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CooTHOLICHUS MEKAY MOJUCEMHUE 1 OMOHUMHUEH

U npodsieMa ux pasrpaHudeHM st
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HOKTOp (i)I/IJIOJ'IOFI/IquKI/IX HayK, IMpCIoJaBaTciib Ka(i)ellpbl PYCCKOTO A3bIKA,

[[TaHbCHICKNIT YHUBEPCUTET,
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e-mail: glj827@163.com

HOHHC@MI/IH, T.€. MHOI'OBHAYHOCTb, U CXOOHOC JICKCUYCCKOC ABJICHUEC — OMOHU-

MU, KaK Ba>XHBIC 4aCTHU pYCCKOf/i JICKCHUKOJIOTHH, BBI3BIBAIOT 00JIBIIIOE BHUMA-

HUE y HCClleoBaTeNell U JTMHBUCTOB. JlaHHas cTarhs MOCBsIIEHA pa3padoTKe

COOTHOIICHUN MEXy MOJUCEMUEN U OMOHUMHUEN Ha OCHOBE U3YUYCHUS UX I10-

HATUN 1 0COOEHHOCTEN U TPOOJIEMEe pa3rpaHUUYEHUS MOJTUCEMAHTUYHBIX U OMO-

HHMMHYHBIX CJIOB.

KiaroueBbie cjioBa

HOJII/ICCMI/IH, OMOHUMMUA, PATrPAHUYCHUC IMOJIUCCMAHTUYHBIX I OMOHUMHWYHBIX

CJIOB, KPUTEPHH.

BBenenue

Ilomcemus o3Ha4aeT CcrocoO-
HOCTH CJIOBA UMETh OJTHOBPEMEHHO He-
CKOJIbKO 3Ha4eHMH. SIBJICHME TTOJIUCEMUH,
WJIM MHOTO3HAYHOCTH, OTHOCUTCS K YHC-
Jy BaXXHEHUIINX MPOOJIEM JIEKCUKOIOTHUU

" IIOCTOAHHO HAXOAUTCS B LICHTPC BHU-

MaHHUsI TIMHIBUCTOB. OMOHUMMUS — 3TO CO-
BII4/ICHUE B 3By4aHUU U HAIIMCAHWUH CJIOB,
Pa3IUYHBIX 10 3HaUYeHWI0. O0a AT MOHS-
THS KaK BaKHbBIC YAaCTH JIEKCUKH PYCCKOTO
SI3bIKA CTAHOBSITCS] BAXKHBIM OOBEKTOM HC-
CJIEIOBAHUM 1O PYCCKOU JIEKCUKOJIOTUU.
OOBIYHO CYMTAIOT, YTO OMOHHU-

MHS BHCIIHC HAIIOMHMHACT MHOI'O3HA4-
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HocTh. Haunnas ¢ 20-30-x rogoB XX B.
po0JIeMy COOTHOIIIEHUS OMOHHUMHH M
MOJINCEMUU UCCIIEAYIOT MHOTHE PYCCKHE
JIMHTBUCTHI BCJICICTBUE aHAJIOTUYHOCTHU
IBYyX siBJieHU. Oco00ro BHUMAaHUS B UC-
CJIEOBAHUM ONPEACIICHUS] U pa3rpaHu-
YEHUS MOJIUCEMUN U OMOHUMUU PYCCKO-
IO sI3bIKA 3aCITY>KUBAIOT PaOOTHI MHOTHX
BBIJAIOIIMXCS JJUHTBUCTOB, B TOM YHCJIC
B. B. Bunorpanosa, [[. H. IlImenena,
1. O. Pozenrans, M. A. TeleHKOBOMH,
O. C. AxMaHOBO# U Jp.

B nanHoii pabote aBTop aHAIU3U-
pYyeT HOHSTHUS IMOJIUCEMHH U OMOHUMUU,
COOTHOIIEHUSI MEXJTY HUMH Ha OCHOBE
W3YYCHUS JIMHTBUCTUYECKOU JIMTEpaTy-
PBI, C 1IeJIbI0 pa3pabOTKH CIIOCOOOB pa3-
IPAaHUYCHUS ITUX TECHO CBSA3aHHBIX JICK-

CUYECKUX SIBJICHUMU.

IHoHaTua MoJUCEMUH U

OMOHMMHUH

Jlnst Toro, 4TOOBI CUCTEMHO OT-
TPAaHUYUTH KOHIIENTHI «IOJTHCEMUSD) U
«OMOHUMHUS», MIPEXKIE BCEro, HE0OXO -
MO pa300parbcsi B UX OMPEACICHUSX U
0COOCHHOCTSIX.

B cnoBapsix JIMHTBUCTHYECKUX
tepmuHoB [[.D. Pozentans u O.C. Ax-
MAaHOBOM JaHbl OJMHAKOBBIE ONpEAeIe-
Hust nonucemun: «Ilomucemust (U3 Tp.

poly — MHOTrO, sema — 3HaK) — HaJIn4ue y

OJIHOTO U TOTO k€ cJioBa (y JaHHOU eau-
HULBl IJJAHA BBIPAKEHUS, XapaKTEpH-
3yrolencs BceMu (OpMalIbHBIMU MPHU-
3HAKaMU CJI0BA) HECKOJIBKUX CBS3aHHBIX
MEXKy cO00M 3HaUEHUM, 0OBIYHO BO3HU-
KaloUIUX B PE3YJIbTaTe€ BHJIOW3MEHEHHS
U Pa3BUTHUSI IEPBOHAYAIILHOTO 3HAUYCHMUS
3TOTrO clioBa» [AxmaHoBa, 1966, 335].

[IpuBenemM npumep NOJUCEMUMU:
CJIOBO «3eM.i51» B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM
SI3bIKE UMEET CJIeyIoIIe 3HaueHus: 1.
Haszpanue mianetsl, Tperbeil or CoiH-
ua. 3Jemis epawjaemcs 60Kpye C80ell
ocu; 2. Cyma (B OTIMYHE OT BOAHOTO
npocTpaHcTBa). Mopennasamenu 0o-
cmuenu naxoney 3emau; 3. [lousa, Bepx-
HUW cJoil 3eMHOU Kopbl. Obpabomka
semau; 4. Poixiioe TeMHO-Oypoe Berlie-
CTBO, BXO/IAIIIEE B COCTaB 3€MHOU KOPHI.
Cmewams 3emaio ¢ neckom, 5. Crpa-
Ha, TOCYHapCTBO. 3amopcKkue 3emau,; 6.
Tepputopusi ¢ yroabsiMu, HaXoJsIIAsACs
B 4YbEM-JMOO BJIAJICHUH, IOJIb30BAHUMU.
Konxosunas 3emns. [Po3enranb, Tenen-
koBa, 2002, 129]. Kak BuiHO U3 npume-
pa, COBpEMEHHAsI IEKCUKOJIOTHS BUIUT B
MHOT'O3HAQUHOCTH CJIOB MX CIIOCOOHOCTH
K CEMaHTHUYECKOMY BapbUPOBAHUIO U
peanu3anyio TOro Uil WHOTO 3HAYCHUS
CJIOBa OCYUIECTBIIIFOT KOHTEKCT, CUTYya-
[Ys WA TEeMaTUKa PEeUu.

Mexny 3HaueHUSIMU MHOTO3HA4-

HOI'O CJIOBAa CYUIECTBYET ONpEIeIeHHAs
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CEMaHTHUYECKasl CBA3b, BbIPAXKAIOIIAS-
Cs B HAJIMUYUM Y HUX OOIIUX JIEMEHTOB
cmbicia — ceMm. [lommcem, T.e. momuce-
MaHTHUYHOE CJIOBO — ATO OJIHO CJIOBO, Y
KOTOPOTO €CTh HECKOJIBKO CBSI3aHHBIX
MEXy coO0H 3HAYCHUM.

OnmHOM W3 THaBHBIX OCOOCHHO-
CTEli MHOTO3HAQUHOI'O CJIOBA SIBJISICTCS
TO, YTO OTAEJIbHbIC €r0 3HAYCHUS BCEIIa
CBSI3aHBI MEX Ty c000¥. BropuuHsle, me-
PEHOCHBIE 3HAYEHUS MOJTUCEMAHTUYHO-
IO CJI0Ba IPYNIUPYIOTCS BOKPYT OCHOB-
HOTO, KOTOPO€ OOBIYHO BBICTYIMAET Kak
CEMaHTUYECKOE SIPO.

