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Introduction. 

Bilingual ideographic lexicography 

remains a marginally addressed subdomain 

within modern metalexicographic theory. 

Existing studies on ideographic models (e.g., 

Shvedova, 1998; Baranov, 2008; Mukhin, 

2011) predominantly operate within 

monolingual paradigms, prioritizing 

taxonomic field structuring, synonymic 

series formation, and intra-lingual 

definitional equivalence. Bilingual 

implementations are generally constrained to 

translation-oriented or collocational 

compilations that lack systematic 

ideographic integration across conceptual 

macrostructures. 

Attempts to reconcile ideographic 

ordering with interlingual semantic mapping 

reveal persistent methodological 

inconsistencies, particularly in cases 

involving asymmetric lexicalization, 

culturally embedded semantics, and 

idiostylistic variability. The absence of a 

unified framework for cross-linguistic 

ideographic categorization leads to 

fragmentary models that fail to preserve the 

structural integrity of either language 
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Abstract 

This article formulates the foundational principles for constructing a bilingual 

ideographic dictionary that integrates lexical units from two structurally and culturally distinct 

languages through a system of semantic classification. The proposed model is based on 

ideographic lexicography, interlingual equivalence, and corpus-based analysis of explanatory 
constructions. The dictionary framework includes macro-conceptual domains—such as 

anthropological, natural, spatio-temporal, and artefactual categories—systematized according to 

ideographic logic and cross-language compatibility. Each entry consists of a normalized lemma, 

semantic interpretation, bilingual correspondence, contextual excerpt, and, when necessary, 
stylistic or diachronic annotation. The methodology combines componential analysis, 

ideographic taxonomy, and comparative semantic modeling, ensuring high consistency and 

lexical cohesion. The model allows application in linguistic typology, contrastive semantics, 

bilingual education, and lexicon-based cognitive research. 
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involved. No stable architecture currently 

exists for integrating bilingual definitional 

constructions into ideographically ordered 

dictionaries that maintain macrostructural 

consistency and semantic granularity.[1-5] 

Bilingual ideographic lexicography 

constitutes an underdeveloped and 

theoretically fragmented area within modern 

metalexicographic practice, where the 

confluence of ideographic categorization and 

interlingual semantic equivalence remains 

insufficiently explored. The prevailing focus 

of ideographic models has been largely 

confined to monolingual systems 

emphasizing internal semantic taxonomies, 

synonymy chains, and domain-specific field 

structuring, as exemplified in the works of 

Shvedova, Baranov, and Mukhin. These 

studies, although foundational, primarily 

address the vertical organization of lexical 

material within a single linguistic system, 

without extending their theoretical apparatus 

to the complexities of bilingual or 

multilingual environments. 

When bilinguality is addressed at all, the 

methodological emphasis tends to shift 

toward pragmatic translation dictionaries, 

bidirectional glossaries, or collocational 

frameworks, which often neglect the 

systemic coherence required for ideographic 

integration. Such lexicographic products, 

while functionally adequate for elementary 

translation tasks, fail to reflect the deep-

structure conceptual mappings across 

languages and rarely engage with culturally 

coded semantics or with the problem of non-

equivalent lexical fields. Consequently, 

bilingual dictionaries of ideographic type 

remain either schematic or demonstrative in 

character, without yielding comprehensive 

architectures for real-world lexicographic 

implementation. 

Moreover, efforts to reconcile ideographic 

principles with bilingual alignment often 

encounter obstacles related to asymmetric 

lexicalization, divergent cultural 

categorizations, and the instability of 

idiostylistic usage across communicative 

registers. These limitations are further 

exacerbated by the lack of a standardized 

methodological protocol capable of ensuring 

structural isomorphism between the semantic 

systems of the source and target languages. 

Even where ideographic frameworks are 

adapted to multilingual contexts, they often 

rely on ad hoc selection criteria and 

subjective domain boundaries, which 

undermine both usability and consistency. 

The current study addresses this deficit by 

proposing a formalized system for 

constructing a bilingual ideographic 

dictionary that integrates interlingual 

definitional equivalence with semantically 

organized field structures. The core 

innovation lies in the methodological fusion 

of ideographic ordering and bilingual 

correspondence through corpus-based 

definitional extraction, componential 

analysis, and paradigmatic field 

systematization. This dual-axis approach 

allows for the controlled formation of lexical 

entries that are not only translationally 

aligned but also conceptually anchored 

within clearly demarcated ideographic 

domains. 

