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ru| OpraHusauus u ceMaHTU4ECKME OTHOLLEHWS
NeKCUKO-CeMaHTUYecKoro nong «J1aHgwapTHas apxuTekTypa»
(Ha MaTepuane aHrMNCKOro A3bIKa)

KaHeesa A. C., bogHapyk E. B.

AnHomauyus. 1lenb MccieqoBaHus - MPeACTaBUTh CTPYKTYPY JIEKCUKO-CEMaHTUUYECKOro Mmosis «JlaHmamadT-
Has apXUTEKTypa» Ha MaTepuaje aHT/IMIICKOTO s3bIKa. B cTaThe BbISIBJIEHbI KOHKPETHBIE IPYIIbI, TOATPYII-
TIbI ¥ TTOMIMOATPYIIIBI MCCIIEYEMOTO TIOJIS, & TAKKe PACCMOTPEHBI Pa3IMYHbIE TUITHI CEMAaHTUIECKUX OTHO-
IIeH# BHYTpM Hero. HayuHast HOBM3Ha MCCIeIOBaHMs 3aK/II0YaeTcss B TOM, UYTO B HEM BIIepBbie pOu3BeIe-
Ha CUCTeMaTu3anys eAVHUII JaHAmadTHOM JIEKCUKY TIyTeM ITpUMeHEeHMSI TT0JIeBOTO MoAXoAa. B HacTosiee
BpeMsl B JIMHTBUCTUKE MPAKTUUECKM OTCYTCTBYIOT paboThI, MOCBSIIEHHbIE JaHAMIAGTHON JeKCUKe, XOTS
naHamadTHAS apXUTEKTYpa M JIaHAMAaQTHBI OM3aiiH SBISIOTCS CTPEMUTENBLHO pasBUBAOIIMMUCS cbhepa-
MM, OKa3bIBAIOIIMMM B/IMsSIHME Ha >XM3HDb uejoBeKa. [lolyueHHble pe3ylbTaThl ITOKAa3ajy, YTO JIEKCUKO-
ceMaHTMYecKoe rone «JlaHmmadTHAsS apxXUTeKTypa» BKIIOYAET B ce6s HECKOIbKO JIEKCUKO-CEMaHTUIECKIUX
rpymin. Cxema KiaccubuKaIMu JTeKCUUECKMUX eIUHNLL JIEKCUKO-CeMaHTMYeCckoro mojs «JlanmgmadTtHas ap-
XUTEKTYpa» OTPasKaeT CeMaHTUUYECKME OTHOIIEHNS BKIIOYEHMS U TepecevyeHys] KOMIIOHEHTOB TIOJIS, @ TaK-
ke IeMOHCTPMPYET TaKue MapagurMaTiueckiie OTHOUIEHMS MeXIY JeKceMaMy, Kak CUHOHMMMS, aHTOHM-
MMSI, TUTIO-TUTIEPOHUMIYECKE OTHOIIEHUS ¥ OTHOIIEHUS YaCTh-11e/10€, YTO CBUIETETbCTBYET O CIOXKHO-
CTU OpraHu3alu UCCAeTOBAHHOTO MTOJIS ¥ MepapXUUHOCTH €ro CTPYKTYPBHI.

en| Organization and Semantic Relations
within the Lexico-Semantic Field “Landscape Architecture”
(by the Material of the English Language)

Kaneeva A. S., Bodnaruk E. V.

Abstract. The aim of the study was to present the structure of the lexico-semantic field “Landscape archi-
tecture” by the material of the English language. The article identifies specific groups, subgroups and sub-
subgroups of the field under study and also considers various types of semantic relations within it. The scien-
tific novelty of the study lies in the fact that it was the first to systematize the units of landscape vocabulary
by applying the field approach. Currently, there are practically no works devoted to landscape vocabulary
in linguistics, although landscape architecture and landscape design are rapidly developing areas that have
an impact on human life. The results of the study showed that the lexico-semantic field “Landscape archi-
tecture” includes several lexico-semantic groups. The classification scheme for lexical units of the lexico-
semantic field “Landscape architecture” reflects the semantic relations of inclusion and intersection
of the field components and demonstrates such paradigmatic relations between lexemes as synonymy,
antonymy, hypo-hyperonymic and part-whole relations, which indicate the organizational complexity
of the studied field and its hierarchical structure.