B Hay4yHON W JIMHIBHCTHYECKOU
JUTEpaType CyIHOCTh OMOHUMUU TTOHU-
MaeTcs He 0iHO3HauYHO. OCHOBHOM pado-
TOM 10 ATOMY BOMPOCY SABJISIETCS CTaThs
B KypHaje «Bompochl S3bIKO3HAHUS
B.B. Bunorpamoa «O0 omMOHUMHUU U
CMEXKHBIX C Hel siBJIeHUsIX» 1968 1. B aTol
cratbe BuHOTpa/ioB JaeT omnpeesieHue
OMOHHUMHH U PA3TPAaHUUMBAET CMEKHBIC
¢ HeH sBieHMs. Po3eHTalnb cornamaercs
C TOYKOM 3peHus BuHOrpamosa u maer
cieAyloliee OINpeaeeHUe: OMOHUMMUS
(ot Tp. homos — onMHaKoBBIM, Onyma —
MMsI) — 9TO 3ByKOBOE M IPpaMMaTHUYECKOE
COBIIQJICHUE SI3BIKOBBIX €IMHUI], KOTO-
pble CEMAHTHUYECKH HE CBSI3aHBI JIPYT C
JIPYroM. A JIEKCUYE€CKHE OMOHHUMBI — 3TO
CJIOBa, KOTOPbIC 3ByYaT OJMHAKOBO, HO

HNMCIOT COBCPIICHHO PAa3HBIC 3HAYCHM .

B O0CHOBHOM TIOYTH BCE JTUHTBU-
CTBI MPU OTPENEIIEHUH OMOHHMOB MO~
YEPKUBAIOT, YTO OMOHHMHUYHBIE TIAphl —
ATO CJIOBA, COBITAJIAIOIINE 110 3BYYaHHUIO,
OJIMHAKOBBIE 110 CBOEH hopme, HO 3HaYe-
HUSI KOTOPBIX HUKAK HE CBSI3aHbI JIPYT C
JIPYTOM, T. €. HE CO/Iep>KaT HUKAKUX 00-
IIMX SJIE€MEHTOB CMbICIA, HUKAKUX 00-
MUX CEMAHTHYCCKUX Mpu3HakoB. OHU
IIPEJICTABIISIOT COOOM OT/IEIbHBIE, CAMO-

CTOATCIIBHBIC CJIOBA.

CooTHOMIEHUS MEXKITY

MOJIUCEeMHUuE 1 OMOHUMMUEN

PaccmoTpeB psinm onpeneneHui
KOHIIETITOB «IOJUCEMHUS» U «OMOHHU-
MUSI», JETKO OOHApYKUTb, YTO COOT-
HOILIIEHUSI MEXKJYy IOJIMCEMUEH U OMO-
HUMHEN TPENCTaBISAIOTCS JOCTATOYHO
CJIO’KHBIMU.

[Tonucemus — MHTEpECHEMIIIEE SIB-
JIEHHE B TUTaHE POOJIEMBI S3bIKA U MBbIILI-
JeHus. 3a MOJIMCEMHEN BCEerna CKpbl-
BACTCSl YCUJIME YEJIOBEYECKOW MBICIU B
MIOMCKAaX HOBBIX U HOBBIX CPEJCTB MO3HA-
HUS, BBIPAKEHNUS, DKCIIPECCUU. 32 OMOHU-
MUEN KE HUYETO HE CKPBIBACTCS, KPOME
urpsl cirydas. Kak 31o nomyyaercs?

Kak 6bu10 yk€ OTMEUEHO, TOJIH-
CEMHMSI 1 OMOHUMHUS BHEILIHE aHAJIOTUY-
Hbl. O0 MX BO3HHUKHOBEHHUU B PYCCKOM

a3bIke JIMHTBUCT A.M. CMUpHHULIKHAN TO-
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BOPHJI, UTO B SI3bIKE BCTPEUAKOTCS COBO-
KYITHOCTH MPOCTBIX 3HAKOB, COBIIAJIa0-
mux 1o ¢GopMe, HO Pa3TUYAIOIIUXCS TIO
conepxkanuto. Hekotopeie U3 3TUX mpo-
CTBIX 3HAKOB MOTYT OBbITh OObEIMHEHBI B
paMKax OJIHOTO CJIIOKHOTO 3HAKa, a HEKO-
TOpble HE MOTYT. B nekcukorpaduu st
IPOTUBOMNOCTABIICHUSI CIIOKHBIX U IPO-
CTBIX 3HAKOB MCHOJIB3YIOTCS TEPMUHBI
«IEKCEMa» U «IEKCHUKO-CEMAHTUYECKUI
BapuaHT». MOXHO CKa3arb, UTO Pa3HbIC
JIEKCUKO-CEMAHTUYECKUE BAPUAHTHI C CO-
BIajaroned GpopMoil oTHOCATCS JIMOO K
OJTHOM (CiTydail MOJUCEMHH, WJITH MHOTO-
3HAQYHOCTH), JIMOO K Pa3HbIM JIEKCeMam
(ciryyait OMOHUMUN).

OpgHuM u3 TJIaBHBIX (DAaKTOPOB,
ONPEIEIAIONIUM MPEIETbl MEKY MOTU-
CEeMMEH U OMOHUMMUEH, SBJISICTCS HaIu-
yyle CEMaHTUYECKOW CBs3U. llpm momm-
CEMUU pa3HbI€ 3HAYEHUsI OAHOTO CJIOBA
BCEr/Ia CBA3aHBI MEXKLy CO00i MO CMBbIC-
dy. DTa CBA3b MOXET OBITh Pa3IMYHOMN:
OCHOBaHHOM JIN0O Ha CXOJICTBE MpeaMe-
TOB, Ha3bIBAEMbIX OJHUM CIIOBOM, JINLOO
HAa CMEXHOCTH, JIMOO Ha OTHOIICHHUH
«4acThb — 1eoe». CKoIbKo Obl 3HAYUECHUH
HU MMEJI0 MHOTO3HAYHOE CIIOBO, KaK ObI
HU ObUIM Pa3HOOOpa3Hbl ATH 3HAYCHUS,
CJIOBO OcCTaeTcsi caMuM coOoi. Hampu-
Mep, y miaroja uomu B «ToJIKOBOM cl1o-
Bape pycckoro s3bika» C.A. Ky3Henosa

ykazano 30 3nauenuii [Ky3unenos, 2000,

375-376]. OnqHako OH MEHSIET 3HAYCHHUE,
OCTAaeTCsl BCE TEM K€ CaMbIM CIIOBOM,
MIOTOMY YTO Pa3HbIC €0 3HAYCHUS UMe-
FOT 0011e€e: 0003HaUYEHNE IBUKECHUS.

B omnnune ot nonucemMuu 3Have-
HUS OMOHUMUYHBIX CJIOB HE UMEIOT HUYe-
ro o0miero Mexy co0oil uiam »xe Obuias
CBSI3b M@Ky 3HAYCHUSIMH OMOHHUMOB C
TOYKH 3PEHUS COBPEMEHHOTO COCTOSTHUS
yTpadeHa. Crie1oBaTeNbHO, B CBSA3H C OT-
CyTCTBUEM COBMECTHOW CEMAHTHUYECKOMN
CBSI3M OMOHHMMBI, KaK MPaBHUIIO, NMPUBO-
JISITCSL B OTJICTBHBIX CIIOBAPHBIX CTAThIX
U CHaOXEHHBIE MOPSIAKOBHIM HOMEPOM:
bop' — ‘COCHOBBIH Jiec, paCTYIIHI Ha Cy-
XOM BO3BBIIICHHOM MecTe’; 6op’ — ‘XH-
MHUYECKUH DIIEMEHT, TBEPAOE KpHUCTal-
JIMYECKOE BEIIECTBO, BXOSIIIEE B COCTAB
MHOTHX MUHEpaJoB’; bop® — ‘crambHOe
ceepiio Oopmamuubl’ [Tam ke, 91]. A
3HAYEHUS MTOJIMCEMAHTHYHOTO CJIOBA J1a-
I0TCS B OJIHOM CTaThe C MOCIIETYIOIIIM
BBIJICICHUEM HECKOJIbKMX 3HAYCHUH
CJIOBA, KOTOPBIE JAOTCS MOl HOMEPAMHU.

B ocHOBHOM, HeNb3si HE corjia-
CUTBCSI C TEM, YTO OMOHUMHUS U TIOJIMCE-
MU — TIOHSATHS pa3HbIE, TAK)KE HEJIb3s HE
NPU3HATH U TOTO, YTO MOHSITHS 9TH UMEIOT
oOUIMil MpHU3HAK — pa3u4he 3HAUYECHUU
npu ToxkaecTBe ¢popmel. [laxke B orpene-
JICHHOU CTETICHH MOKHO CUUTATh, UYTO ATO
[103BOJIIET OOBEAUHUTHL UX B OOJIEe IIIH-

POKOC MMOHATHEC HCOAHOZHAYHOCTH.
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M3 MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIX BOIIPOCOB,
CBSI3aHHBIX C MPOOJIEMOI MOIUCEMHUH U
OMOHMMUH, OTHEIEHUE MHOTO3HAYHO-
CTH OT OMOHUMHHM TMPEJCTABIISIET HaU-
OOJIBIIYIO TPYIAHOCTh KaK MPHU CO3AaHUU
JIEKCUKOTpadUIeCKUX MOCOOUiA, Tak U B
MPaKTUKE W3YUYEHUs s3bIKA. TPYIHOCTH
CJI0KUJIACh BCIIEACTBUE TOTO, YTO OJTHUM
U3 MyTel BOBHUKHOBEHUSI OMOHHUMOB SIB-
JsieTcsl pacnaj MoJUCEMUHU.