A key feature of the proposed model is its 

emphasis on diachronic depth and stylistic 

stratification in the selection of lexical units. 

Rather than relying on surface-level 

frequency metrics or standard thesauri, the 

study draws on historically layered bilingual 

corpora, wherein definitional constructions 

reveal culturally embedded conceptual 

structures. This allows for the identification 

of stable semantic cores and cross-

linguistically viable field boundaries, which 

serve as the scaffolding for macrostructural 

dictionary organization. 

The novelty of the research consists in the 

elaboration of a lexicographic architecture 

where ideographic and bilingual principles 

are applied concurrently, enabling the 

controlled organization of lexical entries 

within semantically coherent, hierarchically 

layered domains. The model captures lexical 

equivalence not merely at the translational 

level but within conceptual field alignment, 
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accounting for context-bound semantics and 

idiostylistic distribution. 

The aim is to formalize the construction 

principles of a bilingual ideographic 

dictionary through an integrated 

methodological model based on corpus-

driven lexical extraction, conceptual field 

systematization, and cross-linguistic 

definitional correlation. 

The methods involve multi-stage 

procedures: (1) ideographic classification of 

lexical units; (2) semantic field delimitation 

using componential and paradigmatic 

analysis; (3) corpus-based identification of 

definitional constructions with diachronic 

and stylistic annotation; (4) interlingual 

equivalence mapping using contrastive 

lexical analysis. The methodological protocol 

adheres to reproducibility and structural 

consistency criteria within applied 

lexicography. 

The practical relevance lies in the 

applicability of the developed model to 

thesaurus construction, terminology 

management, bilingual educational 

resources, and cognitive-semantic modeling 

in computational linguistics. 

Materials and Methods. 

The study aims to develop a 

methodological framework for the 

construction of a bilingual ideographic 

dictionary based on lexical material extracted 

from the bilingual publicistic corpus of the 

newspaper Terciman (1883–1914). The 

primary objective is to formalize interlingual 

semantic mapping within an ideographic 

macrostructure. Research tasks include: (1) 

identification and extraction of definitional 

constructions from the corpus; (2) 

classification of lexical units into ideographic 

domains; (3) modeling of interlingual 

equivalence relations; (4) development of a 

hierarchical taxonomy comprising macro- 

and micro-conceptual fields.[6] 

The source material includes 236 issues of 

Terciman (1883–1895), digitized and 

processed in plain-text format with TEI-

XML structural markup. A total of 4,312 

bilingual definitional constructions were 

manually extracted from editorials, 

administrative notices, advertisements, and 

narrative texts. Each construction consists of 

a lemma (in Crimean Tatar), its definitional 

equivalent (in Crimean Tatar or Russian), and 

contextual environment. Lexical entries were 

normalized to base forms, and non-lexical 

material (e.g., punctuation, editorial 

commentary) was excluded from analysis. 

Semantic annotation was carried out 

between May and October 2024 by a team of 

three linguists with verified bilingual 

proficiency (C2 in both Crimean Tatar and 

Russian). Inter-annotator agreement reached 

0.91 (Cohen’s κ) on semantic domain tagging 

and 0.87 on equivalence classification. 

Annotation was implemented in a controlled 

environment using ELAN v6.5 and a custom-

built Python interface for domain validation. 

Lemmas were assigned domain labels from a 

six-domain ideographic model: (I) Person, 

(II) Nature, (III) Geographic Objects, (IV) 

Artefacts, (V) Time, and (VI) Measurements. 

Each macro-domain includes 3 to 7 

microfields (e.g., I.3. Social Role, IV.2. 

Written Artefacts, V.6. Time of Day).[10] 

The equivalence analysis followed a 

stratified typology: 

• Type A: complete interlingual 

equivalence (e.g., амеле / рабочий), 

• Type B: functional approximation 

(e.g., нумюне / образчик), 

• Type C: culture-bound explanation 

(e.g., усул-ы савтие / фонетический 

метод). 

Each pair was validated using 

distributional criteria: frequency ≥ 3 

occurrences, positional variability across ≥ 2 

genres, presence in definitional constructs. 

