UDC 811.111°37

39

Cmamms nowuproemucs. Ha yMosax
DOI https://doi.org/10.26661/2414-1135-2026-102-4 BY niyensii 6iokpumozo docnyny CC BY 4.0

CORPUS-BASED MODELING OF THE SEMANTIC FIELD OF JOY

IN CONTEMPORARY ENGLISH

Bober N. M.

Candidate of Philological Sciences, Associate Professor,
Associate Professor at the Department of Germanic Philology
Borys Grinchenko Kyiv Metropolitan University
Bulvarno-Kudriavska str., 18/2, Kyiv, Ukraine

Key words: semantic field, joy,
corpus-based modeling, emotive
vocabulary, core and periphery,
conceptual metaphor, discourse
Sfunctions.

orcid.org/0000-0002-9639-0562
n.bober@kubg.edu.ua

The article proposes a practice-oriented corpus-based model for describing
the semantic field of joy in contemporary English. The relevance of the study
stems from the fact that positive emotions constitute one of the most frequent
yet semantically dynamic segments of the English linguistic worldview: they
are verbalized not only through direct nominations such as joy, happiness,
delight, and pleasure, but also through numerous context-dependent units
whose meanings vary in intensity, duration, evaluative charge, and causation.
The aim of the article is to reconstruct the structure of the semantic field of joy
on the basis of corpus data, to distinguish its core, near-core, and peripheral
zones, to describe the typical patterns of collocability of the relevant units,
and to clarify the discourse conditions of their functioning. The empirical base
includes data from contemporary English corpora, dictionary definitions, and
contexts drawn from different discourse types. The study combines continuous
sampling, lexical-semantic modeling, contextual interpretation, selected
elements of cognitive-metaphorical analysis, and corpus verification. The
findings show that the semantic field of joy is hierarchically organized: its
core consists of units with the most general meaning of positive emotional
experience, whereas the near-core and peripheral zones represent nuances of
intense delight, inner satisfaction, relief, gratitude, pride, and emotional uplift.
Corpus evidence demonstrates that the boundaries between these zones are
determined not abstractly but through actual collocability, recurrent syntactic
patterns, repeated contexts, and discourse-specific uses. Joy in contemporary
English is objectified as an inner state, an external manifestation, a positive
evaluation of an event, and a resource for interpersonal interaction. The