Kak ormeuaer JI.H. IlImenes,
«CEMaHTHYECKOE €IMHCTBO CJIOBA 3a-
KJIFOYaeTcs <...> B ONPEAECIECHHOMN CBA3U
ATUX CAMOCTOSITENIbHBIX 3HAYEHUI IPYT C
JPYTOM U MX 3aKPEIUVIEHHOCTHU 34 OJTHUM
u TeM ke 3Hakom» [IlImenes, 1973, 76].
Nuaye roBopsi, €AMHCTBO O3HAYAEMOTIO
Y TIOJTUCEMUU 0a3UPyeTCsl Ha HATMYUHU
HETIPEPHIBHOM JIEPUBALIMOHHON CBSI3H,
OXBAaTBHIBAIOIICH MOCIEI0BATEIBHO BCE

CTPYKTYpPBI
MHOro3Ha4Horo cjiosa. Korna sra nemnpe-

JJIEMEHTHI CEMAHTUYECKOU

PBIBHOCTH HAPYIIAETCS XOTSI OBl B OTHOM
MECTE, BbIMAJET XOTs Obl OJHO 3BEHO,
o0OecrneynBaroluid 3Ty HENPEPhIBHOCTD,
TO CEMAHTUYECKOE CIIOBO HapyIIAeTCs,
U TPOUCXOTUT «pacmaj TOJHUCEMHM,
IpeBpalieHre MOJIMCEeMAaHTHYHOTO CIIO-
Ba B J[Ba HE CBSI3aHHBIX MEXAY COOOM
1952, 143—

152]. Takum oO0Opa3zoMm, BBIXOJAT TakK

omMoHuMMa [BunHorpanos,

Ha3bIBACMBIC «(CCMAHTHYCCKHC)» OMO-

HHUMBI.

OpHako pacxoKJIEHHME 3Haue-
HUW MHOTO3HAYHOTO CJIOBA MPOUCXOIUT
OYEHb MEJICHHO, U MTOATOMY IOSIBIICHHE
OMOHHMMOB HE BCErJa OCO3HaeTCs Kak
3aBepmmBIInics npouecc. B «Cmoape
OMOHHMMOB pycckoro sizpika» O.C. Ax-
MaHOBOM MPHUBEIEHO MHOTO OMOHHMOB,
MOSIBUBIIIUXCS B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE BCIIEI-
CTBHE pacraja IMOJUCEMUU, NPUIEM
aBTOpP OTMEYAET, YTO B 3HAYUTEILHOM
YuCJe CIy4yaeB OMOHMMUSI HaXOJUTCS B
COCTOSIHUU TIPOIECCOB «3aBEPIIMBIINX-
CS» U «HE3ABEPIIMBILINXCS) PACXOXKIE-
HUSl 3HAYCHUH; K TTOCIEIHUM OTHECEHBI
Takue Cciydad, Kak, Hamnpumep, o2ud-
Ooumvp’ — ‘6enbe’ u 2nadums’— ‘pedeHKa’;
80104UMbCs' — “BOJIOYUTHCS 110 3eMJIe’ U
80JI0YUMbCS’ — ‘BOJIOYUTHCS 32 JICBHUIIA-
MU’ U T. II.. [AxmaHOBa, 1986].

Tem He menee, B.11. AGaeB Ha-
3BIBACT CJIOBA, COOTHOCSIIIMECS MO KOH-
BEPCUHU, «MHHMBIMH OMOHUMaMU» U
XapaKTEePU3yeT UX KaK CITydan «JIEKCUKO-
CUHTAaKCHUYCCKOU MojuceMum» [Abaes,
1957, 39]. N.C. Teiuiep ToXKe CUMUTAET,
YTO «KOHBEPTHUPOBAHHBIE CIIOBA» HE SIB-
JISIFOTCS OMOHUMAaMHM, «M00 HET pa3phiBa
10 JIMHUU ceMaHTUKu» [Toimep, 1966,
3-4, 10].

Takum o006pazom, B 000K MoO-
MEHT B SI3bIKE OKa3bIBA€TCS MHOTO IIO-
IPaHUYHBIX CIIy4aeB U IPOMEKYTOUHbBIC

SBJICHHAA, KBaHI/I(l)I/IKaHI/IH KOTOPBIX HC
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MOKET HE BBI3BIBATH 3aTpyAHEHUN. OHU
MOTYT OBITh MO-Pa3HOMY HCTOJIKOBAHBI.
MHeHHa 3TUX Y4YEHBIX €lIe pa3 Moj-
TBEPKJAIOT CIOKHOCTh pa3rpaHUYCHUS
SABJICHU OMOHMMHH U TTOJMCEMUHU.

K Tomy ke nmonucemMusi 1 OMOHH-
MUl HHOTJ]a MOT'YT IIEPECEKAThCs IPYT C
JPYTOM: OMOHUM A, SIBJISISICH MHOTO3HAY-
HBIM CJIOBOM, OJTHOBPEMEHHO BCTYIIAET B
OTHOILIEHHS] OMOHUMHU C OJHO3HAYHBIM
cioBoM A°. B kadecTBe mpuMepa MOXKHO
PUBECTH OMOHHMMBI K704 U kou?’ [Ky3-
Henos, 2000, 434]:

Knwu', -a, M. 1. Meraummueckoe
IPUCIOCOOJICHHE IS 3aUPAHUS U OTIIU-
panus 3amka; 2. Opyaue, nprcrnocooe-
HUE JUIsl YKPETUICHHSI WM OTBUHUYUBAHUS
4yero-Ji., IpUBEAEHUS B JIEUCTBUE MeXa-
HU3MOB Pa3JINYHOIO pona; 3. YciIoBHAs
cuctema o0o3HaueHus OykB, Upp U T.
1., Ha KOTOPOM OCHOBAH CIOCO0 MmpoyTe-
HUSl KaKOro-JI. MU(POBAHHOTO TEKCTa;
4. My3. 3HaKk B Hadajle HOTHOM CTPOKH,
YCJIOBHO YKa3bIBAIOLIUA HOTY, MO BbI-
COTE KOTOPOM YCTaHABIIMBAETCSl BBICOT-
HOE TOJIOKEHUE JIPYTUX HOT; 5. ApXUT.
BepxHuil wimM cpenHuid KameHb, KOTO-
PBIM 3aMBIKAETCS CBOJ, WJIU apKa 3[aHus;
6. Kk uemy, uero. CpencTBo, BO3MOXKHOCTb
JUISL pa3rajikv, MOHUMaHUS Yero-JL., JJIs
OBJIJICHUS YEM-JI.

Knww?, -a, myx. p. Berommii u3

3C€MJIM UICTOYHHUK, POJHHUK.

ComtacHo «bonbIIOMYy TOJIKOBOMY
CJIOBAPIO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKaY MOJT peAAKIIUEH
C. A. Ky3HenoBa, nepBbIii U3 HUX — K1H0Y
nojMceMuueH (MHOTO3HA4YEH) U UMEET 6
HAYEHWI, a BTOPOM MOHOCEMHYEH. JTO
U €CThb Pe3yJIbTaT PEIICHUs JIEKCHKOTpa-
oM TpoOIEMBI PA3TUUYECHUST OMOHUMHU
n nomcemun. [llects 3HaueHu 00LEIN-
HEHBI B PaMKaX OJHOTO CJIOBA M MPOTUBO-
MIOCTaBJICHBI CEILBMOMY KaK JIpyroMy CJIO-
By. EcTecTBeHHO, 4TO cam JeKcukorpad,
NPUHUMAS B K&KIOM KOHKPETHOM CITy4ae
10100HOE pelleHHe, T0JHKEH OCHOBBIBATh-
Cs1 Ha OOIIHX IS BCETO SI3bIKA KPUTEPHSIX.
Bompoc B TOM, 10 KaKUM KPUTEPHUSM HX
TPYMITAPYIOT U KJIACCU(PUPYIOT?

KoneuHo, caenyer oTMETUTD, YTO
M10JIb30BATEb TOIIKOBOTO CJIOBAPS C ITOM
npo0JIeMON HEMOCPEACTBEHHO HE CTall-
KHUBAETCsl, TOCKOJIBKY UMEET JIEJI0 C YXKe

TOTOBBIM OIITMCAHUECM.