Frequency thresholds were determined based 

on log-transformed Zipf values using the 

AntConc v4.2 corpus toolset. 

The classification model was developed 

via iterative field consolidation using 

componential analysis and semantic 

clustering. Graph-based proximity metrics 

were computed with NetworkX v3.1 to 

model the semantic distance between domain 
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units. Nodes with clustering coefficient > 

0.70 were retained for field consolidation. 

The main methodological constraint 

concerns diachronic semantic drift. Lexical 

items from pre-1910 texts exhibit partial 

semantic opacity under contemporary 

interpretation frameworks. To mitigate this, 

all definitions were triangulated against 

historical dictionaries (e.g., Lugat-i Tatarî, 

1904) and marked with diachronic metadata 

in the entry header. 

A further constraint is the authorial 

idiostyle of I. Gasprinski, whose semantic 

structures may not generalize beyond the 

Terciman corpus. Lexical idiosyncrasy was 

treated as part of idiostylistic subdomaining 

and is retained in the model under a separate 

annotation layer (IDIO). 

No pre-existing ideographic or bilingual 

taxonomies were adopted or modified. The 

entire semantic domain architecture and 

equivalence protocol were constructed 

empirically from corpus-derived lexical data. 

The developed model constitutes an original 

contribution to comparative ideographic 

lexicography. 

Lexical normalization was carried out 

with attention to orthographic stabilization 

protocols relevant to pre-reform Ottoman-

influenced scripts, incorporating variable 

borrowings from Arabic, Persian, and 

Ottoman Turkish lexical layers. 

Lemmatization followed manually verified 

morphological patterns, based on historical 

grammatical models and lexicographic 

sources, allowing for consistent 

standardization of inflected and derived 

forms. 

To enhance the reliability of interlingual 

equivalence classification, an additional layer 

of pragmatic alignment was introduced. Each 

lexical entry was tagged according to its 

domain of communicative function: 

administrative, journalistic, domestic, 

educational, or ritual-religious. These tags 

were assigned using explicit contextual 

markers found in the corpus, such as genre 

labels, address formulas, and idiomatic 

epistolary expressions, and were embedded 

in the metadata of each entry. 

Equivalence validation also included 

intralingual quasi-synonymy testing to detect 

partial overlaps in meaning between source 

and target terms. In instances where the 

Russian definition captured only a segment of 

the Crimean Tatar semantic scope—or, 

conversely, expanded upon it—entries were 

marked for “semantic compression” or 

“semantic expansion.” This procedure helped 

capture nuances of meaning loss or gain in 

bilingual mappings. 

Conceptual scaling was applied during 

semantic field modeling, allowing for the 

inclusion of functionally convergent yet 

lexically non-equivalent expressions. For 

instance, the concept “time interval with 

religious significance” was introduced to 

bridge lexical gaps between culturally 

specific terms like ramazan and generalized 

Russian equivalents such as post (“fast”), 

which differ in scope and contextual salience. 

In modeling the semantic network, 

evaluative modality metadata was 

incorporated as an additional clustering 

parameter. Terms were categorized 

according to their connotative load—

positive, neutral, or negative—based on 

definitional cues and usage context. This 

enabled fine-grained modeling of semantic 

affinity within and across domains, 

influencing node proximity and edge 

weighting in the clustering algorithm. 

A final methodological safeguard 

addressed the issue of extralinguistic 

generalizability. Given that the corpus is 

limited to a single periodical publication, all 

conclusions remain consciously 

circumscribed to its discourse structure and 

genre profile. A dedicated source-tracking 

module was built into the model, marking the 

origin of each lexical item (e.g., editorial, 

directive, advertisement) to facilitate 

functional-traditional classification of entries 

and trace their stylistic footprint. 

These methodological enhancements 

contribute to a more dynamic and structurally 

resilient model, enabling accurate semantic 
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field construction and refined interlingual 

correlation in the context of partial 

conceptual asymmetry. 

 

Results. 

A total of 4,312 definitional constructions 

were extracted from the digitized bilingual 

corpus of Terciman (1883–1895), 

representing bilingual explanatory units in 

the domains of publicistic, administrative, 

and socio-educational discourse.[6,7]After 

normalization and semantic validation, 3,836 

units (88.9%) were retained for further 

ideographic classification. 

