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Y crarTi 3p00JieHO aHAMI3 NONJSIAIB YKPAiHCBKMX TAa 3aKOPJIOHHUX TepPMiHO3HABUIB HAa
npodJjieMy cHHOHIMII B TepMmiHoJiekculi. Po3rissHyBImIM CHHOHIMHI psifi Ha3B MOBO3HABYHUX
NMOHATH, 3aikcoBaHUX B YKpaiHCcbKHX MuceMHMX nam’saTtkax XVI-XVII cT., aBTOp cTBEpaKYE, 110
B paHHi mepioan PoO3BUTKY TePMiHOJEKCHKH CHHOHiMis Oyja ayxe NOIMIMPEHUM SIBHINEM i
BiirpaBasa nmo3uTuBHY poJib. IlogaHo mepesik eKCTPANIHIBICTMYHMX Ta IHTPAJIHIBICTUYHHX
NPUYYH BUHUKHEHHS] CAHOHIMHMX psaaiB o0csarom Bia 2 10 11 wienis.
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The article is devoted to the analyses of the views of the Ukrainian and foreign terminologists
of the problem of synonymy terminological lexicon. The author observes synonymic rows of
scientific linguistic names, used in the relicts of the Ukrainian language of the XVI-XVII c., and
assertains, that in early periods synonymy was wide-spread and played positive role. The intra-
and extralinguistic causes of appearance of the synonymic rows are also counted over.
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borrowings, XVI-XVIL.

Taking into consideration constant growing of integration of science and social life and based on the
previously mentioned reasons language intellectualization terminological studies have taken one of the leading
places in lexicological researches of Ukrainian scholars since 1950ies. First of all modern terminological
systems were worked up and general theoretical basis (some principles of which are still very debatable) was
worked out bearing in mind the most significant achievements of world linguistic opinion. Later due to
Ukraine’s independence historical and terminological elaborations became possible. Besides being of
unprejudiced and non-ideological character they promoted further working out in the sphere of term theory.

Synonymy belongs to semantic universalisms which are differently treated in the terminological studies.
It is treated by Ukrainian and foreign scholars in various ways. Some of the scholars fully neglect it (for
example, G. Rondo [22, p. 62], A. Kryzhanivska [7, p. 12-13] or T. Kyyak [3, p. 9]), others admit positive
influence of synonymy on the development of terminological systems (for example, V. Nalepin [9, p. 14],
A. Superanska, N.Podolska and N. Vasilyeva [17, p.49], S. Gaida [20, p.75], T.Panko, I. Kochan and
H. Matsyuk [10, p 183], T. Sokolovska [16, p. 171] and others). It is interesting that most of modern
researchers yield to the second fro the mentioned views but they stress that revelation and sources of synonymy
in terminology differ from its revelation and sources in generally used language [4, p. 261; 21, p. 130; 5, p. 20;
2, p. 24; 20, p. 73; 10, p. 180-186; 6, p. 112; 18, p. 221]. However, they are not unanimous in differentiation or



identification of such basic notions as “doublets” and “synonymy”. Thus, some scholars believe that as term-
synonyms coincide with the same notion they can be classified as duplicates [2, p. 24; 14, p. 16—17 and others].
Others on the contrary are very doubtful about the existence of such thing as duplication in general and in the
terminology in particular [17, p. 48-49; 20, p. 73, 74]; a Canadian scholar G. Rondo is close to the conception
of these researchers and he does not use the term doublets at all and does not differentiate any varieties within
synonymy considering even short forms of terms as synonyms [22, p. 31]. Other group of scholars agrees with
the existence of synonyms and doublets within the terminological lexicon [10, p. 180 and others], but they are
not certain about which lexemes must refer to synonyms and which must refer to duplications.
A. Reformatskyy, for example, suggested that words meaning the same but having different stems should be
synonyms and morphological, phonetic, orthographic, syntactical variants of the same word should be
duplications [12, p. 192], whereas T. Panko with co-authors stress that only synonyms are typical for social
sciences and differ between themselves on the level of connotation components, frequency of usage, sphere of
usage etc. [10, p. 180]. Thus, there is no full consent among the modern researchers of terminological systems
about differentiation or identification of notions “synonymy” and “doublets”. The situation becomes more
difficult because nowadays scientific style includes many sub styles and main genres typical for the style are
also divided into sub genres. There are also many scientific societies which create their theories and schools
and which study the same phenomena thus forming their own systems of these phenomena denomination. This
in its turn does not unite views on synonymy and duplication in terminology. There will always be scholars
who will give their significant arguments for identification of mentioned phenomena (because it is true from the
conceptual point of view) and there will also be opposite opinions and arguments which will reflect just
lexicological point of view on the problem.

