Taxum 00pa3oM, TUCTaHIMOHHOE 00y4eHHE Ha 0a3e HOBBIX TEIEKOMMYHHKAIMOHHBIX TEXHOJIOTHI MOKET CTaTh I
CTYJICHTOB HEs3bIKOBBIX CIICLMAJIBHOCTEH PeasibHOI ajbTepHATHBON TPaIULMOHHOMY 00ydeHHi0. OHO XapakTepusyercs
BO3MOXKHOCTBIO OpraHU3aLMi aAKTHBHOM ITO3HABATEILHON ACSTEIIFHOCTH KaXKIOTO CTYIIEHTa, obecriedeHieM P (eKTHBHOM
00paTHOM CBSI3M, MHTEPAKTUBHOCTHIO, MHAMBHyaIn3anyel u quddepenimanyeii nporecca o0ydeHust, (popMHpOBaHHEM
yCTOHYMBON MOTHBALIMH Y4eOHO-II03HABATEIBHON JIesTeNnbHOCTH. [10CKOIbKY B TUCTAaHIIMOHHOM 00Y4€HUH HHOCTPAaHHBIX
CTYJICHTOB aHIVIMICKOMY SI3bIKY HAKJIQIBIBAIOTCS IPYT HA Ipyra TPHU BHUIA MPOOJIEM, €T0 OCYIIECTBICHHUE SIBIISIETCS CIIOXK-
HBIM, TPEOYIONTIM OOJBIIIOTO MTEIarOTMYECKOr0 MacTepcTBa. BmecTe ¢ TeM ompeneneHne cnennpuKh TaKoro 00ydeHUs
U TIOCJICIOBATEIILHOE PEILICHHE CBSI3aHHBIX C HUM TPYIHOCTEH IIOMOXKET PACIIMPUTh HUIY JUCTAHIHOHHOIO 00pa3oBaHus,
YKPEIUT BOCTPEOOBAHHOCTH O0yUCHHUSI HHOCTPAHHBIX CTY/ICHTOB B BI'Y. A coBeplIeHCTBOBaHHE TEXHUIECKOH 0a3bl, yme-
JI0€ COYETaHNE UMEFOLIMXCSI METOJI0JIOTMYECKHX TTOJIXO/I0B, YUET IICUXOJIOTHUECKHX ACTIEKTOB JIMCTAHIIHOHHOTO O0Y4CHHUS
TMO3BOJIAT PACCUMTHIBATDL HA TO3UTHUBHBIC PE3YJIbTATHI IPUMEHCHHA COBPECMEHHBIX 06yqa}ou11/1x TEXHOJIOT U,
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SOME IMPORTANT ISSUES OF LINGUISTIC TRAINING
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Professional training of specialists of the broad ecological profile, be it ecology, nuclear safety or nuclear
medicine, etc., is always a very important challenging task and multifactor process. The training should always go in
many directions and embrace various scopes. It is necessary to provide the students not only with the knowledge of
natural sciences. It is also necessary to provide the students with the first class linguistic tools to enhance their further
education and professional growth. It is a well-known fact that the edge cutting research in nuclear physics, nuclear
medicine, etc. is done in English. Hence, the importance of linguistic training in the pair English/Russian & Russian
/English becomes obvious. Professionals trained in various ecological disciplines should be able to get acquainted
with the latest results of the research in their field, they must be able to communicate the results of their own research
to their foreign colleagues, as well as to the wide audience. Hence, the task of the linguistic training is to provide
them with all the necessary tools to perform these abovementioned tasks. The paper focuses on some important
issues of linguistic preparation of ecologists for professional international and intercultural communication, using
the latest advances in the field of cognitive linguistics, translation studies, discourse analysis, conceptual metaphor
theory, blending theory, framing theory, narrative theory, knowledge transfer theory, etc.