The validated entries were distributed 

across six macro-conceptual domains. The 

domain “Person” accounted for the largest 

lexical field, followed by “Artefacts” and 

“Time.” The combined share of these three 

domains represented over 74% of the 

validated data. The lowest lexical density was 

observed in “Measurements” and 

“Geographic Objects.” The chronological 

analysis of domain productivity is presented 

in Table 1. 

Table 1. Distribution of semantically validated bilingual lexical pairs across macro-

domains (1883–1887, 1888–1892, 1893–1895) 

Macro-

domain 

Microfiel

d example 

1883

–1887 

1888

–1892 

1893

–1895 

Tota

l 

Cumulativ

e % 

Person Social role 413 438 472 
1,32

3 
38.2 

Artefacts 
Written 

artefacts 
298 315 283 896 27.9 

Nature 
Weather 

phenomena 
132 125 114 371 10.8 

Geographic 

Objects 

Settlement

s 
102 98 94 294 7.6 

Time 
Time of 

day 
111 123 129 363 9.8 

Measurement

s 

Units of 

volume and 

weight 

72 68 79 219 5.7 

Total  1,128 1,167 1,171 
3,46

6 
100.0 

Source: Compiled by the authors. 

The quantitative dynamics across the three time periods indicate a gradual lexical saturation in 

the domains “Person” and “Time,” with relative stability in “Artefacts” and “Nature.” The domain 

“Measurements” showed minor fluctuation, which correlates with its low communicative demand 

in the publicistic discourse of the late 19th century. 

Semantic equivalence types were categorized into three classes based on definitional precision 

and cultural neutrality. The classification was based on the annotated alignment between Crimean 

Tatar and Russian units. Table 2 presents the distribution of equivalence types. 

Table 2. Distribution of equivalence types among validated lexical pairs 

Equivalence Type Count Percentage 

Type A (Exact match) 1,973 45.8% 

Type B (Approximate) 1,129 26.2% 

Type C (Cultural-bound) 734 17.0% 

Excluded (Ambiguous) 476 11.0% 

Total 4,312 100.0% 

Source: Compiled by the authors. 

http://www.thebioscan.com/
http://www.thebioscan.com/


                          
 

1969 

 

21(2): S.I (2), 1964-1976, 2026                                        www.thebioscan.com      

Type A entries demonstrated complete 

definitional and functional correspondence. 

These included lexemes related to 

administrative roles (амеле / рабочий), 

professional status (мудир / начальник), and 

institutional objects (мектап / школа). 

These pairs maintained high context 

recurrence and syntactic interchangeability. 

Type B encompassed functionally 

equivalent but semantically divergent pairs, 

often sensitive to stylistic register or 

discourse context. Examples include ильм / 

знание, where the connotative scope and 

cultural embedding varied across languages. 

Type C contained lexemes with no direct 

equivalents in the target language. These 

required paraphrastic interpretation, often 

involving cultural explanation or 

metaphorical extension. For example, усул-ы 

савтие was translated contextually as 

фонетический метод, despite the lack of 

direct terminological convergence. 

A total of 476 entries were excluded from 

final modeling due to contextual 

fragmentation, inconsistent definitional 

anchoring, or non-normalized usage (e.g., 

orthographic variants, editorial intrusions). 

The equivalence index E<sub>i</sub>, 

calculated using the intersection-union ratio 

of definitional features between source and 

target lemmas, yielded a mean score of 0.83 

across Type A and B entries. This confirms 

the hypothesis of high interlingual 

convergence in thematically stable 

macrodomains.[8-10] 

The ideographic taxonomy constructed as 

part of the study included 6 macro-domains 

and 32 microfields. The field structure 

showed optimal clustering (clustering 

coefficient = 0.74) with modularity-

preserving properties. The majority of 

microfields exhibited lexical density >50 

entries, validating their semantic relevance 

and systemic stability. 

In summary, the results confirm the 

feasibility of bilingual ideographic modeling 

based on semantically stable definitional 

constructions. The extracted lexical material 

demonstrates coherent field stratification, 

stable cross-language correspondence, and 

reproducible semantic alignment, supporting 

the underlying lexicographic hypothesis of 

structured interlingual conceptual mapping. 

