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MeToauyHi peKOMeHAAIii 10 TPOBEACHHS MPAKTUYHHUX 3aHATH 3 HABYAJIHHOI JUCIUTUTIHH
«3icTaBHa JICKCHUKOJIOTIs», CKJIaJIeHI Ha OCHOBI PO0OOYOi MporpaMy HaBYAIBHOI JUCIUTLIIHU
«3icTaBHa  JIEKCHUKOJIOTIs» JUIs  TIATOTOBKM  3700yBadiB  BHUIIOI OCBITH  MEPIIOTO
(6akamaBpchKoT0) piBHs ramysi 3Hanb 03 «['ymaniTapHi Hayku» cnenianbHocTi 035 «Dinonorisy»
OIIIT «I'epmaHChKI MOBH Ta JiTepaTypu (Iepekiaa BKIIOYHO)», 3aTBEPPKEHOI BUCHOIO Pasioio
HaBuanpHO-HAyKOBOrO 1HCTUTYTYy TryMaHiTapHux Hayk y 2021 pomi, ska mnependavae
KOMIUICKCHY pealli3allif0 MPaKTHYHOI, pO3BUBAIOUO1, 3araJIbHOOCBITHBOT Ta BUXOBHOI ITUICH ITiJ
yac HaBYaHHS 1HO3€MHOI MOBH.

Kypc «3icTaBHa JIEKCHUKOJIOTIS» € HEOOXITHOI CKJIAJ0BOI YACTHHOK BUBUYEHHS KYypCy
6a30BUX (PUTOTOTIYHUX MUCHMIUIIH IJis OakayaBpiB 3a crerianbHicTio «®Dinmonorisy». Bin Hanae
MOJKJIUBICTh OIAHYBAaTH OCHOBHI TIMTaHHS JIHTBICTUKH: BiJl CYTHOCTi, MOXO/KEHHS 1
(GYHKIIIOHYBaHHS MOBH SIK 3HAKOBOi CHCTEMH, ii BHYTPIIIHBOI CTPYKTYPH IO IMOTIHOJIEHOTO
PO3IIISI Ty OCHOBHHX PO3LUIIB JIGKCUKOJIOTT (CEeMaHTHKH, CEMACioNorii, ETUMOJIOT|, TOIIIO).

Kypc «3icTtaBHa IEKCHMKOJIOTis» pO3paxoBaHU Ha 3100yBaviB BUIIOT OCBITH 3 Ta 4 KypCy
HABYAJIbHO-HAYKOBOTO  IHCTHTYTY TYMaHITapHMX HayK, crheriagpHocTi  «Dijonoris».
BuknaganHs Kypcy Mae JIEKIIHHO-CEMIHApChKUIN XapaKTep, BIIBEICHHUX ISl Teopii Ta icTopii
JICKCUKOJIOT1.

Temu cemiHapChKMX 3aHATh 3 HABUYAIbHOI JUCHUIUTIHM «3iCTaBHA JIEKCUKOJIOTIS»
BiJIMIOBIIAFOTh HABYAILHOMY IUIaHY MiATOTOBKHU OakanaBpiB 3a crermiayibHicTio 035 «®Dinomorisy»
1 € HeOoOXIIHOK CKJIaJ0BOI YAaCTHUHOIO JIHIBICTUYHOI OCBiTH. BOHUM [ar0Th MOKIHUBICTH
OBOJIOMITH TEOPETUYHHMH 3acaJlaMH JIIHTBICTUYHOI HAYKH, YMITH BUTIyMadyBaTH BH3HAYaJIbHI
SBHILIA CCMAHTHUKH Ta IPaMaTUKHU, 31CTABIATH (PaKTH Pi3HUX MOB.

3acBOEHHSI TUCHMILTIHM «3icTaBHA JIGKCUKOJIOTiS» 3a0€3NeunTh CTyACHTaM-(isonoram
rIUOOKE OCMHUCIICHHS BCHOTO IMKITY JIHTBICTUYHUX IUCHUIUTIH SIK YITKOI CHCTEMH, CKJIaJ0BI
SIKOI B3a€MOIIOB'SI3aHI 1 B3a€MO3YMOBIIIOIOTH iCHYBaHHS ofHa onHOi. CeMmiHapChKi 3aHATTS
BKJIIOYAIOTh BIJMOBIJHO BY3JIOBI MHTAHHA KOXHOI 4YacTMHM U BHBYAIOTBCI Y GopMi
CeMiHAapCHhKUX 3aHATH (Ipe3eHTaliil, KoH(epeHiil, TMCKyCiii, KOJOKBIYMiB TOIIO).

