
in public, and eventually those physically incapable of speaking. In contemporary
English, dumb may also convey voluntary silence or emotional restraint. The seman-
tic field of dumbness now includes associations such as quiet, uncomplaining, indif-
ferent, forbearing, and forgiving, illustrating how a word’s denotative meaning can
shift toward an array of connotative interpretations.
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b) analogical extension

Lexical items often undergo metaphorical or functional extension. For instance,
while middle designates the center of a physical object, heart is metaphorically con-
strued as the emotional or spiritual core - yielding idiomatic expressions like the heart
of England. Similarly, brightness, which literally refers to visual luminosity, is meta-
phorically employed to denote intellectual acumen, establishing functional synonymy
with intelligence. Such analogical transformations are especially characteristic of the
English linguistic psyche.

¢) associative shift

Words may acquire novel meanings through socio-cultural and contextual asso-
ciation. A king, for example, wears a crown and sits on a throne, allowing these sym-
bols to metaphorically represent monarchical authority - as in expressions like loyalty
to the crown. Similarly, the literary figure Lothario, originating from Nicholas
Rowe’s “The Fair Penitent” has become emblematic of a seductive libertine, owing to
narrative association [1, p. 15].

Synonymy is fundamentally motivated by the pursuit of stylistic richness and
lexical variety. Modern English exhibits an especially dense synonymic network, fa-
cilitating the articulation of refined semantic nuances. This is especially salient in the
distinction between emotionally resonant and technically precise vocabulary. Consid-
er the contrast between native English terms such as motherhood, fatherly, and man-
ly, which carry emotive and cultural associations, and their Romance-derived coun-
terparts maternity, paternal, parental, male and masculine which are generally more
clinical and restricted in usage. For example, while motherhood connotes nurturing
and emotional bonding, maternity is typically limited to biological childbirth. Simi-
larly, fatherly implies kindness and moral presence, whereas paternal relates to legal
responsibility or lineage.

These distinctions underscore the necessity for precise synonym selection in dis-
course, as different terms carry divergent stylistic, cultural and emotional implica-
tions. A notable trend in modern English prose is the preferential use of Romance-
origin synonyms over native alternatives. However, language purists caution that
such choices may undermine clarity and alienate readers unfamiliar with foreign-
derived terminology, since native lexemes tend to resonate more directly with the lin-
guistic intuition of the average speaker.

Therefore, synonymy 1s not merely a linguistic ornament but a core mechanism
for semantic enrichment. Given that no pair of synonyms is truly interchangeable
across all contexts, synonym selection demands heightened linguistic sensitivity and
contextual awareness. Comparative literary analysis across languages - such as Eng-
lish and Azerbaijani - further demonstrates the cultural embeddedness of synonymic
usage and the necessity of cross-linguistic understanding in semantic interpretation.

Language, being inherently dynamic, perpetually oscillates between form and
meaning. If we consider the lexical field of sad, encompassing sorrow, gloom, trage-
dy, and despair or the semantic network surrounding love, including charity, friend-
ship, affection, passion, tenderness, devotion, amour and [ust we may see each term
introduces a distinct emotional or stylistic shade and none can serve as a perfect sub-
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stitute for another. Writers skillfully leverage this semantic range to enrich their tex-
tual expression [3, p. 156].

For example, the poet Robert Herrick’s line - “Bid me to live, and I will live, thy
Protestant to be” - deploys Protestant in a singular, poetic context that defies syno-
nymic replacement. Likewise, Charles Dickens’s phrase - “as though they themselves

were notoriously immortal” — exploits the ironic juxtaposition of notoriously and
immortal, creating a rhetorical effect unattainable through more neutral alternatives
[7, p. 61].

Moreover, synonyms may exhibit divergence in stylistic tone and emotional va-
lence. When differences in register or nuance are pronounced, such terms are classi-
fied as stylistic synonyms. Among these, contextual synonyms hold particular signif-
icance. Unlike dictionary-defined equivalents, contextual synonyms acquire syno-
nymic function only within specific discursive settings. Context confers unique emo-
tional and evaluative undertones upon a word, elevating its pragmatic function and
facilitating both semantic precision and stylistic variety. This mechanism aids in
avoiding redundancy and allows for more nuanced expression of the author’s stance.