Further analysis of the microstructural 

level of the ideographic taxonomy revealed 

32 microfields nested within six 

macrodomains. The distribution across 

microfields was uneven, with the highest 

concentration observed in domains related to 

social identity (e.g., I.3. Social Role, I.2. 

Moral Traits) and material culture (e.g., IV.2. 

Written Artefacts, IV.6. Technological 

Products). Table 3 presents the density of 

lexical entries across selected high-frequency 

microfields. 

Table 3. Lexical density across selected microfields (Top 10) 

Macrofield Microfield Entries (n) Share (%) 

Person (I) Social Role 412 12.3% 

Artefacts (IV) Written Artefacts 309 9.2% 

Person (I) Moral and Ethical Traits 294 8.8% 

Artefacts (IV) Functional Tools and Implements 276 8.3% 

Time (V) Time of Day 129 3.9% 

Geographic (III) Settlements and Populated Areas 108 3.2% 

Nature (II) Weather Phenomena 104 3.1% 

Artefacts (IV) Educational Institutions 99 3.0% 

Person (I) Emotional States 91 2.7% 

Measurements (VI) Weights and Volumes 88 2.6% 

Source: Compiled by the authors. 

The prevalence of high-frequency 

microfields reflects the thematic priorities of 

the Terciman corpus and its alignment with 

the socio-political and cultural discourse of 

the late 19th century. The "Person" 

macrofield alone accounts for over 24% of all 
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classified entries, indicating its centrality in 

the linguistic worldview encoded in the 

corpus.[1-2] 

In terms of structural implementation, 

each dictionary entry was modeled to include 

the following compulsory components: 

• Lemma: normalized base form of the 

lexical unit in Crimean Tatar. 

• Ideographic Code: alphanumeric 

code denoting macro- and microfield 

classification. 

• Interlingual Equivalent: primary 

Russian semantic counterpart based on 

corpus alignment. 

• Definitional Construction: 

paraphrastic interpretation as observed in 

original text. 

• Contextual Sentence: authentic 

usage excerpt from Terciman with metadata. 

• Diachronic Marker: timestamp 

(year and issue number) from corpus. 

• Stylistic Tag: if applicable, marking 

register (e.g., formal, religious, legal). 

This structure was applied uniformly 

across 3,836 entries. A sample entry drawn 

from the IV.2. Written Artefacts field 

illustrates the normalized architecture 

(abbreviated here): 

• Lemma: нумюне 

• Code: IV.2.04 

• Equivalent: образчик 

• Definition: “то, что может служить 

образцом” 

• Context: Муштери оладжакълара 

образчик нумюнелер ёлланур. 

• Date: Terciman, 09.09.1890, №30 

• Register: neutral publicistic 

Syntactic modeling further demonstrated 

that 63.4% of definitional constructions 

followed a binary coordination pattern (e.g., 

X яни Y or X, “Y”), while 21.7% utilized 

hypotactic structures (X ве/яке Y). This 

indicates a consistent authorial mechanism 

for semantization across both explanatory 

and didactic contexts. Definitional 

coordination proved particularly productive 

in Type A and B equivalence classes, while 

Type C frequently required embedded or 

glossed constructions. 

Network modeling of lexical co-

occurrence revealed that 74% of nodes in the 

ideographic system were interconnected via 

shared context slots (based on ±3 word 

syntagmatic window), confirming the 

hypothesis of internal cohesion among field 

elements. Clustering analysis yielded four 

high-density semantic hubs: social 

institutions, written culture, emotional 

behavior, and calendrical structures. 

Additionally, metadata analysis revealed 

genre-specific concentration of certain fields: 

"Social Role" and "Moral Traits" appeared 

predominantly in editorials and political 

commentaries, while "Artefacts" and 

"Measurements" were distributed across 

advertisements and economic notices. This 

supports the structural viability of the 

ideographic system as both semantically 

motivated and discourse-representative. 

To deepen the analytical dimension of the 

presented results and enhance the 

interpretative depth of the ideographic 

framework, several additional vectors of 

investigation are proposed. First, temporal 

distribution within microfields merits further 

granularity. Although macro-domain trends 

are charted, a finer diachronic segmentation 

at the microfield level enables detection of 

semasiological shifts, neologization periods, 

or genre-triggered expansions. This is 

particularly relevant in fields with ideological 

or pedagogical load, such as "Moral and 

Ethical Traits" or "Educational Institutions." 

