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This study examines synonymy within the framework of the lexico-semantic field, highlighting its structural,
functional, and theoretical significance in linguistic analysis. It explores the organization of lexical units into para-
digms, groups, and fields, addressing terminological ambiguities related to concepts such as lexico-semantic group,
synonymic group, and semantic field. These issues are discussed in relation to theoretical perspectives advanced by
E. Coseriu, A. Zalesskaya, and A. Bidu-Vranceanu. Particular emphasis is placed on semantic oppositions-privative,
equipollent, and disjunctive — as fundamental structuring mechanisms of lexico-semantic fields. The study argues that
synonymy fulfills a dual function, ensuring systemic coherence and contributing to stylistic and expressive varia-
tion. Integrating cognitive and functional approaches, synonymy is conceptualized as a dynamic, context-sensitive
mechanism that facilitates differentiated nomination, semantic proximity, and lexical variation in both general and
specialized language.

Keywords: synonymy, lexico-semantic field, semantic opposition, paradigm, lexical system, cognitive
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SINONIMIA IN INTEGRITATEA SISTEMULUI LEXICAL: ABORDARE TEORETICA

Studiul analizeaza sinonimia din perspectiva cdmpului lexico-semantic, evidentiind dimensiunile sale structurale,
functionale si teoretice. Cercetarea examineaza dinamica relatiilor dintre unitatile lexicale si modul lor de organizare
in paradigme, grupuri si cdmpuri semantice, abordand ambiguitatile terminologice asociate conceptelor grup lexico-
semantic, grup sinonimic $i camp semantic. Aceste aspecte sunt discutate 1n raport cu teoriile formulate de E. Co-
seriu, A. Zalesskaya si A. Bidu-Vranceanu. Un rol central il ocupa analiza opozitiilor semantic-privative, echipolente
si disjunctive. Studiul releva: sinonimia contribuie simultan la coerenta sistemului lexical si la diversitatea stilistica,
fiind strans legatd de proximitatea semantica si de potentialul comutativ al unitatilor lexicale. Prin integrarea per-
spectivelor cognitive si functionale, sinonimia este conceputd ca un mecanism dinamic, dependent de context, care
sustine variatia lexicala si nuantarea expresiva atat in limbajul specializat, cat si in cel colocvial.

Cuvinte-cheie: sinonimie, camp lexico-semantic, opozitie semanticd, paradigmd, sistem lexical, lingvistica
cognitivad, variatie lingvistica.

Language is not merely a system of signs, but a living reality,
in constant movement and transformation.
Eugeniu Coseriu

Introduction

Language, in its entirety, is a well-organized and rigorously structured system, composed of microsys-
tems and microstructures (language levels). Each microsystem implies a correlation of subordinated units,
forming so-called patterns. The linguistic system is characterized by complexity, integrity, stability, and
mobility. Consequently, the interplay between the static and the dynamic, between stability and mobility,
tradition and innovation, underscores the binary nature of language [1, pp. 58-59].

The language consists of the fundamental vocabulary and the general lexical mass. The fundamental
vocabulary includes those words without which communication would not be possible. In contrast, the gen-
eral lexical mass comprises all the remaining words, without which communication remains possible. This
lexical mass encompasses the functional styles: administrative-official, scientific-technical, journalistic,
colloquial, and literary. The scientific style represents a linguistic variant used for communication within
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the fields of science and technology, and the linguistic processes that unfold within this domain constitute
specialized language, including scientific and technical terminology.

Researchers in the field [2, pp. 15-16] point to certain distinctions between specialized language
and general language. Unlike general language, which is spontaneous, objective, and motivated, spe-
cialized language is a conscious, organized, and planned creation. General language emerges as a
product of the people, while specialized language is, to a large extent, artificially constructed, with
many of its terms being patterned or formulaic. For instance, the term synonymy was first employed by
F. Belleforest in 1582 [3, p. 695].

