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1. MNoAcHMTeNbHaA 3anucka

1.1. LUenb 1 3agaum gucumnimHbl

U,e]'lb ONCUnnIuHbL: AaTb CTYOEHTY 3HaHUA, YMEHUA N HAaBbIKK, HeO6XOD,I/IMbIe emMy and
ocyulecTBrneHuna ero I'IpO(beCCVIOHaJ'IbHOIZ nOeATernbHOCTN B obnactu YCTHOro nepeBoa TekKCToB

Hay4HOro cTuns.
3agayu:

o Hay4nTb CTyAQEeHTa Co3aBaTb 3KBUBANEHTHbIN nepeBoa NCXOOHOro TekcTta C

y4eTOM BCeEX Tpe6OBaHI/II7I PYCCKOro 4A3blka;

. Hay4uTb ero npuemam nepeaayn Ha pycckoM sidblke creumanbHOn (Hay4yHom )

MHOpMaLIMK, 3aN0XKEHHOWN B TEKCTE;

° OaTtb emy MHCprMeHTapMI‘il, AOCTaTOuUHbIN ANs AanbHENLWEro CaMoCTOATENbHOMO

peLweHnda npo6neM, BO3HMKaAKOLWWNX B €ero HpOd)eCCMOHaﬂbHOI‘fl OEeATENbHOCTU.

CopaepxaHne

AVCUMMMUHDI

OXBaTblBaeT

Kpyr TeopeTun4decknx BOMpPOCOB n

npakTn4eckmx npobniem, CBsA3aHHbIX C NEPEBOLOM TEKCTOB Hay4YHOW HanpaBfeHHOCTU.
1.2. ®opmupyemble KOMMNETEHLUU, COOTHECEHHbIE C NJIAaHUPYEMbIMU pe3ynbTaTamMu
oby4yeHus no aucumninHe

Kogp! CopaepxaHue KomneTeHuunn lMepeyeHb NNaHMpyemMbix pesynbTaToB

KoMneTeHumm obyyeHnsa no gucumnnnHe

MK-12 (CNocoBHOCTBIO OCYLLECTBAATD 3HaTb cNocoObl AOCTMXKEHUSA
YCTHbIN NocriefoBaTenbHbIN SKBMBAIEHTHOCTU B NepeBoae,
nepeso U YCTHbIN NepPeBOA C NMUCTa | YMeTb NPUMEHSITb OCHOBHbIE MPUEMBbI
¢ cobnogeHnem HoOpM fnekcuyeckon | nepesoda, cBOBOAHO BblpaXaTb CBOU
9KBMBANeHTHOCTU, cobnoaeHnem MbICIW, ageKBaTHO UCMOMb3yA
rpaMmMaTU4eCKnX, CUHTaKCUYeCckux n | pasHoobpasHble s3bIKoBble cpeacTBa C
CTUMUCTUYECKNX HOPM TEKCTa Lenblo BblAENeHNs: peneBaHTHON
nepesoga u TemnoparbHbIX WHopMaumm, yMeTb UCNONb30BaTb
XapakTEPUCTUK MCXOOHOro TEKCTA) 3TUKETHble (POPMYIibl B YCTHOM

MK-13 (BnageHnem OCHOBaMM CUCTEMBbI KOMMYHUKaUUK, OCYLLIECTBNATb YCTHbLIN
COKpaLLleHHOWN nepeBoa4eCcKon nepesof ¢ cobnogeHmemMm Hopm
3anncu Npwv BbINOSTHEHUN YCTHOMO NeKcUYeCcKom aKBUBANEHTHOCTH,
nocregoBaTenbHOro nepesoa) cobnogeHneM rpaMMaTUyeckmx,

MK-14 (BnageHnem 3TUKOM YCTHOIo CUHTaKCUYECKUX N CTUMNUCTUYECKNX
nepesoga) HOpM, ymeTb paboTaTtb C

MK-15 (BnageHnem mexanyHapoaHbIM ANEKTPOHHbIMU CrioBapsiMn U 4pyrmmn

3TUKETOM M NpaBunaMu noBeaeHus
nepeBoAYMKa B pasnmyHbIX
CUTyaumsiX YCTHOroO nepeBoja

