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INTRODUC TION 

Language is not a static repository of forms, but a living and 

adaptive system whose vitality becomes particularly visible in 

its lexical layer. One of the clearest indicators of linguistic 

development is the constant activation, renewal, and 

redistribution of vocabulary across communicative contexts. 

The lexicon expands not only through the emergence of 

neologisms, borrowings, and semantic extensions, but also 

through the revival of older lexical items and their 

reintegration into contemporary usage [1, 46]. In this sense, 

lexical enrichment should be understood as both a structural 

and a functional process: language grows not merely by 

accumulating more words, but by diversifying the 

communicative tasks those words can perform [4, 67]. 

The enrichment of the lexicon is closely connected with the 

ability of language to respond to social change. As new 

realities emerge and existing realities are reinterpreted, 

vocabulary adjusts to new cultural, technological, and 

interpersonal needs. Such flexibility increases the 

communicative efficiency of language and strengthens its role 

as a central medium of social interaction [2, 36]. This means 

that lexical development is inseparable from the broader social 

realization of language. 
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At the same time, vocabulary does not function uniformly in 

all situations. Speakers select words differently depending on 

context, audience, degree of social distance, and 

communicative purpose. Sociolinguistic scholarship has long 

demonstrated that language varies systematically according to 

setting and social function rather than by chance [3, 48]. 

Thus, lexical choice becomes one of the most visible indicators 

of register. 

A particularly important observation is that an educated 

speaker usually possesses at least two distinguishable modes 

of speaking in the native language. One belongs to the sphere 

of domestic interaction: communication with family members, 

friends, and close acquaintances in routine situations. The 

other is activated in formal, ceremonial, or socially marked 

circumstances, where lexical choice becomes more monitored, 

selective, and self-conscious [5, 19]. The contrast between 

these two modes is especially apparent in vocabulary. In 

informal settings, speakers tend to feel unconstrained and 

lexically spontaneous; in formal settings, however, they adjust 

their lexical behavior to expectations of decorum, prestige, 

and contextual appropriateness [6, 24]. 

This article seeks to analyze lexical activation and lexical 

stratification from a linguistic perspective. It argues that the 

difference between informal and formal vocabulary use is not 

merely stylistic ornamentation, but a reflection of social 

regulation, communicative intention, and pragmatic 

competence. The study addresses three central questions: 

how lexical enrichment contributes to language development; 

how vocabulary differs across informal and formal settings; 

and how such differences affect communicative effectiveness. 

                            LEXICAL CHOICE IN COMMUNICATION 

                                           │ 

                    ┌──────────────────────┴──────────────────────┐ 

                    │                                             │ 

                    │                                             │ 

          INFORMAL COMMUNICATIVE SETTING                 FORMAL COMMUNICATIVE SETTING 

                    │                                             │ 

        ┌───────────┼───────────┐                     ┌───────────┼───────────┐ 

        │           │           │                     │           │           │ 

   spontaneous   familiar   emotionally              selective   regulated   context-sensitive 

                              immediate 

        │                                               │ 

   weakly monitored                              strongly monitored 

        │                                               │ 

   natural interaction                            social appropriateness 

   intimacy and ease                              prestige and precision 

Figure 1. Register-Sensitive Lexical Stratification in Communication 

Figure 1 illustrates the functional differentiation of lexical 

choice across informal and formal communicative settings. It 

demonstrates that vocabulary selection is conditioned by 

social context, degree of monitoring, and communicative 

purpose. 

METHODS 

 This study employs a qualitative, descriptive, and interpretive 

design grounded in theoretical synthesis. Rather than building 

on a large electronic corpus, it draws on established linguistic 

scholarship in lexicology, sociolinguistics, stylistics, and 

pragmatics in order to explain the mechanisms underlying 

lexical differentiation in communication. 
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Three complementary methods are used. 

First, a lexicological method is applied to examine lexical 

enrichment, lexical activation, semantic renewal, and 

vocabulary expansion as processes of linguistic development 

[1, 12; 4, 3]. 