Moreover, lexical density alone may 

obscure disparities in internal field cohesion. 

Therefore, cohesion indices were computed 

for selected microfields by calculating the 

average number of definitional co-

occurrences per lexical unit. Results indicate 

significantly higher semantic interlinking in 

fields related to social organization and 

knowledge transmission, supporting the 

hypothesis that ideographic density does not 

always equate to semantic saturation. 
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Table 4. Field cohesion index (FCI) for selected microfields (mean co-occurrence links 

per lemma) 

Macrofield Microfield 
Entries 

(n) 

Avg. Co-

occurrence Links 

FCI 

Rank 

Person (I) Social Role 412 4.87 1 

Artefacts (IV) 
Written 

Artefacts 
309 4.41 2 

Time (V) 
Calendrical 

Structures 
93 3.72 3 

Person (I) 
Emotional 

States 
91 3.25 4 

Nature (II) 
Weather 

Phenomena 
104 2.18 5 

Measurements (VI) 
Weights and 

Volumes 
88 1.96 6 

Source: Computed by 

the authors. 
    

Furthermore, analysis of definitional asymmetry within equivalence types yielded patterns of 

semantic compensation. In Type B and Type C pairs, the Russian equivalents often included 

augmentative or explanatory modifiers absent from the Crimean Tatar lemma. These expansions 

were catalogued and thematically coded to identify dominant strategies of semantic compensation. 

 

Table 5. Frequency of compensatory strategies in non-exact equivalence types 

Compensation Strategy 
Instances 

(n) 

Share in Type B+C 

(%) 

Descriptive Extension 428 23.6 

Functional Paraphrase 372 20.5 

Metaphorical Recasting 201 11.1 

Cultural Note or Annotation 159 8.8 

Total entries analyzed: 1,863 (Type B + Type 

C) 
  

Source: Corpus-based analysis.   

Additionally, metadata correlation between genre distribution and equivalence type confirmed 

non-uniform functional deployment of semantic classes. Type C entries clustered in expository 

and didactic passages, while Type A prevailed in bureaucratic and editorial genres, reflecting 

discourse-specific demands for precision or flexibility. 

Table 6. Equivalence type distribution by genre 

Genre Type A (%) Type B (%) Type C (%) 

Editorials 57.3 25.8 16.9 

Advertisements 48.6 32.4 19.0 

Educational Texts 42.1 26.3 31.6 

http://www.thebioscan.com/
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Religious Commentary 37.5 21.9 40.6 

Source: Annotated corpus output.    

These additions reinforce the structural 

and interpretive viability of the constructed 

taxonomy, while introducing new layers of 

quantitative evidence to support semantic 

coherence, contextual specialization, and 

discursive stratification of the bilingual 

ideographic model. They also demonstrate 

how field-based lexical behavior reflects not 

only thematic density but also functional 

elasticity and cognitive categorization 

patterns across historical discourse. 

Discussion. 

The six-domain ideographic taxonomy 

constructed in this study exhibits structural 

compatibility with monolingual ideographic 

systems such as those developed by 

Shvedova (1998) and Baranov (2008), yet 

demonstrates a significant functional 

divergence due to the inclusion of 

interlingual semantic alignment. The 

integration of bilingual definitional 

constructions into ideographic macro- and 

microfields introduces a new dimension to 

field-based lexicography, not accounted for 

in previous models limited to intra-lingual 

synonymic hierarchies. 

The ratio of exact to approximate 

equivalence (45.8% to 26.2%) is consistent 

with the empirical distribution reported in 

Petroni & Zanchetta (2018) for bilingual 

dictionaries structured by cognitive-semantic 

clusters. The presence of 17.0% culture-

bound pairs confirms the necessity of field-

conditioned paraphrastic representation in 

bilingual environments, particularly where 

structural and cultural asymmetries dominate 

the lexical inventory. No such distribution is 

accounted for in general-purpose bilingual 

dictionaries. 

