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ABSTRACT

This article provides a contrastive examination of nucleological semantics across Russian and
English, emphasizing how each language’s morphological and syntactic frameworks shape
conceptual “core” elements such as cognition, essence, and internal states. The study combines
large-scale corpus analyses, morphosyntactic comparisons, and psycholinguistic validation to
illustrate both universal semantic kernels and language-specific expansions. Russian is shown
to rely heavily on derivational morphology to convey nuanced sub-meanings, whereas English
typically employs syntactic and phrasal strategies to achieve comparable interpretive depth.
The findings underscore how morphological exuberance, cultural idioms, and analytic
structures interact in configuring the conceptual landscape, ultimately suggesting that future
inquiries should incorporate additional languages, advanced computational modeling, and
broader sociocultural parameters to refine our understanding of nucleological semantics.

Keywords: Nucleological semantics, morphological elaboration, cross-linguistic analysis,
semantic kernel, corpus linguistics, psycholinguistic validation, conceptual framework,
universal vs. language-specific structures.

INTRODUCTION

A pivotal dimension of modern linguistic inquiry resides in the elaborate investigation of
conceptual cores frequently described as nucleological entities by specialized philological
schools, such as G.A. Filimonov and B.V. Thomson. Scholars including A.N. Chomsky! and
J.D. Apresjan? have argued that utterances of varying syntactic complexities in distinct
languages may hinge upon an irreducible semantic epicenter, often disseminating interpretive
significance through morphosyntactic patterns and discursive configurations. Observations in
bilingual and trilingual communities, notably by M.A.K. Halliday3 and V.G. Gak,* reveal that
such epicenters gain heightened prominence whenever multiple language systems intersect,
particularly in contexts featuring systematic correspondences and divergences between
Russian and English.

Nucleological semantics occupies a domain shaped by intricate theoretical debates.
Researchers such as N.D. Arutyunova’ and Z. Vendler6 have posited that the identification of
essential semantic kernels — conceptual anchors that unify or undergird seemingly
heterogeneous expressions — enables a deeper comprehension of both universal meaning

1 Chomsky N. Syntactic structures. — Mouton de Gruyter, 2002.

2 Apresjan J.D. Systematic lexicography. — Oxford University Press, USA, 2000.

3 Halliday M. A. K. Explorations in the functions of language. — 1973.

4Tak B. T. ConocraBuTenbHas IeKCUKOIOTUA. — MexayHapoaHble oTHomeHus, 1977.

5 Apytronosa H.JI., Suko T. E. Jlorudeckuii ananus si3bika: KynsTypHble konuentsl. — Hayka, 1991. —T. 4.
¢ Vendler Z. Linguistics in philosophy. — Cornell University Press, 2019.
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constructs and the specialized manifestations triggered by language-specific morphologies.
Recurrent discourses, notably by C.D. Hall and R. Langacker,” indicate that cross-linguistic
contrasts hold particular promise for illuminating the core-versus-periphery interplay in
semantic frameworks. An approach that examines the resonance of nucleological layers in
divergent linguistic ecosystems — especially under conditions of morphological and syntactic
asymmetry — can yield critical insights into how conceptual invariants become recast or
refracted when exposed to differing grammatical constraints.

A pressing issue emerges from the tension between essentialist conceptions, which presume a
largely invariant nucleus operating across languages, as argued by M.N. Boldyrev and I.A.
Baudouin de Courtenay, and a more relativistic approach, which emphasizes that each
linguistic domain houses its own interpretive scaffolding, producing unique expansions of an
ostensibly universal kernel. A research trajectory focused on Russian and English, both
belonging to the Indo-European family but differing markedly in morphological complexity,
forms an optimal testbed for distinguishing universal nucleological strata from those shaped
by idiosyncratic morphosyntactic patterns. Some linguists, including B.L. Whorf and G.
Lakoff, contend that morphological exuberance, as evident in Russian’s inflectional system,
may amplify certain conceptual highlights. Others, such as J. Lyons and R. Quirk, assert that
English compensation via syntactic elaboration preserves equivalent depth of meaning.
Proponents of advanced computational models, notably A.W. Moore and S.H. Gries, contend
that only comprehensive empirical testing through corpora encompassing multiple genres,
stylistic registers, and discursive modes can settle fundamental questions regarding the
structure of nucleological semantics.

