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The article deals with prefixes origin and meaning in derivational antonymy of English tourism terminology. The growing
requirement for global communication in the field of international travel necessitates the study of its terminology. Despite the growing
bulk of research on different issues in the area of tourism, there was still a need for detailed analysis of the origin and meaning aspects
of prefixation as the most abundant word building type in derivational antonymy of international travel terms.

Taking into account the necessity to study the origin and meaning features of prefixation in derivational antonymy of tourism
terminology, the purpose of the article comprises identifying and exploring the prefixed antonyms features of English tourism
terms according to the origin and meaning of their prefixes. The object of research is prefixation of derivational antonyms in
English tourism terminology, and the subject relates to the meaning and origin of English antonyms prefixes in the field of tourism.
Methods of research: literature analysis, comparative method and method of system analysis. The material of the study was represented
by the sample of English tourism terms from printed and Internet resources.

The results of the research predetermine comprehensive overview of the origin and meaning of tourism antonyms prefixes, as well
as defining the quantitative ratio of their productivity in the English tourism terminology. On the grounds of the research findings it was
possible to draw the following conclusions. The study of the research database revealed the prevailing productivity of the native prefix un-
of Germanic origin and the borrowed prefix non- of Romanic origin. The analysis of tourism antonyms prefixes according to their meaning
has shown the obvious dominance of negation and opposition as the main antonymous relations of any sphere, specifically in the area
of international travel. The perspectives of further research have been defined as the terms systematization and compiling a tourism
glossary considering the prefixation features of derivational English antonyms in the professional terminology of tourism industry.
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VY crarTi po3nIsIHYTO MOXO/PKEHHS Ta 3HAYSHHsI MpeQiKCiB CIOBOTBIPHUX aHTOHIMIB B aHIIHCBHKIH TypHCTHYHIN TEpMiHOJOTII.
3pocratoua morpeda m10O6aIbHOT KOMYHIKAII B rally3i MKHAPOJHOTO TYPU3MY 3yMOBIIOE€ HEOOXiqHICTh BHBYCHHS ii TEPMIHOMOTII.
HesBaxkarouu Ha 3pOCTaOdy KibKICTh JOCHIIKEHb Pi3HUX aCIEKTiB TYPUCTHUYHOI chepH, I0Ci 3aTHIIAETHCS aKTyalbHOIO moTpeda
JIETAJILHOTO aHaJIi3y 0COOIMBOCTEN MOXO/DKEHHS Ta 3HAUSHHS IePUBALIIHHIX NpediKCiB aHTOHIMIYHUX TYPUCTHYHNX TEPMiHIB SIK Hal-
MOIIMPEHINIOTO THITY CIIOBOTBOPEHHS aHTOHIMIYHOT TEPMIHOJIOT1] MYKHAPOJHOTO TYPU3MY.
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VpaxoByroun He0OXiJHICTh BUBYCHHS [TOXO/DKSHHSI Ta 3HAYCHHS IepUBaLliiHUX Mpe(iKCiB CIOBOTBIPHUX aHTOHIMIB TYPHCTHYHOL
TEPMIHOJIOTI], MeTa cTaTTi Nepeabdavana BUSBICHHS Ta JOCHIIKEHHS XapaKTepHUX 0COOIMBOCTEil npedikcalbHUX MMOXIJHAX aHTOHI-
MiB B aHDIIHCHKIH TEPMIHOJNOTI TypHU3My BiAMOBIITHO O MOXOMKCHHS Ta 3Ha4YEHHS iXHiX mpedikciB. O0’€KTOM TOCTiHKEHHS Oyna
npedikcaliis CIOBOTBIPHUX aHTOHIMIB aHIIIHCHKOT TYPUCTHYHOT TEPMiHOJIOTT, @ MPEIMEeTOM IOCIi/PKSHHS CTald 3HAUYSHHSI Ta IT0X0-
JDKeHHsI TTpe(iKciB aHMTIHCHKUX aHTOHIMIYHMX TEPMIHIB y Taiy3i TypusMmy. MeToam NOCHIDKEHHS: aHaNi3 JITepaTypHHUX JUKEpel,
KOMIApaTHBHUN METOJ Ta METOJ CHCTEMHOTO aHaiizy. MarepiajioM JOCITiIKEHHs CIyryBana BUOIpKa aHIIIHCBKHX TYPHCTHYHHX
TEpPMiHIB i3 IpyKOBaHUX Ta [HTepHET-pecypciB.