practical value of the study lies in the possibility of applying its results to
corpus semantics, emotion studies, lexicography, discourse analysis, English
language teaching, and the development of automated systems for recognizing
emotionally marked speech.
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VY cTarTi 3anpoNOHOBAHO ITIPAKTHYHO 30PIEHTOBAaHY MOJIENb KOPITYCHOTO
ONUCY CEeMaHTHYHOTO MOJSI eMOLii pagocTi B CydacHId aHIIIMCHKIH MOBI.
AKTyaJbHICTh JOCIHI/DKEHHSI 3yMOBIIEHA THM, IO TO3UTHBHI €MOIIil
HaJIe)KaTh 10 HAHYACTOTHIMIMX 1 BOAHOYAC HAMCEMAHTHYHO PYXJIHMBILIMX
(parMeHTiB aHIJIOMOBHO{ KapTHHH CBiTy: BOHHM BepOali3ylOThCS HE JIHIIC
NpsSMHUMH HOMIHAIlisIMU joy, happiness, delight, pleasure, a #f uncneHHHUMHU
KOHTEKCTYaJIbHO 3yMOBJICHHMH PEIPE3CHTaHTaMH, SIKi B peaibHOMY MOBJICHHI
BUSIBIISIIOTh PI3HUI CTyMiHb IHTCHCHBHOCTi, TPHBAJOCTi, OIIIHHOCTI Ta
Kay3aTHBHOCTI. MeTO CTarTi € PeKOHCTPYIOBATH CTPYKTYPY CEMaHTHYHOTO
T0JIsI PAIOCTI Ha OCHOBI KOPITYCHUX TAHHUX, BU3HAYUTH HOTO SAPO, IPHUSICPHY
30HY ¥ mepudepiro, ONmMcaTi THUIIOBI MOJIEII CIIONyYyBaHOCTI Ta 3’ICyBaTH
JTUCKYPCHBHI YMOBH (DyHKI[IOHYBaHHS BiINOBIIHUX OJMHUIE. MarepianoMm
CITyTyBaJM JIaHi Cy4acHUX aHIIIOMOBHHX KOPITyCiB, CJIOBHHKOBI AediHimii Ta
KOHTEKCTH PI3HUX THIIIB JUCKYpCy. Y POOOTiI MOEJHAHO METOAM CYIIITBHOT
BUOIPKH,  JIGKCHKO-CEMaHTHYHOIO  MOJCJIOBAaHHS,  KOHTEKCTYallbHO-
IHTepIpETAIlifHOTO aHai3y, eIEMEHTIB KOTHITHBHO-METa(hOPUIHOTO OITHCY
Ta KopmycHoi Bepudikaiii. JloBeneHo, 110 ceMaHTHYHE TIOJNE PajoCTi Mae
lepapxiyHy OpraHizalio: Horo sapo YTBOPIOIOTh ONWHUII 3 Hal3arajibHiIINM
3HAQYCHHSM [TO3UTUBHOTO EMOIIIHOTO MTepeKNBaHHS, TOAI SIK IPHUAACpHA 30HA
1 mepudepis penpe3eHTYIOTh BIATIHKA IHTCHCHBHOI BTIXH, BHYTPIIIHBOTO
3aJIOBOJICHHS,  TIOJICTIICHHS, BISYHOCTI, TOPAOCTI Ta  EMOIIIHHOTrO
migHeceHHs. KoprycHmii aHami3 3acBiIuye, IO MEXi MK IIUMH 30HAMHU
BHU3HAYAIOThCS HE aOCTPaKTHO, a 4epe3 peallbHy CIONYy4yBaHICTh, THUITOBI
CHUHTAaKCHYHI MOJIeITi, TOBTOPIOBAaHI KOHTEKCTH Ta (DYHKIIIOHYBaHHS B Pi3HUX
JIUCKYPCUBHHX IMpakTHKax. [Toka3aHo, M0 pajicTh y CydacHid aHTIIHCHKIN
MOBi1 00’€KTHBYETHCS SIK BHYTPIIIHIM CTaH, 30BHIIIHIA TPOSIB, TTO3UTHBHA
OIIHKAa TMOJil Ta IHCTPYMEHT MiXocoOucTicHOI B3aeMomii. [lpakTuuHe
3HAUEHHS JOCII/DKCHHS IOJISra€ B MOMKIMBOCTI BUKOPHUCTAHHS OJCpPIKaHIX
pEe3yNbTaTiB Y KOPIYCHIM CeMaHTHIII, €eMOTIONOTi, JeKkcukorpadii, auckype-
aHaJIi3l, METOJIMIII BUKJIANAHHS aHIIIMCHKOT MOBH Ta B IMOOYIOBI CHCTEM
ABTOMATHYHOTO PO3Ii3HABAHHS €MOIIHHO MaPKOBAHOTO MOBIICHHSI.