Concerning special lexicon of ancient times everybody who researched synonymy, duplication and
variety in terminological lexemes of that time admits that these phenomena were very wide spread and despite
being difficult for comprehension are definitely positive [1, p. 27; 13, p. 47; 20, p. 75; 8, p. 56; 19, p. 249 and
others]. The positive role of synonymous rows from the historical point of view according to scholars concerns
the fact that lexemes which belong to these rows are firstly the fund to choose the most adequate denominations
for this or that notion in the future [8, p. 56; 11, p. 237], and, secondly, help to differentiate notions [13, p. 47].

It should be mentioned that the term duplication prevails in the historical terminological studies.
A. Kryzhanivska stresses that ancient synonyms are the result of vocabulary surplus and they are duplicates and
not synonyms in the very understanding of the word [7, p. 17]. Diachronic prospective reveals to the scholars
some regularities of functioning of synonyms-duplicates and also variants in the mass of terminological lexicon
which is very often unnoticed under synchronic examination. N. Romanova, in particular, stresses: ‘“notions
which appeared earlier have the biggest number of duplications in diachrony” [13, p. 47], and G. Snetova
admits: “Duplication is one of the moments in the development of synonymous or variety pair, it is a state of
identification of all meanings of members of variety and synonymous rows of any language units” [15, p. 45].
One more valuable observation belongs to the latter and it explains the appearance of a great quantity of
duplication and variety denominations in ancient special lexicon: together with willingness of that-time-book-
lovers to find the exact word to denominate a certain notion (that is told about by many scholars and what can
in our opinion be characterized as a conscious extra linguistic factor) the researcher also sees the reason for this
phenomenon in “interaction of different lexical semantic layers in the choice of necessary nominative unit for
the needs of new terminology” [15, p. 44] (which is for certain an elemental inner language factor).

We are strongly convinced that conceptual approach should prevail over the lexicological approach in
the historical studies of the terminological lexicon. This is based on not full division of styles in the Middle
Ages and interference of different lexical semantic layers into the process of terminological lexemes formation.
Thus, one can admit that any word became of terminological character only on the grounds that it could render
scientific notion in the texts. Two or more quite different or with common stem words defining the same notion
may be called doublets as well as synonyms because from historical terminological point of view they are



almost identical phenomena and when going too deep into the lexicological nuances in this case the researcher
risks to lose terminological problem and face with the lack of information about small semantic tints taking into
consideration the age of the researched object and lack of evidence about functioning of this or that word in all
texts of that time (but inaccessible now) leave alone oral functioning of the lexeme which is not known to us at
all.

The object of the suggested research is synonymy in Ukrainian linguistic terminological lexicon of the
Middle Ages and the subject is synonymous rows of names of scientific notion in linguistics found in the
monuments of Ukrainian language of XVI — XVII centuries.