Crarps MOCBSIIIEHA BOIIPOCAM JIMHIBUCTHYECKOH TTOJTOTOBKHU CIIEINAIICTOB SKOJIOTMYECKOTO MPO(MIIs K mMpo-
(eccroHANBEHON U MEKKYIIBTYPHOH KOMMYHHUKAIIUH. PaccMarprBaeTcss MpUMEHEHHE TTOCTIEIHNX TOCTIDKEHUH B 00-
JIACTH KOTHUTHBHOM JINHTBUCTHKH, TIEPEBO/IA, aHAN3A U T. 1. JINHrBUCTHYECKast TOJTOTOBKA CIIEIIHAINCTOB SKOJIOTH-
geckoro mpoduis, OyAb TO SKONIOTHS, sepHast O€30MaCHOCTD, s/IEPHAst MEANIMHA U T. 1., SIBISIETCS O4€Hb BaKHOM,
CJIOXKHOH, MHOTOCTYTEHUaToH 3ajadeil. OOydeHne BCeraa JODKHO MPOXOAUTh BO MHOTHX HAlPABICHHUSAX M OXBa-
TBIBaTh pa3nudHble oOmactH. HeoOxonuMo obGecnednTh CTYCHTOB HE TOJBKO 3HAHUSIMU €CTCCTBEHHBIX HayK, HO
1 TIPEIOCTABUTh UM MEPBOKJIACCHBIC IMHIBUCTUIECKHUE HHCTPYMEHTHI ISl TIOBBIIICHNS MX JaibHenIero mpodec-
CHOHAJIBHOTO 00pa3oBaHus U pocTa. [lepenoBsie uccnenoBanus B 0071aCTH AACPHON (DU3UKH, SACPHONH METUIIMHEI
U JIp. TIPOBOASATCS Ha aHIIIMHCKOM si3bIke. ClieoBaTesIbHO, Ba)KHOCTD JIMHTBUCTHUYECKON ITOJATOTOBKH B SI3BIKOBOM
mape English/Russian u Russian /English cranoButcs oueunnoi. [Ipodeccrnonansl, mporeamuie o0ydeHue 1Mo pas-
JIMYHBIM 3KOJIOTHYECKAM JHUCIUIUINHAM, JOJDKHBI YMETh 3HAKOMHUTBCS C TIOCJICTHIMH PE3y/IbTaTaMH UCCIIEI0BAHNI
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B CBOEH 001acTH, COOOIMIATh Pe3yabTaThl CBOMX COOCTBEHHBIX MCCIICTOBAHMH KaK CBOMM 3apyOCKHBIM KOJIIeTaMm,
TaK ¥ MUPOKOH ayJUTOPUH HECTICIIMAIUCTOB. 3a/]a4a JIMHIBUCTUIECKOH MOITOTOBKH COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI MPEJI0-
CTaBUTb UM BCE HEOOXOTMMBIE MHCTPYMEHTBI /1T BBIMOIHEHMS 3TUX 331a4. CTaThbs MOCBSIIIEHA HEKOTOPBIM BaXKHBIM
BOIIPOCAM JINHTBUCTHYECKOM IMTOTOTOBKH SKOJIOTOB K PO ECCHOHATBHON MEXTyHAPOIHON 1 MEXKKYIIBTYPHOM KOM-
MYHHKAIUHU C UCTIOJIb30BAHUEM MOCIIEAHUX JOCTIKECHNH B 00JIaCTH KOTHUTHBHON JIMHTBUCTUKH, HAPPATOJIOTHH, Te-
opu niepeBoa, Teopun Metadopsl, blending Teopumn, framing Teopun, discourse aHanam3a u T. .

Keywords: linguistic training, cognitive linguistics, translation studies, ecology, environmental issues, nuclear safety,
ecological medicine, nuclear medicine, conceptual metaphor theory, conceptual blending theory, framing, discourse
analysis, English-Russian, Russian-Italian.

Kmouesvie cnosa: TMHTBACTAYECKAs TOATOTOBKA, KOTHUTHBHAS JIMHTBUCTHKA, TIEPEBO]L, SKOJIOTHS, BOIIPOCHI OKPYKaIOLIeH
CpeIIbl, paanaIFioHHas 6e30MacHOCTh, SKOJIOTHYECKast MEIMIMHA, siIepHas MeuIiHa, Metadopa, blending Teopust, fram-
ing Teopws, discourse anani3, Pycckuit/ Aummiickuit, Pycckmit/TanbssHCKI.