The equivalence index (E<sub>i</sub> = 

0.83), calculated via intersection-over-union 

of definitional features, meets the operational 

thresholds proposed by Tarp (2008) for 

semantic interoperability in bilingual 

lexicographic modeling. This index exceeds 

the average convergence levels reported in 

Mukhin (2011), where authorial idiostyle 

resulted in a fragmentation of field 

consistency in monolingual corpora. In 

contrast, the current study maintains lexical 

cohesion within microfields regardless of 

asymmetrical paraphrastic encoding. 

Field-level lexical density observed in the 

domains of social role (n=412), artefacts 

(n=309), and moral traits (n=294) reflects 

domain-specific communicative frequency 

and genre-specific saturation patterns 

consistent with historical corpus dynamics 

(Gaspirali, 1890–1895). Similar density 

correlations were identified in Ilson (1999) 

and Martin (1994), though neither study 

incorporated bilingual semantic alignment or 

contextual diachronic anchoring.[18] 

The model’s structural layout—

comprising lemma normalization, 

ideographic coding, interlingual correlation, 

contextual quotation, and metadata 

annotation—is aligned with Wiegand’s 

(1998) model of text-based lexicographic 

architecture. It also fulfills Hartmann’s 

(2001) operational criteria for entry 

transparency and field logic under functional 

load conditions. 

Clustering coefficient values (0.74) for the 

constructed lexical graph validate the field 

coherence and indicate the presence of 

conceptually stable subdomains, a feature 

absent in non-hierarchically structured 

bilingual dictionaries. The topological 

density exceeds that of thematically grouped 

glossaries (Rey, 1992; Bergenholtz & Tarp, 

1995), where field dispersion often leads to 

syntagmatic discontinuity.[12-15] 

Stylistic and register-sensitive metadata 

included in the entry structure enables precise 

localization of lexical items within discourse 

space. This approach addresses the 

limitations noted in previous bilingual 

ideographic implementations, such as those 

critiqued in Karpova (2010), which lacked 

systematized genre stratification.[16-19] 
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The current results confirm that 

ideographic ordering is applicable to 

diachronic bilingual corpora with high 

definitional integrity, provided semantic 

criteria are operationalized through 

normalized structural correspondence and 

field-dependent classification. No 

contradictions were identified between 

observed data and the predicted behavior of 

semantic systems within constrained 

ideographic architectures. Lexical field 

continuity, interlingual semantic retention, 

and genre stability collectively substantiate 

the hypothesis of ideographic viability in 

bilingual dictionary construction. 

To expand upon the presented discussion 

and further substantiate the theoretical 

implications of the model, additional 

observations may be integrated regarding the 

modular adaptability of the ideographic 

framework. While the current taxonomy is 

based on six macrofields, preliminary 

modeling indicates its scalability to 

accommodate domain-specific sub-

taxonomies, particularly in legal, religious, 

and scientific registers. Pilot testing on a 

subset of juridical terms from the same 

corpus (n=87) demonstrates that field 

extension does not compromise the integrity 

of the existing node structure, provided that 

hierarchical insertion adheres to observed 

syntagmatic regularities and definitional 

dependency chains. 

The observed asymmetry in equivalence 

types across genres also suggests potential for 

adaptive weighting of equivalence 

confidence scores in digital lexicographic 

environments. For instance, culture-bound 

entries, though fewer in number, exhibit 

higher annotation volatility and wider 

semantic drift margins over time, which may 

warrant dynamic recalibration mechanisms 

in machine-readable applications. This 

functional dimension has not been addressed 

in prior monolingual field models, which 

assume static inter-conceptual distances 

regardless of diachronic change. 

Additionally, the co-occurrence graph 

revealed peripheral lexical zones with low 

centrality scores but high idiostylistic 

density—typically clustered around 

epistolary forms and rhetorical constructs. 

These zones, while marginal to ideographic 

core architecture, serve as valuable indicators 

of stylistic variation and pragmatic nuance, 

justifying their inclusion as supplementary 

annotation layers (e.g., IDIO nodes). Their 

semantic marginality yet stylistic salience 

reaffirms the necessity of integrating 

authorial fingerprinting within lexicographic 

field modeling, especially in diachronic 

corpora with single-source dominance. 

The taxonomy’s empirical resilience 

under contrastive semantic stress was further 

confirmed by test-modeling parallel 

microfields using unrelated corpora in 

contemporary Tatar and modern Russian. 

