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JEKCUYHUM BUBIP I TOYHICTDH Y CYUACHIU AHIVIIMCBHKIN MOBI
B HABUAHHI CTYJIEHTIB HEMOBHUX CHHEHIAJIBHOCTEH

Cmamms npuceauena ananizy npooiemu 1eKCUUHOi MmoyHOCMi ma yceiooMIeH020 8UOOPY Cl08A 8 CYUACHIU AHIl-
CbKill MOBI Y npoyeci HA8YAHHA CMYOeHMi8 HeMOBHUX chneyianrbHocmell. Memorw 0ocnioiceHHs € BUANIeHHA YUHHUKIG,
Wo 8U3HAYAIOMb MOYHICIb BUKOPUCIANHS IEKCUYHUX OOUHUYb 8 AKA0eMIYHOMY ma NPopeciliHo OPIEHMOBAHOMY AHeI0-
MOBHOMY MOGILEHHI, A MAKONC OKPECTIeHHSI MEMOOUYHUX NiOX00I8, WO CPUSIIOMb QOPMYBAHHIO MOYHO20 Ui KOHMEKCIHO
BMOMUBOBAHO2O CLOBOBIHCUBAHHSL 8 KYPCAX AHSNINICLKOT MOBU OJisl NpOdeciiinux yinel ma 6 yMo8ax aHelOMOBHO20 GUKId-
OanHsL paxoeux OUCYuniin. AKyenm 3podieHo Ha pO3PISHEHHT NOHAMb «3HAMU CLOBOY | «BMIMU 00pamu OOpeuHe Clo80»
3 YPAXYBAHHAM CMUCTIOBUX GIOMIHKIB, CHOLYYUYBAHOCHI MA CIMULICIUYHOL OOYITbHOCHII.

Jocnidorcenns noeonye 3a2a1bHOHAYKO8I Ma CneyianbHi nioxoou. 3acmocosano amaniz i cuHmes npays i3 JeKcud-
HOI cemanmuxu, npazmamury, NPUKIAOHOL TiHeGICMUKU A MemOOUKU BUKIAOAHHS aHTillcbkoi Mosu. Buxopucmano
3icmasHull aHaniz OIU3LKUX 30 3HAYEHHAM JIeKCUYHUX OOUHUYL, MUNOBUX AKAOEMIYHUX KOLOKAYil i Mooenell, xapakmep-
HUX OJ11 PI3HUX pe2icmpis MoeieHHs. Takodic npo6ederno KOHMeKCmYyaibHull | ()yHKYIOHATbHUL AHALI3 TEKCUYHUX PIUEHD Y
paemenmax cmyOeHmcbKuUX NUCbMOBUX POOIm [ YCHUX 8ucmynie (kopomki 0onogioi, npezenmayii). Jooamroso 3acmo-
COBAHO Y3A2ANbHEHHS Neda202iuH020 00C8I0Y, Wo 0dN0 3M02Y BUOKPeMUmMY NO8MOPIOBAHI NPOONIeMHI 30HU Ma ONUCamu
OUOAKMUYHI pileHHs, penesanmui 0 epyn 3 PiSHUM pPiGHeM Ni020MOBKU.

3’acosano, o nedocmamms 1eKCUYHA MOYHICMb Y MOBIEeHHI CIyO0eHmie HeMOBHUX CcheyianlbHOoCmell 3yMO81eHa He
CMINbKU OPAKOM CLOBHUKOBO20 3ANACY, CKLIbKU OOMENCEHUM PO3YMIHHAM CEMAHMUYHUX 8IOMIHKIE, CIMULICIMUYHUX 00Me-
JiCeHb [ pecicmpy, a MAaKoNC KOHMEKCMYAIbHUX YMO8 YICUBAHHS Ci6. Busieieno munogi nomuiku: nioMiHa Ka3iCUHOHI-
Mig; OYK6ANbHULI NepeKIao i MidcMO6HA inmepghepenyis,; HeCmIlKi 1eKCUdHi cnoayuenHs (Oi€ci6HO-IMEHHUKO8] Mad npu-
KMEmHUKOBO-IMEHHUKOBI), W0 NOpYyuLyioms HOpMU AKAOEMIYHO20 MOBNEHHS, HAOMIDHO V3a2aibHeHi popMYI08anHsl, SKi
SHUNCYIOMD THHOPMAMUBHICIL | NEPEeKOHAUBICMb 8UCL061108aHHA. OOIPYHIMOBAHO OOYLTbHICIb 3A80AHb, CNPAMOBAHUX
HA aHANi3 MIKPOKOHMEKCMY, NOPIGHSIHHS IEKCUYHUX AIbIMEPHAMUG, pobomy 3 KOLOKAYisMU, d MAKONC HA GopMyeanHs
«KOHMPONIbHO20 CRUCKY» piutens (register, connotation, collocation) nio uac pedacysamsi.