At the level of acceptability and norm, general language adheres to the traditional norms of the lan-
guage—common and stable—whereas specialized language relies on socialization, that is, an agreement
among the stakeholders involved in the use of specialized lexical units.

From a functional perspective, general language encompasses words indispensable for everyday com-
munication, referring to generic designations, while specialized language comprises terms derived from a
more precise understanding of “things” and their names, specific to a particular field of activity.

As language is continually updated across various technical and scientific fields, it comes to meet specific
professional and communicative needs. Specialized language represents a form of the language’s very existence.
In this sense, medical specialized language is the concrete manifestation of language within the field of medicine.

Coherent and well-structured expression, both oral and written, employing expressive and refined lan-
guage, is an essential condition for producing discourse at an aesthetic level. Synonyms have always served
as an indicator of expressiveness in communication. According to scholars, they emerge from the need to
diversify, enrich, and highlight both the semantic and stylistic dimensions of verbal and written expression.

From the perspective of aesthetic experience, the use of synonyms — whether in colloquial or termino-
logical language (medical, in our case) — imbues discourse with plasticity and expressiveness, helping to
avoid monotony and linguistic impoverishment.

Theoretical Perspectives on Synonymy and Lexical Structures. One indicator of a language’s rich-
ness is the presence of synonyms that clarify and nuance expression, carrying various stylistic, affective,
and expressive values. As an integral part of language, specialized language also presupposes the existence
of synonyms. In general, it is widely accepted that synonyms have a national character, being specific to
each people and language. These are often considered untranslatable. In specialized language, however, it is
common to encounter synonyms of Greco-Latin scholarly origin, shared across multiple languages, which
grants them an international status.

The linguist Ferdinand de Saussure defines synonymy as ,,the diversity of the sign corresponding to a
single signification,” or ,,the unity of the idea within a diverse sign” [4, p. 56]. Similarly, the Russian lin-
guist A. Reformatsky defines synonyms as “words that denote the same object, yet refer to different aspects
of it, and through synonymic naming reveal various characteristics of the respective object” [5, p. 91].

In one of his studies, Iulian Ghita proposes the following definition of synonymy: ,,a semantic relation-
ship that links two or more senses belonging to different words, provided that their use is characterized by
the same semantic markers” [6, p. 38].

Researcher Cristian Moroianu offers a broader perspective on the phenomenon of semantic equivalence,
arguing that ,,synonymy is a semantic relationship established between words with identical or closely re-
lated meanings, which express the same concept in a concrete communicative situation — even when certain
chronological, spatial, or stylistic-functional differences are disregarded”. He also notes that, in a narrower
and idealized framework, “synonymy is represented by referential identity demonstrable through substitu-
tion at the synchronic, syntopic, sinstratic, and sinphasic levels” [7, p. 73].

The most well-known definition of synonymy, according to Narcisa Fordscu, is “that semantic relation-
ship established between words with approximately the same meaning, which can be substituted for one
another in context” [8, p. 112].

Liviu Groza observes that “synonymy is the equivalence relationship between the meanings of two or
more words whose forms differ. Thus, two or more formally different words are considered synonyms if at
least one of their meanings shares the aforementioned relationship” [9, p. 80].
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Likewise acknowledging the existence of semantic equivalence among words, linguists Nicolae
Corlateanu and Ion Melniciuc define synonyms as ,,those lexical units (words, expressions, phrases) which
share identical or closely related meanings from a logical-objective perspective (identical significations),
but which are expressed through different phonetic complexes (distinct signifiers)” [10, p. 83].

Noting the diversity of definitions for synonymy, lon Dumeniuc and Nicolae Matcas argue that a wide
variety of criteria underpin the definition of this semantic phenomenon: ,,reference to the same concept,
the possibility of substituting one word for another in the same context (identical distribution), semantic
similarity, etc.”. However, in their view, these criteria are ,,subjective”, and they advocate for the theory
of semantic fields, which represents ,,an objective means of establishing the degree of semantic proximity
between words—by confronting them semantically and performing sememe analysis” [1, p. 160].