Problem Statement.

Emotional

semantics  synonymic series or to a dictionary list of semantic-

belongs to those areas of contemporary linguistics in
which lexicology, cognitive linguistics, pragmatics,
discourse analysis, and corpus methods intersect with
particular clarity. In the case of English, this issue
is especially significant, since emotional meanings
are realized not only through a limited set of direct
nominations, but also through a broad system of con-
text-sensitive units capable of modifying their inten-
sity-related, evaluative, and functional profile across
different discourse types. For this reason, the seman-
tic field of joy cannot be reduced either to a simple
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ally adjacent words. Rather, it emerges as a complex,
hierarchically organized, and dynamic system within
which the linguistic representation of positive emo-
tional experience correlates with the cognitive cat-
egorization of experience, the communicative situa-
tion, and recurrent patterns of usage.

The practical relevance of such a study is deter-
mined by the fact that it is precisely the corpus-based
approach that makes it possible to move from intui-
tive generalizations to a verified description. Diction-
aries record meanings, but they do not always show
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the combinations, syntactic patterns, and discursive
roles in which a given unit actually functions. Corpus
data, by contrast, make it possible to identify which
lexical items constitute the core of the field, which
gravitate toward the near-core zone, which contexts
stabilize their semantics, and which, on the contrary,
blur the boundaries between adjacent positive states.
In this sense, corpus-based modeling of the semantic
field of joy is important not only for the theory of
emotional lexis, but also for lexicography, translation
studies, discourse analysis, and natural language pro-
cessing.

The problem also lies in the fact that, within the
scholarly tradition, joy is often given an overly gen-
eralized interpretation: joy, happiness, delight, pleas-
ure, gladness, bliss, and contentment are frequently
treated as almost interchangeable designations of a
positive state. Actual language use, however, reveals
a different picture: some of these units denote a deep
and intense emotional experience, others convey
calm inner satisfaction, still others express a short-
lived reaction to an event, while a number of words
actualize positive evaluation more indirectly through
causative, expressive, or ritual-communicative pat-
terns. This calls for a description that combines
semantic differentiation, cognitive explanation, and
corpus-based verification.

Analysis of Recent Research and Publications.
In Anna Wierzbicka’s work, emotional lexis is under-
stood as a culturally and conceptually motivated sys-
tem rather than as a mechanical set of names for inner
states. The scholar convincingly demonstrated that
words denoting emotions reflect the specificity of the
linguistic categorization of experience, and that their
meaning is not exhausted by dictionary definition,
since it is linked to naive scenarios of experiencing,
evaluating, and reacting [Wierzbicka, 1999]. For
the present article, this conclusion is of fundamental
importance: the semantic field of joy is treated not as
a formal list of correlates of joy, but as a mental-lin-
guistic structure reflecting the way positive emotional
experience is conceptualized in contemporary English.

Zoltan Kdvecses, in his analysis of the concep-
tual metaphors of emotion, showed that happiness
and joy are systematically construed through spatial,
bodily, and energetic models such as HAPPINESS
IS UP, HAPPINESS IS LIGHT, and HAPPINESS IS
A FLUID IN A CONTAINER [Kdvecses, 2000]. The
value of these observations lies in the fact that they
make it possible to explain not only figurative uses,
but also stable imaginative patterns that organize the
emotive vocabulary of English. This is important for
the proposed study because corpus-based modeling
of joy must take into account not only direct nom-
inations, but also metaphorically motivated means
through which positive experience acquires discur-
sive expressiveness.
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Within cognitive semantics, Dirk Geeraerts sub-
stantiated the prototypical and gradual nature of lex-
ical categories, showing that the boundaries between
semantically adjacent units are fluid and depend on
profiling, context, and frequency [Geeraerts, 2010].
A similar conclusion was reached by Ulrike Oster,
who, on the basis of English and Spanish data, dem-
onstrated that the vocabulary of happiness does not
constitute a rigidly closed set, but is organized as a
multicomponent network with shifting centrality
of individual units [Oster, 2010]. These approaches
provide the theoretical foundation for distinguishing
the core, the near-core zone, and the periphery of the
semantic field of joy.

At the present stage of semantic research, the
works of Tony McEnery, Andrew Hardie, and Stefan
Th. Gries, Mark Davies, and Adam Kilgarriff are of
particular importance, since they treat the corpus not
as an instrument of illustration but as a means of test-
ing semantic hypotheses [McEnery & Hardie, 2012;
Gries, 2009; Davies, 2010; Kilgarriff et al., 2014].
McEnery and Hardie argue that meaning cannot be
described outside typical contexts of use; Gries dem-
onstrates the analytical value of statistically relevant
patterns of collocability; Davies substantiates the
research potential of large electronic corpora of con-
temporary English; and Kilgarriff and his co-authors
show how corpus managers such as Sketch Engine
make it possible to model the lexical behavior of a
word through frequency, collocations, and word
sketches. For the purposes of this article, these stud-
ies are valuable because they provide the methodo-
logical foundation for a corpus-based description of
the field of joy on verified empirical material.