3pobneno sucnosok, wo cucmemme QoOpmMyBarHs HABUHOK MOYHOLO CLOBOBHCUSAHHS € HEOOXIOHOIO YMOBOIO NIOGUUEHHS
AKoCcmi akademiuHoi ma npogecitinoi KOMyHIKayli cmyoenmie HeMOBHUX cneyianbHocmetl i NIOMpUMYe iXHIO YCniuwHicms y
nUCoLMI, NPe3eHMAaYisAX Mma KOMAHOHIU 83aeMO0ii. 3anponoHosani nioxoou Modxcyms Oymu iHmMezsposati 8 Kypcu aHeIiucbKol
MO8U 07151 npoghecilinuX Yyinetl ma aHIOMOBHO20 HABYAHHA (AXOBUX OUCYUNTIIH, OCKIIbKU 80HU PO3BUBAIOMb MEXAHIZIMU NPU-
UHAMMSL IeKCUYHUX Piulelb, a He Julie 3anam smosgyeants cuie. Ilepcnekmusoro nooambuiux 00CaiodceHb € po3pooieHHs
ONnepayiviHux Kpumepiie OYiHIOBaHHs IeKCUYHOL MOYHOCII ma anpodayisi IHCMpPYMeHmie QopmysaibHoco oyintosants ¢ EMI-
epynax. 3anponoHosami HaguaAILHO-MeMOOUYHI PiuleHHs npUOamui st 6nposaddicents y kypcax ESP ma ¢ ymosax EMI.

Knrouosi cnosa: nexcuuna mouricms, CeMaHmMuyHi HIOAGHCU, pe2iCmp MOBIeHH, AKA0eMIYHA KOMYHIKAYis, AHeTIICbKA
0 npogpeciinux yineil, AHe1OMOBHe BUKIAOAHHS, MIJCMOBHA THMep@hepeHyis.
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WORD CHOICE AND PRECISION IN MODERN ENGLISH
FOR NON-LANGUAGE STUDENTS

The article examines lexical precision and deliberate word choice in modern English within the context of non-language
university students' learning. The study aims to identify factors influencing accurate lexical use in academic and professional
communication and to propose pedagogical approaches that enhance lexical decision-making in English for Specific
Purposes courses and English-medium instruction across non-language disciplines. The paper emphasises the difference
between knowing a word and choosing the right word in context, considering meaning nuance, collocational fit, and register.

The study combines general research procedures with applied linguistic analysis. It draws on analysis and synthesis
of scholarship in lexical semantics, pragmatics, applied linguistics, and English language teaching methodology. A
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contrastive approach is used to examine near-synonymous items, recurrent academic collocations, and patterns typical of
different registers of communication. Additionally, the study employs contextual and functional analysis of lexical choices
in selected fragments of student writing and short-spoken performances (brief reports and presentations). The analysis is
further complemented by a synthesis of teaching experience, which helps identify common difficulty areas and describe
classroom procedures suitable for mixed-ability groups.

The findings indicate that reduced lexical precision among non-language students is mainly due to a lack of
awareness of semantic nuances, stylistic constraints, collocational preferences, and situational limitations on word use,
rather than vocabulary size. Common errors include the incorrect use of near-synonyms, literal translation and cross-
linguistic interference, unstable verb—noun and adjective—noun combinations that conflict with academic standards,
and overgeneralised language that diminishes informational density and clarity of argument. The study confirms that
instructional practices focusing on micro-context analysis, structured comparison of lexical options, collocation exercises,
and the development of a straightforward editing checklist (register, connotation, collocation) that encourages students’
self-correction are effective.

The study concludes that systematically developing precise word choice is vital for enhancing students’ academic
and professional communication, including writing, presenting, and collaborative interaction in English. The proposed
approaches are applicable to ESP syllabi and EMI contexts in various non-language programmes because they bolster
decision-making processes behind lexical selection rather than just vocabulary memorisation. Further research could
focus on operational assessment criteria for lexical precision and on testing formative assessment tools that track

incremental progress in EMI classrooms.

Key words: lexical precision, semantic nuance, register awareness, academic communication, ESP instruction, EMI

pedagogy, cross-linguistic interference.