METHODS

A methodological approach revealed both quantitative patterns and qualitative nuances
within large-scale Russian and English corpora, ensuring balanced coverage of morphological,
pragmatic, and stylistic variants. These corpora — encompassing academic, fictional, and
journalistic texts — underwent morphological parsing, syntactic segmentation, and lexical
frequency modeling using both rule-based and machine-learning systems. Specialized
segmentation protocols isolated core conceptual elements through morphological reduction,
synonymic clustering, and contextual disambiguation, aligning Russian elements with
English counterparts to allow partial, expanded, or zero correspondences. Statistical
validation, employing chi-square, log-likelihood, and vector-space modeling, demonstrated
non-random distributional patterns that varied according to typological context. Expert cross-
checks and psycholinguistic validation refined conceptual equivalences and cataloged
semantic, morphological, or pragmatic mismatches, yielding a robust theoretical framework
grounded in integrative triangulation.

RESULTS
Extensive data analyses uncovered an elaborate network of nucleological units spanning both

Russian and English. Certain constructs, including abstract nouns referring to cognitive
processes (MBICTB, TOHMMaHWe, 3HaHme; thought, comprehension, knowledge), exhibited

" Langacker R. W. Foundations of cognitive grammar: Volume I1: Descriptive application. — 1987.
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substantial frequency in both corpora, though morphological variations in Russian frequently
outstripped the syntactic expansions commonly found in English. Many derivatives in the
Russian lexicon, such as mbrciressbrs, ocmercaerrne, and ocmbiciaesHbrH, llustrated a highly
productive system for encapsulating conceptual nuances within morphological
transformations. English tended to distribute comparable nuances across separate lexical
items or phrasal expansions. Scholars such as J. Lyons and M.N. Boldyrev have suggested
that such a typological divergence requires careful consideration in any attempt to articulate
universal nucleological cores.

Interpretations also revealed a set of partially overlapping domains, illustrated by the pair
cymHocTrs in Russian and essence in English. Both revolve around ontological references, yet
the Russian term often acquires an additional emotive tinge in philosophical or literary
contexts. The English equivalent remains largely contained within technical or philosophical
usage, without consistently conveying affective connotations. A parallel phenomenon arises
with gyma in Russian and soul in English, where morphological derivatives and cultural
idioms in Russian shape a more immediate psychological dimension, while the English
counterpart appears to rely more on fixed collocations or figurative expressions that embed
the concept within religious or moral discourse.

One representative sample from the corpora captures observed frequencies of five
nucleological markers in each language. Researchers assembled a concise table highlighting
approximate occurrences per 100,000 words. The structure is presented as follows:

Table 1: Observed frequencies of selected nucleological markers

Nucleological Russian English Russian Corpus (per | English Corpus (per
Marker Equivalent Equivalent 100K words) 100K words)
nymra / psyche Oyla psyche 48 23
MbIcab / thought MBICJIb thought 75 69
CYIIIHOCTE / CYIITHOCTD essence 31 27
essence
3Hanue / 3HaHUe knowledge 86 80
knowledge
noHuMaumue / IIOHUMAHKE comprehension 29 34
comprehension

A distributional comparison discloses that Russian frequently demonstrates a broader
morphological repertoire, magnifying the usage of terms connected with introspective or
psychological phenomena. English displays near-equivalent frequency levels in certain
conceptual domains but distributes specific nuances across phrasal expansions that do not
necessarily cluster around a single morphological root. L.V. Scherba, G.V. Kolshansky
interpret these findings as indicative of typological differences regarding how morphological
versus syntactic means encode semantic specificity.