CemiHapchKi 3aHATTS Kypey «3icTaBHA JEKCUKOJIOTi NepeadadyaroTh:

— BUKJIQJJaHHS TEOPETUYHHUX MUTAHD 010 PYHKIIIOHYBAHHS MOBH SIK HAYKOBOI CHCTEMU;

—IIOCIIJOBHICTh BUKIIQJCHHS MaTepiaiy BiJl MUTaHb ICTOPil MOBO3HABYOI 1 JIHTBICTUYHOI
HayK JI0 X aKTyaJlbHUX MMUTaHb;

— PI3HOMAHITHICTh Ta aJIEKBATHICTh THUIIIB 3aBJIaHb 1 BUJIIB POOOTH.

HaBuanbHuii martepian AMCHMIUIIHU CTPYKTYpPOBAaHUH 32 MOMAYJIBHUM TMPUHIUNIOM 1
CKJIQTA€ThCsA 3 1 HaBUAIBHOTO MOAYJISI Ta 2 3MICTOBHX MOJYJIIB, TEMAaTHKA SKUX TIPEJCTABJICHA Y
CTPYKTYp1 HaBYAJIbHOI AUCLUILIIHY.

2. IIUIb TA META
Mera ceMiHApCHKUX 3aHATh 3 HABYAIBHOI MUCHUIUIIHU «3iCTaBHA JIEKCUKOJOTIS —
JIOTIOMOT'TH 3/100yBayaM BHIIO OCBITH OIaHYBaTH OCHOBHU JIEKCHKOJIOTII Ta MEepeKIIa0o3HaBCTBa,
JUCLHMIUTIH, [0 HepeadadaroTh YMIHHS MHUCIUTH a0OCTPakTHUMHU KaTEeTOpisiMH, a TOMY €
0CO0JIMBO CKJIATHUMHU JJIsl pO3YMIHHSI, OTTAHYBaTH CUCTEMY 3HaHb MIPO 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI MPOIIECY
nepekiany Ta aHalizy TeKCTiB. 3100yBadl BMIIOi OCBITM MalOTh 3HAaTH TEOPETHYHI 3acaau
JHTBICTUYHOI HAYKH, OCHOBM TEOPIi Ta ICTOPIIO MepeKiIany, yMITH BUTIyMadyyBaTl BU3HAYAIbHI
sBUIIA (POHETUKHU, IEKCUKOJIOT11, TPaMaTHKH, 31CTAaBIATH (PAKTH PI3HUX MOB.
CeMiHapChKl 3aHATTA 3 Kypcy «3icTaBHa JIEKCHUKOJIOTiS» CHpSMOBaHI Ha (opMyBaHHA
npodeciiHoi KOMYHIKaTUBHOT KOMIIETEHITIT.
OCHOBHI CKJIaJIOB1 HABYAJILHOTO MIPOLIECY:
- HABYUTHU BU3HAYATH 3aBJIaHHS HAyKH [IPO MOBY, MICIIE JIEKCUKOJIOTIi cepesl 1HIINX HayK;
- BU3Ha4yaTH (PyHKLI{ MOBH, YCTAaHOBJIIOBATH J1aJIEKTUYHUH 3B'I30K MOBU 1 MOBIICHHS;
- O3HAaHOMUTH 13 Cy4YaCHUM CTaHOM JIIHIBICTUYHOT HayKH B YKpaiHi i 32 KOpAOHOM;



- BUBUMTH 0a30Bi TEOPETHYHI MOJOKEHHS, MOHATTSA H TEPMIHM Cy4acHOI JIEKCUKOJIOTII K
CHUCTEMHU YSBIICHb IPO MIKMOBHY M MIKKYJIBTYPHY KOMYHIKAIIiIO; aCTMEKTH, MOJENI, METOJIH,
OCHOBHI 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI JICKCHKOJIOT1]

- BU3HAUYaTH €JIEMEHTH MOBHOI CTPYKTYPH Y 1X B3a€MO3B'SI3KY;