Synonymy is represented in six out of eight thematic subgroups of linguistic lexicon (synonymous rows
are not represented in the subgroups of names of notions of morphemes and word formation may be because
these branches were not worked out at that time). Quantitative and percentage relation between the general
number of notions of every linguistic branch that were worked out at the mentioned period and notions which
needed two or more names to be defined is the following:

Notions with Percentage relation of notions with
Ne Linguistic branch Notions/total doublet names doublet names to general number of
branch notions
L Ger-leral linguistic 43 19 39.6%
notions
2. | Phonetic notions 34 9 26,5%
3, | Graphicand 54 16 30%
orthographic notions
4, | Lexicological and 30 17 56,7%
lexicographical notions
5. | Morphological notions 121 47 38%
6. | Syntactical notions 13 2 15,4%

The volume of synonymous rows is from two components to eleven components.

Two component rows which are the most numerous (55 pairs) contained either genetically identical or
different nominative units:

1. Pairs of two Ukrainian names (under Ukrainian names we understand those names that appeared in
Ukrainian language although they may include Ukrainian as well as foreign by origin components) appeared
for various reasons:

a) spontaneously:

—because of presence in the language of some models for formation of word with certain semantics;
consequently different forming parts were added to the same stems: mockoscku — no mockoecky “in Russian
language”; uepnonucanvnwiti — uepnonuwiemviyi “written in black ink (contrary to parts of text written in red
ink)”;



—due to adding of the same (doublet) forming parts to different (but synonymic) stems: ycmuwiti —
cnosvrblil “oral”; no apancku — no capayencky “in Arabic language”; no epeyxy — no snauncky “in Greek
language”;

—due to reduction of composites and terminological combinations: cxoponucs — ckopocms ‘“‘cursive
hand”; ramunckuii mzvike — ramuna “Latin language”;

— due to combination of the same determinates with synonymous attributives , synonymous determinates
with the same attributives or synonymous determinates with synonymous attributives: nucmena epeyxue —
nucmena eaunckue “Greek alphabet”; nonckuii a3vikvy — noackuti oianexms “Polish language”; epeyxuil mzvixv
— enninckutl oianekmyw “Greek language”;

b) as a result of conscious terminologically creative activity of various grammarians aimed at searching
of the most adequate names for certain notions and unification of nominative paradigms for better
systemization of special lexicon: ucnorHumennazw 3nameHo8auisa coy3u — HOOHUHUMENHAZW 3HAMEHOBAHLA
coysu ‘“‘conjunctions of purpose”; nodobonauepmamennoe paszcyxcoeHie — NPAGUIHOE OYPAGHEHie
npunazamenuvixv umensv “forms of degrees of comparison created on the basis of regular model”; cmponommnoe
pascysicoernie — Henpaguioe oypasHerie npuiazamentvixs umens “supletive forms of degrees of comparison”.

2. Pairs formed of Ukrainian and borrowed names:

a) appeared spontaneously due to parallel development of scientific linguistic meanings in the semantics
of general borrowed and specific words-synonyms: mouxa — nynkmw (Lat.) “full stop”; uepma — xpucka (Pol.)
“dash (punctuation mark for the smallest without breath pause between the words)”;

0) were formed consciously:

— by searching of native language equivalent name to the borrowed name in works of various authors:
uacme cnosa (Serb.) — uov crosa “part of speech”;

— by searching of equivalent to the borrowed name in the work of one author (then native language word
is a inner row gloss in comparison with borrowed word): emumons — 6b1600% “origin (etymological or word-
formative) of the word”.

3. Pairs of Ukrainian and calqued names represent the results of conscious terminological activity with
the earlier fixation of calque as a proof to which Ukrainian equivalent is offered: nepsoobpasivia
mkemoumena — oykazamennvis mkemoumenia  “personal and personal demonstrative pronouns”;
sonpocumenroe mkemoumenie — eonpocumennoe um4 ‘‘interrogative pronoun”; wmm Bunblil naoexco —

koceenwvlil naoexcw “indirect case”.