Professional training of specialists of the broad ecological profile, be it ecology, nuclear safety or nuclear medicine,
etc, is a very important challenging task and multifactor process. The training should always go in many directions and
embrace various scopes and stages. It is necessary to provide the students not only with the broad knowledge of natural
sciences, explain the structure of the nucleus, nuclear forces and models, radioactivity, radiation, types of radioactive
decay, transmutation and fission reactions, etc. It is not enough to explain to students biological effects of radiation expo-
sure, basics of radiological protection or the use of radiation (isotopes) in various spheres like nuclear power, medicine,
agriculture, industry, research and radioisotopes in medicine, etc.

At the same time, it is also necessary to provide the students with the first class linguistic tools to enhance their
further professional education and professional growth. It is a well-known fact that the edge cutting research in nuclear
physics and nuclear medicine is done in English. Hence, the importance of linguistic training in this field becomes obvi-
ous. Professionals trained in various ecological disciplines should be able to get acquainted with the latest results of the
research in their field, must be able to communicate the results of their own research to their foreign colleagues, as well
as to the wide audience. Hence, the task of the linguistic training is to provide them with all the necessary efficient tools
to perform these abovementioned tasks. Moreover, it is necessary to prepare specialists in ecology not only for commu-
nication in a foreign language, but to communication in the intercultural environment as well. The recent advances in the
field of cognitive linguistics, conceptual metaphor theory, conceptual blending theory, etc., can be very useful for this task.

Cognitive linguistics and the conceptual metaphor theory. In the last decades of the twentieth century, the general
approach to the study of language known today as cognitive linguistics emerged as an essential part of a broader quest for
a more satisfying account of the nature of human cognition in general and of linguistic meaning in particular. It became
obvious for cognitive scientists that the so-called "language faculty" is only a reflection, in some cases a specialization,
of general-purpose cognitive abilities, and is governed by general neural processes. It looks like there is a continuum
between all sorts of cognition, especially body-based cognition, but also cognition acquired on the basis of the social and
cultural experience, and language. Hence, it is not really scientifically correct to claim that language, let alone syntax and
grammar, is a separate "module” in the mind or in the brain. Imagination, or the ability to project concepts onto other
concepts, is one of the major general cognitive abilities. This is why such imaginative devices as metaphor and metonymy
have become an object of intense interest for cognitive scientists. As a result, the cognitive theory of conceptual metaphor
has been created and became a fundamental aspect of the cognitive linguistics. It was first formulated by Lakoff and
Johnson (1980) and elaborated later by Turner, Kdvecses and other cognitive linguists, has gradually become one of the
most influential theories in metaphor studies. According to Steen, "There is no doubt that conceptual metaphor theory has
revolutionized the study of metaphor in language". (Steen, 2011, p. 285)

Lakoff and Johnson originally defined metaphor as understanding and experiencing one concept in terms
of another. (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980, p. 5) This definition was further elaborated and can be read as follows:
Metaphor is the cognitive mechanism whereby one experiential domain is partially ‘mapped’, i.e. projected, onto a dif-
ferent experiential domain, so that the second domain is understood in terms of the first domain.

Zoltan Kovecses and some other researchers are working on a theory of metonymy that has several contacts or in-
tersections with the conceptual metaphor theory. The researcher points out the difference in the approach to metonymy in
the traditional view of metonymy and in the cognitive linguistic view. Kdvecses emphasises an equally important status
of metonymy for human cognitive activities alongside with metaphor and suggests the following definition of metonymy:
"Metonymy is a cognitive process in which one conceptual entity, the vehicle, provides mental access to another concep-
tual entity, the target, within the same domain".

As stated earlier, "both metonymy and metaphor work by means of mappings". However, sometimes it is not easy to
say with certainty whether an observed mapping is to be regarded as metaphorical or metonymic. Kévecses emphasises
the difference in the nature of mappings employed in metaphor and metonymy: "Metaphor involves two concepts that are
‘distant’ from each other in our conceptual system (although they are similar). In metonymy, in contrast, we have two ele-
ments, or entities, that are closely related to each other in conceptual space"”. Kévecses emphasises the common properties
of mappings in metaphor and metonymy: "they establish a connection between two conceptual entities".
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Recent advances in the development of cognitive science reveal that the mental mechanisms of mapping, that is,
projecting elements from one conceptual domain to another domain employed in metaphor and metonymy, are not limited
only to these phenomena but are widely used by the human mind on a larger scale; it is how the conceptual system oper-
ates with domains in general. That is why it is extremely important to introduce these mechanisms to the students during
their linguistic training, it is necessary to make them aware of these mechanisms for various reasons.