- BU3HAYaTH OCHOBHI NMPOLIECH ICTOPUYHOTO PO3BUTKY MOB Ta B3a€MO/Iii MOB 1 J11aJI€KTiB;

- HABYUTHU AUPEPECHIIIOBATH TEKCTH,

B oOCHOBy maHWX METOAMYHUX PEKOMEHJAIl MOKJIaJeHO TMPOIEC PO3BUTKY Ta
YIIOCKOHAJIGHHSI TEOPETHYHHMX 3HaHb 3700yBaviB BHIIOi OCBITH. MeETOI peKOMEHAalid €
oprasizaiis e()eKTHBHOI HAaBYAJIILHOI Ta METOAMYHOI POOOTH IIOAO MiATOTOBKH OBOJIOJIHHS
3100yBavYaM# OCBITH JIIHTBICTUYHHUX JUCIMIUIIH 1 CTBOPEHHS HayKOBOi 0a3u JyIsl X 3aCBOEHHS,
3a0e3nedeHHs] YCBIZIOMJICHHSI OCHOBHHMX NpOOJeM, MOHATh 1 TEPMiHIB JIHIBICTUYHOI HAyKH,
HiATOTOBKY 1X JI0 aKTHBHOTO OBOJIOJIIHHS BCiMa 1HIIUMH TUCIUIUTIHAMUA MOBO3HABUOTO ITUKITY.

3. MOSICHEHHS 3A PO3JIIJIAMH TA TEMAMM HABYAJIBHOI
JACIUILITHA
Tema 1: Contrastive lexicology of English and Ukrainian: fundamentals.

OcHuoBHi oHATTs: contrastive lexicology, synchronic orientation, granularity.

The question we set out to answer in the first topic is the nature of contrastive lexicology as a
linguistic enterprise and its location in the field of comparative linguistics.

Contrastive Lexicology is a particular linguistic enterprise within the field of descriptive
synchronic comparative linguistics aimed at producing description of one language vocabulary
from the perspective of another and concerned with in depth analysis of similarities and contrasts
that hold between them.

Theoretical value of contrastive lexicology becomes obvious if we realize that it forms the
study of one of the three main aspects of language, i.e. its vocabulary, the other two being its
grammar and sound system. Just as the small set of Arabic numerals can be combined to express
in writing any natural numbers, so the small set of sounds and letters can be combined to express
in speech and writing respectively an indefinitely large number of words. Practical value of
contrastive lexicology is very substantial. It came into being to meet the needs of many different
branches of applied linguistics: translation, lexicography, standardization of terminology,
information processing, foreign language teaching, literary criticism and others. Contrastive
lexicology stimulates a systematic approach to the facts of the vocabulary and plays a prominent
part in the general training of every linguist.

Tema 2: Contrastive analysis of the formal structure of English and Ukrainian words.

OcuoBHi nonsTTs: Word, phoneme, morpheme, word-combination, secondary words, primary
words, suffixes, prefixes, postfixes, infixes.

The second topic summarizes main ideas in the field of contrastive research of the formal
structure of English and Ukrainian words. It aims at giving a surway of some general problems
of the theory of the word and its morphemic structure as well as principles of contrastive
morphemic analysis.

The theoretical foundations of word analysis in terms of its morphological structure apply
both to English and Ukrainian languages. But according to the classification of Indo-European
languages English and Ukrainian belong to different types of flectional languages. English is
analytic and Ukrainian is primarily synthetic. The terms explain themselves. In the synthetic
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languages the relations between words are expressed by forms of the words themselves. In
analytic languages it is the sentence that is of prime importance and grammatical meanings are
expressed by words arranged in a fixed order. We never find pure synthesis or analysis in any
language. But English is notably analytic. There are only seven inflectional affixes in it (all
suffixes). Ukrainian has dozens of inflectional affixes and encodes contrasts not represented in
English.

Tema 3: Contrastive analysis of the categories and types of present-day English and
Ukrainian word-formation

OcuosHni nousTTs: Word-formation, derivation, compounding, shortening, sound-interchange,
back — formation, reduplication.

This lesson introduces the notion of word-formation and some fundamental methodological
issues of cross-linguistic studies of creating new words. Special attention is paid to derivation as
the most productive type of word-formation in English and in Ukrainian.