In her monograph on emotional communication
across different corpora, Monika Bednarek shows
that emotion in language functions not only as an
object of description but also as a means of evalua-
tion, positioning, and interpersonal alignment [Bed-
narek, 2008]. She demonstrates that even words with
closely related emotional semantics are distributed
differently across genres, discourse types, and com-
municative purposes. This conclusion is directly rel-
evant to the present study, since joy in contemporary
English cannot be assigned one fixed set of functions:
in news, literary, conversational, and digital discourse
alike, it is actualized in different ways.

In Ukrainian linguistics, corpus methodology has
been systematically conceptualized in the works of
S. Holoshchuk, who outlines the current state of cor-
pus linguistics, its tools, analytical possibilities, and
prospects for semantic studies [Holoshchuk, 2021].
M. Bihdai, analyzing the potential of the Corpus
of Contemporary American English, convincingly
shows that corpus resources constitute an effective
means of investigating word usage, semantic dis-
tribution, and the contextual behavior of linguistic
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units [Bihdai, 2022]. H. Kryvenko emphasizes the
importance of corpus procedures for discourse stud-
ies, while A. Kyrysiuk offers a detailed characteriza-
tion of corpus tools relevant to different types of lin-
guistic analysis [Kryvenko, 2017; Kyrysiuk, 2023].
The value of these works for the present article lies
in the fact that they adapt corpus methodology to the
Ukrainian scholarly context and confirm the appro-
priateness of its use specifically for lexical-semantic

modeling.

Conclusions of fundamental importance for
Ukrainian linguo-emotiology are contained in
the works of Ya. Hnezdilova, T. Krysanova,

O. Malynenko, and I. Lelet. Ya. Hnezdilova defines
emotionality and emotivity as independent, though
interrelated, parameters of linguistic organization;
T. Krysanova generalizes the current state of the lin-
guistics of emotion and demonstrates its interdisci-
plinary nature; O. Malynenko focuses on the prob-
lem of the linguistic categorization of emotions;
and I. Lelet provides a reasoned distinction between
emotionality and emotivity as two different research
perspectives [Hnezdilova, 2007; Krysanova, 2014;
Malynenko, 2014; Lelet, 2021]. For the purposes of
this article, these studies are conceptually significant
because they make it possible to describe joy not
only as a psychological state, but also as a linguistic-
ally organized system of signs, meanings, and com-
municative effects.

The works of O. Zaluzhna and her co-authors, as
well as the studies of M. Olkhovych-Novosadiuk and
O. Nikolenko, bring us directly to the problem of the
verbalization of positive emotions. In their article on
the verbalization of emotional states, O. Zaluzhna and
V. Mahlona analyze linguistic means of representing
emotions and conclude that their semantics is formed
at the intersection of lexical meaning, communica-
tive intention, and context [Zaluzhna & Mahlona,
2023]. In their study of the structural and semantic
features of linguistic representations of emotion,
O. Zaluzhna and V. Sokolova show that the internal
organization of emotional vocabulary can be system-
atized through the core—periphery model [Zaluzhna
& Sokolova, 2021]. In their work on linguo-emoti-
ology as an interdisciplinary field, O. Zaluzhna and
D. Kolisnyk emphasize the necessity of combin-
ing semantic, cognitive, and discursive approaches
[Zaluzhna & Kolisnyk, 2024]. In her studies of the
JOY conceptual sphere, M. Olkhovych-Novosadiuk
demonstrates that the verbalization of this concept
has an extensive figurative and associative structure,
while O. Nikolenko shows that the concept HAPPI-
NESS in the English-language worldview is realized
not only through direct lexical items, but also through
culturally established scenarios of positive emotional
experience [Olkhovych-Novosadiuk, 2020; Nikol-
enko, 2020]. These conclusions most directly lead
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toward a corpus-based description of the field of joy
in contemporary English.