Conceptual metaphors can become explicit in several ways but mainly in language. That is why it is important to make a
distinction between conceptual metaphors, which are cognitive in nature, and particular linguistic expressions of these conceptual
metaphors. In fact, any discussion of a metaphor must take place on two levels: the conceptual level and the linguistic level.

In Translation Studies, there are two major problems concerning translating metaphors: interpreters and translators
lack essential knowledge about metaphor and until quite recently, there has been no unanimity about the nature of met-
aphor in metaphor studies. The present paper efficiently addresses both problems, combining theoretical and practical
approach. It provides an insight into the nature of metaphor according to the latest advances in the cognitive linguistics
and emphasizes the advantages of the conceptual metaphor theory. The paper overviews some of the metaphor translating
techniques in the pairs Russian-English and Russian-Italian from prescriptive and descriptive perspectives. Some recom-
mendations: interpreters and translators must take into consideration the dual nature of conceptual metaphor - its concep-
tual and linguistic expression. They also should have intercultural awareness (cross-cultural knowledge), for metaphors
are culturally shaped and constrained, which is relevant to the translation techniques; hence, translatability of metaphors
is high between close pairs of languages. Ideally, translators should strive to use an equivalent of the original metaphor,
which would express a similar conceptual mapping.

The latest results obtained by the scholars in the metaphor studies alongside with other data were elaborated and used
by Jerome A. Feldman in his neural theory of language, which can be seen as part of a general effort to construct a Uni-
fied Cognitive Science that can guide the effort to understand human brains and minds. Among many subjects, the theory
discusses words for abstract and metaphorical concepts, describes the structure of conceptual systems and how they arise
through metaphorical mappings from direct experience. Thus, since the 1970s, cognitive linguistics has gone through sev-
eral revolutionary changes: from the studies of tropes, metaphor and metonymy to the conceptual metaphor theory, then to
the theory of conceptual integration, i. e. parable, and the neural theory of metaphor, the neural theory of language towards
a Unified Cognitive Science. In order to provide up-to-date linguistic training of the professionals in ecological fields, it
is necessary to introduce into their linguistic curriculum also the basic knowledge about the conceptual metaphor theory,
conceptual domains, conceptual mappings and about the way the human mind operates with the conceptual domains in
general. The basic knowledge about the conceptual mappings could not only help the students to learn a foreign language
but can also facilitate translation of their own research results for the presentations at the international conferences and
prepare them for the work and research in the international and intercultural environment. Besides, this knowledge can
also stimulate creativity, since it is a well-known fact that many scientific discoveries originated from a luckily created
metaphor-models, which later on were elaborated into a working theory.

Linguistic training of the students of ecology in the language pairs Russian/English, English/Russian and Russian/
Italian, Italian/Russian has some specific peculiarities as far as the pragmatics, grammar, lexicology and phonetics is
concerned. One of the main difficulties for the students with Russian as L1 is the mastering the category of the definite/
indefinite/zero articles, which is present in English and Italian languages but is absent in Russian. Another difficulty is to
explain to the students of Russian as mother tongue the complexity and the use of various tenses in English and Italian,
which do not exist in Russian language. An important issue is the presence of numerous cases and conjugations in Rus-
sian language, which do not exist in English and Italian, hence the necessity to teach the students the ways to render the
same categories with other means in foreign language. Another important issue in the above-mentioned language pairs is
phonetics; for example, the pronunciation of diphthongs for all the students, or the pronunciation of the clusters of 3 con-
sonants for the students of Russian as L2.

As far as the peculiarities of intercultural communication are concerned, it could be a good idea to supply the stu-
dents with the basic knowledge about some cultural peculiarities, customs and traditions of the target culture, in order to
facilitate their communication with foreign colleagues.