Problem statement. Within contemporary higher
education, English serves as a working tool for learn-
ing and professional communication across non-lan-
guage programmes, thereby raising practical peda-
gogical demands for the quality of students’ academic
discourse. This trend is especially evident in non-lan-
guage programmes where students use English to
complete discipline-specific tasks: describing pro-
cedures, reporting results, presenting projects, writ-
ing reflective notes, and working collaboratively in
teams. In such contexts, lexical precision becomes a
measurable quality of students’ academic and profes-
sional communication and, therefore, a relevant target
for instructional design in ESP courses and EMI-sup-
ported learning. (Karabay A., Durrani N., 2024)

For many learners, expanding vocabulary involves
not only enlarging a word list and memorising dic-
tionary definitions but also ensuring lexical accuracy
within context. In academic and professional dis-
course, lexical precision is assessed based on appro-
priacy: a word must “fit” the micro-context, the com-
municative aim, and the conventions of academic
style. Small lexical mismatches—such as overgeneral
verbs, unstable collocations, near-synonym confu-
sion, or items unsuitable for the register—can diminish
clarity, distort claims, and undermine the strength of
arguments. Crucially, these issues often persist even
among students whose receptive vocabulary seems
adequate for comprehension.

The novelty of this paper lies in treating lexi-
cal precision as a decision-making competence and
translating this perspective into practical instructional
procedures and classroom tools for non-language
university groups. The article distinguishes between
(a) recognising a word and (b) choosing a word that
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is accurate, stylistically suitable, and conventional
in academic usage. This approach allows the issue
of imprecise word choice to be understood not as a
“lack of vocabulary” but as limited awareness of
semantic nuances, usage restrictions, and discourse
conventions. The study combines applied linguis-
tics insights with practical instructional strategies for
non-language university groups, including contexts in
which English is used for discipline-related learning
(English for Specific Purposes and English-medium
instruction).

The aim of the study is to identify key factors
behind lexical imprecision in non-language students’
academic communication and to substantiate teaching
procedures and revision tools that can be implemented
in ESP syllabi and EMI contexts across non-language
programmes.

To achieve this, the study sets out the following
research objectives:

(1) to identify recurring patterns of lexical impre-
cision in student writing and brief spoken academic
performances; (2) to analyse the main sources of error
related to near-synonym selection, collocation instabil-
ity, register mismatch, and cross-linguistic interference;

(3) to justify pedagogical procedures that enhance
lexical decision-making rather than vocabulary mem-
orisation;

(4) to outline classroom tools, including an editing
checklist, that support students’ autonomous revision
and gradual improvement.

Analysis of recent research and purpose of the
study. The study adopts a qualitative applied-lin-
guistic approach that combines contextual linguistic
analysis with pedagogical generalisation. The empir-
ical data are drawn from representative fragments of
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non-language students’ writing (short essays, report-
style paragraphs, reflective assignments) and spoken
production (short reports and presentation excerpts)
produced in ESP courses and in contexts where dis-
cipline-related learning is supported through English.

The analytical procedure involves (a) contextual
analysis of lexical choices within micro-contexts,
emphasising semantic scope, pragmatic force, and
register appropriateness; (b) contrastive analysis of
near-synonymous alternatives and their distribution
in academic discourse; (c) collocational analysis of
recurrent verb—noun and adjective—noun patterns; and
(d) functional interpretation of how lexical choices
influence clarity, informational density, and argumen-
tative strength.

Pedagogical generalisations based on recurring
classroom observations are utilised to identify sta-
ble difficulty clusters and to develop procedures that
remain practical under constraints typical of non-lan-
guage programmes (mixed ability, limited contact
hours, assessment pressures).

Applied linguistics research consistently describes
vocabulary knowledge as multi-componential: lex-
ical competence includes meaning, form, usage, col-
location, and register. In this view, lexical precision
depends on learners’ ability to activate a suitable item
for a specific discourse task and to avoid alternatives
that introduce unintended meanings or inappropriate
tone. Contemporary discussions of vocabulary learning
emphasise the distinction between receptive and pro-
ductive mastery and highlight the importance of under-
standing how words function in contexts, not just what
they “mean” in isolation. (Hyland K., 2009: 11-12)

Research on academic discourse and vocabulary
emphasises the significance of formulaic sequences
and conventional collocations in crafting credible texts.
Academic communication relies on stable patterns that
support argumentation and organisation of informa-
tion; therefore, collocational control becomes an essen-
tial indicator of writing quality. Simultaneously, studies
of English-medium instruction highlight the cognitive
demands placed on learners as they process discipli-
nary content whilst producing English. Under such
pressure, students may revert to first-language transfer
and literal translation, increasing the risk of near-syn-
onym misuse and register drift. This combination of
factors explains why lexical imprecision persists, even
as general vocabulary knowledge advances. (Biber D.,
1998: 10) (Schmitt N., Schmitt D., 2020)

The literature shows that instruction is more effec-
tive when it (a) raises awareness of semantic nuances
and register, (b) provides structured comparisons of
lexical choices, and (c) fosters collocational appro-
priateness through repeated use in meaningful tasks.
The present study further advances this argument by
focusing on “lexical decisions” during production and
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revision and by offering a concise editing checklist to
support self-correction. (Biber D., 1998: 11)

Disscussion. Four recurring clusters of lexical
imprecision can be identified in non-language student
production.