Second, a sociolinguistic method is used to account for 

differences in vocabulary choice across social contexts, 

especially the distinction between informal and formal 

registers [3, 9; 7, 56]. 

Third, a pragmatic-functional method is employed to explain 

how lexical choices become appropriate, effective, or marked 

in relation to audience, setting, and communicative purpose 

[2, 31; 6, 35]. 

The analytical material of the study consists of two generalized 

communicative settings: the informal domain, including family 

and friendship interaction, and the formal domain, including 

socially important gatherings, ceremonious situations, and 

public or institutional communication. These settings are 

treated not as rigid categories, but as functionally distinct 

environments in which lexical selectivity operates with 

different intensity. 

RESULTS 

The analysis indicates that lexical dynamism manifests itself in 

two interrelated dimensions: enrichment and activation. 

Lexical enrichment refers to the quantitative and qualitative 

growth of the vocabulary through innovation, borrowing, 

semantic broadening, and stylistic diversification [4, 72]. 

Lexical activation, in contrast, refers to the process by which 

certain lexical items become communicatively salient or 

functionally useful in a given historical or social moment. This 

includes not only new words but also older words that regain 

expressive, cultural, or register-specific relevance [1, 88]. 

Language development 

│ 

▼ 

Emergence of new words 

│ 

▼ 

Reactivation of older lexical items 

│ 

▼ 

Expansion of the lexicon 

│ 

▼ 

Greater register differentiation 

│ 

▼ 

Higher communicative effectiveness 

Figure 2. The Process of Lexical Activation and Enrichment 

Figure 2 presents lexical enrichment as a dynamic process 

involving both innovation and reactivation. It shows how 

lexical development increases the adaptive and 

communicative potential of language. 

The findings also show that lexical differentiation is strongly 

register-sensitive. In informal communication, vocabulary 

tends to be immediate, emotionally colored, idiomatic, and 

relatively unmonitored. It supports closeness, spontaneity, 

and interpersonal ease. In formal communication, vocabulary 

becomes more selective, restrained, and socially filtered. The 

https://eipublication.com/index.php/eijps


European International Journal of Philological Sciences (ISSN: 2751-1715) 
 

68 
 

https://eipublication.com/index.php/eijps 

speaker shows greater awareness of lexical nuance, 

appropriateness, and symbolic value [3, 123]. What changes 

is not simply the “difficulty” of the words being used, but the 

level of self-monitoring and the speaker’s orientation toward 

social expectations. 

Table 1. Differences between Informal and Formal Lexical Choice 

Feature Informal Speech Formal Speech 

Social setting 
family, friends, everyday 

interaction 

official, public, ceremonial 

interaction 

Lexical choice spontaneous, familiar selective, controlled 

Emotional coloring stronger restrained 

Monitoring low high 

Communicative 

aim 
naturalness, solidarity, ease 

appropriateness, prestige, 

precision 

Pragmatic effect intimacy and immediacy distance, respect, legitimacy 

A further result is that vocabulary functions as a visible marker 

of communicative competence. The ability to shift effectively 

between informal and formal lexical modes reflects not only 

linguistic knowledge, but also social intelligence and pragmatic 

sensitivity [6, 24]. A speaker who uses overly casual 

vocabulary in a ceremonial context risks diminishing authority 

or causing stylistic mismatch; conversely, excessively elevated 

vocabulary in intimate conversation may create unnatural 

distance. Thus, lexical choice serves as a balancing 

mechanism between naturalness and appropriateness. 

The analysis also confirms that lexical strata are not 

homogeneous. They are shaped by differing communicative 

pressures. In domestic discourse, speakers tend to draw on 

familiar, high-frequency vocabulary that allows rapid and 

unforced interaction. In formal discourse, they more often rely 

on words associated with public legitimacy, social refinement, 

precision, and institutional normativity [2, 52]. This functional 

division supports the claim that the lexicon itself is socially 

organized. 