4. Pairs of borrowed and calqued names show the desire of linguists of that time make the scientific
name understandable to everybody and these pairs mostly serve as inner row glosses in the texts (although this
is not always): 3anoew (Serb.) — poos “mood of the verb”; mumoweowee epema (111) (Serb.) — npecveepuiennoe
spema “Past Perfect Tense”; dugooneu (Gr.) — 0goenacuvia nucmena “dyphtongs”; eapia (Gr.) — madxckas
“heavy (dull) or lowering stress”; opwocpaghia (Gr.) — npasonucauie “orthography; crmonvma (Gr.) —
cnonumennviy “synonyms”; nponuyuc (Gr.) — npeoszamie “context incomplete sentence”; xupoxepaghn (Gr.) —
pyKonucarie “manuscript”.

5. Pairs of two calqued names as a result of activity of various scholars. They appeared for two reasons:
a) selection of more accurate equivalent to non-exact calqued before:

— the same foreign term is taken as an example: weywecmeenvroe uma (nec.) — cyuecmeumennoe umM
(ect.) “noun”; mapuyaemoe uma (nec.) — Hapuyamennoe uma (T.) “common noun”; mEcmoums (nec.) —

mkemoumenie (ec.) “pronoun”; nap kuia mkema (nec.) — nap Buia mkemna (ec.) “adverbs of place” etc.;



—terms from different languages are taken as an example: naracaemoe ums (nec.) — npuraeamentoe

uma (T.) “adjective”; suocoumennoe uma (nec.) — npumadxcamennoe uma4 (ec.) “possessive adjective” etc.;

b) selection of equivalent terms from two different languagesas a model for two exact calqued:
sozspamumennoe mbcmoumenie (Lat.) — croocnoe memouma (Gr.) “reflexive pronoun”; einoemwiii nadedxics
(Serb.) — sunumennwiii nadesicw (Gr.) “accusative case”; cpeoriil poow (Lat.) — cpeoniti 3anoew (Gr.) “zero state
(except verbs not used without postfix -cs ) etc.;

¢) usage of synonymous components for translation of the same foreign term-example: oyxazamentvia
nap kuis — nap kuis oykazania “demonstrative particles”; eracnas nucmena — anacnola aumepor “vowels”;

POOBHBLIL NAEAHCL — POOUmMeNHbIl nadedcy “‘genitive case” etc.

6. Pair of borrowed names: nucmo — nkmepa “a letter” the only one in the mass of linguistic
terminological lexicon of the XVI — XVII centuries. It appeared spontaneously may be due to the fact that one
of the doublets borrowed long ago from ancient Slavonic was referred to as a specific poly semantic word
whereas fresh then Latinism was of term meaning.

Three component synonymous rows as two components ones have genetically identical and different
lexemes and terminological combinations:

1. Rows of three Ukrainian names in their majority mostly appeared spontaneously due to:

a) usage of several word-formation models for creation of words with identical semantics when

synonymous affixes were added to the same stem: pyxonucansiii — pyxonucamenuwiti — pykonucrhuli “written in
hand”;

b) adding of synonymous affixes to the same and synonymous stems: pycku — no pycxku — no npocmy “in
Ukrainian language”; no ramoine — namincku — agconcku “in Latin language” etc.;

c) development of the identical scientific meanings in poly semantic generally used words-synonyms
(related and non-related): snamenoeanie — snauenie — monxs “meaning”; mosene — bec koa — mosa “speech”;

d) forming of terminological combinations with identical or synonymous definite ones and identical or
synonymous attributives: umepwr pycckue — nucmo pycckoe — xapakmepwv pyccxuti “Ukrainian alphabet”;
3BA3HOE CIO60 — CIOJHCHOE CN080 — cKkaadanoe croso “word with abstract meaning” (the only row where
spontaneously appeared names and results of author’s terminological activity are combined) etc.;

e) using two structurally different names of the one notion: nucaio — nucanve pyxu — cnocod nucans

“handwriting”.