Introduction

Nowadays scientists are interested in investigating semantic field structures of different languages all over
the world. According to the field theory, language is a system of subsystems that constantly interact with each other.
The approach based on the field theory involves a detailed study of the lexical system through the construction
of different fields and their groups. Therefore, this study contributes to the development of the perspective field
approach in linguistics, which determines the relevance of the work.

Our study involves the solution of three tasks with the help of particular research methods. The first task is to col-
lect English language material (lexical units) related to the topic “Landscape architecture” from a professional paper
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focused on landscape architecture using a continuous sampling method. To research and analyze collected language
material is the second task including the creation of a classification scheme based on the semantic features of the con-
cepts being studied and identification of semantic relationships within the lexico-semantic field “Landscape archi-
tecture”, where each obtained group and subgroup should be analyzed, especially the organization and semantic
relations between groups, subgroups and between lexical units, which involves the conceptual analysis (especially
the analysis of vocabulary definitions) and contextual analysis. The last task is to create a detailed description
of semantic relationships within the lexico-semantic field “Landscape architecture”.

This article is a kind of pilot study that comprises a thorough analysis of the vocabulary “Landscape architecture”
used in one randomly selected open access article published in the international journal “Landscape Architecture Ma-
gazine”. The title of the article is “Landscape of Home, Landscape of Escape. Landscape Architecture Students Design
and Build Gardens in Health Care Settings” (Winterbottom, 2009, p. 42-53) and its author, Daniel Winterbottom,
is a Master of Landscape Architecture at the University of Washington, Seattle (Department of Landscape Architecture).
This open access journal was found on the official website. The journal is owned by the American Society of Landscape
Architects. It has been published since 1910. The target audience of this international journal is professional landscape
designers and landscape architects from North America. The research material includes 122 different lexical units.

The theoretical background of the study consists of the works written by Russian and foreign scientists on such re-
search topics as landscape and landscape architecture vocabulary (JlaBpeHosa, 2010; UncTsikoBa, 2015; Anici¢, Rechner,
Perica, 2004; Horowitz, 2012; Jgrgensen, 1998; Kreitzer, 2016; Mumcu, Tarakci, Yilmaz, 2017); lexico-semantic fields
and lexico-semantic groups in linguistics (Oeuucos, 1980; Kapaynos, 1976; Ko6o3sesa, 2000; KonbiioBa, 2011; Kypenko-
Ba, 2006; KeipkbaeBa, 2017; Mensenesa, 2017; IMetepc, ®unarosa, 2015; PomaHoBa, XomeHko, 2020; Py6seBa, 2004;
®dunuH, 1982; dramuHasapos, 2018).

The practical value of the study is determined by the fact that its materials can be used in preparation for semi-
nars and lecture courses in general and English lexicology, as well as in general linguistics.

Results and Discussion

To begin with, it is necessary to define the theoretical framework and some key terms, such as (lexico-)semantic
field and lexico-semantic group.

Many researchers, for example, L. Peters and N. Filatova (Iletepc, ®unatoBa, 2015, c. 84), stress that nowadays
the semantic field theory has the following form: languages contain certain semantic sets consisting of different se-
mantic units. These units have the ability to be a structural part of different groups. Therefore, the vocabulary of a lan-
guage is a set of groups structural units of which are words that are in certain relations.