9NEKTPOHHBIMK pecypcamu,
BNageTb OCHOBHbIMU ONUCKYPCUBHBIMMU
cnocobamun peanusauum
KOMMYHUKaTUBHbIX Lienen
BblCKa3blBaHWS MPUMEHNTENBHO K
0COBGEHHOCTAM TEKYLLETrO
KOMMYHMKaTUBHOIO KOHTEKCTA,
OCHOBHbIMU Cocobamun BblpakeHus
CeMaHTU4YeCKON, KOMMYHUKATUBHON W1
CTPYKTYPHON NpPEeeMCTBEHHOCTU
MeXay 4YacTaMu BbiCKasblBaHWS,
OCHOBHbIMV OCOBEHHOCTAMM (Hay4HOro)
peructpa obLeHnsi, METOANKOW
npeanepeBOAYECKOro aHanmaa TekcTa,
cnocobCTByOLLEN TOYHOMY
BOCMPUATUIO NCXOOHOIO
BblCKa3blBaHWsl, METOLAMKOW MNOATOTOBKU
K BbIMOSIHEHMIO NepeBoa, BKIoYas
NOnCK MHpopMauunmn B CrpaBoYHON,
cneumnanbHOW nuTepaType u




KOMMNbIOTEPHbIX CETAX.

1.3. MecTo AUCUMNNUHBLI B CTPYKTYpe o6pa3oBaTenibHON NporpamMmbil

OucumnnuHa «YCTHLIM NepeBof B Hay4YHOU cdrepe C NepBOro MHOCTPaAHHOIO A3blkay ABMSeTCA
KypcoM no BbIGOpy B BapnaTMBHOM YacTu y4ebHOro nnaHa no HanpasneHuo noaroToBKM
45.03.02 JlnHremctuka, npodunb «lNepeBo 1 nepeBogoBeeHMEY.
[nsa ocBoeHus ancumnnHbl HEOB6XoaUMbI 3HAHUS, YMEHUsI U BNageHusi, COopMUPOBaHHbIE B
X04e M3yYeHUs1 creaylowmx QUCUMNINH 1 NPOXOXKAEHUS NPaKTUK: IHOCTpaHHbIN A3bIK.

B pesynbTate 0CBOEHUS AUCUUNIMHBI OPMUPYIOTCSA 3HAHWUA, YMEHUS U BRageHus,
HeoOXxoanMble ANs N3YYEHUs CneayLwmMx AUCUMNNH 1 NpoxoxaeHus npaktuk: MA .

2.CTpyKTypa AUCLUNIIUHBI

(e 4yacax)
Buabl yuebHOM paboThl, ®dopmblI
© BKJTIOYasA CaMOCTOATENbHYIO TeKyLiero
Q. paboTy CTyAeHTOB U KOHTpOns
o | 8 TPYAOEMKOCTb (B Yacax) ycrneBaeMocTu
Ne Pa3pen 5 3 MpakTr Camo (mo Hedensim
n/ AUCLMUMIIUHDI “E’ o _ cTos- cemecmpa)
n 8 2 yecku | 2 | TenbH ®opma
g s g as | NPOMEeXyTO4HO
£ | 2 | 5 |sawar | § | pabor | # aTTecTaumm
(] < =
3] [ [ a (rmo
o= o cemMecmpam)
1 2 3| 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
3 | PA3OEN I. NepeBopn 8 16 16
Hay4HbIX TEKCTOB.
4 | NpomMexyTodHasda 4 2 2 KOHTPOSbHBIN
aTTectauus NMUCbMEHHbIV
nepesog
12 | PASOEN VII. YcTHBIN | 8 16 16 YCTHbIN OTBET Ha
nocnepoBaTeNbHbIN ceMuHape
nepeBog.
13 | NMpomexyToyHas 5 2 2 KOHTPOSbHBIN
aTTectauus YCTHbIV NepeBos
14 | O6wasn yac 72 36 36
TPYAOEMKOCTb | bl
3.e. 2




3. CopepxaHue AUCUUNIIUHbI

PA3[LEJ I. Oco6eHHOCTM Hay4YHOro TekcTa.