2. Rows of borrowed calqued and specific names appeared as a result of conscious terminological
creative activity of Ukrainian grammarians; the borrowings are recorded earlier and are the most frequent
whereas calqued and specific element represent inner row gloss within foreign name: emmonoria (rp.) —
ucmunwvrocaosie (Gr.) — ocmouacmie “morphology”; mumoweduwee epema (1) — (Serb.) — npomadxcennoe
spema (Gr.) — npexoodawee spema “imperfect”; epammamuxs (Gr.) — epamomuxuti (semi calqued from Greek)

— nucmenHuks “linguist”.

3. Rows of three calqued names as a result of authors’ terminological activity appeared due to the
following facts:

a) scholars chose term from different languages as a model: uznoowcenie (Serb.) — naxnonenie (Gr.) —

o6pazv (Lat.) “way”; 0 knamennuiii 3an02b (Gr.) — 0 kcmeenihwiii poow (Serb.) — 0 kemeumennviii 3a102w (3 TPp.)

“active voice” etc.;



b) the only and the same foreign term served as a model and identical attributives were added to
synonymous hyperonyms: u3»Msumennoe HakioHeHie — U3MEUMENHbIN 00paA3b — U3MEUMENHOe U3N0JCEHie
“indicative mood”; noserumennoe HaKIOHeHie — NOGEIUMENHBI 00PA3L — HNOBEIUMENHOE U30NCEHIe
“imperative mood”;

c) one foreign term-model was translated by synonymous components and the attributives were with
common stem: umA — pazvCcyOHblll cmenenb — paszcyoumenuvii cmenens “‘the comparative degree of
comparison of adjectives”; npesocxoonoe ums — npesviiuviuili cmenens — npesocxooumenvlii cmenetsv “‘the
superlative degree of comparison of adjectives”.

4. Rows of two calqued and one specific names appeared because authors tried to improve the names
offered in the works of precursors. First appeared non-exact calqued names, then appeared exact calqued names
and only after appeared final Ukrainian nominative units: uap &uia wmpuyanis (nec) — wmpuyamennas
nap kuisa (ec) — nap kuia npewenia “negative particles”; wmuooicuviii poos (Nec) — WMLOHCUMENHBII 307102
(ec) — nocpedcmeennii 3an02v “reflexive state”.

5. Rows of one calqued and two specific names as a result of searching (not always successful) the most
adequate native correspondent: oykazamennoe mEcmouma — soznocumennoe mBecmoumenie — ome kujamennoe
uma “demonstrative pronoun”; conpadcenvina cosu — pazoRiaowia cviosu — pasokiumennaew

3HameHnogarim coysu “disjunctive conjunction”.

6. Rows of two Ukrainian and one borrowed words are not numerous. One seems to have appeared
spontaneously due to reduction of two-word terminological combination with the help of morphological
syntactic transformation and then with the help of borrowed Polish noun: crosenckuii azviks — crosenckoe —
cnogenuwuszna “old Slavonic language”. The second row is the following: croev — ckiadv — crinaba
“composition” and it shows the process of gradual terminization of two generally used words. One of them lost
all its sememes except scientific one during its functioning since Kyivska Rus and other being poly semantic
developed scientific linguistic meaning in the XVI century. The third member of the row was of Greek origin
and was borrowed later as a terminological lexeme. Derivation potential of the word may have played some
role in its appearance because very soon derivative adjective criabnoiti from criiada is found in the
documents.

7. Row of one borrowed and two calqued names contains one name borrowed from Serbian language
whereas two other are calqued from Latin and Greek consequently: neobasnoe uznoscenie — nenpeo knnuoiil

06pazw — neonpeo knennoe naxnonenie “the infinitive of the verb”.

8. Row of three borrowed names: 1umepor — nucmerna — ckpunms appeared mostly because of the efforts
to divide the usual plural form of nouns sumepa and nucmo in the meaning “letter” and omonimous plral forms
of nouns sumepwvr and nucmena in the meaning “writing”, and as a result Latin mono semantic term was
borrowed.