Also important are the works of F. Batsevych
and O. Selivanova, in which linguistic meaning is
considered in an inseparable connection with com-
municative situation, cognitive modeling, and func-
tional dynamics [Batsevych, 2004; Selivanova,
2008]. These studies provide the broader methodo-
logical horizon required for interpreting corpus
findings: they remind us that no frequency-based
or distributional regularity has explanatory force in
itself unless it is related to the communicative func-
tion and semantic organization of the utterance. Par-
ticularly indicative in this respect is the more recent
study by L. Soloviova and 1. Snikhovska, in which
the emotive component of a word is described as a
carrier of evaluative and pragmatic information rather
than merely as a fragment of its denotative content
[Soloviova & Snikhovska, 2025].

Despite the considerable theoretical and methodo-
logical achievements in this field, the scholarly lit-
erature still lacks a comprehensive practical descrip-
tion of the semantic field of joy based specifically on
contemporary English-language corpora. Some stud-
ies focus on the concept of joy, others on metaphors
of happiness, and still others on general problems of
the linguistics of emotion or corpus methodology;
however, insufficiently developed remains a model
that would combine the identification of the core and
periphery, the analysis of typical patterns of colloc-
ability, the description of lexical-semantic subfields,
and the discursive-pragmatic interpretation of corpus
data. It is precisely this gap that the present article
seeks to address.

Aim and Objectives of the Article. The aim of
the article is to carry out corpus-based modeling of
the semantic field of the emotion of joy in contem-
porary English and, on this basis, to reconstruct its
internal organization as a hierarchical system of inter-
related lexical, phraseological, and discursive units.

Achieving this aim involves addressing the follow-
ing objectives: 1) to refine the principles for identify-
ing the semantic field of joy in contemporary English;
2) to determine its core, near-core zone, and periph-
ery; 3) to describe its principal lexical-semantic sub-
fields; 4) to identify typical patterns of collocability
and the syntactic realizations of the units constituting
the field; 5) to establish the conceptual-metaphorical
and discursive-pragmatic parameters of the verbaliz-
ation of joy; 6) to outline the practical prospects for
applying the results obtained.

Object, Subject, Material, and Methodology of
the Study. The object of the study is the linguistic
means of verbalizing the emotion of joy in contem-
porary English.

The subject of the study comprises the lex-
ical-semantic organization, collocability, discursive
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realizations, and corpus-verified patterns of func-
tioning of the units that constitute the semantic field
of joy.

The research material consists of contemporary
English contexts selected from the electronic corpora
COCA, iWeb, and BNC, as well as dictionary defin-
itions and thesaurus sets used to initially identify the
range of field representatives. At the stage of sample
formation, the nuclear lexemes joy, happiness, happy,
and joyful were taken as the point of departure; sub-
sequently, the analysis incorporated units that sys-
tematically displayed semantic, derivational, or con-
textual proximity to the center of the field.

The research methodology combines the descrip-
tive method, the method of continuous sampling,
elements of componential analysis, lexical-seman-
tic modeling, contextual-interpretive analysis, and
corpus-based verification of typical patterns of col-
locability and functioning. Such an integrated set of
methods enables combining semantic precision with
empirical verification.

Presentation of the Main Research Material. In
the present study, the semantic field of the emotion of
joy is interpreted as a hierarchically organized, open,
and dynamic system of units united by the invari-
ant seme of positive emotional experience. Such an
understanding makes it possible to take into account
both direct nominations and context-dependent repre-
sentatives which, in actual language use, may acquire
different degrees of emotional saturation, evaluative
force, and communicative weight. The field of joy
requires corpus-based modeling precisely because
its structure is revealed not only through dictionary
definitions, but above all through recurrent linguistic
practices.

Corpus material shows that the core of the field
is primarily composed of joy, happiness, happy, and
Jjoyful. These units have the most general meaning of
a positive emotional state, the broadest distribution,
and a high capacity to enter a wide range of syntactic

43

patterns. They are used both to denote inner experi-
ence and to evaluate an event, as well as to charac-
terize a person, that person’s behavior, or a life situa-
tion. The core status of these words is determined not
abstractly, but by the fact that they regularly function
in contexts of different genres without significant styl-
istic restrictions and serve as the point of departure
for broader series of positive emotional semantics.