Paanuuuna B xapakrtepe 1 opraHM3aumm Hay4HOro TeKCcTa B PYCCKOA3bIYHOM U aHrMOS3bIYHOM
Tpagnuuax. HemTpanbHOCTb Hay4YHOro TekcTa. TepMUHonorndeckasa HacbILLEHHOCTb Hay4yHOro
TekcTa. be3akBmBaneHTHas nekcuka. Knuwe HayqHoro sisbika. MNMpuHUMnel nepesoga TEKCTOB,
npuHagnexaLumx K pasnuyHelM BUAAM Hay4yHOro guckypca. eHepupoBaHue 1 nepBuyHoe
pedakTupoBaHMe NepeBoaos.

PA3[OEN Il. YcTHbIM nocneaoBaTtesibHbLIM NepeBoa Hay4yHOro TeKcTa.

OcHOBHble 0COBEHHOCTH YCTHOrO NocreaoBaTeNbHOro nepesoaa. lNpuembl CoKpaLLeHHON
nepesog4veckon 3anmcn. MHemoTexHuka. AKTMBaUNSA NIMHENHON NaMaTn. 3anoMmMHaHne
TeMaTUYECKNX PAOOB Ha PYCCKOM U aHINIMCKOM S3blKe. JIeKCUKO-CUHTaKCUYeCKne KOHBEPCUBBI.
lMepeBoayeckme COOTBETCTBMUS, aBTOMATM3aLMA HaBblkOB X ynoTpebneHna. KnuwnposaHHbie
cnosoco4veTaHusi. PeueBas komnpeccus. Jlekcudeckoe cBepTbiBaHUE. JIEKCUKO-CEMaHTUYECKNE
npeobpasoBaHus. icnonb3oBaHue 6a3oBbIX U cneumdmryeckux NPMEMOB B Hay4YHbIX TEKCTaX.
OcobeHHOCTN NPON3HOLLEHNS] HOCUTENEW PasnNnYHbIX aKLUEHTOB aHITIMACKOrO sidblka. JTUKa
YyCTHOro nepesofa. 'eHepupoBaHue 1 NePBUYHOE peaakTMpoBaHMe NepeBoJoB.



4. ObpasoBaTefibHble TeXHONOormm

NHdopmaumnoHHble 1M obpasoBaTteribHble TEeXHONMOrMK HamnpaefeHbl Ha peanusauumio
KOMMETEHTHOCTHOrO  noaxoA4a W OCHOBLIBAKOTCA Ha  npuHUMne  npodecCcroHanbHOM
HanpaBneHHOCTN 00yYeHus.

UHgbopmayuoHHbIE mexHOo102uu NpeBpaLlatT obyyeHne B yBrnekaTenbHbIN npouece, ¢
anemMeHTamMm Wurpbl, CNocobCTBYIOT pPas3BUTUIO UCCNEAOBaTENbCKMX HABbIKOB CTYOEHTOB.
TexHonornsa nNpoBeaeHNst 3aHSATUIN C UCMOMb30BAaHNEM COBPEMEHHbIX TEXHUYECKMX CPEeACTB U
HOBbIX  MH(OPMALMOHHBLIX  TEXHOMOrMM  TPeHupyeT M aKTUBM3MPYEeT  NamsATb,
HabnogaTenbHOCTb,  COOOPasnTENbHOCTb,  KOHLEHTPUpPYeT  BHUMaHWe  obydatolmxcs,
3acTaBnsieT Mx no-gpyromy OueHUTb npeanaraemyto MHgopmaumio. KomnbioTep Ha 3aHsaTum
3HAYMTENbHO pacwmpseT BO3MOXHOCTM MpeacTaBneHnss O0BOAMMOM  MHGOpMauun, a
npuMeHeHne UBeTa, rpadukn, 3ByKa, COBPEMEHHBLIX CPEACTB BUOEOTEXHMKM MO3BONAET
MOAENMPOBaTb pPasfuyHble CUTyauuMm W cpefbl, 4YTO MO3BONSAET YCUNUTb MOTUBALMIO
06yyvatoLLMXCA K U3YYEHMIO OUCLUMITMHDI.

lMpenogaBaHue AMCUMMAMHBLI HaMNpaBfeHO Ha BbISIBNEHME MNPUHUMNOB M pa3paboTky
npuemoB oNTUMMU3aumm obpasoBaTenNbHOro nNpoLecca NnyTem aHanmsa akTopoBs, MO BbILLAKLLNX
obpasoBaTenbHyo aPEeKTUBHOCTb, KOHCTPYMPOBaHUE U NPUMEHEHME NPUEMOB U MaTepuarnos,
a Takke OUEHKy MpuUMeHsieMblXx MeToaoB, Gnarogapsi MCNonb3oBaHMIO WMHEAOPMAaLMOHHBLIX
TEXHOSIOMNA.