Four component rows are not so numerous as two or three component ones. They also appeared:
1. Spontaneously:

a) due to some advantageous when borrowing from certain foreign languages within this or that period of
development of the language-recipient: asz6yxa (old Slav.) — argpabemsv (Gr.) — 60yxea (Germ.) — abeyaono
(Pol.) “alphabet”;

b) due semantic syncretism of some specific and borrowed names which developed scientific meanings
on the basis of generally used: uma — nazsucxo (Pol.) — npozeucko — mumyns (Lat.) “person’s proper name”;

c¢) due to combination of identical and synonymous definite with related attributive adjectives: 6onuas

qumepa — 8elUKoe NUCMO — eayulee nucma “capital letter”;



2. Consciously:

a) due to creation of calqued equivalents to borrowed names in the works of different authors: npocuoia
(Gr.) npuntksanie — npunkio — npunthmie “prosody, accent logy”; morumeenoe uznodxncenie (Serb.) —

MOIUMBEHBHBII 00PA3® — MoaumenHoe Haxkionenie “desire mood”;

b) due to the searchings of native language equivalents to exactly and non-exactly calqued terminological
combinations: rap &uia ocrabnenia (nec from Gr.) — naphkuia pascyscoenia (nec from Gr.) — nap uim
konuuecmesa (¢ from Gr.) — nap kuia nanp asxcenia “adverbs of quantity”; wmenazonnwia corwosu (nec from Gr.)
— eonpocubia cwviosu (ec from Gr.)) — nedoymbmennaew snamenosaim coysu — wnapkuis neooym Kuis
“interrogative particles”.

Five component rows are mostly the result of spontaneous intra lingual processes when:

a) identical scientific meanings appeared in the semantics of several words-synonyms from generally
used language (Ukrainian and foreign genetically): snauumu — swauumucas — nazusamucs — onucamucs —
ckazoeamuc4 “have meaning”; 6viKIA0amu — USLACHAMU — OOLACHAMU — CKA306AMU — MOAKOBAMU
“interpret”;

b) identical (synonymous) attributives were added to synonymous (identical) hyperonyms: npupostconuwiii
SA3bIKb — NPUPOIACOHBLI OlANIEKMb — NPUPOINCOHAIA MOBA — WIHUCMbLU IA3bIKD — WmuecKill diarexmsv ‘“‘native

language”.

The only exception is the row which appeared as a result of terminological activity of Ukrainian
grammarians and which contains both calqued and created nominative units: surociosusia coiosu (ec from Gr.)
— BUHOCNIOBHA2W 3HAMEHOBAHIA coy3u — npecogokynumennvla coiosu (e from Gr.) — unanocumennaew

SHAMEHOBAHIA COY3U — GUHOBHBLA CbIo3u “‘conjunctions of reason”.

Six component rows mostly appeared as a result of inner linguistic factors activity: s3siks — diarekms —
8bIMOBA — MOBA — 2nach — cioso “‘language”; 36amuca — UMEHOBAMUCA — HABUBAMUCA — HAPEUUCAHA —
mumynysamucs — nposusamucs “have name; be named”; anenrayia — umenosamne — Hazusanve — HaA36aAHIE —
Hapeuerie — Hapuyanie “naming”. Only two rows are the example of mutual interlacing of spontaneous and
conscious factors of terminological formation: 6ykea — aumepa — nucmo — nucmesyo — nucmMeHye — XapakKkmeps
“a letter”; sexcucs — nexkcikons — Oukyionaps — e ik — peueHHuxs — p Kunuxw*‘a dictionary”.

Two seven component rows appeared spontaneously due to the development of scientific meanings in
the semantics of generally used words-synonyms: arazons — moenenve — peuenie — pkub — €060 — CIOBKO —

cnosye “a word”; umA — HA36UCKO — HA36UWe — NPO3BUCKO — NPo38uwye — npom BHOK® — nopeko “a surname”.
Eight component rows are the result of:

a) intra linguistic factors (terminization of certain meanings of poly semantic words): ums — nazeane —

HA38UCKO — HA38UUE — NPO3BUCKO — NPO3BUUE — MUMYIb — Mumynosane “name”;

b) extra linguistic factors ( adverbs of manner were subdivided into some smaller groups without unified
names by grammarians of that time): nap &uia usopania — nap kuia wmoknenisa — nap kuia pasncmea —

Hap kuis coopanisa — nap Buia oynooobnenia — nap kuia oyckopenia — nap kuis uuna — nap Kuia uucia.