Cnoco0bI pasrpaHu4eHust

nmojiuceMuun 1 OMOHUMHUHU

C y4eToM NOABMKHOCTU TPaHMIL
MEXAY ATUMU JBYMSI KaTErOpHUsMH, I10-
ABJICHUA IIepexofa IMOJIMCEMaHTUYHOIO
CJIOBa B OMOHUMHUYECKYIO ITapy, JIMHIBU-
CTbI YKa3bIBAIOT HA HEOOXOAUMOCTb CTPO-
rOro pasrpaHU4eHMs] IByX aHAJIOTHYHBIX
nekcudeckux spiaeHuid. Camo mo cebe

pa3rpaHUYCHUE STUX SIBICHUM MPEICTAB-
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JISIETCSl BaKHBIM U TEOPETUYECKU, U IS
JeKCUKOTpadUIeCKON MPAKTUKH.

[Tpu 5TOM OHA M3 TIIABHBIX 3a4a4
IpU PACCMOTPEHUU B3aUMOOTHOIICHHUS
MEXKJYy MOJUCEMHUEN W OMOHUMHUEH —
OTIpEJICIICHHE KPUTEPHUEB U BBISBICHHE
cn1oco0O0B UX pa3rpaHUYECHUSI.

B pa3paborke crnoco6oB otrpa-
HUYEHUSI MHOTO3HAYHOCTU OT OMOHHU-
MHUU OCYUIIECTBJIECHBI HEKOTOPHIE HE CO-
BCEM ylauHble nonbITKU. Hampumep, B
OTIENBHBIX PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX CIIOBAPSIX
OOBEKTUBHBIM KPUTEPUEM OMOHUMHU
WHOT/IA CUMUTAETCS pa3nuyue B Habope
rpaMMaTHYECKUX KaTeropuid njisg JIBYX
JIEKCUYECKUX 3HaueHuit: cp. uac' (Oe3
ghopmut €0.4.) — ‘OTPE30K BpEMEHU U Ua-
cbl’ — ‘MHCTPYMEHT JIJIsl U3MEPEHUS Bpe-
MEHU’; WIH pa3inyue B criocodax BbIpa-
KEHUS TPAMMATUYECKUX KaTeropui Mmpu
pasHBIX 3HAUCHUSIX: Cp. necmpemv’
‘mectperom, Hanpumep, Boanu necmpe-
rom yeemvl.” U necmpemv’ — ‘TIECTPAM,
Hanpumep, l[lecmpam aguwu Ha cme-
Hax’. B psne ciiydyaeB Takue rpamma-
TUYECKHE WIH MOP(HOHOIOTUYECKUE
paznuyus JIEUCTBUTEIILHO COITyTCTBY-
IOT TOJIHOMY HECXOJICTBY JIEKCHUECKUX
3HAYEHUH, HO ATOT NapayIeanu3M UMEeT
MecCTO He Bcerna. B yactHocTu, U B 3Ha-
YEHUSX CYLIECTBUTEIBHBIX YacC — Yacwyl,
U B 3HAUCHUSX IJIATOJIOB necmperom —

necmpsnt €CTb HCCOMHCHHBIC O6H_[I/Ie

4acTu — ‘BpeMs’ U ‘TECTPOE’, MOITOMY
OIICHKA COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX EIUHHUII KaK
OMOHUMHUYHBIX TPUXOJUT B MPOTUBOpE-
YHe C ONpeIeIeHnEM OMOHUMHUH.
COBpEMEHHON  JIMHTBUCTHUKOU
BbIpa0OTaHbl HIKE YKa3aHHBIE CIIOCO-
Obl pa3rpaHUYEHUs OMOHUMHH U MHOT'O-
3HAYHOCTH, IIOMOTAIOIINE Pa3IEIUTh
3HAYEHUs OJHOTO M TOTO K€ CJI0OBa

OMOHHMOB.

CemanTHUYeCKHUN CIIOCOD IPH
Pa3srpaHUYeHUH MOJUCEMUHN U

OMOHMMHUH

B yueonuke J[.H. [lImeneBa npu-
BOJIUTCS JIOBOJIbHO aOCTPaKTHOE IIO-
HSTUE CEMAHTHYECKOW CBSI3U, KOTOpas
PUCYTCTBYET Y MOJIUCEMUHU, HO OTCYT-
CTBYET Y OMOHUMUH, SIBJISASICh IJIABHBIM
KPUTEPHUEM PA3IUUNS MEKY HUMH.

KonkpeTHee roBopsi, moiarceMaH-
TUYHOE CJIOBO JACHCTBUTEIBHO 00JIaaeT
MHOKE€CTBOM pa3HbIX 3HAYEHUH, OJTHAKO
BCE€ OTH 3HAYCHHUS NPENCTABISAIOT CO-
OOl JNMILIb pa3HbIe peaau3aliu, pa3Hble
NPOSIBIICHUSI €AMHOTO CEMaHTHYECKO-
ro I1eJI0r0, WJIH, MOJb3YsCh TEPMUHOM
A.N. CMHUpHHIIKOTO, pa3HbIE JIEKCHKO-
CEMaHTUYECKHE BapHaHThl CJIOBA. OTH
BapUaHThl MOTYT Pa3jiu4arbCs MEXIY
co00ii Mo TucTpuOyIuu, Mo y4acTUIO B

CHHOHMMMHNYCCKHUX HJIN cn03006pa303a-
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TEJIBHBIX psfax (YTO W 3aTPyIHSET UX
OTTPAHUYEHUE OT OMOHHMOB), HO MPH
BCEM 3TOM OHU B3aMMOCBSI3aHbl, 00pa3y-
I0T €IMHYI0 CUCTEMY, KOTOpasi U BBHICTY-
I1aeT B KAY€CTBE 03HAYAEMOI'0 CJIOBECHO-
ro sI3bIKOBOTO 3HaKa. OgHU BapuaHT U3
3HAUEHUW MPEANOJIAraeT Apyroe, Mexay
HUMU HET HEMPEOJOIUMON IpaHUIlbl. A
3HAQUCHHUS CJIOB-OMOHMMOB BCErja B3a-
MMHO MCKJIFOYAIOT JIPYT JIpyTa.

31ech «cem» J1aeT OCHOBAHHUE
CUHMTATh UX 3HAYCHUSIMU OJIHOT'O CJIOBA B
OTJIWYHE OT 3HAUCHUU CJIOB-OMOHHMMOB.
[IpyuHIMNIMATBEHOE  pA3IUuUe  MEXKIY
HHUMMU 3aKJIFOYAETCSA B TOM, YTO TP OMO-
HUMUHU Mbl UMEEM JI1€JI0 C pa3HbIMU O3Ha-
YaeMbIMHU, TOTA Kak MpU MOJIUCEMUU
O3Ha"YaeMoe€ OJHO U TO KeE.

B kauecTBe nmpumepa noauceMuun
[IImeneB mpUBOIUT CIOBO «cTeHa». [lo-
CJI€ MEPEUYUCIIEHUSI €r0 3HAYEHUM, KOTO-
pbI€ BBIICISAIOTCS B TOJKOBBIX CIOBapsiX,
Jimutpuit HukonaeBud aenaet BBIBOA, UTO
0o0IIMII CEMaHTUUYECKHUI DIIEMEHT 3€ECH
MOKET OBITh OIpe/IeIeH KaK «BePTUKAIIb-
Has Mperpaja, OTAesIonas YTo-Toy.

Kpurepnii ycTaHOBIEHNS CEMaH-
TUYECKUX OMOHHMOB I10 OJHOM JIUIIIB OT-
JAJICHHOCTH 3HAYEHUI CIIOBA, MpeJIyiara-
eMbIii OOJIBIIIMHCTBOM HCCIIEIOBATEIIEH,
SBJISIETCS  HEOOXOAMMBIM  ITPU3HAKOM,
CBHJICTEIIbCTBYIOIIIUM 00 OMOHHUMHUH.

Opnnako ¢ kpurepueM «llImeneBoro» ce-

MaHTUYECKOTO TMpHU3HAKA COIVIAIIAIOTCS
HE Bce. [leMCTBUTENBHO, Kak ompeine-
JIUTh, UMEETCSI UM HET OOIIMN ceMaH-
TUYECKUU IIEMEHT?

NHorna BBICKA3bIBAETCA COMHE-
HUE B IIPAaBOMEPHOCTHU 3a4MCIICHUS B
Pl OMOHUMOB OTHEIbHBIX ciioB. Cpe-
I HauOosiee OMM3KUX K OMOHHMHUU
FO.Jl. Anpecsan Ha3bpiBaeT meTadopuye-
CKH MOTUBHPOBAaHHYO MMOJIMCEMHUIO THUIIA
nonamka: 1. 4acTe Tena; 2. opyame s
xonanus. CYUTAIOT, YTO Y ITUX IOJIKCE-
MOB OOIIHI ceMaHTUUYECKUi npu3Hak. C
ATOW TOYKH 3PEHUS JTAXKE KIACCUUYECKUUN
pUMEp OMOHUMHH «Koca’' — ‘Tipudecka’;
Koca’ — ‘MHCTPYMEHT ; Koca® — ‘Toj0cKa
CYIIIH’.» OKa3bIBACTCSl HE OECCIIOPHBIM,
[IOTOMY YTO MEXAY STUMHU TPEMSI CTOJIb
pPa3IMUHBIMU OOBEKTAMH MOXHO YCMO-
TPETh OIPEJIEICHHOE BHEIIHEE CXOJI-
CTBO: “HEYTO y3KO€ U JJIMHHOE .