I. Kobozeva (Ko6o3esa, 2000, c. 99) describes the semantic field as a set of lexemes combined together due
to the common content. These lexemes reflect the conceptual, subject or functional similarity of the designated phenol-
mena. The researcher identifies such basic properties of the semantic field as: semantic relations of a systemic nature
between the lexical units that make up the field; the autonomy of the field and the presence of the relationship be-
tween different semantic fields of the whole lexical system. In Y. Karaulov’s (Kapaynos, 1976, c. 27) point of view,
the structure of the semantic field contains a name of the field, a core (or keywords: synonyms, antonyms, derivatives
and typical compatibility) and a periphery (lexical units associated with the core semantically or less closely stylistically).

F. Filin (®wnnH, 1982, c. 228) insists that a lexico-semantic group is a group of words that are combined together
due to the similarity in their lexical meaning. Lexico-semantic groups have a hierarchical organization and contain
other groups and subgroups. Moreover, the (sub)groups located below differ from the groups located above by a hy-
posema (MenBenesa, 2017, c. 115). Many researchers, including G. Kyrkbayeva (Kbipk6aeBa, 2017, c. 178), suppose
that lexico-semantic groups also have a name, a core and a periphery. Some authors emphasize that lexico-semantic
groups have the relations of intersection and inclusion (Py6ieBa, 2004, c. 78) and that semantic proximity also takes
place in groups (®winH, 1982, c. 230).

Currently, there are some approaches to understanding the relationship between the concept of a lexico-
semantic group and the concept of a (lexico-)semantic field. Researchers, such as T. Romanova, A. Khomenko,
P. Denisov, Kh. Egamnazarov and T. Kurenkova (PomanoBa, XomeHnko, 2020, c. 51; Ienucos, 1980, c. 127; dram-
Hasapos, 2018, c. 185-186; KypenkoBa, 2006, c. 177), contend that lexico-semantic groups are structural parts
of a (lexico-)semantic field. We have the same opinion.

In this part of the article, we should also mark the main criteria for differentiating between lexico-semantic fields
and lexico-semantic groups. We accept the criteria identified by F. Filin (®dunun, 1982, c. 229) for lexico-semantic
groups: the presence of words belonging to the same part of speech; comparable and interconnected lexical mea-
nings of group units; the presence of a single and common semantic component in the content of all group units;
the presence of particular semantic relations within such groups. To the above criteria, the following significant cri-
teria should be added: the hierarchical organization of a group, the presence of a name, core and periphery. Thus,
if lexico-semantic groups are structural parts of a (lexico-)semantic field, then the semantic field should have
the same differentiation criteria, but with minor changes, such as: the presence in the field of words belonging
to different parts of speech and a larger size of the field. If subgroups and sub-subgroups are distinguished within
a lexico-semantic group, then these subdivisions must meet the same criteria of differentiation as the lexico-
semantic group itself, differing from it only in size.
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Lexico-semantic groups were illustrated in some studies, for example, the lexico-semantic group of fitness (Mense-
nesa, 2017) or the lexico-semantic group of elevation (KonbioBa, 2011). Landscape vocabulary has rarely been studied
in terms of its systematic organization. To prove this, we have collected several relevant works in this regard, which
mainly show different aspects in the categorization and description of “landscape” vocabulary.

The results of the work “Semiotics in Landscape Design” include some topic words for the main elements of land-
scape design (land form, water, vegetation, location of buildings, outdoor furniture, land texture, visual effects) (Jorgen-
sen, 1998, p. 44-45). From our point of view, this classification is logically organized, so it was used as an auxiliary
tool for the present study.

The authors of the article “Structural Vocabulary of Cultural Landscape on the Island of Krk (Croatia)” (Anici¢,
Rechner, Perica, 2004) studied the landscape vocabulary on the Croatian island in order to understand the value
of unique landscapes. As a result, this source provides the structural vocabulary of the cultural landscape of a specific
area and includes 4 thematic groups (landscapes of rocky terrain, stone walled terraces, pastureland and tilled fields)
(Anici¢, Rechner, Perica, 2004, p. 105). This classification, although well structured, is too narrowly focused on the cul-
tural landscape rather than landscape architecture.