Rules of word-formation are at the intersection of the historical and synchronic study of the
language, providing a constant set of “models” from which new words, ephemeral or permanent,
are created from day to day. Yet, on a larger scale, the rules themselves (like grammatical rules)
undergo change: affixes and compounding processes can become productive or lose their
productivity; can increase or decrease their range of meaning or grammatical applicability. We
will concentrate on productive or on marginally productive rules of word-formation, leaving
aside “dead’’ processes, even though they may have a fossilized existence in a number of words
in the language. For example, the Old English suffix -th, no longer used to form new words,
survives in such nouns as warmth, length, depth, width, breadth. A corollary of this approach is
that the historical study of a word is irrelevant to its status as an illustration of presentday rules:
the fact that the word unripe has existed in the English language since Anglo-Saxon times does
not prevent us from using it as an example of a regular process of word-formation still available
in the language.

Tema 4: Contrastive analysis of compounding in English and Ukrainian
OcuosHni nousATTs: compound, endocentric and exocentric compounds, reduplicatives

The question we set out to answer in this lesson is the nature of compounds and methodological
basis of their contrastive analysis in the languages under study.

In describing the structure of a compound we should examine the relations of the members
to each other. Compounding associates stems drawn from the whole lexicon in a wide range of
semantic relations. Although both bases in a compound are in principle equally open, they are
normally in a relation whereby the first is modifying the second. In short, compounding can in
general be viewed as prefixation with open-class items. But this does not mean that a compound
can be formed by placing any lexical item in front of another. The relations between items
brought together in compounding must be such that it is reasonable and useful to classify the
second element in terms of the first. Such compounds are called endocentric. In exocentric
compounds there is no semantic center as in scarecrow (figure of a man in old clothes set up to
scare birds away from crops). Only the combination of both elements names the referent.



Tema 5. Contrastive studies of semantics of English and Ukrainian words: methodological
Issues

OcuoHui nousATTs: Semasiology, semantics, semiotics, Tertium comparationis, feature approach.

The fifth topic summarizes some ideas concerning the notion of meaning in modern linguistic
studies focusing on semiotic approach. The comparability criterion and the notion of tertium
comparationis in reference to the contrastive studies of the semantic structure of words is
discussed.

Long before linguistics existed as a discipline, thinkers had been speculating about the
nature of meaning. For thousands of years, this question has been considered central to
philosophy. Contributions to the studies of meaning have come from a diverse group of scholars,
ranging from Plato and Aristotle in antiquity to Ludwig Wittgenstein in the twentieth century. In
linguistics the branch of the study concerned with the meaning of words is called semasiology or
semantics. The terms semasiology and semantics are often used indiscriminately as if
synonymous. In case of semantics, however, there are several more meanings. Meaning is also
studied in semiotics (or semiology) — the study of signs.

The analysis of different possible contexts in which the representamen is encountered,
makes it possible to bring to light all the nuances of the relations between the object and the
interpretant and to discover what is traditionally called the notional nucleus of meaning
(“objective”, “nominative”, “representative”, “factual”, components of meaning) abstracted from
stylistic, pragmatic, modal, emotional, subjective, communicative and other shades. The
emotional content of the word i.e. its capacity to evoke or directly express emotions is rendered
by connotative component of meaning (also called emotive charge or intentional connotations).

This content is studied at the cultural level of semiosis (cultural interpretant).

Tema 6: Contrastive analysis of semantics of English and Ukrainian words: feature
approach

OcuoBui  mousTTs: etymology, historical semantics, feature approach, pejoration,
metaphorization, metonymization.

This lesson provides some insights to bear on the semantic change of words and types of such
change as well as the contrastive analysis of the development of the semantic structure of
English and Ukrainian words conditioned by different semantic processes.

Descriptively speaking, the main topics studied within lexical semantics involve either the
internal semantic structure of words, or the semantic relations that occur within the vocabulary,
or issues of cognitive semantics. In contrastive lexicology this differentiation brought to life
three methodological approaches to contrastive research: feature, field and concept approaches.
The concern of this lecture is to discuss the first topic and to demonstrate how feature approach
can be applied to contrastive studies of the semantic change in English and Ukrainian words.
This presupposes that we will try to find answers to two most fundamental questions addressed
by lexical semanticists: (a) how to describe the meanings of words, and (b) how to account for
the variability of changes in meaning.

