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The paper presents the analysis of the national specificity of two micro-
groups “Pedagogical labour activity” within the verbal lexico-semantic field
‘Labour Activity’ in English and Russian and reveals the degree of its inten-
sity by means of the comparative-parametric method. National specificity
can be defined as relatively marked.
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B nanHO# craThe BBIABISIETCS CTENEHb BBIPA)KEHHOCTH HALIMOHAJIBHOM CIIe-
wuuku Mmukporpyrn «Ilegaroruyeckasi TpyA0Bas AeSTEIbHOCTDY JEKCHKO-
cemanTHYecKOTO ToNst «TpymoBasi JEATEIBHOCTHY» TJIATOJIOB PYCCKOTO H
AHTJIMHACKOTO  S3BIKOB € TNOMOIIBIO  NPHUEMOB  COIOCTABUTEIBHO-
napaMeTpu4eckoro meroaa. HaumoHasnpHas crenuduka MOXKeT ObITh OXa-
pakTepu30BaHa KAk YMEPEHHO BhIPAXKCHHASL.

Kniouesvie cnosa: COHOCTaBI/ITCHbHO-HapaMeTpI/I‘ICCKI/Iﬁ MCTOJZ;, JICKCHUKO-
CCMaHTHYCCKOC I10JIC;, HallMOHAaJIbHas CHeHI/I(i)I/IKa; HHACKC, JICKCEMA, CEMECMaA.

Modern linguistics pays great attention to the comparative analysis of the
same language microsystems in different languages, as well as to the identifi-
cation of similarities and differences within these microsystems. Research in
this area has been carried out over the past ten years. Today the priority in
this field is given to the comparative-parametric method developed by the
scholars of Voronezh State University Marina Sternina and Yosiph Sternin
[5, p. 3-18]. This unique, modern method in comparative studies makes it
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possible to reveal objective results of the distinction of national specificity of
lexical units, semantemes, lexical groups, fields, texts in comparable lan-
guages. Researchers have formulated about 200 formalized parameters (indi-
ces) to date, which allows comparing and contrasting the distinction of na-
tional specificity in different languages in percentage or absolute numbers.

In this article, we compare micro-groups ‘Pedagogical labor activity’
within the lexico-semantic field (LSF) ‘Labor activity’ in Russian and Eng-
lish to reveal the feasibility of studying national specificity of vocabulary in
different languages. The presented analysis is carried out using the methods
of the comparative parametric method.

The scope of the micro-groups under consideration in two languages var-
ies significantly. The relative nominative density [2, p. 111] of the ‘Peda-
gogical labor activity’ micro-group in the Russian language is 16 lexemes,
and in the English language — 34 lexemes.

We may note that in the Russian micro-group seven verb lexemes
(BTONKOBBIBATh, MUCLUUILIMHUPOBATH, MYIITPOBATh, 00y4arh, etc.) are one-
meaning lexemes, the remaining nine demonstrate developed polysemy,
though. Thus, the index of uniqueness of this micro-group [4, p. 10] is equal
to 43.75%.

In addition to one-meaning lexemes, two other lexemes (TOTOBUTH H
ykpomath) are included in this micro-group by the D1 sememe (Here we use
the terminology of M. Kopylenko and Z. Popova) [3, p. 31-32]. Three lex-
emes are placed in here by the D2 sememe (arrecToBarh, BBIYYHBATH,
noaroraBnuBarek). Two lexemes are included into this micro-group by the K1
sememe: BKOJIAYMBaTh and peneTupoBaTh.

Two lexemes are included in this micro-group by two sememes — D1 and
D2. This is the lexeme mpenonasats (D1°‘00yuats’, D2 ‘ObITh yumTeseMm,
npenogasarenem’) and the lexeme yuurts (D1‘nepenaBate 3Hanus’, D2 ‘ObITh
yauTenem’).

The total number of sememes by which lexemes are included into this
structural unit is 34, by the D1 — 11, the D2 — 5, the K1 — 2. Thus, the index
of primary denotative attribution to the group [4, p. 10] is 32.35%, the index
of secondary denotative attribution to the group [4, p. 10] is 14.7%, the index
of primary connotative attribution to the group [4, p. 11] is equal to 5.88%.

Note that five lexemes of the micro-group under consideration
(BKOTaUMBaTh, BBIyYHBATh, TOTOBUTH, PEIIETHPOBATh M yunTh) by different
sememes are listed among other different structural units of the studied field.
Therefore, the index of structural-semantic connectivity of this micro-group
with other structural units of the field [4, p. 9] is 31.25%.

All in all, the lexemes of this micro-group “Pedagogical Labor Activity”
in the Russian language comprise 34 sememes, whereas only 26 of them con-
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tain ‘labor activity’ seme. Thus, the index of belonging of the considered
micro-group to the field [4, p. 9] is 76.47%. In eight lexemes of the analyzed
micro-group, all sememes do not go beyond this structural unit. So, the index
of lexical-semantic closure [1, p. 38-39] equals to 50%.

In English, the “Pedagogical Labor Activity” micro-group includes
34 verb lexemes and only four lexemes (accustom, civilize, entame, sermon)
are one-meaning lexemes, others develop polysemy. The index of uniqueness
of the micro-group under consideration is 11.76%.