The work “Symbolic Landscapes and Their Spatial Components: Understanding the Environmental Design Vocabu-
lary of Place Identity” (Mumcu, Tarakci, Yilmaz, 2017) “focuses on place identity in terms of landscape architecture”
(Mumcu, Tarakci, Yilmaz, 2017, p. 600). The most important part of this article “Frequencies and Categorization
of Spatial Components” (Mumcu, Tarakci, Yilmaz, 2017, p. 603) contains an analysis and gives a detailed categorization
of spatial components in the context of place identity (monument, statue, mural, wall painting, seating, moveable compo-
nents, pavement, plants, water, lighting, architectural components, pergola/shelter, flag, children’s playground components).

The author of the work “Semantics of a Cultural Landscape” (JTaBpeHoBa, 2010) constructs a conceptual model
of the cultural landscape as a sign system. This article was not entirely suitable for our research aims because of its fo-
cus on the cultural landscape and its semiotics, but it deserves attention as a non-standard view on the semantics
of the cultural landscape.

The work “Landscape Categorization and Estimated Potential of Landscape Vocabulary in Modern English” (Uu-
cTsikoBa, 2015) reveals landscape categorization principles and researches the evaluative potential of landscape vo-
cabulary in modern English. Its author, E. Chistyakova, identifies thematic words for the main groups of “landscape”
vocabulary (natural water landscapes, land surface, boundary areas between land and water, anthropogenic land land-
scapes and anthropogenic water landscapes) (ductsikoBa, 2015, c. 75). This work was really useful for the present
study, not only because of the detailed description of how to identify landscape vocabulary, but also because of the well-
written classification.

Most of these studies contain thematic groups and many of them partly correlate with lexico-semantic groups
as parts of the lexico-semantic field “Landscape architecture”. In addition, the object (in some cases, the secondary
object) of the mentioned studies were groups or lexical sets of landscape vocabulary. However, none of the studies
explores semantic relations between the units of these groups, although this is extremely significant when working
with lexico-semantic groups and lexico-semantic fields. Thereby, the present study is intended not only to explore
lexico-semantic groups within the lexico-semantic field “Landscape architecture”, but also to identify semantic rela-
tions between the units of these groups.

As a result of our empirical study, 122 different lexical units representing landscape vocabulary were analyzed
and classified. 25 units, or 20.5% of the total amount, were verbs, 48 lexical units, or 39.3% of the total, were nouns
and 49 units, or 40.2%, were word combinations.

Based on the collected data, a classification scheme showing the organization of the lexico-semantic field “Land-
scape architecture” was created. According to this scheme, the lexico-semantic field “Landscape architecture” con-
sists of 9 main lexico-semantic groups: Landscape materials, Professions and statuses associated with landscape archi-
tecture, Landscape design-build process, Zones of landscape object, Landscape object’s components, Components of land-
scape constructions, Recreational facilities, Landscape architecture project, Land forms (Figure 1, Column 1).

Almost all of these lexico-semantic groups were then divided into subgroups. The lexico-semantic group Land-
scape materials consists of 3 subgroups — Organic materials, Non-organic materials and Slip-resistant materials.
The lexico-semantic group Professions and statuses associated with landscape architecture contains 2 subgroups — Pro-
fessionals and Non-professionals. The third group, Landscape design-build process, was divided into 2 large subgroups —
Planning and Realization. Location and Function are the subgroups of the lexico-semantic group Zones of landscape
object. The next group, Landscape object’s components, is the biggest one. It consists of 5 subgroups: Small architec-
tural forms, Water objects, Service zone components, Vegetation, Pathways. The subgroup Gardens is a structural part
of the lexico-semantic group Recreational facilities. The lexico-semantic group Landscape architecture project con-
tains a subgroup Documents (Figure 1, Column 2). So, as we can see, this division demonstrates inclusion relations,
when (sub)groups enter each other like Russian dolls.