In Romanian linguistics, one of the most prominent synonymists was the late academician Silviu Bere-
jan, who developed the ,,theory of formal-semantic relationships between lexical units”, which underpins
the concept of semantic equivalence in the lexicon. He introduced the term homosemy to refine the notion
of synonymy, which he considered to have become scientifically diffuse [11, p. 5].

From our perspective, synonymy relies on the capacity of different words to designate the same concept
and enrich it through association with other lexical units. Lexemes must meet three essential conditions to
be considered synonyms: (a) identity of the referent; (b) a concrete communicative situation; (c) the context.

Lexical Fields, Semantic Opposition, and the Role of Synonymy. Language is an organized and well-
defined system. Its use in specific acts of communication constitutes speech.Some characteristics of spe-
cialized language, in contrast with general language, include: a) at the level of creativity — it is consciously
created; b) at the level of authorship — it is possible to identify its author; c) at the level of acceptability — it
presupposes social negotiation, i.e., the acceptance or rejection of a new lexical unit; d) at the level of func-
tionality and necessity — it is operational within a particular domain and fits within the broader vocabulary.

Within the linguistic system, synonymy represents a means of enhancing the expressiveness of ideas,
while also intensifying the expressive quality of communication. Numerous definitions of synonymy have
been proposed, primarily in relation to general language; however, in specialized language, we refer to a
specific form of synonymy — specialized synonymy.

Synonymy is regarded as a key element in the relational structure of a language’s lexicon, contributing
to the complexity of the systems (and subsystems) it encompasses. The lexical system itself presupposes the
existence of lexical groupings among which specific relationships — synonymic relationships included—are
established, thereby necessitating varied approaches (linguistic-semantic, linguistic-pragmatic, etc.).

One of the persistent concerns among linguists continues to be the structure of vocabulary and, conse-
quently, the study of lexical subsystems. In this regard, renewed attention is given to a topic that has long
sparked debate in semasiological studies: the terminology employed in the description and analysis of
lexical structures (e.g., lexico-semantic group, lexico-semantic field, lexico-semantic paradigm, group of
synonyms, group of antonyms, etc.). For instance, the term lexico-semantic group is often used to denote
various types of lexical structures.

Several linguists, including A. Kuznetsova [12, p. 43] and F. Filin [13, pp.538-539], maintain that a
lexico-semantic group may consist of lexemes that share common semantic properties, such as groups
of synonyms, antonyms, and both lexical and semantic fields. Meanwhile, L. Vasiliev and N. Dolgikh
include the lexico-semantic group — together with other lexical structures—under the broader concept of
semantic field [14, p. 112], [15, p. 90]. A. Ufimtseva similarly categorizes such groupings as more com-
plex lexical paradigms [16, pp. 394 - 397].

For his part, V. Kudukhov argues that the lexico-semantic group and the derivational group encompass
synonymic groups, antonymic groups, terminological clusters, and stylistic groupings [17, p. 4].

According to linguist I. Karaulov, the improper use of terminology generates difficulties in the process of
classifying lexical microsystems [18, p. 314]. In the absence of universally accepted differentiation criteria,
we witness, for example, divergent definitions of the same phenomenon: lexico-semantic group, group of
synonyms, semantic field.

Various extralinguistic and linguistic objects and phenomena, through continuous interaction, establish
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paradigmatic relationships between words and their lexico-semantic variants. According to some scholars,
this phenomenon constitutes the primary criterion for distinguishing between different lexical structures.

In one of her studies, researcher A. Zalessskaya, referring to the semantic fields described by J. Trier,
observes that lexemes within these structures are grouped based on an extraglossic principle, unlike lexico-
semantic groups, which are structured according to a glossic principle. For this reason, she argues that, in
line with modern linguistic terminology, such fields should more appropriately be referred to as lexico-
semantic fields, rather than semantic fields or conceptual fields [19, pp. 27-28].