Tema7: Contrastive analysis of semantics of English and Ukrainian words: field approach
7



Ocuosni nousTTs: biased lexical units, universal lexicon and nationally specific lexicon,
thematic group, lexicosemantic groups, synonymic paradigm.

This topic brings to light that both universal and nationally biased lexical units are systemically
arranged and make up different semantic groups of words which can become the object of
contrastive analysis.

A great amount of studies in the field of contrastive lexicology are connected with what has
come to be known as the lexical or semantic field theory. Lexical field is defined as the extensive
organization of related words and expressions into a system which shows their relations to one
another. The members of the lexical groups are joined together by some common semantic
component known as the common denominator of meaning. Several terms are alternatively used
for ‘lexical field’: ‘lexical set’, ‘semantic field’, ‘semantic domain’, ‘lexico-semantic group’.
Semantic field is defined as “a set of lexemes which cover a certain conceptual domain and
which bear certain specifiable relations to one another” (A. Lehrer) or as a “named area of
meaning in which lexemes interrelate and define each other in specific ways” (D. Crystal).
Uliana Poyiatynyk puts it in simpler terms and defines a lexical field as a group of words whose
members are related by meaning, reference or use.

Tema 8: Contrastive analysis of semantics of English and Ukrainian words: concept
approach

Ocuosni nousaTTs: Cognitive linguistics, cognitive semantics, concept

The eighth lesson summarizes some ideas concerning the notion of concept in modern linguistic
studies and sets out to demonstrate that the concept approach offers another way to discover
how the experience, the conceptual system, and the semantics of lexical signs are differently
brought together in different cultural environments.

The cognitive approach to language encompasses a wide variety of theoretical proposals
with a common denominator: the idea that language is an integral part of cognition and therefore
it should be understood in the context of conceptualization and mental processing. Cognitive
linguistics is defined as a study of language in connection with different human facilities which
include perception, categorization, memory, thinking etc. The area of study known as cognitive
semantics is concerned with the investigation of the relationship between the experience, the
conceptual system, and the semantic structure encoded by language. Semantic structures are
characterized relative to knowledge systems whose scope is essentially open-ended. Scholars
investigate knowledge representation (conceptual structure), and meaning construction
(conceptualization). Concept is an umbrella term used in several scientific fields: first of all, in
cognitive psychology and cognitive linguistics, dealing with thinking and cognition, storing and
transforming information, as well as in cultural linguistics, which is still defining and refining
the boundaries of the theory formed by its postulates and basic categories.

4. METOAUKA MPOBEJAEHHSA CEMIHAPCBKOI'O 3AHATTSA
3 KYPCY 3ICTABHA JIEKCHUKOJIOI'TSA»



3PA30K

CEMIHAPCBKE 3AHATTS HA TEMY Ne 1

Meta: ChopmyBard ysBIEHHA PO 3iCTaBHY JIEKCHKOJIOTI0 SK HAYKy HPO MOBIEHHEBY
JISUTBHICTB, 0XapaKTepU3yBaTH MICIE 31CTABHOT JIEKCUKOJIOTIT y CUCTEMI JIIHIBICTUYHHX HAYK.
LI

MeToauyHi:

J aKTHUBI3allisl Mi3HABAIBHOI MiSIBHOCTI Yy Tporeci poOOTH 3 TUAAKTUYHUM
Marepiaiaom;

J BUPOOJICHHS BMiHb 1 HABUYOK 3aCBOEHHS JIIHIBICTUYHOI 1H(OpMALii;

J BUKOPUCTAHHS TPYNOBOi POOOTH y MPOIECi BUBUYCHHSI HOBOT'O Marepiany.

IpakTuyHi:

. pPO3BUBATH HAaBUYKW CIyXaHHS, CHOpPUAMaHHS 1 3aCBOEHHS JIHIBICTHYHOI
iH(popMarii;

o BJIOCKOHAJIIOBATH HABUYKH (POPMYBAHHS MDKIIPEIMETHUX 3B’ SI3KiB;

o PO3BUBATH BMIHHS BUCJIOBIIOBATH BJIACHI CY/>KEHHS Ha 3alPOIIOHOBAHY TEMY Ta
aHaNIi3yBaTy AYMKH 1HIIUX.