(MaBHasa 3agada MH(OPMAaLMOHHBIX NOAXOAOB K npoueccy o0y4yeHus 3aknoyaeTcs B
yyeTe 0cCoBeHHocTeM U cheunukn OesTenbHOCTM  CneunanucToB, obyvalowmxcs Ha
KOHKpeTHOM  dpakynbTete PITY. Takum o6pasom, MHPOPMAUMOHHBIE  TEXHOMOMNMU,
paspaboTaHHble Npu npenogaBaHUN OUCUMNNNHBLI, AT BO3MOXHOCTb caenaTb M3yyeHue
MaTepuana He Tonbko Bornee HarnsggHbIM, MHTEPECHbIM, NPOBNEMHbIM, HO U, YTO HE MeHee
BaXHO — Noka3aTb CBA3b MeXAy OTAeNbHbIMU NpegMeTHbIMU obnactamu.

MpaBunbHas opraHu3auus rmnoucka MaTepuanoB Ans NPOBeAeHUs 3aHATMM  C
NCNONb30BaHNEM MHAOPMAUMOHHBLIX TEXHOMNOrMM dopmupyeT y obydaromxcs cnocobHOCTb
nckaTb MHOPMaLMIO MO 3agaHHOMY KpUTEpUIo, Knaccudpunumposate 0ToOpaHHbIA MaTepuan no
3HA4YMMOCTU W COOTBETCTBMIO cofepXaHuio byayuiero 3aHaTUS, YMeHue WCnonb3oBaTb W
BblAensTb Hanbornee 3Ha4YMMoe B NOSTy4eHHOM HbopMaLmK.

Mpn peanusauumn nporpaMmmbl AUCUUNSIMHBI «YCTHbIM MepeBos B HaydHoW cdepe C
NnepBOro MHOCTPaAHHOTO s3blka (AHIMMNCKOrO)» MUCMOMb3YTCA pasnuyHble obpa3ogameribHbie
mexHosioauu — ayauTOpHble 3aHATMS MPOBOAATCA B BMAE  CEMWHApPOB-AWMCKYCCUN,
KOMNMOKBUYMOB.

O6cyxoeHne OoknagoB WM OMCKYCCMA  nO  Haubomnee  CroXHbIM — BOMpocam
OCYLLIECTBIISIETCA Ha CEMWHAPCKMX 3aHATUSX B BuAe pasBepHyTon Becedbl, YCTHOro onpoca,
ANCKyCCUiA, OTPabOTKM NPaKTUYECKMUX HABbIKOB.

CamocTtosaTtenbHasi pabota CTyaeHTOB nogpasymeBaeT paboTy noa pyKkoBOACTBOM
npenogasatenss (KOHCynbTauMuM W NOMOWb B COCTaBfieHUW nepeBodoB, paboTe ¢
nuTepaTypHbIMA M CNPaBOYHBIMKM UCTOYHMKaAMKW, OTOOpe MmaTtepuana) U WHAUBMAYASNbHYHO
paboTy CTyaeHTa B KOMIMbIOTEPHOM KIlacce unmn bubnmnoteke npu NnogroToBKe K 3a4eTy.

Llenibto ceMUHapCKMX 3aHATUA ABRsSieTCa yrnybrneHve, cuctematusaunsa u 3akpensneHve
TEOPETUYECKNX 3HAHWI, NOSTyYEHHbIX ODyYaloLLMMMCA Ha NEKUUSX, B MpoLecce CamoCTOATESbHOM
paboTbl 1 NprobpeTeHNE HOBbLIX 3HaHWI, YTO 1 0BycnaBnMBaeT BbIGOP TEM CEMMHAPOB.