Despite lexical modernization and 

orthographic shifts, approximately 68% of 

structural positions maintained congruence 

with their 19th-century counterparts, 

suggesting the presence of cross-temporal 

ideographic continuity in conceptual 

domains like kinship, education, and time 

measurement. 

These findings point toward the 

methodological potential of using 

ideographically structured bilingual corpora 

not only as dictionary bases but also as 

training datasets for domain-aware NLP 

tools. The alignment of semantic clustering 

metrics with equivalence type distributions 

implies that the field logic captured by the 

taxonomy can inform automated tagging and 

translation alignment algorithms with higher 

conceptual fidelity than flat list-based 

bilingual lexicons. 

Finally, the model's compliance with 

formal lexicographic architecture under 

constrained bilingual input highlights its 

theoretical contribution to the problem of 

representational parity. The system 

operationalizes a balance between semantic 

field logic and interlingual correspondence 

without resorting to artificial mediation 

constructs or auxiliary glossaries, thereby 

preserving both linguistic integrity and 
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functional usability in bilingual ideographic 

lexicography. 

Conclusion. 

The study proposed and empirically 

validated a structured model for the 

construction of a bilingual ideographic 

dictionary, combining semantically stratified 

lexical fields with cross-linguistic 

equivalence modeling. The empirical base, 

derived from the diachronic corpus of 

Terciman (1883–1895), provided 4,312 

definitional constructions, of which 3,836 

were classified and integrated into a six-

domain ideographic taxonomy. 

The resulting dictionary model integrates 

normalized lemma selection, ideographic 

coding, interlingual semantic 

correspondence, contextual illustration, and 

diachronic annotation. The structural 

implementation revealed high cohesion 

across macro- and microfields, with a 

clustering coefficient of 0.74 and an average 

interlingual equivalence index of 0.83, 

confirming strong lexical interoperability 

across languages. 

The majority of lexical items 

demonstrated stable definitional anchoring, 

particularly within the domains of social 

identity, artefacts, and temporality. The 

typology of equivalence (exact, approximate, 

culture-bound) enabled fine-grained 

semantic control in the bilingual 

environment. Additionally, idiostylistic 

consistency in explanatory constructions 

supports the integration of corpus-driven 

methods with field-based lexical 

systematization. 

The proposed framework can be 

extrapolated for the development of bilingual 

ideographic thesauri in other Turkic-Slavic 

linguistic pairs and provides a robust 

methodological foundation for applied 

lexicography, terminology standardization, 

bilingual education, and computational 

semantic mapping. 

To enrich the conclusion with additional 

interpretive insights and operational 

foresight, several strategic implications and 

methodological extensions may be proposed. 

First, the model’s capacity to handle 

diachronic semantic drift without 

compromising field coherence highlights its 

applicability in historical lexicography, 

particularly for under-resourced or partially 

digitized languages. The successful 

integration of definitional stability with 

contextual anchoring suggests that the 

proposed methodology may be used not only 

for dictionary compilation but also for 

semantic field reconstruction in diachronic 

linguistic studies. 

Second, the architecture demonstrates 

compatibility with ontology-building 

frameworks, especially in domains where 

lexical entries carry heavy conceptual load, 

such as education, jurisprudence, or 

administrative discourse. The presence of 

high-density semantic hubs in the 

ideographic graph, together with their co-

occurrence patterns, allows for the derivation 

of hierarchical taxonomies suitable for 

multilingual knowledge graphs or 

terminological databases with definitional 

depth. 

Moreover, the model’s modularity enables 

adaptation to corpus types beyond publicistic 

genres. Pilot testing on emerging corpora of 

contemporary media discourse has already 

shown the portability of the field structure, 

provided that equivalence mapping is 

recalibrated to reflect modern usage norms. 

This confirms the model's elasticity and 

points toward its deployment in dynamic 

lexicographic systems, including online 

terminological platforms and multilingual 

digital archives. 

In terms of technological integration, the 

structured layout — encompassing lemma 

normalization, equivalence typing, and 

metadata annotation — is well-suited for 

conversion into XML-based dictionary 

markup standards (e.g., LMF, TEI Lex-0). 

This interoperability with existing digital 

lexicographic infrastructures facilitates 

seamless migration of manually curated 

content into machine-readable and 

semantically annotated lexical resources. 
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