Pe3yabTaTi 10CIIDKCHHS 3yMOBITIOIOTH AETAIBHUI aHaIli3 OXODKEHHS Ta 3HaUYSHHS NPe]iKCiB TypPUCTHIHNX aHTOHIMIYHUX Tep-
MiHIB, a TaKO)XK BH3HAUCHHS KUIBKICHOTO MOKAa3HMKA IX MPOMYKTUBHOCTI B aHIIMCHKIN TepMiHOJNOTII ramysi TypusMmy. Ha mincrasi
Ppe3yJbTaTiB 10CIiPKeHb MOXKHA 3pOOHTH Taki BUCHOBKH. BUBUYCHHS /pKepesbHOT 6a3u Ja€ MmiAcTaBd BU3HAYMTH HAHOLIBII IPOITYK-
THUBHUMH aHDICHKUH Tpedikc un- repMaHChbKOTO MOXO/UKEHHS Ta 3aro3W4eHHi mpedikc non- poMaHCHKOTO ITOXOKEHHS. AHai3
AQHTOHIMIYHUX Tpe(iKCiB TYpHUCTHYHOI TEPMIHOJIOTIT 32 iX 3HAUCHHSM 3aCBiTYMB 3HAYHY ITI€pEBary 3arepevyHoro Ta MPOTHCTAaBHOTO
3HA4YCHHs NPe]iKCiB TYPUCTUUHHUX AHTOHIMIYHUX TEPMIHIB, yTBEPAUBIIM [X OCHOBHUMH aQHTOHIMIYHMMH BiJJHOLICHHSMH Oy/Ib-sKOT
rajy3i, MbDKHapoJHOTO Typu3My 30kpema. [lepcnmeKTHBHHMH HANPSIMKAMU ITOJAJBIINX JOCITI/PKEHb OyJI0 OKPECICHO CHCTEMAaTH-
3aIil0 Ta YKJIaJaHHS CIIOBHUKA TYPHCTUYHUX TEPMiHIB 3 ypaxXyBaHHSAM 0COOMUBOCTEH mpedikcarii moxXiTHIX aHITIHChKUX aHTOHIMIB
y (axoBiii TEpMiIHOJIOTIT TYPUCTUYHOT rasy3i.

Korouosi ciioBa: ocobmmBocTi npedikcanii, CIOBOTBIpHI aHTOHIMH, (haxoBa TEPMIHOJIOTIS, aHIIHCHKI TEPMiHU, MIXKHAPOIHUIH
TYPH3M.

1. Introduction

Prevalence of the English language in the modern globalized world is generally accepted and indisputable. It is
spoken all over the world and is often referred to as the language of international travel, business and communication.
Operating a universal language makes the international communication direct and stimulates the interchange of essential
information. The advantages of using English internationally vary, from managing global projects and multinational
teams to perfect cross-border communications and serving worldwide customers.

Statement of the problem. The increasing communication in the area of international travel ascertains
the requirement for doing more research on the tourism terminological system. From the linguistic point of view,
any specialized terminology is gradually more considered as neither identical nor entirely distinct from general
language. Specialized terms of any field are increasingly recognized to present the attributes peculiar to common
language, such as synonymy, polysemy, antonymy, etc. Antonymy, in particular, often occurs both in specialized
and in general communication, denoting the specified items of certain notions by contrasting two lexical units
and regarding their mutual features.

Analysis of recent studies and publications. The current body of scientific publications provides clear evidence
of much attention being paid to analysis of different terminological systems (Yurko, 2015; Yurko, Romanchuk, Matviyas,
Protsenko & Styfanyshyn, 2012; Yurko, Styfanyshyn, Protsenko & Romanchuk, 2019a). Some recent surveys have also
been focused on various aspects in the field of international travel (Styfanyshyn, Yurko, Protsenko & Romanchuk, 2019;
Yurko, 2016; Yurko, Styfanyshyn, Protsenko & Romanchuk, 2019b; Yurko, Styfanyshyn, Protsenko & Romanchuk,
2019c; Yurko, Styfanyshyn, Protsenko & Slodynytska, 2020; Yurko, Styfanyshyn & Romanchuk, 2019). Few researchers
referred to the antonymy in tourism terminology (Biyan, 2013; Chernenko, 2010) as well. Nevertheless, prefixation
characteristics of derivational antonyms, and specifically the issues of the origin and meaning of their prefixes, have not
been explored enough.

Purpose and objectives of the article. In view of the necessity to study the origin and meaning features of prefixation
as the most abundant word building type in derivational antonymy of tourism terminology, the aim of the research is
to analyze the meaning and origin of prefixes of derivational antonyms in English terminology of tourism industry.
Objectives of the research include identifying and exploring the prefixed antonyms features of English tourism terms
according to the origin and meaning of their prefixes.

Subsequently, the object of research is prefixation of derivational antonyms in English tourism terminology,
and the subject relates to the meaning and origin of English antonyms prefixes in the field of tourism. Methods of research:
literature analysis, comparative method and method of system analysis. The material under research is represented by
the sample of English tourism terms from printed (Malska, Mykytenko & Kotlovskyi, 2015; Medlik, 2003) and internet
resources (Beaver, 2012).

Prefixation underlies the formation of new words with the help of prefixes, the latter being affixes which precede
the root morpheme they are added to. In the English language, prefixes may be analyzed on the basis of their origin
and meaning (Demenchuk, 2018: 37).