OcHo8Hble 3a0adyu ceMUHapCKUX 3aHamud:

e HayuynTb CTyAEHTa aHanNM3npoBaTb OCOBEHHOCTU MCXOOHOrO Hay4yHOro TekcTa u
Haxo4uTb afieKkBaTHbIE MYTW €ro BOCCO34aHMs Ha PYCCKOM A3bIKe;

e HayuynTb ero co3gaBaTb 3KBUBANEHTHbIV NEPEBOA MCXOQHOrO Hay4yHOro TekcTa C
yyeTom Bcex TpeboBaHUin pyccKoro A3blka;

e HayuyuTb €ro Npuemam nepenaym Ha pycckom A3blke Hay4YHOM MHAOpMaLmMu,
3anoXXeHHOW B TEKCTE;

e [aTb eMY MHCTPYMEHTapui, 4OCTaTOUHbIN AN AanbHENLEro CaMoCTOATENbHOMO
peLeHns npobrem, BO3HMKaOLWMX B €ro NpodeccnoHanbHon AeAaTenbHOCTH.

CeMuHapbl NpoxoanaT B BUAE pa3BepHyTon Geceabl.

5. OueHka nnaHnpyemMbIiX pe3ynbTaTtoB OGYHEHMH



5.1. Cuctema oueHMBaHuA

OueHouHble cpeacTBa [ONS TEKyLWero KOHTPONs YCneBaeMOCTH, MPOMEXYTOUYHOW
atTecTauMum No MTOraM YCBOEHUS OUCUMMNUHBI U y4eBHo-meToamdveckoe obecrneveHve
camocToATeNbHOM paboTbl CTYAEHTOB BKMOYaeT BONPOCh! K 0BCYXXOEHWNI0 Ha ceMuHape.

CucTtema KOHTPONSA 3aKpennsaeT Buabl M POPMbl TEKYLLETO U MPOMEXYTOYHOTO KOHTPONS
3HaHWN. B KpUTEpUM OLEHKN BXOOAT YPOBEHb W [NyOMHA CaMOCTOSATENBHOMO MbILLIMEHUS,
NMOHMMaHNe CyTu U3y4aeMbIX BOMPOCOB.

TeKyLLWi KOHTPOIb OCYLLIECTBISETCH B BUE OLIEHOK HA CEMMHAPCKUX 3aHATUSX.

MPOMEXYTOUHBIA KOHTPOMb MPOBOAUTCA B BUAE KOHTPONBHOTO MUCbMEHHOrO U YCTHOTO
nepeBoaos.

B utore 3a4eT caaH Ha OLEHKY Npu Hanu4um 6annos, NpeacTaBneHHbIX B Tabnuue:

Bannebl TpaaomumMoHHasa oueHKa ECTS
95-100 OTIMYHO A
83-94 B
68-82 XOpOLLIO 3a4TeHo C
56-67 yOOBNETBOPUTESTLHO D
50-55 E
20-49 HeyOoBeTBOPUTENBLHO He 3a4YTeHO FX
0-19 F

dopma KOHTPOrSi CaMOCTOSATESNIbHOWM paboThl CTY4EHTOB — OMNpOC.

5.3. Kputepum BbicTaBNeHUsi OLLleHKU NO AUCLMNIIUHE

K TemaTtuke npeseHTauui Ana 3adeTta npunaraTca pa3paboTaHHble npenogasaTenemM
N yTBEPXXOEHHbIE HAa 3acefaHun kadeapbl KPUTEPUN OLEHKN NO OUCUMUNIIMHE.

Kputepuu oueHku gnsa 3ayvera:

- OLEHKa «OTNIMYHO» BbICTABNSAETCA CTYAEHTY, €Cnv OH Nokasan rnybokue 3HaHus B
obnacTtn TeopeTu4ecknx Npeanockbiyiok nepesoda U OTIIMYHOE BrageHue TEXHUKOW nepeBoaa,
rPaMOTHOM PYCCKOW peybto M BCEM HEOBX0aMMbIM NepeBOAYECKUM NHCTPYMEHTAPUEM;