(1) Near-synonym confusion. Learners often
treat quasi-synonyms as interchangeable, especially
when bilingual dictionaries provide multiple trans-
lation equivalents. In academic contexts, however,
near-synonyms differ in semantic scope, connotation,
and pragmatic impact. The result is wording that is
grammatically correct but semantically misaligned
with the intended meaning.

(2) Register mismatch. Informal items, vague
intensifiers, and conversational patterns may appear
in academic texts, undermining perceived credibility.
Conversely, learners might overuse “high-sounding”
words, which can distort meaning or sound unnatural.

(3) Collocation instability. Unstable verb—noun and
adjective—noun combinations are common. While such
combinations may not fully obstruct comprehension,
they reduce fluency and violate academic standards.

(4) Cross-linguistic interference. Literal transla-
tion routines and native-language conceptual framing
lead to calques, unnatural metaphors, and awkward
prepositional patterns, especially under time pressure.

Instructions focused on lexical precision should
regard word choice as a controlled sequence of deci-
sions. Three procedures are particularly suitable for
non-language programmes.

Micro-context analysis tasks require students to
scrutinise a sentence-level environment and iden-
tify what needs to be expressed (e.g., process, cause,
limitation, or evaluation), the expected register, and
which collocations are conventional. For example,
learners are asked to replace a vague verb (do, make,
get) with a more precise alternative that accurately
reflects the action and to justify their choice with a
brief explanation that focuses on nuance and register.
(Nation I.S.P., 2013: 125)

A structured comparison of lexical options helps
students systematically distinguish between “close”
items. An effective format includes: (a) a minimal pair
of near synonyms; (b) two brief contexts; (c) a choice
with reasoning. This approach goes beyond simply
listing synonyms by linking each item to common
contexts and collocations.

Collocation-focused work enhances stability.
Instead of memorising extensive lists, students repeat-
edly practise common academic patterns relevant to
their disciplines (e.g., draw a conclusion; pose a ques-
tion; provide evidence; conduct an analysis; achieve
an objective). Activities include gap-filling in short
academic paragraphs, collocation matching, and sen-
tence rewriting that retains meaning while improving
collocational accuracy.
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Throughout these procedures, the teacher’s role is
to demonstrate the reasoning behind lexical choices
rather than to provide “correct words”. Students grad-
ually internalise the selection criteria and become
more independent in their revision.

To facilitate autonomous improvement, the study
suggests a compact editing checklist suitable for short
assignments and presentation scripts. Students use the
checklist during revision and write brief notes in the
margin or after the paragraph.

Checklist (RCC):

R — Register: Is the word suitable for an academic
or professional context? Does it sound too informal or
overly formal for the genre?

C — Connotation/nuance: Does the word accurately
convey the intended meaning? Does it introduce any
unintended evaluation?

C — Collocation: Does the word naturally fit with
neighbouring words (verb—noun, adjective—noun,
preposition patterns)?

For formative assessment, lexical precision can be
operationalised through criteria such as: (1) appro-
priacy of register in key statements; (2) stability of
high-frequency academic collocations; (3) accurate
use of near-synonyms in discipline-related contexts;
(4) reduction of literal translation traces. These cri-
teria allow for incremental tracking of progress with-

...............................................................................

out penalising learners for experimenting with more
advanced vocabulary.

Conclusions. The study demonstrates that devel-
oping lexical precision as an explicit instructional out-
come improves the clarity and credibility of non-lan-
guage students’ academic writing and presentation
performance, and it can be supported through feasible
classroom procedures and an RCC editing checklist.
Reduced accuracy in word choice is often caused not
by limited vocabulary but by a lack of awareness of
semantic nuances, register conditions, and colloca-
tional preferences, as well as by cross-linguistic inter-
ference during production pressure.

Viewing lexical precision as a decision-making
skill allows the development of teaching methods
that emphasise the processes behind lexical choice
rather than solely vocabulary memorisation. Class-
room activities centred on micro-context analysis,
structured comparison of alternatives, and colloca-
tion-focused practice are practical within mixed-abil-
ity groups and align with ESP and EMI requirements.
The suggested editing checklist (register, connotation,
collocation) provides a useful tool for self-correction
and promotes formative assessment.

Further research may focus on refining operational
measures of lexical precision and piloting assessment
tools that capture incremental progress in EMI class-
rooms across different non-language disciplines.
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