Finally, the study finds that lexical activation increases the 

effectiveness of communication by aligning linguistic 

resources with situational demands. A language whose 

vocabulary can expand, renew itself, and redistribute items 

across registers becomes better equipped to mediate social 

complexity. The more flexibly lexical resources can be 

activated, the more precisely speakers can position 

themselves in relation to audience, purpose, and context [8, 

121]. 

DISCUSSION 

The findings support the broader linguistic view that language 

development must be understood not only as grammatical 

change but also as lexical adaptation. Bauer emphasizes that 

word-formation is a major source of lexical expansion and that 

the growth of vocabulary is indispensable to the functional 

modernization of language [1, 46]. Likewise, Jackson and Zé 

Amvela show that lexical development includes semantic 

change, stylistic redistribution, and the renewed relevance of 

earlier vocabulary, which means that lexical enrichment is 

inseparable from communicative history [4, 67]. 

From a social-functional perspective, Halliday’s conception of 

language as a social semiotic provides a strong theoretical 

foundation for interpreting register-sensitive lexical choice. If 

meaning is socially shaped, then vocabulary must be viewed 

not merely as a naming system, but as a resource for enacting 

social relations and situational identities [2, 29]. In formal 

contexts, lexical selection performs social positioning; in 

informal contexts, it supports solidarity and familiarity. 

Sociolinguistic theory confirms that shifts between speech 

modes are systematic. Hudson shows that language variation 

reflects social structure and communicative setting rather than 

arbitrary preference [3, 48]. Wardhaugh similarly argues that 
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style and register are tied to the speaker’s awareness of social 

context, group membership, and communicative goals [7, 56]. 

This perspective helps explain why the distinction between 

everyday and formal speaking styles is so consistently realized 

through vocabulary. 

Joos’s classic discussion of styles of English usage is especially 

relevant here. His model suggests that speakers navigate 

multiple stylistic levels, each characterized by a different 

degree of formality, intimacy, and lexical control [5, 19]. 

Although everyday communication may appear “natural,” it is 

no less structured than formal communication; it simply 

operates under different expectations. The choice between 

relaxed and ceremonially marked vocabulary is therefore not 

accidental but socially codified. 

Pragmatics adds another essential dimension. Levinson’s work 

demonstrates that utterances cannot be fully understood 

apart from the context in which they are used and the 

intentions they serve [6, 35]. Vocabulary choice is therefore 

not only a matter of semantics or style, but also of 

communicative action. A speaker entering a formal occasion 

chooses words not only to convey information, but also to 

signal respect, competence, restraint, or belonging. In this 

way, lexical choice becomes an index of pragmatic 

competence. 

The present discussion thus leads to a broader conclusion: 

lexical stratification should not be reduced to a simple 

opposition between “ordinary” and “elevated” words. Rather, 

it is a multidimensional phenomenon involving social function, 

communicative purpose, contextual appropriateness, and 

linguistic adaptability. The lexical layer of language reveals 

perhaps more clearly than any other domain how language 

mediates between the individual speaker and the social world. 

CONCLUSION 

This study has shown that lexical activation and lexical 

enrichment are central indicators of linguistic development 

and communicative adaptability. Language expands not only 

through the creation of new lexical items, but also through the 

revival, redistribution, and contextual activation of existing 

ones. 

The article has further demonstrated that educated speakers 

typically command at least two major lexical modes: an 

informal mode used in private, familiar interaction and a 

formal mode activated in socially marked settings. The 

difference between these modes is most clearly observable in 

vocabulary choice, degree of lexical monitoring, and sensitivity 

to situational appropriateness. 

It has also been established that lexical stratification is not 

merely a stylistic curiosity. It is a socially conditioned and 

pragmatically motivated feature of language use. The ability 

to select the appropriate lexical layer for a given 

communicative setting reflects advanced communicative 

competence and contributes directly to the effectiveness of 

interaction. 

In sum, the vitality of a language depends in large measure 

on the flexibility of its lexicon. A living language is one whose 

vocabulary can renew itself, respond to the demands of time, 

and differentiate itself across social contexts. Lexical 

dynamism, therefore, should be regarded as one of the most 

important signs of language’s continued relevance and social 

force. 
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