The near-core zone includes delight, pleasure,
gladness, enjoyment, as well as the verbal represent-
atives rejoice, delight, and gladden. Unlike the core
units, they represent not a generic positive experi-
ence, but its more profiled varieties: intense delight,
inner satisfaction, an emotional response to a desired
result, a situation of willing acceptance, or a pleas-
ant experience. They are somewhat more sensitive to
context type and more often actualize not simply a
state, but its cause, duration, or evaluative mode. It
is precisely for this reason that the near-core zone is
crucial for understanding the gradability of joy as an
emotional experience.

The periphery of the field is formed by bliss,
ecstasy, elation, exhilaration, contentment, relief,
gratitude, pride, and other units that only partially
intersect with the center of joy. Some of them convey
the extreme intensity of positive experience, others
denote a calmer, background, or more durable state,
while still others enter the field of joy only in certain
contexts, when a positive emotion arises as a result of
overcoming difficulty, receiving recognition, achiev-
ing success, or moral evaluation. The periphery most
clearly demonstrates that the semantic field of joy is
not closed: it extends into adjacent zones of satisfac-
tion, relief, pride, gratitude, and emotional uplift.

A generalized model of the zonal organization of
the semantic field of joy is presented in Table 1.

The lexical-semantic structure of the field of joy
reveals several interrelated subfields. The first com-
prises affective states proper: feel joy, feel happy,
experience delight, be full of happiness. The second

Table 1

Zonal Organization of the Semantic Field of the Emotion of Joy in Contemporary English

Field Zone Main Representatives Semantic Profile Typical Realizations
. . . . burst of joy; tears of joy; feel
Core joy, happiness, happy, joyful Direct generalized designation happy; a happy life; joyful

of positive experience

occasion

delight, pleasure, gladness,
enjoyment; rejoice, delight,
gladden

Near-core zone

Differentiated varieties of joy:
delight, satisfaction, pleasant
experience, emotional response

much to one’s delight; with
pleasure; take pleasure in;
rejoice at; bring delight

bliss, ecstasy, elation,

Intense, background, or
context-dependent positive

sheer bliss; ecstatic joy; deep

great

Periphery exhllaratlop, contentment, states adjacent to the field of rehef; quiet contentment; pride
relief, gratitude, pride joy and joy
Di . smile, laughter, celebration, Units that do not name beam with joy; laugh with
iscursive . ; ) . . . . )
satellites triumph; wonderful, lovely, joy directly but signal its delight; what wonderful news;

manifestation or evaluation

a joy to watch
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is formed by the external manifestations of joy: smile
with joy, laugh with delight, beam with happiness.
The third is connected with the evaluative interpret-
ation of a positive event: wonderful news, a delight-
ful evening, a pleasant surprise, pure joy. The fourth
consists of causative structures in which joy is treated
as the result of a certain influence or event: bring joy,
give pleasure, fill somebody with happiness, gladden
the heart. The interaction of these subfields shows
that joy in contemporary English is verbalized as a
state, as a reaction, as an evaluation, and as the result
of an action.

A practically important result of the corpus analy-
sis is the description of typical patterns of collocab-
ility. For core units, characteristic patterns include
attributive combinations such as great joy, pure joy,
sheer happiness, deep happiness, quiet joy; predica-
tive models such as feel happy, be joyful, be delighted,
causative constructions such as bring joy, give pleas-
ure, fill somebody with joy; and genitive and prepos-
itional structures such as tears of joy, cries of delight,
with pleasure, for joy. These patterns make it possible
to argue that the semantic status of a unit within the
field is determined not only by its dictionary meaning,
but also by stable directions of contextual unfolding.