Contextual synonymy manifests through various stylistic devices. Synonym
pairs frequently observed in English, they are employed for emphasis and rhetorical
amplification. Additionally, synonymous clusters may appear within a passage, a
technique known as semantic reinforcement. Writers also utilize synonymous varia-
tion, which permits differentiated articulation of concepts without repetition and even
non-synonymous terms may acquire temporary synonymy in specific contexts, en-
riching the text’s expressive depth [7, p. 125].

Strategic synonym use is especially encouraged in stylistic domains where per-
sonal expression and creativity are foregrounded such as literary prose, journalism
and narrative nonfiction, though it is less applicable in rigid genres like scientific or
legal discourse.

The abundance of synonymous resources in English enables authors to navigate
multiple dimensions of meaning with precision and aesthetic sensitivity. Beyond the
lexical level, syntactic synonymy further enhances expressive capacity, as varied syn-
tactic constructions allow for flexible rephrasing of ideas. Poetic devices such as met-
aphor and personification often give rise to stylistic synonymy, especially within lit-
erary texts. For instance, describing flames rising toward the sky as reaching like a
pole transforms a simple physical phenomenon into a vivid, figurative expression [2,
p. 63].

Stylistic synonyms, while semantically proximate, differ in pragmatic, emotion-
al and connotative dimensions. They are context-dependent rather than interchangea-
ble and their inappropriate substitution may result in communicative distortion. For
example, the lexical pairs children - infants or dad - father illustrate how choice of
synonym can signal different levels of formality, intimacy or cultural framing.

Text is not only composed of sentences, text is also the unity of cohesion and
coherence. If coherence and cohesion do not exist in the text, it can absolutely not be
understood. If we look at I. R. Galperin’s explanation of cohesion: “Cohesion is one
of the rich and various means in literary works. The logical, psychological, and for-
mal -structural types of cohesion are so numerous that in some texts, it is difficult to
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give them a taxonomic character. To fully reveal the difference of cohesion in a liter-
ary text, it is first necessary to separate it into its components. Distant cohesion, in
general, is characteristic only of literary works” [4, p. 75].

Cohesion, while based on formal relations between words and sentences, is di-
vided into two groups: lexical and grammatical. M.A.K. Halliday and R. Hasan di-
vide grammatical cohesion into four classes. These are: reference, substitution, ellip-
sis, conjunction [5, p. 4].

Reference itself is divided into two types: endophora and exophora. Endophora
relates to the situation, exophora relates to the text. Endophora also has two types:
anaphora and cataphora. Anaphora is a reference to the preceding text, cataphora is a
reference to the following text. As an example:

/The girl is cooking /// She is 18 years old // In the given example, the pronoun
“she” in the second sentence refers to the word “the girl” in the previous sentence,
and for this reason, it is called anaphoric reference. Let’s look at another example:

/After her arriving home, my sister cooked a cake// in this sentence, “her” is
considered a cataphoric reference, because it refers to the phrase “my sister”.

Substitution is the replacement of one word with another, and ellipsis is the
omission of words. For example, in English, /one/, /ones/, /same/, /do/, /did/, /so/,
/not/ can be classified as substitution:

- Which flowers do you like? - The red ones.

“A large caravan was moving ahead of them - carriages, and many people walk-
ing behind the carriages”.

Conjunction arranges the elements in the text in logical sequence. The role of
conjunction in creating cohesion is more significant.

Common nouns, reiteration and other lexical connections used to create cohe-
sion are classified as lexical cohesion. Common nouns have references to the main
noun class as small groups. As an example, the words /human/, /place/, /fact/ can be
shown.