[TosToMy HEOOXOAUMBI, KpOMeE
CEMAaHTUYECKOTO, €le KaKhe-TO BHEII-
HUE MPU3HAKHU, TIOMOTAKOUIME YTOUHUTD
pazivuusi MEXIy CXOAHBIMHM JIEKCHUYe-

CKHNMU ABJIICHUSAMMU.

Jlekcuveckuii cnocod npu
Pa3srpaHUYeHUH MOJUCEMUHN U

OMOHMMHUH

E.M. Tankunna-®enopyk cuura-

CT HaJIMYHC Yy CJIOB pPA3JIMYHBIX CHHO-
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HUMOB (Hapsily C CEMaHTHYECKOW OT-
NAJCHHOCThIO 3HAYCHHM) MPU3HAKOM
TOT0, YTO CJIOBO pacnajioCch HAa OMOHUMBI
[[ankuna-Penopyk, 1954, 57]. Iloato-
My TOSIBIISIETCSI U JIEKCHUECKUH CIOC00
pasrpaHUYeHHsI MHOTO3HAYHOCTH U OMO-
HUMHH, KOTOPBIM 3aKITHOYACTCS B BbISB-
JICHUW CHHOHUMHYECKHUX CBSI3€l OMOHU-
MOB M TOJIMCEMaHTa. Eciu cO3By4YHBIE
€IMHUIIBI BXOAAT B OMH CUHOHUMUYE-
CKMM psAll, TO y PAa3HbIX 3HAYECHUH €IlIe
COXPAHSETCS CeMaHTHUYeCKas OJIM30CTh
U, CJIEOBAaTENIbHO, PaHO TOBOPUTH O
nepepacTaHu MHOTO3HAYHOCTH B OMO-
HuMHIO0. Eciu 'ke y HUX CHHOHHUMBI pas-
HBIE, TO MEepe] HAMU OMOHUMBI.

Hanpumep, cioBo xopennou! B
3HAQUYEHHUH ‘KOPEHHOM KUTEIb’ UMEET CU-
HOHUMBI UCKOHHbBIU, OCHOBHOU; A KOPEH-
HOU’ B 3HAYEHUU ‘KOPEHHOM BOMpOC’ —
CUHOHUM e2nagHbii. CoBa OCHOBHOM M
IJIaBHBIN — CHHOHUMHYHBI, CJIEIOBATEIb-
HO, TIepe/]l HAaMHU JIBa 3HAUCHUS OJIHOTO U
TOTO K€ CJIOBA.

A BOT HHOM TIpUMED: CIIOBO XYool
B 3HAYECHWU ‘HE YMUTAHHBIA 0OpazyeT
CUHOHUMUYECKHUH PsiJI C IpUIaraTesibHbI-
MU MOWUl, WYnislid, CyXonapbwli, Cyxot,
a XYoo’ — ‘TUIICHHBIN TOJI0KUTEIIbHBIX
KaueCTB’ — C IpPWJIArareJIbHbIMU HI0XO,
ckeeprulil, oypHou. CioBa TOIIUN, IIIy-
IUTBIA U Ip. HE CUHOHUMU3UPYIOTCS CO

CJIOBaMHU IUJIOXOW, CKBEPHBIN. 3HAYMT,

paccMarpuBacMbIC JICKCUYCCKUC CIWHH-

bl CAMOCTOATCIIbHBI, T. €. OMOHHUMMHWYHBI.

Mopdosoruueckuid cnocod npu
pa3srpaHM4YeHHUH MOJUMCEMUHU U

OMOHMMHUH

[Tpumensierca eme mopdonoru-
YECKHI CMoco0 pa3rpaHuYEHUUsT ABYX
CXOIHBIX SIBICHUM.

M. C.T'yprrueBau b. A. Cepebpen-
HUKOB OTMEUYAIOT TIOSIBJICHUE OMOHUMUH B
TEX CIydasiX, KOrJa pacIieIuICHUIO 3Ha4e-
HUIA CJIOBA COIMyTCTBYET 00pa30BaHUE HO-
BBIX CJIOBOOOPA30BATENIHLHBIX IIEHTPOB, HE
CBSI3aHHBIX MEXIy COOOH CeMaHTUYeCKU
[['ypbrueBa, CepeOpennukoB, 1953, 18].
Tak, MHOTO3HAYHBIC CJIOBA W OMOHHMBI
XapaKTepU3YIOTCsl pa3IMYHBIM CJIOBOOOpa-
30BaHueM. JIekcnueckue equHUIIbI, UMEO-
IIMe psiji 3HAYCHUH, 00pa3ytoT HOBBIE CIIO-
Ba C MOMOIIIBIO OJTHUX U TeX ke aPPUKCOB.
Hanpumep, cyiiectButenbHbie x1e6’ —
‘XJICOHBIN 371aK’ ¥ X710’ — ‘TIUILIEBOM Mpo-
JIYKT, BBIIICKAEMBIA W3 MYKH , 00pazyroT
npuiiarareibHoe ¢ MOMOIIbI0 cyddukca
-H-; Cp. COOTBETCTBEHHO: XJI€OHble 6CXO-
Ovl U XxnebHwlil 3anax. lHoe crnoBooOpa-
30BaHUE CBOMCTBEHHO OMOHHMaM X)0ou’
¥ Xy0ot’. Y TIEpBOTO MPOU3BOIHEIC CIIOBA
Xyno0a, MoXy/leTh, XyIIOUIHA; Y BTOPOTO —
YXYALLUTb, YXYIILIEHHE. ITO yOSKIAEeT B UX

[TIOJIHOM CEMAHTUYECKOM 000COOJICHUH.
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Y OMOHMUMOB W MHOTO3HAYHBIX
CJIOB, KpOME TOTO, M pasziuyHoe Qop-
MOOOpa3oBaHue; cp. xyooiu’ — xyoee, xy-

oo’ — xyoice.

CuHTarmMaTuuyeckuii cnocod nmpu
pa3rpaHuYeHud MOJIUCEeMUH 1

OMOHMMHUH

Baxxnoe 3HaueHue 111 pa3rpaHu-
YEHUS TMOJIUCEMHH U OMOHUMHH HMEET
BBISIBIICHHE OCOOCHHOCTEMN JIEKCUYECKOM
coyeraeMoctu cioB. B. B. Bunorpanos
CUMTAET, UYTO MPU3HAKOM 000COOJICHMS
OMOHHMAa MOKET ObITh U KOHCTPYKTHUBHO-
00yCJIOBIICHHOE€ 3HAY€HUE CJIOBa, Ha-
npumep, obeprymocs’ (JTUIOM K OKHY)
U obepnymovcs’ (B KOTro-J.), T. €. Tpe-
Bparuthes. Ho 3necy B. B. Bunorpanos
OTrOBapUBAETCS, YTO Pa3HbIe BUJbI KOH-
CTPYKTUBHOM OOYCJIIOBIEHHOCTH MOTYT
SBJISITECA KaK MPU3HAKAMU OMOHUMUU,
TaK U CIYXWUTh YKa3aHUEM Ha TpaHU-
bl Pa3HbIX 3HAUEHUI OJTHOTO U TOTO e

cioBa [Bunorpanos, 1953, 25-27].

ITUMOJIOTUYECKUH CIIOCO0 NMPH
pa3rpaHuYeHud MOJIUCEeMUHU 1

OMOHMMHUH

Pasnuuenuro 1ByX sSIBIEHUH CIO-
COOCTBYET BBISICHEHHE INPOUCXOXKICHUS

CJIOBA.