Moreover, some of the mentioned subgroups also consist of sub-subgroups. For example, the lexico-semantic
group Landscape object’s components has a subgroup Small architectural forms, which in turn contains a sub-subgroup
Planters. The sub-subgroup Machinery can be found as a structural part of the subgroup Service zone components,
which belongs to the lexico-semantic group Landscape object’s components. In our opinion, the most interesting divi-
sion has the subgroup Vegetation, which consists of 4 sub-subgroups — Beds, Shrubs, Trees and Lawns (Figure 1, Co-
lumn 3). This phenomenon also demonstrates the inclusion relationship and reveals the variety of plant life-forms.



(Munonornyeckue Hayku. Bonpocel Teopum 1 npaktuku. 2022. Tom 15. Buinyck 12 3973

Figure 1. Scheme of the lexico-semantic field “Landscape architecture”

Lexico-semantic field “Landscape architecture”

Lexico-semantic groups Subgroups Sub-subgroups
Landscape materials Organic materials
Non-organic materials
Slip-resistant materials

Professions and statuses associated with Professionals
landscape architecture Non-professionals
Landscape design-build process Planning
Realization
Zones of landscape object Location
Function
Landscape object’s components Small architectural forms Planters
Water objects
Service zone components Machinery
Pathways
Vegetation Beds
Shrubs
Trees
Lawns
Components of landscape constructions
Recreational facilities Gardens
Landscape architecture project Documents
Land forms

It should be noted that the intersection relationship is not a rare phenomenon in the analyzed field. It can be seen
if we consider the lexical units of 2 subgroups within the lexico-semantic group Landscape object’s components: Wa-
ter objects and Small architectural forms. Both subgroups contain the same lexical unit — (rain)water runnel. Obvious-
ly, this lexical unit is in the intersection segment of these subgroups. The same can be seen within the lexico-
semantic group Landscape materials. The unit rubber is a structural part of 3 subgroups - Organic materials, Non-
organic materials and Slip-resistant materials. Lexical units Concrete and Lumber are components of 2 subgroups —
Organic materials and Slip-resistant materials. Thus, the lexemes concrete and lumber are located in the intersection
segment of 2 groups. The unit rubber is located in the intersection segment of 3 mentioned subgroups. This position
of the lexeme rubber is due to the fact that rubber can be organic (if it is natural or India rubber) or non-organic
(if rubber is synthetic) and slip-resistance is one of its basic features. Here we can also mention another lexeme flower,
which is a component of all sub-subgroups of the subgroup Vegetation (subgroup of the lexico-semantic group Land-
scape object’s components): Beds, Shrubs, Trees and Lawns, because beds contain flowers, lawns can be flowering
and representatives of two plant life-forms — shrubs and trees — have the ability to blossom. Consequently, the lexi-
cal unit flower is located in the intersection segment of the sub-subgroups Beds, Shrubs, Trees and Lawns.

Within the lexico-semantic field “Landscape architecture”, synonymous relations between some lexical units can
be seen. For example, consider two lexical units — planter and container. According to the “Cambridge English Dic-
tionary”, a planter is “a large container in which plants are grown for decoration” and a container is “a hollow object,
such as a box or a bottle that can be used for holding something, especially to carry or store it” (Cambridge English
Dictionary (Online). URL: https://dictionary.cambridge.org). After analyzing these definitions, we can say that plan-
ter is a more suitable term for landscape vocabulary, but it is also possible to use the term container. Therefore,
in this case, these two lexical units are partial synonyms. Another example of partial synonymy is the verbs to erect
and to build. According to the “Cambridge English Dictionary”, to erect is “to build a building, wall, or other struc-
ture” and to build is “to make something by putting bricks or other materials together”. So, in this case, these
two lexemes can be considered as partial synonyms.