OcsiTHi:

. 3'sICyBaTH IPEIMET 1 3aBJaHHS 31CTaBHOT JIIHTBICTHKHY,;

J 3'sCyBaTH MICIle 31CTaBHOI JIIHTBICTUKH CepeJl IHIINX HaYK;

. OXapaKTepU3yBaTH 3B’S3KU 3ICTABHOI JIHTBICTUKHM 3 IHIMUMH (DUIOJIOTIYHUMU i

He(DITOIOTTYHIUMHE TUCIUTUTIHAMUA
Po3BuBaroui:

° PO3BHBATH MHUCJICHHS, MOBJICHHSI, I1aM’Th, aHAJIITUYHI 3/110HOCTI;

o pPO3BMBATH BMIHHS CHCTEMAaTH3yBaTH Ta aHali3yBaTH HOBY iH(OpMaILlio,
BCTAHOBJIIOBATH 3B'A3KHU paHillle BABUEHOTO 3 HOBUM;

. PO3BHUBATH 3[]aTHICTh MOBHOTO CAMOKOHTPOJIIO.

BuxosHi:

. BUXOBYBAaTH CaMOCTINHICTB;

. NIPUBUBATH KYJIBTYPY MOBJICHHS, IOYYTTSI KPAaCH MOBH;

. dbopmyBaTH iHTEpEC 1 MO3UTUBHY MOTHBAIIIIO 10 HABYAHHS,

. BHUXOBYBAaTH Npodeciiiny BIMOBIIATbHICTS;

J BHUXOBYBATH J1I000B 10 MailOyTHBOI ITpodecii;

. BHUXOBYBATH HaIl[lOHAJbHO-MOBHY OCOOHCTICTb;

. BHUXOBYBATH KYJIbTYpY CIIIKYBaHHS.

METOJUYHE 3ABE3INEYEHHSA, OCHAIIEHHS: ningpyuynuky, 30ipHUKH BIPaB,
CJIOBHUKHM, METOJIUYHI PO3POOKM MPAKTHUYHHUX 3aHATh, METOJAMYHI PEKOMEHHAIli J0 TeM,
TaOJIMII, PEKOMEH/I0BaH1 CIIMCKM HAYKOBOI 1 HAYKOBO-TIOMYJSPHOT JIITEpAaTypH, MAKEeTH TECTIB 1
KOHTPOJIBHUX POOIT, CIUCOK MHTaHb JUISl KOJIOKBIYMY, CHHCOK MHTaHb Ui CaMOKOHTPOJIIO,
JeKIiiHui Marepian B cuctemi Power Point.

PECYPCH: [uTepHeT, NiApYyYHUKH Ta MOCIOHUKH

XIJA 3AHATTA:

I. OpranizauiiiHuii MOMEHT: NIPUBITAHHS, TOBIIOMJICHHS TEMH Ta METHU 3aHSTTS.



II. Akryasni3anisi omopHux 3HaHb 3100yBauiB BuIIOi ocBiTH. KirouoBi cioBa: contrastive
lexicology, synchronic orientation, granularity.
III. OnuTyBaHHS CTYACHTIB 32 IVIAHOM CeMiHapChKOro 3aHATTsa Nel:
IIuTranusa ceMiHapcbKOro 3aHsaTTs Nel:
1. Three dimensions of classifying types of linguistic enterprise.
2. Fundamental assumption and subdivisions of comparative linguistics.
3. Contrastive lexicology as a subdivision of contrastive linguistics.

KOpOTKHﬁ orJjisia MUTAHb ceMiHapcmcoro 3aHATTa Nel:

1. Three dimensions of classifying types of linguistic enterprise.

Comparative linguistics is an umbrella term to denote all types of linguistic enterprises
founded on the assumption that languages can be compared. The fundamental notion on which
this lecture course is being built up is the notion of similarity between linguistic objects. The
degree of similarity between any two objects can be measured in terms of the number of shared
and distinctive features that characterize them, i.e. in terms of their degree of feature matching. A
feature is defined as any property of the object that can be deduced from our general knowledge
of the world. Two entities are similar if they share at least one feature and two entities are the
same if neither has features that the other lacks.