This topic is also addressed by scholars S. Berejan [21, pp. 48-58 ]. and D. Shmelev [21, pp. 100 - 120].
The former notes that ,,fields differ from the so-called thematic lexical groups and lexico-semantic groups
identified by many researchers within the lexical structure in that, in fields, words are associated strictly
on the basis of linguistic relationships, whereas in the aforementioned groups, words are associated on
the basis of extralinguistic relationships — that is, on the classification of objects and phenomena from
reality itself” [21, p. 54].

Clearly, this criterion is not universally accepted among researchers. For instance, G. Shchur, empha-
sizing the interaction between members of a field — a feature not typically observed among members of a
lexico-semantic group—introduces the principles of invariance and function [22, pp. 85 - 88].

Another point of contention concerns the distinction between the lexico-semantic field and the lexico-
semantic group, based on the type of relationships established among the members of a lexical structure
—namely, commutation and substitution. According to A. Zalesskaya, commutation is a type of relationship
specific to the lexico-semantic field, whereas within the lexico-semantic group or synonym group, both
commutation and substitution relationships may occur [19, p. 30]. In the same vein, Romanian scholars A.
Bidu-Vranceanu and N. Forascu point out that the defining relational types for the lexico-semantic field are
commutation and substitution, while these are not characteristic of the lexico-semantic group [8, p. 98].

The lexico-semantic field exhibits the following characteristics: a) the association of its members
based on shared semantic properties expressed through a specific set of semes; b) semantic differentiation
achieved through variable semes; c) a relationship of mutual contextual exclusion among the members
of a class or paradigm, which represent broader, more flexible structures than those of synonymy, ant-
onymy, etc. [23, p. 13].

A field may comprise from several dozen to hundreds of lexical items. The substantial quantity of lexi-
cal material undoubtedly creates difficulties in the study of semantic relationships and compels researchers
to apply successive quantitative and qualitative reductions. Consequently, a central question arises: does a
field represent one paradigm or multiple paradigms?

The eminent scholar Eugeniu Coseriu conflated the two concepts, interpreting the field as a para-
digm [24, p. 31]. Subsequently, A. Bidu-Vranceanu argued that a field constitutes a paradigmatic class in
the broad sense. Her claim is grounded in the idea that a lexico-semantic paradigm cannot be subdivided
into other paradigms, and thus a field does not necessarily correspond to a single paradigm [25, p. 26].

Another issue that draws the attention of linguists is the inventory of semantic fields, specifically the
extent to which lexico-semantic paradigms within a field remain open. Given the dynamic nature of vo-
cabulary, it becomes evident that a lexico-semantic class can be open-ended. This phenomenon occurs
less frequently in the case of synonyms and antonyms, and is exceedingly rare in lexico-semantic fields.
Although the issue of delimiting the boundaries of a field emerges implicitly in this context, researchers
largely agree that determining the limits of a lexico-semantic field is a difficult, if not impossible, task,
and recommend the study of fields in the absence of concrete data addressing this specific problem. Ac-
cording to H. Geckeler, however, it remains necessary to develop a detailed inventory of their semantic
content [26, pp. 305-306], distinguishing within a given field the core and the peripheral area, the latter
being marked by semantic oppositions.

The impossibility of establishing order within the paradigmatic classes characteristic of fields in a large
number of cases may be explained, according to E. Coseriu, by the fact that — unlike other linguistic struc-
tures — this is a particular feature of the lexical structure, which is less rigid [27, p. 151].

The study of semantic oppositions lends validity to the lexico-semantic field as a semantic structure. In
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order to identify oppositions, scholars have drawn upon phonology, where these investigative principles
were first introduced by N. Trubetzkoy [28, pp. 33- 61].

Two typologies of oppositions have been proposed: the first concerns the relationships between lexical
units (privative, gradual, equipollent oppositions); the second pertains to relationships among oppositions
themselves (proportional, isolated, multilateral oppositions).

Thus, two linguistic signs whose signifiers differ give rise to a semantic opposition.