A similar situation can be observed if we consider such word combinations as therapeutic garden and healing gar-
den. A therapeutic garden is “an outdoor garden space that has been specifically designed to meet the physical, psy-
chological, social and spiritual needs of the people using the garden as well as their caregivers, family members
and friends” (Horowitz, 2012, p. 78). The term healing gardens is “most often applied to green spaces in hospitals
and other healthcare facilities that specifically aim to improve health outcomes” (Kreitzer, 2016, p. 176). The author
of the analyzed article means one and the same garden using these terms. Therefore, the lexical units therapeutic
garden and healing garden can be considered as absolute synonyms.

We can see the relations of antonymy within the lexico-semantic group Land forms. For instance, consider a pair
of terms field and patch. A patch is “a small area that is different in some way from the area that surrounds it” (Cam-
bridge English Dictionary). A field is “a large area of land covered with the grass” (Oxford Learner’s Dictionaries.
URL: https://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com). Thus, these terms are not antonyms in the generally accepted
sense, although the relation of converse antonymy manifests itself if we pay attention to the size parameter.

Part-whole relations can take place in the lexico-semantic field “Landscape architecture”. For example, consider
two terms — lounge area and recreational facility. A lounge is “a room in a hotel, theatre, airport, etc. where people
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can relax or wait” (Cambridge English Dictionary) and an area is a “part of a building or piece of land used for a par-
ticular purpose” (Cambridge English Dictionary). Thus, a lounge area is a piece of land, a zone used for relaxing
and waiting. According to “The Free Dictionary by Farlex” a recreational facility is “a public facility for recreation”
(The Free Dictionary by Farlex. URL: https://www.thefreedictionary.com/recreational+facility). Consequently,
the lounge area is a part of the territory of the object and recreational facilities are the entire territory of the object.

There are also hypo-hypernymic relationships within the lexico-semantic field “Landscape architecture”, for ex-
ample, between the lexeme organic materials (hypernym) and such lexical units as plywood, rubber, natural wood,
lumber, metal (hyponyms); between the lexeme shrubs (hypernym) and lexical units vine and vegetables in the meaning
of “vegetable crops” (hyponyms), etc.

Thus, in this article, we identified and described the main lexico-semantic groups of the semantic field “Landscape
architecture”, their lexical units and semantic relations between particular units in the subgroups and sub-subgroups.
The inclusion of more representative practical material in the analysis can give us the opportunity to broaden
and consolidate the proposed description of the lexico-semantic groups belonging to the lexico-semantic field “Land-
scape architecture”.

Conclusion

Landscape lexical units were collected from a professional article focused on landscape architecture. These lexi-
cal units were both words and word combinations.

Research findings show that the lexico-semantic field “Landscape architecture” has a complex and multicompo-
nent organization, which includes different lexico-semantic groups, subgroups and sub-subgroups. The main groups
identified are the following: Landscape materials, Professions and statuses associated with landscape architecture,
Landscape design-build process, Zones of the landscape object, Landscape object’s components, Components of landscape
constructions, Recreational facilities, Landscape architecture project, Land forms.

The relations of inclusion and intersection based on such paradigmatic relationships between lexical units
as synonymy, antonymy, hypo-hypernymic and part-whole relationships are typical of the lexico-semantic field
“Landscape architecture”. As we have seen, the most common types of relationships are relations of inclusion,
the hypernymic relationship and synonymy. Relations of intersection, antonymy and part-whole relations are rarer
phenomena. We suppose that the same types of semantic relations are typical not only of the lexico-semantic field
“Landscape architecture”, but also of lexico-semantic fields of other professional areas.

It should be noted that there are further research perspectives for this topic. Thus, the classification can be ex-
tended by a thorough analysis of landscape architecture lexical units from other sources. In this case, the results may
be more informative. The core and the periphery of the field are still to be investigated.
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