Kak ObIO OTMEUEHO, M3BECTHBI
CJIy4yau pacrajia MHOTO3Ha4YHOCTH B pe-
3yJbTaTe apxau3aldd OTAENIbHBIX 3Ha-
YEHUH CIIOBA, YTPaThl IPOMEKYTOUHOTO
3HAYEHUS, CBSI3bIBABIIEIO MHbBIE 3HAUYE-
HUSl TIOJIMCEMAHTHYECKOro cioBa. Ux
PEKHUE CEMAHTUYECKHE CBA3U yTpayu-
BaIOTCS WM y)Ke yTpadeHnbl. Harpumep,
J1a6Ka — CKaMenKa’ B COBPEMEHHOM pycC-
CKOM $I3bIKE€ OJIHO3HAa4HOE cioBo. Ho B
HEJaBHEM MPOILIOM Yy HEro ObLIU U JpY-
rue 3HAYEHUs: ‘CKaMbs, HCMOJIb3yemas
IpU MPOJIa’ke TOBAPOB ISl KX pa3Mele-
HUs®, ‘omelenue aiis toprosiu’. Ilo-
cle/lHee pa3BWIIOCh Ha 0asze Mpeablay-
IIeTr0, KOTOPOE, OJJHAKO, OBLIO YTpaueHO
B s3bIke. Kak TOJBKO CJIOBO JIaBKa Iepe-
CTaJIO YIOTPEOIAThCS 1111 0003HAUCHHS
‘CKaMbH, Ha KOTOPOW PaCKIaJAbIBAIA TO-
Baphl’, TPEThE W3 HA3BAHHBIX 3HAYCHUUN
BBIWIEHUJIOCh B CAMOCTOSITEJIBHOE CJIO-
BO. B ciioBape oHO maeTcs Kak OMOHHMM
[PozenTans, ['ony0, Tenenkona, 2002].

B sTOoM citydae MOTYT yCTaHOBUTH
Hekorna oOlMi CEeMaHTUYECKHM Mpu-
3HAK M OTTPAaHUYUTH OMOHUMBI OT MHO-
TO3HAYHOCTH CJIOB 00pPa3oM 3TUMOJIOTU-
YECKOT0 aHalln3a, CBUACTENIbCTBYIOIIETO
00 MX eIMHOM UCTOPUYECKOM KOpPHE.

Hanpumep: 6pax’ B 3HaYCHHH
‘CYIpYKeCTBO’ M Opak’ B 3HAYCHUU ‘UC-
nopueHHas npoaykuus’. I[lepBoe cioBo

00pa3oBaHO OT Iyiaroia «opamuvy C TO-
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MoIbo cyddukca -k- (cp. Oparh 3aMyx),
a OMOHUMHUYHOE €My CYIIECTBUTEIHHOE
opax? 3aumcTBOBaHO B KoHIle X VII B. 3
HeMerKoro si3bika (HeM. Brack — «Hemo-
CTaTOK» BOCXOAMT K miarony brechen —
«JIOMaTh»).

OmoHUM 60p TOXKE camoe. bop’ B
3HAQUYEHHUH ‘COCHOBBIN JIEC’ OT CIaBIHCKO-
IO MPOUCXOXKICHHUS, @ H0p’ BOSHUKIIO OT
JaTUHCKOTO «borax» — Ha3BaHUS OTHOTO

N3 XUMHUYCCKHUX DJICMCHTOB.

3akJaoueHue

JIEMCTBUTENBHO, pas3aeneHue
MHOT'0O3HAYHOCTH M OMOHHMMHM BBI3bI-
Ba€T HEMaJo 3arpyaHeHui. ['panwuiia
MEXJY OMOHHMHUEW M MOJUCEMHEN HE-
yCTONYMBa, MPOHUIIa€Ma, OHA BCE BpE-
MsI HapyILIAE€TCs, MPUYEM HE TOJBKO CO
CTOPOHBI MOJIMCEMHH, KOTJIA BCJICACTBUE
BBINIAJICHUSA «IPOMEKYTOUYHOTO 3BECHA»
CBSI3b MEXK]ly OTACIbHBIMU 3HAUYCHUSIMHU
MOJIMCEMAHTHYHOTO CJIOBA YTPAYHUBAET-
Cd U OHO pacmnajaeTcs Ha JBa pa3iuy-
HBIX CJI0Ba-OMOHHMMa, HO TaKXke (4TO OT-
MEYaeTCs JIIIh HEMHOTUMH aBTOPAMH )
1 CO CTOPOHBI OMOHUMHH, KOIJIa B CHITY
JNEUCTBUSI PAa3HOTO POJIA MPUYUH MEXKITY
JBYMsI OMOHUMHUYHBIMH CJIOBAMU BO3HU-
KaeT CeMaHTHYECKas CBA3b, U OTH CJIOBa
CIIMBAIOTCA B OJHO MOJHCEMAHTUYHOE

CJIOBO.

OnHaKo HaJIM4ME TAKUX CIy4aeB
HE O3Ha4yaeT, YTO MEXIY OMOHUMHUEH U
NOJINCEMUEN TPaHULIbI HET. OHO TOBOPUT
JIMILB O TOM, YTO 002 3TUX SIBJICHUS — KaK
OMOHUMHUS, TaK U MOJTUCEMUS — UMEIOT
CBOIO TIOJIEBYIO CTPYKTYpY: LEHTp, IJE
cnenupuyecKue NpU3HAKU JAHHOTO SIB-
JIEHUsI BBIpaXXEHbI Haubosiee sipKo, U Ie-
pudeputo, rie OHU NPOSBISIOTCS MEHEe
YETKO.

Takum 00pa3oM, HeJb3sl UTHO-
pUpOBaTh Pa3IUUUs MEXKIY CXOJHBIMU
SABJICHUSIMH, C KOTOPBIMH MBI CTaJKHBa-
eMcsl B SI3BIKE, HAa00OPOT, HEOOXOAMMO
pa3paborarb criocoObl U KPUTEPHUH, YTO-
Obl CUCTEMHO M OOOCHOBAaHHO MX pa3-

I'paHUYUTD.
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Abstract
In this paper, the author tries to distinguish between polysemy and homonymy —
the two similar vocabulary phenomena from the concept, analyze their close
and complex relationships, and then scientifically point out that whether or not
semantic relationship is one of the important factors to determine polysemy
and homonymy. This article lists five kinds of methods to distinguish between
polysemy and homonymy, that is semantic, lexical, morphological, syntactic
and etymological method. In other words, judging by analyzing whether or not
exists an overlapping meaning, mutual synonym, the same word formation, mu-
tual dominance relation and the same etymology, we can distinguish between
them. Polysemy and homonymy are key research objects of lexical semantics.
Research results in this paper contribute to distinguish semantic vagueness be-
tween them caused by conceptual indeterminacy and facilitate the accurate un-

derstanding of lexical meanings and sentences.

Keywords
Polysemy, homonymy, distinction between homonymous and polysemous
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Introduction

Polysemy signifies the ability of
words to have multiple meanings. Phe-
nomenon of polysemy or ambiguity is
among the most important problems
of lexicology, being constantly in the
spotlight of linguists. Homonymy, 1i.e.
a match in sound and spelling of words
different in their meaning. Both being
important as part of the Russian lexicon
become essential object of research on
Russian lexicology.

It 1s generally believed that hom-
onymy resembles ambiguity. From 20-
30s of the XX century, the problem of
relation between polysemy and homon-
ymy has been an object of research by
many Russian linguists due to the simi-
larity of the two phenomena. Special at-
tention in the study of definition and dif-
ferentiation of polysemy and homonymy
in Russian language deserve a lot of dis-
tinguished linguists, among them V.V.
Vinogradov, D.N. Shmelev, D.E. Rosen-
thal, M.A. Telenkova, O.S. Akhmanova,
etc.

This paper attempts to analyze
the concept of polysemy and homony-
my, their relations based on the study of
linguistic literature to develop ways of
separation of two closely related lexical

phenomena.

Polysemy and homonymy
concepts

In order to systematically dis-
tinguish the concepts "polysemy" and
"homonymy", it is first necessary to un-
derstand their definitions and character-
istics.

In linguistic terms dictionaries
by D.E. Rosenthal and O.S. Akhmanova
given the same definition of polysemy:
"Polysemy (from greek poly — many,
sema — sign) — the presence of the same
word (in a given unit of expression, char-
acterized by all the formal attributes of
the word) several interconnected mean-
ings, usually originating from modifi-
cation and development of the original
meaning of the word" [Akhmanova,
1966, 335].

Giving an example of polysemy,
the word "zemms" (land) in the mod-
ern Russian language has the following
meanings: 1. The name of the planet, the
third from the sun. 3ewmns epawaemcs
soxpye ceoetl ocu (Earth rotates on
its axis); 2. Land (in contrast to aque-
ous space). Mopennasamenu docmueiu
naxoney 3emau (Finally navigators have
reached the land); 3. Soil, the top layer of
the earth crust. O6pabomxa 3emnu (Till-
age); 4. Loose dark brown substance,

part of the earth crust. Cuewams 3emnio ¢
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neckom (To mix soil with sand); 5. Coun-
try, state. 3amopckue zemau (Overseas
Land); 6. Territory with land, located in
one's possession, use. Konxoznasa 3emis
(Collective farm property). [Rosenthal,
Telenkova, 2002, 129]. As you can see,
modern lexicology sees in the ambigu-
ity of words their ability to semantic
variation, and implementation of that or
another meaning is executed by the con-
text, situation or subject matter.

Between the meanings of an am-
biguous word there is a semantic re-
lationship expressing the presence of
common elements of the sense — a seme.
Polyseme, i.e. polysemous word — is one
word that has several related meanings.