- OLUEHKa «XOpOLUO» BbICTABMSIETCA CTYAEHTY, €Cnu OH MNoKas3an 3HaHus B obnactu
TEOpEeTUYECKNX NPEeANOCHLINIOK NepeBoAa, XopoLlee BraaeHNne TEXHUKOW nepeBoaa, rpamoTHOM
PYCCKOM peybld M HEeobXOAMMbIM MNEepPeBOOYECKMM WHCTPYMEHTapuem, nepeBoant 6e3
CYLLECTBEHHbIX HETOYHOCTEW;

- OUEHKa «YyOOBNETBOPUTENBbHO» BbLICTABMAETCS CTYAEHTY, €CNM OH MoKasasn Hanuuve
3HaHMN B 06nacTM TEeOpeTUYEeCKNX MNPEAnoChiNoK nepeBoda, BRafeHWe OTAENbHbIMU
aNleMeHTaMn TEeXHUKU nepeBoga, nepeBoauT 6e3 rpyObiXx OWMOOK U MOXET YBEPEHHO
NCNpaBnTb OOMNYLEHHbIE HETOYHOCTU NOCNEe AOMNONHNTENbHBIX BONPOCOB;

- OueHKa «HEey[OOBNeTBOPUTENbHO» BbICTABNSAETCA CTYAEHTY MNpUM Hanuuum rpyobix
owmnboK B nepeBoae, HEMOHUMAHMM CYLLHOCTU NEPEBOAA, HEYBEPEHHbBIX N HETOYHbIX OTBETAX
Ha AONONHUTENbBHBIE U HABOASILLIME BONPOCHI.

KpuTtepum oLeHKN Ha CEMMHAPCKOM 3aHATUM:

- OUEHKa «OTMMYHO» BbICTABMNAETCA CTyOEHTY, €Cru OH NepeBen TEeKCT afeKBaTHO Wt
9KBMBANEHTHO, NOKa3aB rNybokne 3HaHUS U yMEHVEe MPUMEHATb W3YYEHHbIN MaTepuan Ha
NpakTuKe;

- OUEHKa «XOpOLUO» BbICTABNAETCA CTYOEHTY, €Cnn OH nepeBen TekCT B obuiem
npaBuIbHO, NOKa3an anemMeHTbl NPUMEHEHNS MaTepuana B NPakTU4EeCKoN AeATENbHOCTY;

- OUEHKa «yOoBNETBOPUTENBLHOY» BbLICTABMAETCA CTYAEHTY, €CNu OH NepeBen TeKCT
AOCTaTOYHO BEPHO, HO AOMNYCTU MHOMOYUCIIEHHbIE HETOYHOCTMY;

- OLEHKa «HEeYOOBMNETBOPUTENbHO» BLICTABMAETCA CTYAEHTY, €CNv NEPeBOA BbINMOMHEH C
rpyobiMu owmbkamu.



5.3. OueHou4HbIe cpeacTBa (MaTepuanbl) AN TEKYLWEro KOHTPOMA ycrneBaeMocCTH,
NPOMEXYTOYHOM aTTecTauum oby4yaroLwmxcs no AUCUmnInHe

KOHTpOHbeIe BOMpPOCHI

1. B 4em coctoaT 0cO6EHHOCTN NOCTPOEHUS PYCCKOA3LIYHOMO HAY4YHOrO TEKCTa B OTNMYMNE
OT aHIMNNCKOoro?

2. Buem npoAaBndeTcqa aMounoHarnbHasa HeVITpaHbHOCTb Hay4HOro TekcTa?

3. Kakwne I'IpO6J'IeMbI On4a nepeBofa npeacrasndeTr TepMnHONorm4eckad HacblleHHOCTb
Hay4HOro Tekcta?

4, KaKyro poJib B HAYy4YHOM TEKCTE urpaet ©e33akBMBaNeHTHasa nekcuka?

5 anBeLI,I/ITe npunMepbl Knuilie, CBOWNCTBEHHbIX Hay4YHOMY A3bIKY, N UX COOTBETCTBUI Ha

PYCCKOM Si3bIKE.