The question we set out to answer is the nature of contrastive studies as a linguistic
enterprise. Reference can be made to the three classificatory dimensions. The first dimension
deals with two broad approaches — the generalist and the particularist [Sampson, 1980]. On the
one hand, linguists treat individual languages: English, French, Chinese and so on. On the other
hand, they consider the general phenomenon of human language, of which particular languages
are examples. Geoffrey Sampson proceeds to warn against seeing either of these approaches as
inherently superior to the other [Sampson 1980]. Along the second dimension linguists are
divisible into those who choose to study one, or each, language in isolation, and those whose
ambition and methods are comparative. The former aspire to discover and specify the immanent
genius of the particular language which makes it unlike any other language and endows its
speakers with a psychic and cognitive uniqueness. The comparativist, as the name implies,
proceeds from the assumption that, while every language may have its individuality, all
languages have enough in common for them to be compared and classified into types. The third
dimension is the one used by Ferdinand de Saussure to distinguish “two sciences of language”:
diachronic as opposed to synchronic. He explains the distinction as follows: “Everything that
relates to the static side of our science is synchronic; everything that has to do with evolution is
diachronic. Similarly, synchrony and diachrony designate respectively a language-state and
evolutionary phase”.

2. Fundamental assumption and subdivisions of comparative linguistics.

Three parameters discussed can be most helpful when we try to identify contrastive
linguistics as a particular field of comparative linguistics. Comparative linguistics is an umbrella
term to denote all types of linguistic enterprises founded on the assumption that languages can be
compared. Juxtaposition, correlation, comparison is, in the first place, the distinctive feature of
human thinking, universal foundation of cognitive activity. General comparative linguistics is
subdivided into Descriptive Synchronic Comparative Linguistics and Historical Comparative
Linguistics.

Summing up we might venture the following provisional definition of contrastive linguistics:
CL is a particular linguistic enterprise within the field of descriptive synchronic comparative
linguistics aimed at producing description of one language from the perspective of another and
concerned with in depth analysis of similarities and contrasts that hold between them.

3. Contrastive lexicology as a subdivision of contrastive linguistics.
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The principal task of this lecture course is limited to the study of similarities and differences
in the lexical systems of English and Ukrainian. Lexical units are considered to be main
structural elements of utterances possessing specific structure of their own. This task belongs to
the field of contrastive lexicology.

Contrastive lexicology is a subdiscipline of contrastive linguistics which deals with
synchronic contrastive analysis of lexical systems. It is concerned with the analysis of language
vocabularies and lexical items in respect of their structural, semantic and functional features.
Contrastive lexicology covers a number of fundamental issues, such as lack of one-to-one
correspondence between expression and content of words, divergences in the semantic structure
of the lexicons, variation in usage. There are also some decisive criteria in trying to estimate the
relative range of lexis in contrast: socio-historical circumstances, borrowings and their
assimilation etc.

Summing up, we can state that Contrastive lexicology has a great heuristic value for the
analysis of language-specific properties and suggest the following definition: Contrastive
Lexicology is a particular linguistic enterprise within the field of descriptive synchronic
comparative linguistics aimed at producing description of one language vocabulary from the
perspective of another and concerned with in depth analysis of similarities and contrasts that
hold between them
IV. Hincymkn:

1) ITigBeneHHS MiICyMKiB 3aHATTS.

2) OuiHtoBaHHS 3HaHb, PIBHS CHOPMOBAHOCTI 3araIbHOMOBJICHHEBUX HABHUYOK Ta BMiHb
3100yBaviB BUILIOT OCBITH.

3) [losicHeHHs TOMAIIHBOTO 3aB/IaHHS.

3AIIMTAHHA 1 3BABJAHHA 1JIS1 CAMOKOHTPOJIIO:

1. What does it mean to compare and contrast two objects? Study the meaning of “contrast”
and “similarity”.
. Explain the term “comparative linguistics”.
. Comment on the position of contrastive linguistics within comparative linguistics.
. Typological versus contrastive linguistics.
. The object of contrastive lexicological studies.
. Essential components of contrastive lexicology agenda.
. Definition of contrastive Lexicology.
. Main ideas of Edward Sapir and their reference to Contrastive Lexicology.
. Theoretical value of contrastive lexicology.
10.Practical value of contrastive lexicology.
11.Aspects of the contrastive analysis of lexis
3aBllaHHﬂ OJd JOMAlIIHbOI 0o OﬂpalllOBaHHﬂ:

1. Watch the video https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mGbGP vIRzXw and enumerate
those aspects of contrastive lexicology research which have not been mentioned
during the lesson.