One of the main features of an
ambiguous word is that some of its mean-
ings are always linked. Secondary, figu-
rative meanings of polysemous words
are grouped around the main, which usu-
ally acts as a semantic kernel.

Scientific and linguistic literature
interprets the essence of homonymy not
clearly. The main work on this issue is the
article in the journal "Voprosy yazykoz-
naniya" (Problems of Linguistics) by
V.V. Vinogradov "On homonymy and re-
lated phenomena", published in 1968. In
this article Vinogradov gives the defini-
tion of homonymy and differentiates re-

lated phenomena. D.E. Rosenthal agrees

with the point of view of Vinogradov
and gives the definition as follows: hom-
onymy (from greek homos — the same,
onyma — name) — is a sound and gram-
matical match of linguistic units that
are semantically related to each other.
Lexical homonyms — words that sound
the same but have completely different
meanings.

Basically, almost all linguists
when defining homonyms emphasize
that homonymous pairs are the words
that match in sounding, similar in form,
but have meanings which are unrelated
to each other, i.e., contain no elements
in common sense, N0 common semantic
features. They present separate, indepen-

dent words.

Relation between polysemy and
homonymy

Having considered a number of
definitions of concepts "polysemy" and
"homonymy", it is easy to see that the
relation between polysemy and homon-
ymy seem to be too closely related and
complex.

Polysemy — the most interesting
phenomenon in terms of the problems
of language and thought. Polysemy is
always hiding behind the effort of hu-

man thought in the search for new and
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new means of knowledge, formulation,
expression. Therefore, a homonymy is
hiding nothing, except for the play of
chance. How does it happen?

As already noted, polysemy and
homonymy are externally comparable.
The linguist A.I. Smirnickiy explained
their occurrence in the Russian language
by the fact that a collection of simple
signs, with the same form, but different
in content, may be found in the language.
Some of these simple signs may be com-
bined into a single composite sign, and
some may not. In lexicography to con-
trast simple and complex signs, the terms
"lexeme" and "lexical-semantic variant"
are used. We can say that different lex-
ical-semantic variants with a matching
form belong to the same (in case of poly-
semy or ambiguity), or to different lex-
emes (in case of homonymy).

One of the main factors deter-
mining the limits between polysemy and
homonymy is the presence of semantic
connection. Along with polysemy dif-
ferent meanings of one word are always
linked in meaning. This relationship may
be different: either based on the similar-
ity of objects, called one word, or on ad-
jacency, or on the relation "part — whole".
No matter how many meanings has a
polysemantic word, no matter how di-

verse these meanings, the word remains

the same. For instance, the verb uomu
(idti — to go) in the "Explanatory Dic-
tionary of Russian Language" by S.A.
Kuznetsov is specified in 30 meanings
[Kuznetsov, 2000, 375-376]. However,
it changes the meanings, but remains the
same word, because its different mean-
ings have something in common: a des-
ignation of movement.

Unlike polysemy, the meanings
of homonymous words have nothing in
common or their former relationship be-
tween the meanings of homonyms is lost
from the perspective of the baseline con-
ditions. Consequently, due to the lack of
joint semantic linkage, homonyms usu-
ally appear in separate dictionary entries
and provided with an index number:
oop' (bor) — pine forest growing on dry
elevated area; 6op? (bor) — chemical ele-
ment, solid crystalline matter, which 1is
part of many minerals; 60p’ (bor) — steel
dental drill bur [Ibid, 91]. And meanings
of polysemous words are provided in one
dictionary entry; followed by marking of
several meanings of the word, which are
numbered.

Basically, we cannot but agree
with the fact that homonymy and poly-
semy are different concepts, as well as
we cannot but accept that these concepts
have a common feature — the difference

of the meanings at the identity of the
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form. Even to a certain extent we can as-
sume that it allows combining them into
a broader concept of ambiguity.

Among many subject related
to the problem of polysemy and hom-
onymy, the differentiation of ambiguity
and homonymy is a substantive problem
both in course of creating lexicographi-
cal guides, as well as language studying.
The difficulty appeared as a result of the
fact that one of the ways of homonyms
formation is the decay of polysemy.

As noted by D.N. Shmelev, "se-
mantic unity of the word is <...> in a cer-
tain relation between these independent
meanings of each other and their tight-
ness in the same sign" [Shmelev, 1973,
76]. In other words, the unity of signifi-
catum in polysemy is based on the pres-
ence of continuous derivational commu-
nication, which consistently embracing
all elements of the semantic structure of
an ambiguous word. When this continu-
ity is broken, at least in one place one
element will fall out supporting this con-
tinuity, then the semantic word will be
broken, proceeding with a "collapse of
polysemy", transformation of polyse-
mous word in two unrelated homonyms
[Vinogradov, 1952, 143-152 ]. As a re-
sult, "semantic" homonyms appear.

However, the discrepancy of

meanings of an ambiguous word is very

slow, and so the appearance of hom-
onyms is not always recognized as a
completed process. The "Dictionary of
homonyms of the Russian language" by
0O.S. Akhmanova cites many homonyms
appeared in Russian as a result of the col-
lapse of polysemy. The author notes that
a significant number of cases of homon-
ymy is in the process of "complete" and
"incomplete" discrepancies of mean-
ings; the latter are the cases, such as,
for instance, ezadums’ (gladit') — to iron
and eraoums? (gladit') — to pat a child;
sonouumscs’ (volochitsya) — drag on
the ground and seonouumwscs’ (volochit-
sya) — to court the girls, and so forth...
[Akhmanova, 1986].

Nevertheless, V.I. Abaev calls the
words, correlating in conversion, "imagi-
nary homonyms" and characterizes them
as cases of "lexical and syntactic poly-
semy" [Abaev, 1957, 39]. L.S. Tyshler
also believes that "converted words" are
not homonyms, "because there is no gap
in the line of semantics" [Tyshler, 1966,
3-4, 10].

Consequently, there is a lot of
borderline cases and intermediate con-
ditions, which qualifications cannot but
cause problems, at any given moment
in the language. They may be interpret-
ed differently. The viewpoints of these

scholars all over again confirm the diffi-
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culty in differentiation of phenomena of
homonymy and polysemy.

Besides, polysemy and homon-
ymy can sometimes interfere with each
other: a homonym A/, being a multi-
ple-meaning word, simultaneously en-
ters into a homonymy relationship with
monosemantic word A4°. As an example,
homonyms Kruou! (key') and Koy’
(key?) [Kuznetsov, 2000, 434]:

Knrwou' 1. Metallic device for lock-
ing and unlocking; 2. Tool, device for
strengthening or loosening smth., actua-
tion of mechanisms of various kinds; 3.
Conventional notation system of letters,
numbers, etc., on which based the way
to read ciphertext; 4. Music., Sign at the
beginning of the musical line, notionally
indicating a note, on which pitch is set
a pitch position of other notes; 5. Arch.
Upper or middle stone, which closes a
vault or arch of the building; 6. for smth.
A means, an opportunity for clues, un-
derstanding smth., for acquirement of
smth.

Knwowu?. A source spouting out of
the ground, spring.

According to the "Great Diction-
ary of the Russian Language" edited by
S. Kuznetsova, the first of them Knwoul is
polysemic (multivalent) and has 6 mean-
ings, and the second is monosemic. This

1s the result of solving the problem of dif-

ferentiation between homonymy and pol-
ysemy by the lexicographer. Six mean-
ings are combined in a single word and
contradistinguished to the seventh as an-
other word. Naturally, the lexicographer
itself, taking in each case such decision,
should rest upon common criteria for the
entire language. The point is what criteria
they are grouped and arranged by?

Of course, it should be noted that
the user of the dictionary does not con-
front with this problem directly, since

being engaged in prepared description.

Differentiation of polysemy and

homonymy

Taking into account the mobility
of boundaries between these two cat-
egories, the emergence of transition of
polysemous word into homonymic pair,
linguists point to the need for strict sepa-
ration of two similar lexical phenomena.
The differentiation of these phenomena
itself is important both theoretically and
for lexicographical practice.

Thus, one of the main objectives
when considering the relationship be-
tween polysemy and homonymy — the
definition of criteria and identification
the ways of their differentiation.

In the development of methods of

differentiation between ambiguity and
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homonymy some not very successful at-
tempts are used. For instance, some Rus-
sian dictionaries consider the difference
in the set of grammatical categories for
the two lexical meanings as an objective
criterion of homonymy: cf. uac’ (hour)
(without singular form) — period of time
and uacwl’ (clock) — a tool for measur-
ing time; or the difference in the modes
of expression of grammatical catego-
ries for different meanings: necmpems’
(grow variegated) — for example, Boanu
necmpetom yeemuwi (Far off flowers grow
variegated) and necmpems’ (show up
colourfully) — for example, Ilecmpsam
aguwu na cmenax (The posters on the
walls are shown up colourfully). In some
cases, such grammatical or morpho-
nologic differences really accompany
complete dissimilarity of lexical mean-
ings, but this parallelism is not always
the case. In particular, the meanings of
nouns yac — uacwi (hour — watch) and the
verbs necmperom — necmpsam (grow var-
iegated — show up colourfully) are full of
some undoubtedly common parts — 'time’'
and 'colorful'. Hence, an assessment of
the corresponding units as homonymous
comes in contradiction with the defini-
tion of homonymy.