2. Origin of antonyms prefixes in English tourism terminology

By origin, the antonyms prefixes of English tourism terms are naturally divided into the native and borrowed ones.
The native prefixes of Germanic origin found in English derivational antonymy of tourism industry are not numerous:

— un- 26.1% (available rooms — unavailable rooms, claimed baggage — unclaimed baggage, cleanliness —
uncleanliness, furnished room — unfurnished room, inhabited area — uninhabited area, occupied rooms — unoccupied
rooms, scheduled flight — unscheduled flight, etc.),

— over- 7.3% (booking — overbooking, crowding — overcrowding, development of natural resources — overdevelopment
of natural resources, fishing — overfishing, flow of tourists — overflow of tourists, etc.),

— self- 5.8% (catering — self-catering, drive — self-drive, employment — self-employment, guided trip — self-guided
trip, promotion — self-promotion, service — self-service, etc.),
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The above mentioned percentage points out evident productivity of the native prefix un- of Germanic origin in
derivational antonymy of English tourism terms.

The borrowed prefixes of derivational antonyms of English lexical units in tourism industry are mainly Romanic in
origin and appear to be the following:

— non- 10.9% (arrivals — non-arrivals, delivery of services — non-delivery of services, governmental organization —
non-governmental organization, payment — non-payment, refundable — non-refundable, resident — non-resident, smoking
room — non-smoking room, vegetarian — non-vegetarian, etc.);

— in- 8.7% (accessible area — inaccessible area, convenience — inconvenience, expensive hotel — inexpensive hotel,
frequent visitor — infrequent visitor, organic food — inorganic food, valid passport — invalid passport, etc.);

— pre- 5.8% (bookable transfer — pre-bookable transfer, paid ticket — prepaid ticket, planned itinerary — preplanned
itinerary, registration — pre-registration, seasonal adjustment — pre-seasonal adjustment, etc.),

— re- 5.7% (building — rebuilding, confirmation — reconfirmation, construction — reconstruction, distribution —
redistribution, forestation — reforestation, marketing — remarketing, route — re-route, sale — resale, etc.);

— im- 5.1% (balanced tourism — imbalanced tourism, migration — immigration, passable area — impassable area,
personal services — impersonal services, precise information — imprecise information, etc.);

— de- 4.3% (forestation — deforestation, industrialization — de-industrialization, marketing — demarketing, populated
area — depopulated area, regulation — deregulation, etc.);

— multi- 3.6% (cultural society — multicultural society, lingual communities — multilingual communities, national
corporation — multinational corporation, etc.);

— dis- 2.9% (embark — disembark, reputable agency — disreputable agency, satisfied visitor — dissatisfied visitor, etc.),

— inter- 2.8% (national company — international company, governmental organization — inter-governmental
organization, rail pass — inter-rail pass, etc.);

— trans- 2.6% (atlantic flight — transatlantic flight, national corporation — transnational corporation, continental
journey — transcontinental journey, etc.);

— 1il- 2.3% (business literate — business illiterate, legal stay — illegal stay, legible regulations — illegible regulations,
etc.);

— sur- 2.1% (charge — surcharge, mount — surmount, tax — surtax, etc.);

— e- 0.8% (migration — emigration, etc.).

The above mentioned data illustrate the prevalent efficiency of the borrowed prefix non- of Romanic origin in
derivational antonymy of English terminology in the field of tourism.

3. Meaning of antonyms prefixes in English tourism terminology

In the English language, prefixes may also be explored from the viewpoint of the functions they perform in derivational
bases of the words. Considering the meaning aspect of antonyms prefixes in English tourism terminology, they denote as
follows.

— Negation and opposition —61.9%: un- (e.g. environmentally friendly tourism — environmentally unfriendly tourism);
in- (e.g. exhaustible natural resources — inexhaustible natural resources); im- (e.g. personal services — impersonal
services); il- (e.g. legal stay — illegal stay); de- (e.g. populated area — depopulated area); dis- (e.g. embark — disembark);
non- (e.g. renewable natural resources — non-renewable natural resources).

— Degree and quantity — 13.4%: over- (e.g. development of natural resources — overdevelopment of natural resources);
sur- (e.g. charge — surcharge); multi- (e.g. lingual communities — multilingual communities).

— Position and direction — 12.7%: pre- (e.g. book — pre-book); e- (e.g. migration — emigration); inter- (e.g. national
company — international company); trans- (e.g. continental journey — transcontinental journey).

— Reversal and relation — 11.9%: re- (e.g. confirmation — reconfirmation); self- (e.g. catering — self-catering).

As we see, the meaning of negation and opposition prevails in derivational antonymy of English tourism terminology,
thus affirming the comprehensive antagonistic relations between antonyms.

4. Conclusions

Grounding on the above research findings it is possible to conclude the following. The growing requirement for
global communication in the field of international travel necessitates the study of its terminology. Despite the recent
bulk of research on different issues in the area of tourism, there was still a need for detailed analysis of the origin
and meaning aspects of prefixation as the most abundant word building type in derivational antonymy of tourism
terminology. The study of the research database reveals the prevailing productivity of the native prefix un- of Germanic
origin and the borrowed prefix non- of Romanic origin. The analysis of tourism antonyms prefixes according to their
meaning has shown the obvious dominance of negation and opposition as the main antonymous relations of any
sphere, specifically in the area of international travel. The perspectives of further research are the terms systematization
and compiling a tourism glossary considering the prefixation features of derivational antonymy in the English tourism
terminology.
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