One nine component row: epamamuxa — epamMMamudka — RUCMEHHUYA — HAYKA 2pamMamuyHas —
SPAMOMUYHOE YYEHUe — 2SPAMAMUYHOE XYOOJCeCm80 — YUHOKb 2SPAMAMUYHBIL — 2pamMMamuieckoe
Xyoooicecmeo — epammamuyeckas Hayka “linguistics” — appeared due to conscious author’s term formation
caused firstly by desire to create a native language equivalent to the borrowed name and secondly by desire to
avoid unwanted polysemy of Greek word epamamuxa, which in the language of the XVI-XVII centuries
meant.: 1) “linguistics”; 2) “a textbook o study a certain language”.



The appearance of a ten component row was caused by spontaneous inner language factors: aneresamu —
36amu — UMEHOBAMU — HA3UBAMU — HAUMEHOBAMU — HAPUYAMU — NPO3USAMU — NPOUMEHOBAMU — pedu —
mumynoeamu “‘to name”. the same situation is with an eleven component row: wuesumusoe cnoso —
HenompeoOHoe Cl080 — KOPYEMHOe C1080 — HEeNpUcmouHoe CI080 — SHUNOE CN080 — CPOMOMHOE CN0BO —
pyKausoe cno6o — wkapaooe cioeo — HEKUeMHAAN MOBA — WKAPAOAA MOBA — wnemuas mosa “vulgarism”. In
the first case the mentioned specialization of the sememes of generally used words-synonyms played its role
whereas in the second case a tendency to euphemization of names of language phenomena played its role being
not very decent fron the point of usage.

The analysis of opinions of scientists concerning synonymy and its realization in the terminological
lexicon and reasons for its appearance as well as character of realization of this semantic universality in the
special lexicon of Ukrainian language of the XVI-XVII centuries proved that:

1. The phenomenon of synonymy does not have unique approach in the scientific circles nowadays and
there are discussions about semantics of the words synonyms and doublets.

2. The data of the historical terminological linguistics prove that there is no use in distinguishing
notions “synonyms” and “doublets” taking into consideration the specificity of scientific language existing in
the language of old times and because it is impossible to renew now all semantic nuances of words used long
ago.

3. Synonymy being for sure a positive fact in ancient terminology was widely spread (among 300
linguistic notions used by the scholars of that time 110 have doublet names).

4. The appearance of synonymous rows ( from two to eleven components) in the researched thematic
group of special lexicon was caused by the following reasons:

a) spontaneous intra linguistic factors:

- parallel development of terminological meanings in the semantics of several generally used words-
synonyms;

- the formation of terminological combinations by adding synonymous (identical) attributives to identical
(synonymous) hyperonyms;

- advantages when borrowing given by a language-recipient to different languages in different times;

- existence of several models needed for formation of words with certain semantics and as a result
different formation particles were added to identical stems;

- adding identical (doublet) formation particles to non related synonymous stems;
- reduction of composites and terminological combinations;

- tendency of language to euphemise the names of some negative phenomena from the social linguistic
point of view;

b) conscious extra linguistic factors:

- search for the most adequate names for certain notions and willingness to unify nomination paradigms
for better systemization of terminological lexicon;

- willingness to make a foreign name understandable for everybody through calquing ( having exactly
and non exactly calqued; and sometimes the terms from different languages were taken as an example) or
creating native language equivalent to the borrowed one.



List of abbreviations

Germ. — Germanic

Gr. — Greek

Lat. — Latin

nec. —non exactly calqued
Pol. — Polish

Serb. — SErbian
Old Slav. — old Slavonic
ec. — exactly calqued
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