Modern linguistics has developed
below mentioned ways of differentiation

between homonymy and ambiguity to

help separate the meanings of the same

word and homonyms.

Semantic method in
distinguishing polysemy and

homonymy

The textbook of D.N. Shmelev
considers rather abstract notion of se-
mantic relation, which is present in the
first, but is absent in the second, as a
main criterion for the differentiation be-
tween polysemy and homonymy.

More

word really has many different meanings,

specifically, polysemous
but all of these meanings represent only
different implementations, different man-
ifestations of a single semantic whole, or,
using the term of A.I. Smirnitsky, differ-
ent lexical-semantic variants of the word.
These variants might differ in distribu-
tion, in participation in word-formative
or synonymous row (which complicates
their demarcation from homonyms), but
for all that they are interconnected and
form a single system, which acts as a
signifier of verbal linguistic sign. Some
variant of the meanings suggests anoth-
er, there 1s no invincible border between
them. And the meanings of words-hom-
onyms are always mutually exclusive.
Here, the "seme" gives reason to

consider their meanings of one word,
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in contrast to the meanings of words-
homonyms. The fundamental difference
between them is that in homonymy we
are dealing with different significata,
whereas in polysemy the signified is the
same.

Shmelev cites the word "cmena"
(wall) as an example of polysemy. Af-
ter listing its meanings that stand in the
dictionaries, Dmitriy Nikolaevich con-
cludes that a common semantic element

'

here can be defined as "vertical barrier
separating something".

Criterion for determining seman-
tic homonyms by only alone remoteness
of the word meanings, offered by most
researchers, 1s a necessary indication of
homonymy. However, not everyone ac-
cept the "Shmelev" criterion of seman-
tic feature. Indeed, how to determine
whether the common semantic element
exists or not?

Sometimes there voiced doubts
about the legality of assignment the
words in the ranks of homonyms. Among
the closest to homonymy Yu.D. Apre-
syan calls metaphorically motivated
polysemy of a type onamxa (shoulder
bone; blade): 1. Part of the body; 2. In-
strument for digging. It is considered that
both polysemes have common seman-
tic feature. From this perspective, even

a classic example of homonymy "koca’

(kosa) — hairdo; xoca’ (kosa) — tool — a
scythe; xoca’ (kosa) — ground slip" ap-
pears to be not indisputable, since there
1s some superficial resemblance between
these three different objects: something
long and narrow.

Thus,

should be some other outward signs that

except semantic, there
help clarify the differences between sim-

ilar lexical phenomena.

Lexical method in distinguishing
polysemy and homonymy

E.M. Galkina-Fedoruk consid-
ers the existence of various synonyms of
words (along with semantic remoteness
of the meaning) as an indication that the
word was split into homonyms [Galkina-
Fedoruk, 1954, 57]. Therefore, appears
the way of distinguishing polysemy and
homonymy, which involves identifying
synonymous relations and of homonyms
and polysemants. If consonant units are
in the same synonymous row, then dif-
ferent meanings still preserve semantic
proximity and, therefore, it is too early
to speak of the outgrowth of ambiguity
into homonymy. If they have different
synonyms, then we have homonyms.

For instance, the word xopennoii’
(korennoy) in the meaning 'native citi-

zen' has synonyms primordial, essential,
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and xopennou? (korennoy) in the mean-
ing like 'fundamental question' — a syn-
onym main. Words essential and main —
are synonymous, therefore, we have two
meanings of the same word.

But there is another example:
the word xyooiui’ (khudoy) in the mean-
ing 'not tubby' forms synonymous row
with adjectives skinny, scrawny, gaunt,
chippy; and xyoou’ (khudoy) — 'devoid
of good qualities' — with adjectives bad,
nasty, stupid. The words skinny, scraw-
ny and others do not synonymize with
words bad, nasty. It means that consid-
ered lexical units are independent, i.e.

homonymous.

Morphological method in
distinguishing polysemy and

homonymy

Morphological method of distin-
guishing two similar phenomena is also
applied.

M.S. Gurycheva and B.A. Sere-
brennikov note the emergence of hom-
onymy in cases where splitting the mean-
ings of the word is accompanied by the
formation of new semantically unrelated
word-formative centers [Gurycheva,
Serebrennikov, 1953, 18]. Thus, ambigu-
ous words and homonyms are character-

ized by different word-formation. Lexi-

cal units, having a range of meanings,
form new words using the same affixes.
E.g., nouns xne6' (khleb) — ’xzebmuwiil
snax (khlebnyi zlak) — cereal' and xe6?
(khleb) — mutrition product, baked from
flour', form the adjective with the suf-
fix -n-; respectively: xzebubvle 6cxo00vl
(khlebnye vskhody — sprouted grain)
and xzebnwviti 3anax (khlebnyi zapakh —
smell of bread). Another word-forma-
tion is appropriate to homonyms xyooii’
(khudoy) and xyoow? (khudoy). The first
derivatives of the word leanness, to lose
weight, skinny; the second — to worsen,
deteriorate. This assures their full seman-
tic isolation.

Homonyms and ambiguous
words, in addition, have different form-
ing; compare xyoou' (khudoy) — xydee
(khudee — thinner), xyoou’ (khudoy) —

xyorce (khuzhe — worse).

Syntagmatic method in
distinguishing polysemy and
homonymy

The determination of characteris-
tics of lexical combinations of words is
important to distinguish between poly-
semy and homonymy. V.V. Vinogradov
believes that feature of homonym isola-
tion may be a structurally conditioned

meaning of the word, e.g., obepnymocs’
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(obernutsya — facing the window) and
obepnymocs’ (obernutsya — to turn into
smb.). But here V.V. Vinogradov stipu-
lates that different types of structural
conditionality can be both signs of hom-
onymy and serve to indicate the bound-
aries of different meanings of the same
word [Vinogradov, 1953, 25-27].

Etymological method in
distinguishing polysemy and

homonymy

Distinction between the two phe-
nomena contribute to elucidation of the
word origin.

As already has been noted, there
are cases of the collapse of polysemy as a
result of archaicism of individual mean-
ings of the word, the loss of an interme-
diate meaning, connecting other mean-
ings of polysemantic word. Their former
semantic connections are being lost or
have been lost. For instance, 1aséxa —
'ckamerika' (lavka — skameika — bench)
in the modern Russian is monosemantic
word. But in the recent past it had other
meanings: 'a bench used in the sale of
goods for their placement', 'a retail space’.
The latter has been developed based on
the previous one, which, however, was
lost in the language. Once the word

naBka (lavka — bench) has ceased to be

used to designate 'a bench for placement
of products', the third of these meanings
separated into the independent word. In
the dictionary it is given as a homonym
[Rosenthal, Golub, Telenkova, 2002].

In this case, one can set an erst-
while common semantic feature and dis-
tinguish homonyms and polysemic words
by means of etymological analysis indi-
cating on their single historical root.

For example: 6pax’ (brak) in the
meaning 'marriage' and 6pax’ (brak) in
the meaning 'spoiled products'. The first
word is derived from the verb "opams
(brat' — to take)" with the suffix -k- (to
find a husband for), and its homonymous
noun 6pax’ (brak) has been borrowed at
the end of the XVII century from Ger-
man (Ger. Brack — "disadvantage" goes
back to the verb brechen — "to break").

Homonym 60p (bor) is the same:
bop’ (bor) in the meaning 'pine forest' of
Slavic origin, and 60p? (bor) arose from
Latin "borax" — the name of one of the

chemical elements.

Conclusion

Indeed, the attribution of ambigu-
ity and homonymy causes many difficul-
ties. The boundary between homonymy
and polysemy unstable, permeable, being

broken all the time. Not only from the
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perspective of polysemy, when in conse-
quence of the loss of "intermediate link",
the relation between individual meanings
of polysemous words becomes lost and
it splits into two different words-hom-
onyms. But also (that is noted only by few
authors) from the perspective of homon-
ymy, when by virtue of various reasons a
semantic relationship arises between two
homonymous words, and these words are
merged into a single polysemous word.
However, the existence of such

cases does not mean that there 1s no bor-

der between homonymy and polysemy. It
merely says that both of these phenome-
na — as homonymy and polysemy — have
their field structure: the center, where the
specific features of this phenomenon are
strongly demonstrated, and the periph-
ery, where they appear less clearly.

For us — Russianists, it is better
not to ignore differences between similar
phenomena that we face in the language;
and we have to develop methods and cri-
teria to differentiate them systematically

and equitably.
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