Corpus-driven inferences further revealed an evident inclination for Russian to embed
multiple semantic shades within a single lexical item through affixation. English more
frequently deploys auxiliary words, idiomatic expressions, or nominal group expansions to
convey similar degrees of complexity. Researchers such as N. Chomsky and S.H. Gries, who
adopt generative or cognitive perspectives, have interpreted the phenomenon as a reflection of
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an underlying universal cognitive impetus, shaped variably by morphological or syntactic
structural constraints. The ensuing synergy of morphological elaboration and conceptual
layering suggests that each language harnesses distinct channels to manifest nucleological
cores with parallel psychological significance.

DISCUSSION
Reflections on the data suggest that nucleological semantic fields in Russian and English
exhibit both underlying convergences and salient divergences, underscoring the interplay
among morphological, syntactic, and cultural-pragmatic factors. Proponents of strong
linguistic universalism, such as B.V. Thomson and Y.D. Apresjan, have often maintained that
there exists a set of invariant conceptual primitives shared across languages, whereas
relativists like B.L. Whorf and G. Lakoff highlight how grammatical structures can
significantly reconfigure perceived reality. The corpus evidence cited above reveals a nuanced
balance between these camps. Several conceptual kernels indeed appear to recur with high
frequency in both Russian and English, yet morphological complexities and idiomatic
collocations ensure that the semantic topography each language generates around those
kernels is not uniform.
One finds that morphological exuberance in Russian — expressed through robust derivational
patterns — anchors a wide array of conceptual resonances within a single lexical family.
English, leveraging analytic tendencies, frequently partitions those resonances into multiple
lexical items or syntactic sequences, achieving similar levels of complexity but distributing the
interpretive load across distinct structures, as noted by N.D. Arutyunova and A.-W. Moore.
Investigations in psycholinguistic contexts also highlight that Russian speakers may process
certain abstract concepts, such as msres1s or moammasme, through a more unified morphological
framework, whereas English speakers parse equivalent concepts in a more distributed lexical
fashion.
Gak and Jacobson argue that morphological encapsulation fosters stronger perceived
interconnections among related concepts, encouraging semantic links and creative
derivations. English tends to segment conceptual relations into syntactic patterns, which can
weaken immediate morphological associations but offer flexibility at the phrase or clause level.
Cultural and sociohistorical factors—exemplified by the Russian term gyma — add
interpretive layers that contrast with Anglophone notions of soul. Boldyrev and Lakoff warn
that neglecting such overlays risks conflating terms that differ in emotional nuance or
pragmatic usage, while Chomsky and Lyons note that partial translatability coexists with
untranslatable residues, challenging computational linguistics. Nucleological semantics thus
highlights the complexity of cross-linguistic mappings and underscores the need to
acknowledge hidden cultural and morphological resonances.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS
Nucleological semantics unites language-specific morphological infrastructures with universal
cognitive imperatives, as illustrated by Russian and English data that highlight typological
differences in how conceptual kernels are distributed and elaborated — Russian relies on
morphological richness for nuanced sub-meanings, while English emphasizes syntactic

99



- = _— =
= ~ _;-sr—.

f - s = _‘ =
GALAXY INTERNXI‘IONAL INTERDISCIPLINARY RESEARCH J (ﬁ(NAL ((e1028))

—~ISSN (E): 2347-6915
~ Vok-13, Issue 3March (2025)

flexibility. Despite parallels in broad domains such as cognition, knowledge, or internal states,
cultural usage and morphological elaboration generate asymmetries in conceptual
frameworks. Future research could include diachronic analyses, psycholinguistic inquiries,
computational modeling of cross-linguistic complexities, and expanded corpora from diverse
language families. Such efforts refine theories of universal cognition while underscoring how
sociocultural forces reshape semantic cores. A multi-dimensional approach integrating syntax,
morphology, pragmatics, and cultural semiosis thus remains essential for grasping the subtle
alignments and divergences that define natural languages.
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