The theory of oppositions was later explored by J. Cantineau [29, pp. 56 -65] and S. Marcus [30, pp. 45-60],
who described zero opposition and disjunctive oppositions, as well as by L. Hjelmslev [31, p. 108], who asserted
that oppositions may also be neutralized.

Within the lexico-semantic field, the following types of oppositions can be identified:

- privative opposition — one of the terms possesses an additional semantic feature compared to the other,
while the rest of the features are shared. This phenomenon also occurs among synonyms, where varying
degrees of inclusion can be observed, depending on the number of additional features one term exhibits
relative to its semantic counterpart;

- equipollent opposition — both terms must have at least one distinct semantic feature.

Various degrees of equipollence are distinguished according to the number of differential semes pos-
sessed by the two terms, in addition to the shared ones: irst-degree equipollence (one distinctive feature);
second-degree equipollence (two distinctive features); third-degree equipollence (three distinctive fea-
tures); fourth-degree equipollence (four distinctive features), and so on;

- disjunctive opposition — none of the characteristic features of the first term are present in the second,
and vice versa; the common ground of comparison is null.

Thus, it is not possible to speak of a single vocabulary structure, but rather of differently structured
zones. ,, The differences in structuring across various levels are evidence that, overall, the lexicon is a more
flexible and branching system, comprising zones of varying homogeneity, as compared to other levels of
language” [32, p. 166].

Silviu Berejan argues that a lexico-semantic field may encompass not only thematic groups, but also ana-
logical, derivational, etymological, and synonymic groupings, among others [33, p. 45]. Hence, inclusion
is recommended as the primary criterion for distinguishing between a lexico-semantic field and a lexico-
semantic group. While a lexico-semantic group may constitute a substructure of a field, a lexico-semantic
field cannot, by definition, be contained within a group.

Synonymy remains a persistent topic of scholarly interest, driven by the capacity of a single signified to
have multiple signifiers. This property ensures the continuity of a language’s vocabulary and allows inte-
gration across its different levels. In defining synonymy’s role within the lexical system, scholars describe it
as a ,,connective tissue” that ensures systemic integrity [34, p. 232], as it allows for individually expressive
features to surface in the denomination of an objective content.

A particularly original perspective on synonymy is offered by linguist M. Nikitin [35, 647]. This ap-
proach rests on the notion of the variable degree of systematicity in a language’s vocabulary. Accordingly,
some segments appear as conglomerates of lexemes, different in origin, but interrelated by communicative
necessity. These are associated in memory and functionally integrated into the lexical system.

In the opinion of M. Nikitin [35, p. 300], synonymic groups possess an independent existence; they
generate focal points within segments of the lexical system and are not inherently related to one another.
Thus, a core characteristic of synonymy is heterogeneity—a property of language itself—which implies the
activation of multiple expressive variants to convey the same meaning, as well as the plurality of stylistic
and situational valences within the lexical system.

From an onomasiological perspective, synonymy is understood as a denominative generalizer—that is,
as a set of words with identical denotative content (at the level of reference to an object).

From a semasiological perspective, synonymy indicates identity or proximity of meaning at a given level
of language. Synonymy involves total or partial commutation of the semantic elements that constitute the
meaning structure of a linguistic sign, which are also referred to as semantic variants or lexico-semantic
variants [34, p. 229].
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In conclusion, synonymic quality is assessed according to the (partial) formal difference of lexical units
characterized by identity or similarity of meaning—an aspect that determines the degree of synonymy,
whether absolute or relative.

Currently, research in the field proposes a cognitive perspective on synonymy, aligned with the phe-
nomenon of differentiated nomination, whereby the synonymic series is viewed as a mode of objectivizing
a concept that encompasses various facets of the nomination process. This leads to the identification of
transitional synonymy, characterized by stylistic reduction, which occurs in the shift from a cognitive (re-
cognitive) to a pragmatic (applicative) perspective. In this way, the semantic reconnection of synonymy to
the communicative needs of language is achieved.
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