Equally revealing are the syntactic patterns in
which representatives of joy acquire different func-
tional loads. The stative model reproduces the very
fact of emotional experience: She was happy; He
felt joy. The causative model actualizes the source of
positive emotion: The news brought joy; The reunion
filled them with happiness. The expressive model
brings to the surface an external behavioral reaction:
She smiled with delight; He almost cried for joy. The
evaluative model makes it possible to turn joy into an
instrument for interpreting an event or object: It was
a joy to watch;, What delightful news. The totality of
these patterns confirms that the field of joy has not
only a nominative, but also an extended syntactic-dis-
cursive organization.

Corpus material also reveals stable conceptual and
figurative patterns through which joy is represented
in contemporary English. These include, first of all,
metaphors of light, upward movement, fullness, and
vital energy: glow with joy, light up with happiness,
uplifted spirit, filled with delight, overflowing with
joy. In these models, positive experience is concep-
tualized as something that lifts a person up, illumin-
ates the inner world, fills it, or pours outward. For
corpus-based modeling, this is essential, because
metaphorical patterns are not a peripheral ornament
of speech, but a regular mechanism for structuring
emotional meaning.

The discursive dimension of the field of joy is no
less important than the lexical-semantic one. In con-
versational and digital discourse, joy often serves as
a means of emotional rapprochement, approval, sup-
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port, or ritual solidarity. In literary discourse, it serves
as a means of psychological profiling of a character
and of compositional contrast between states. In media
and public discourse, joy often acquires an axiological
character, marking socially significant events such as
victories, achievements, meetings, and liberation from
danger. Thus, the semantic field of joy functions not in
isolation, but as part of broader practices of evaluation,
self-presentation, and social interaction.

The study's results clarify the relationship
between core and peripheral units. The core sets the
most generalized meaning of positive experience, the
near-core zone specifies the ways in which it unfolds
emotionally, and the periphery reflects transitions
to adjacent psycho-emotional states. This model
is important because it makes possible not a static
description, but a reconstruction of the field’s internal
dynamics: the same unit, depending on context, may
either move closer to the center or shift toward the
periphery. Context, rather than dictionary definition
alone, is therefore the principal factor actualizing its
place in the field.

The study's practical orientation manifests itself at
several levels. For lexicography, the proposed model
makes it possible to differentiate more precisely
between closely related positively charged lexemes
according to the type of experience, intensity, dur-
ation, and discursive behavior. For English language
teaching, it allows instructors to demonstrate not iso-
lated translation equivalents, but living patterns of
word usage. For computational linguistics and the
automatic analysis of emotionally marked speech,
such a reconstruction of the field is important as a
basis for corpus annotation, thesaurus building, and
more accurate recognition of positive states in text.
Corpus-based modeling of joy thus has not only
descriptive, but also clear applied value.

Conclusions and Prospects for Further
Research. The semantic field of the emotion of joy
in contemporary English appears as a hierarchically
organized, open, and dynamic system in which dir-
ect nominations of positive experience are combined
with context-sensitive units, phraseological models,
and discursive realizations. Its structure cannot be
reduced to a mere set of synonyms, but is revealed
through the interaction of the core, the near-core
zone, and the periphery.

Corpus-based modeling has shown that the status
of a unit within the field is determined in a complex
way: by dictionary meaning, frequency, typical pat-
terns of collocability, syntactic behavior, and discur-
sive function. The core representatives joy, happiness,
happy, and joyful form the most generalized center of
positive experience, whereas delight, pleasure, enjoy-
ment, bliss, relief, gratitude, pride, and other units
specify particular ways of experiencing, evaluating,
and verbalizing it.
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An important result of the study is the establishment
that joy in contemporary English is objectified in at least
four principal dimensions: as an inner affective state, as
an external expressive manifestation, as an evaluative
characteristic of an event or object, and as the result of a
causative influence. It is precisely this multidimensional-
ity that ensures the field's functional mobility and explains
its broad representation across different discourse types.

Further research prospects include a comparative
analysis of the field of joy across different national
varieties of English, the study of its genre-specific
features in digital communication, and the creation of
a corpus-verified thesaurus of positive emotions for
lexicography, translation studies, and computational
text processing.
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