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Abstract. Lacunarity, a concept originating in fractal geometry, has been adapted in linguistic 
studies to describe the presence of gaps, asymmetries, or untranslatable elements in language 
systems. This article explores the manifestation and identification of lacunarity in structurally diverse 
languages, with a focus on syntactic, morphological, and lexical domains. Drawing on recent 
literature and cross-linguistic analyses, the study presents a methodology for identifying lacunarity 
through comparative linguistic research. The findings highlight the implications for translation 
studies, second language acquisition, and cognitive linguistics. The study contributes to a deeper 
understanding of linguistic relativity and structural divergence, encouraging further empirical 
research. 
Key words: lacunarity, language structure, linguistic gaps, translation, typology, cognitive 
linguistics. 

 
Introduction 
The notion of lacunarity, though traditionally rooted in mathematics, particularly in fractal analysis 
(Mandelbrot, 1982), has gained attention in the linguistic domain for its metaphorical and analytical 
potential. In linguistics, lacunarity refers to the absence of certain linguistic elements in one language 
that are present in another, resulting in semantic or structural gaps (Apresjan, 1974). These gaps may 
manifest at various levels: phonological, morphological, syntactic, or lexical. While lacunae are often 
encountered in translation and lexicography, their scientific identification and categorization have 
remained underexplored. This study aims to identify linguistic lacunarity across structurally different 
languages—specifically English, Russian, and Chinese—through a systematic comparative 
framework. 
Methods 
This research employs a qualitative comparative methodology supported by corpus analysis and 
cognitive-linguistic frameworks. Three languages representing distinct typological families were 
chosen: English (Germanic, analytic), Russian (Slavic, fusional), and Mandarin Chinese (Sino-
Tibetan, isolating). Primary data sources included the British National Corpus (BNC), the Russian 
National Corpus (RNC), and the Center for Chinese Linguistics Corpus (CCL). Additional data were 
drawn from parallel corpora such as the OPUS corpus and academic translation databases. 
To ensure rigor, the study applied established linguistic criteria to detect lacunarity: (1) non-
equivalence in translation (Koller, 2011), (2) absence of grammatical categories (Haspelmath, 2007), 
and (3) cognitive incommensurability (Slobin, 1996). Comparative analysis focused on domains 
where structural differences are most salient, such as aspectual distinctions, nominal classification, 
and evidentiality. 
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Results and Discussion  
Lexical gaps, or untranslatable words, are perhaps the most cited form of lacunarity. In comparing 
English and Russian, the Russian word "тоска" (toska), described by Nabokov as a deep spiritual 
anguish, lacks a direct English equivalent. While English offers approximations such as “melancholy” 
or “yearning,” none fully convey the emotional depth encoded in the Russian term (Wierzbicka, 
1999). In Chinese, the term "yuanfen" (缘分) implies a predetermined cosmic relationship, which is 
difficult to render into English without extensive paraphrasing. 
These examples underline the cultural and cognitive underpinnings of lexical lacunae. According to 
Goddard and Wierzbicka (2014), such gaps highlight the necessity of Natural Semantic Metalanguage 
(NSM) to bridge intercultural understanding. 
Meanwhile, morphological lacunarity becomes evident when languages diverge in grammatical 
categories. Russian, for example, encodes grammatical aspect morphologically, distinguishing 
between perfective and imperfective verb forms. English, in contrast, uses periphrastic constructions 
or lexical means, leading to mismatches in translation and language acquisition (Comrie, 1976). 
Similarly, Mandarin Chinese lacks inflectional morphology for tense or aspect, relying instead on 
particles and context. This absence constitutes a lacuna from the perspective of English speakers. 
Learners of Chinese often struggle with the concept of aspectual particles like "le" (了), which do not 
map neatly onto English tenses (Li & Thompson, 1981). 
Syntactic structures may also exhibit lacunarity. English requires overt subjects due to its syntactic 
structure, while Chinese permits subject omission in discourse with high contextual cues. This 
syntactic flexibility is often challenging for English speakers learning Chinese and vice versa, as it 
reflects a fundamental difference in discourse strategies (Huang, 1984). 
In Russian, the use of the instrumental case to express temporary roles (e.g., "Он работает врачом" 
– “He works as a doctor”) lacks a direct syntactic counterpart in English, which resorts to 
prepositional phrases. The absence of a morphological case system in English marks a significant 
lacuna in expressing nuanced semantic roles through inflection. 
Lacunarity is not merely a structural phenomenon but also reflects differences in worldview and 
cognition. Slobin’s (1996) “thinking for speaking” hypothesis suggests that speakers of different 
languages are predisposed to attend to different aspects of reality. For example, languages with 
obligatory evidential markers, such as Turkish or Quechua, encode the source of information in every 
utterance, a category absent in English. Although evidentiality was not the focus in the English-
Russian-Chinese comparison, it exemplifies a type of conceptual lacunarity relevant to the discussion. 
Cultural models embedded in language further complicate lacunarity. As Kövecses (2005) notes, 
metaphorical systems vary across languages, making some conceptual mappings untranslatable. For 
instance, the English metaphor “time is money” has no equivalent in Chinese, where time is often 
conceptualized more cyclically, reflecting a different cultural ontology. 
The identification of lacunarity has significant implications for translation studies, language teaching, 
and intercultural communication. Recognizing lacunae can inform pedagogical strategies that account 
for typological differences and help develop learners’ metalinguistic awareness. In translation, 
understanding the underlying lacunarity enables more accurate and culturally sensitive renditions. 
Furthermore, the concept offers potential in computational linguistics, particularly in the development 
of machine translation systems that struggle with non-equivalence and pragmatic inference. 
Incorporating lacunarity into such systems could enhance their semantic sophistication. 
Conclusion  
This study underscores the multifaceted nature of lacunarity in linguistics and its manifestation across 
lexical, morphological, and syntactic dimensions. Through comparative analysis of English, Russian, 
and Chinese, it highlights the structural and cognitive divergences that produce linguistic gaps. Future 
research should pursue quantitative validation and expand the typological scope to include 
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agglutinative and polysynthetic languages. As global communication intensifies, understanding 
lacunarity is critical for bridging linguistic and cultural divides. 
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