This micro-group also includes ten more lexemes by the D1 sememe, ex-
cept for one-meaning ones (exercise, lesson, profess, etc.). Eight lexemes
(advise, breed, revise, etc.) are included in the micro-group under considera-
tion in D2.

Three lexemes are included in the micro-group under consideration by
the K1 sememe (form, hammer, school).

It should be noted that nine lexemes (coach, drill, educate, instruct, re-
educate, teach, train, tutor, tutorise) are included in this micro-group by two,
three and four sememes. For example, the lexeme drill belongs in here by the
D1 sememe ‘train, prepare’ and the D2 sememe ‘discipline’. The lexeme
train is included in the micro-group by four sememes: D1 — ‘educate’, D2 —
‘teach’ and two K1 — ‘coach, practise’ and ‘tame’.

The total number of sememes by which 34 lexemes are included in the
studied micro-group is 135: the D1 — 23, the D2 — 19, the K1 — 6. Thus, the
index of primary denotative attribution to the group is 17.04%, the index of
secondary denotative attribution to group — 14.07%. The index of primary
connotative attribution to the group is equal to 4.44%.

It should be noted that 12 lexemes of the considered micro-group (breed,
form, grade, nurture, train, verify, etc.) belong to different micro-groups of
the studied field by different sememes. So, the lexeme breed by the D2 se-
meme ‘to educate, train’ is included in the analyzed micro-group, and by the
D2 sememe ‘ranch cattle’ this lexeme goes into the ‘Agricultural Labor’ mi-
cro-group. Since 12 out of 34 lexemes of this micro-group are also included
in other structural units of the LSF ‘Labor activity’, the index of structural-
semantic connectivity equals to 35.29%.

Lexemes of this micro-group have a total of 135 sememes, 70 of them
contain this labor activity. Therefore, the index of belonging of the consid-
ered micro-group to the field is 51.85%. In 10 lexemes of the analyzed mi-
cro-group, all sememes do not go beyond the given structural unit. Thus, the
index of lexical-semantic closure is 29.41%. Eight formalized parameters
have been used in total for comparing the micro-groups ‘Pedagogical labor
activity’ of the LSP ‘Labor activity’ in Russian and English.
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Having applied the scales of determining the degree of the distinction of
national specificity of lexical groups within the comparative-parametric
method in terms of individual parameters for parameters expressed in per-
centage and in absolute numbers we have found that in five parameters (the
index of uniqueness, the index of primary denotative attribution, the index of
belonging to the field, the index of lexical-semantic closure, the relative
nominative density), the national-specific differences between the studied
groups in Russian and English are characterized as significant, in two pa-
rameters (the index of primary connotative attribution and the index of struc-
tural-semantic connectivity) — are defined as visible. According to the index
of secondary denotative attribution national-specific differences are deter-
mined as insignificant (table 1).

Thus, [4, p. 4-5], it can be concluded that the national specificity of the
micro-groups ‘Pedagogical labor activity’ of the LSF ‘Labor activity’ in Rus-
sian and English is characterized as moderately-expressed basing on the scale
of expression of national specificity of lexical groups [4, p. 5-7].

Table 1

The determination of significance according to the index of secondary deno-

tative attribution national-specific differences

Index/Mupaexc English/ Russian/ Difference Distinction of
AHrauiicknii | Pycekuii between the | national specific-
S3BIK SA3BIK parameters/ | ity/ Xapakrep
Paznuna HAIMOHAJILHO-
MEKIY Io- cneuuduy. pas-
Ka3aTeJl. JIHY A
HH/IEKCOB
index of unique- 11,76% 43,75% 31,99% significant / cy-
ness/ HHJEKC OJTHO- LIECTBEHHBIE
3HAYHOCTH
index of primary 17,04% 32,35% 15,31% significant / cy-
denotative LIECTBCHHBIEC

attribution/ uHIEKC
MEPBUYHON JEHO-
TaTUBHOM OTHE-

CEHHOCTH
index of secondary 14,07% 14,7% 0,63% insignificant /
denotative attribu- HECYILECTBCHHBIC

tion/ UHIEKC BTO-
pUYHOM leHOoTa-
THUBHOM OTHECEH-

HOCTH
index of primary 4,44% 5,88% 1,44% visible / Buu-
connotative MbIE

attribution/ MHJEKC
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NEPBUYHON KOHHO-
TaTUBHOU OTHE-
CEHHOCTH

index of structural- 35,29% 31,25% 4,04% visible / Buaun-
semantic connec- MbIC

tivity/ HHAEKC
CTPYKTYpHO-
CEMaHTUYECKON
CBSI3HOCTH

index of belonging 51,85% 76,47% 24,62% significant / cy-
to the field/ nagexc IIECTBECHHEIC
TIPUHA/IICKHOCTH K
TOJTIO

index of lexico- 29,41% 50% 20,59% significant/ cy-
semantic closure/ LECTBEHHBIE
HHJIEKC JIEKCHKO-
CEeMaHTUYCCKOM
3aMKHYTOCTH

relative nominative 34 16 2,1 significant / cy-
density/ otHOCH- LIICCTBEHHbIC
TeJbHas HOMMHA-
THBHAsl IVIOTHOCTh
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