In general, one of the forms of lexical cohesion related to the repetition of lex-
emes, the use of common nouns for reference to the previous lexeme, and the use of
synonyms is reiteration. Let’s look at the examples:

/There were lots of colourful flowers in her garden//

/One day she picked all pink flowers//

/Education i1s important for our future//

/It 1s necessary to study//

The word “flowers™ is a repetition, and the synonyms “important, necessary” in
the given examples play a role in the creation of lexical cohesion. If one lexeme re-
fers to another lexeme it is related to by being a general referent, this is reiteration.

However, lexical cohesion is not only achieved through two lexemes with the
same referent. For example,

/This child is very curious//

/Children like watching TV//

/On Sundays children play in the yard//

The words /child/ and /children/ in the given examples do not have the same ref-
erent. As can be seen, lexical cohesion is achieved with comparative reference.

316



CDYHKI_II/IOHaJ'IBHaH JIMHIBUCTUKA U KOMMYHHKAaIUs: BbI3OBbBI U IIEPCIICKTUBLI

Coherence, defined as the deep-seated semantic and conceptual connectivity of a
text, encompasses both linguistic and substantially extralinguistic dimensions. It con-
sistently manifests at the surface level through explicit linguistic markers. Under ap-
propriate contextual conditions, even a seemingly disjointed sequence of words and
sentences may be interpreted as a coherent discourse by the recipient, thereby facili-
tating its meaningful perception. Coherence is also the continuum and logical se-
quence in the text. The general principle of the interpretation of language in context is
coherence. Coherence refers to the semantic unity created between the ideas, sentenc-
es, paragraphs, and sections in the writing and allows the reader to understand the
text. Coherence is the semantic relation that is formed by the interpretation of each
sentence in the discourse, which involves the connection between the text, the writer,
and the reader, being consistent with the interpretation of the other sentences.

In textual composition, the realization of cohesion is contingent upon the dy-
namic interaction between cohesive devices and coherence, shaped by the communi-
cative intent of the author. The structural components of a text maintain reciprocal
connections, contributing to its overall unity. Within the domain of text linguistics,
scholarly attention predominantly centers on the mechanisms that integrate individual
elements into a cohesive and coherent whole.

In modern linguistics, every linguistic code is analyzed from the perspective of
its communicative function. As a result, text is viewed not as a static unit, but as a
communicative unit with shifting boundaries.

Every text has a manner in which it is written, and this is its style. Texts are
clothed in a stylistic mantle. The problem of functional styles began to attract atten-
tion as a special direction in linguistic research from the beginning of the 20" century
in the works of [.A. Baudouin de Courtenay, E.D. Polivanov, V.V. Vinogradov, L.P.
Yakubinsky, and others. Work on functional styles was carried out as a result of the
idea of the theory of language functional styles in the research of I.R. Galperin, I.V.
Arnold, O.S. Akhmanova, V.A. Kukharenko, O.G. Rizel, M.N. Kozhina, and other
linguists. The functionalization of language in various spheres of society’s activities
has become the subject of many recent studies, and the problem of differentiating the
division of language into functional styles has been central to many works. Alongside
this, a number of studies on style were conducted in the 20" century, and it was ap-
proached from the viewpoints of monism, dualism, and pluralism. Among these ap-
proaches, style - as “the dress of thought™ and style - as a method of expression gen-
erate particular interest. The metaphor /Dress of thought/ generates interest. S. Wes-
ley presents it like this:

“Style is the dress of thought, a modest dress” [8, p. 18].

Synonymy is not the trivial notion of lexical interchangeability, it is a funda-
mental linguistic process that facilitates semantic density, stylistic variation and
communicative specificity. It is essential to the build-up of layered textual meaning,
the transmission of cultural nuance and the establishment of reader engagement.

Finally, synonyms, as integral lexical units that form the foundation of a lan-
guage’s vocabulary and embody its unique characteristics, play a pivotal role in
maintaining linguistic identity. They offer considerable expressive versatility — min-
imizing redundancy, enhancing semantic precision, eliciting emotional or stylistic
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resonance, and clarifying nuanced meanings. Evidently, lexical synonymy occupies
an essential place in the organization and stylistic enrichment of literary texts, under-
scoring its indisputable contribution to textual cohesion and expressive depth.
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