The present paper focuses on the abovementioned peculiarities of linguistic training of the students of ecology in the
language pairs Russian/English, English/Russian and Russian/Italian, Italian/Russian, as well as on some other important
issues of language teaching and intercultural studies, relative to the field of ecology, nuclear medicine, and environmental
protection. An important issue is the creation and introduction of the contextual vocabulary and corpus linguistics relative
to the abovementioned branches of ecological studies, for the language pairs Russian/English, English/Russian and Rus-
sian/Italian, Italian/Russian; it will facilitate language acquisition and intercultural communication of the specialists in
ecology. Also, some elements of the discourse analysis can be useful to demonstrate to students the concept of institutional
discourse and its employment in the communication in ecology and related fields, as well as for the knowledge transfer
in these spheres. Some elements of narratological analysis may be helpful for the effective construction of a discourse on
ecological issues.

Mind frames in the ecological discourse. Another important issue related to the knowledge transfer in ecology and
related fields to the nonprofessional audience is to employ mind frames. According to George Lakoff, "One of the major
results in the cognitive and brain sciences is that we think in terms of typically unconscious structures called ““frames”
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(sometimes “schemas’’). Frames include semantic roles, relations between roles, and relations to other frames". Also,
discourse about ecology and related spheres presupposes activation of certain mind frames, about which Lakoff observes:

There are limited possibilities for changing frames. Introducing new language is not always possible. The new lan-
guage must make sense in terms of the existing system of frames. It must work emotionally. And it must be introduced in
a communication system that allows for sufficient spread over the population, sufficient repetition, and sufficient trust in
the messengers... And, of course, negating a frame just activates the frame.

Speaking about environmental hypocognition, George Lakoff emphasizes the tragedy of the absence of frames in the
ecological discourse, which influences negatively the knowledge transfer on ecological issues to the layman audiences as
well as the construction of any effective environmental discourse and conscious, responsible ecological behaviour. One of
the authors of the conceptual metaphor theory defines "Hypocognition" as the lack of ideas we need for the institutional
discourse on ecology and environment. He observes:

We are suffering from massive hypocognition in the case of the environment. The reason is that the environment is
not just about the environment. It is intimately tied up with other issue areas: economics, energy, food, health, trade, and
security. In these overlap areas, our citizens as well as our leaders, policymakers, and journalists simply lack frames that
capture the reality of the situation.

The scientist explains the importance of the conceptual metaphors and framing for the ecology and environment as
follows: “Let us begin with the very concept of the “environment.” The Environment Frame sees the environment as
separate from, and around, us. Yet, we are not separate from Nature. We are an inseparable part of Nature. Yet we separate
self from other, and conceptualize Nature as other. "This separation is so deep in our conceptual system that it hinders our
environmental education and ecologically friendly behaviour". Hence, it is necessary also to work on this issue.

To conclude: the use of the latest research results in the fields of cognitive linguistics, translation studies, discourse
analysis, narrative theory, conceptual metaphor theory, blending and framing theory can bring the linguistic preparation
of the ecology specialists to the international level. It may facilitate the professional linguistic training of specialists in
ecology and prepare them for the intercultural communication, knowledge transfer, as well as for the communication in
foreign languages with their foreign colleagues, scholars, researchers, and other professionals in the field.
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PaccmarpuBaroTcss BO3MOXKHOCTH 3((PEKTUBHOTO MPHMEHEHHST HHPOPMAIMOHHO-KOMMYHHUKATHBHBIX TEXHOJIO-
ruii (MKT) Ha 3aHATHAX TI0 MHOCTPAHHOMY SI3BIKY IUIS CTYAEHTOB-IKOJIOTOB, C IIENBI0 peai3aliun 00ydeHus npogec-
CHOHAJIbHO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHOMY OOIIEHHIO Ha MHOCTPAaHHOM si3blke. Onmcanbl ocHoBHbIe KT, vcnonb3yemsle st
HperoJaBaHisl HHOCTPAHHOTO s3bIKa B HENPOMUIBHOM yUPEKICHNH BBICIIIEr0 00pa3oBaHusl. XapaKTepU3yloTcs Ipe-
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