2. Read the article and answer the question: The article below was published in 1929 in
Language, Vol. 5, No. 4, pp. 207-214. Mode of access:
https://pure.mpg.de/rest/items/item_2381144_2/component/file_2381143/content
The text was read by Sapir at a joint meeting of the Linguistic Society of America,
the American Anthropological Association, New York City, December 28, 1928 but
still remains topical. Why?

O©Ooo~No olbhwh

5. PEKOMEHJIOBAHA JIITEPATYPA
OcHoBHa JiTepaTrypa
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I'ypko O.B. Jlekcukosorisi OCHOBHOI iHO3eMHOI Ta YKpaiHChKOT MOB: TUIAHU TPAKT. 3aHSITh
1 3aBIaHHSA I caMocT. pobotu. — J[Hinpo: Jlipa, 2019. - 63 c.
Hemenuyk O.B. IlopiBHsUIbHA JIEKCHKOJIOTIA QHIJTIMCHKOI Ta YKpaiHCHKOI MOB: HaBY.

moci0. st CTy/. BUII. HaBY. 3aki. — PiBHe : [lepciektuBa, 2020. — 165 c.
Kymina . B. JlekcuKonOris aHTTHCHKOI MOBH, HaBY.-METOJ. PEK. 3 Kypcy
"Jlekcukosoris" : [B 2 u.], wactuHa 1, 2019. — XapkiB. Hamn. mex. yH-T im. I'. C.

CkoBoponu. - Xapkis: XHIIY im. I'. C. CkoBopomu, 2019 — 69 c.

Kymima 4. B. Jlekcukosoris aHTJIIACBKOI MOBHM, HaBY.-METOA. peK. 3 Kypcy
"Jlexkcukosnoris" : [B 2 4.], wactuHa 2, 2019. — XapkiB. Hami. nmex. yH-T iMm. . C.
CxoBopomu. - XapkiB: XHITY im. I'. C. CkoBopoau, 2019 — 52 c.

Andreichuk Nadiia I. Contrastive lexicology of English and Ukrainian languages: theory
and practice: textbook. — Kherson: Helvetica, 2019. — 234 p.

JomomixkHa JiiTeparypa

1.

2.

Boprauuyk E. H. u ap. CnoBoTrBopeHHs B cydyacHiil anrmiicekid MoBi. K. : Buma mik.,
2018. — 261 c.
I'nyxoBuesa K. /I. CknanHi nmuTaHHA CydacHOi YKpaiHCBKOI JiTeparypHoi MoBU. Berym.

doHeTHKA. doHoJoris. MopdoHnosoris. Opdoemnisi. I'padika.
Opdorpadis. Jlekcukonoris. @pazeonoris. Jlekcukorpadis: HaBd. 10ci0. 1 3100yBaviB
OcBIT. cTyneHiB "OakamaBp", "maricTp" ocBiT. mnporpamu "YKpaiHCbka MoBa 1
miteparypa"— CrapoOiunbebk :  Jlepxk. 3akn.  "Jlyran. wHam. yH-T iM.  Tapaca
IlleBuenka', 2021. — 265 c.

Hynxo 1. B. MoBa — HaliBaxJIuBimMid HalioHaNbHUN ineHTH(ikaTop. — KwuiB: BicHuk

KuiBchkoro HamioHanbHOTO yHiBepcuTeTy iMeHi Tapaca llleBuenka. JlitepaTypo3HaBCTBO,
MOBO3HABCTBO, poibkiopuctka. - 2021. - Bum. 2. - C. 65.

Kopons A. A. Jlekcukosorisi HIMEIIbKOI MOBU SIK JIpYyroi iHO3eMoi : HaBY. mocib. "—
UYepnisni : YHY im. FOpis @enpkoBuya : Pyra, 2021. - 79 c.

llienko O. L., Kamienieva I. A., Moshtagh Ye. S. English lexicology — Kharkiv : O. M.
Beketov NUUE, 2020. — 217 p.
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1. CnoBHuK oHnaitH [enekTpoHHUit pecypc] — URL: www.slovnyk.net
2.Journals [Electronic resource] — URL: www.oxfordjournals.org
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