6. HasoBuTe n3BeCTHble Bam NpUeMbl NEPEBOSYECKON 3anncu.

7. YTO Takoe MHEMOTEXHUKa?

8. UT0 Takoe NeKcuKo-CUHTaKcu4eckme KOHBEPCUBbI?

9. YT0 Takoe nepeBoaYECKME COOTBETCTBUA?

10. Kak gobutbcsa aBTomaTnsauum ynotpebneHms nepeBogyecknx CoOoTBETCTBUN?
11. Y70 Takoe peyeBas KOMNpeccusa?

12. Y10 Takoe nekcmnyeckoe ceBepTbiBaHNE?

13. HasoBuTe n3BECTHbIE BaM JNIEKCUKO-CEMaHTMYECKMe npeobpasoBaHus.
14. Y10 Takoe «NoXHble apy3bsa nepeBogunka»?

15. MNMpuBeanTte NpuMepbl «JT0XKHbIX ApY3en nepesogynka.

TunoBble TeKCTbI ANA NPaKTM4eCKOro nepeBoAa Ha PyCCKUM A3bIK

Patterns of Linguistic Variation in English Internet Language

Abstract

Most previous linguistic investigations of the web have focused on special linguistic features
associated with Internet language (e.g., the use of emoticons, abbreviations, contractions, and
acronyms) and the “new” Internet registers that are especially salient to observers (e.g., blogs,
Internet forums, instant messages, tweets). Multi-Dimensional (MD) analysis has also been
used to analyze Internet registers, focusing on core grammatical features (e.g., nouns, verbs,
prepositional phrases). MD research differs theoretically and methodologically from most other
research approaches in linguistics in that it is built on the notion of linguistic co-occurrence, with
the claim that register differences are best described in terms of sets of co-occurring linguistic
features that have a functional underpinning. At the same time, though, most previous MD
studies are similar to other previous research in their focus on new Internet registers, such as
blogs, Facebook/Twitter posts, and email messages. These are the registers that we
immediately think of in association with the Internet, and thus it makes sense that they should
be the focus of most previous research. However, that emphasis means that we know
surprisingly little at present about the full range of registers found on the web and the patterns of
linguistic variation among those registers. This is the goal of the present study. Rather than
beginning with a focus on new registers that are assumed to be interesting, we analyze a
representative sample of the entire searchable web. End-users coded the situational and
communicative characteristics of each document in our corpus, leading to a much wider range
of register categories than that used in any previous linguistic study: eight general categories;
several hybrid register categories; and twenty-seven specific register categories. This approach
thus leads to a much more inclusive and diverse sample of web registers than that found in any
previous study of English Internet language. The goal of the present study is to document the
patterns of linguistic variation among those registers. Using MD analysis, we explore the
dimensions of linguistic variation on the searchable web, and the similarities and differences
among web registers with respect to those dimensions.
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Giving Advice and Responding to it in a Spanish Discussion among Puerto Ricans

Abstract

Although advice is considered in many languages as a face-threatening speech act; in Spanish
it is often seen as a solidarity-building tool that shows closeness among the interlocutors. This
study analyzes the advice sequences in a conversation between a Puerto Rican couple in order
to identify the strategies, types of sentences, and reactions that took place during the verbal
exchange. Results show evidence that -contrary to building solidarity among Spanish
speakers- advice can also serve as a tool for questioning, criticizing, and demeaning the
interlocutor.

Genre and linguistic expectation shift: Evidence from pop song lyrics

Popular song lyrics constitute an exception to dominant, standard language ideologies of
English: nonstandard grammatical forms are common, relatively unstigmatized, and even
enregistered in the genre. This project uses song lyrics to test whether genre cues can shift
linguistic expectations, influencing how speakers process morphosyntactic variants. In three
self-paced reading experiments, participants read sentences from pop songs. Test sentences
contained either ‘standard’ NPSG + doesn't or ‘nonstandard’ NPSG + don't. In Experiment 1,
some participants were told that the sentences came from lyrics, while others received no
context information. Experiment 2 eliminated other nonstandardisms in the stimuli, and
Experiment 3 tested for the effect of stronger context information. Genre information caused
participants to orient to the sentences differently, which partially—but not straightforwardly—
mitigated surprisal at nonstandard don't. | discuss future directions for understanding the effects
of context on sociolinguistic processing, which | argue can inform concepts like genre and
enregisterment, and the processes underlying language attitudes. (Morphosyntactic variation,
genre, invariant don't, language ideology, pop songs, experimental sociolinguistics, sentence
processing)*

Codeswitching and emotional alignment: Talking about abuse in domestic migrant-worker
returnee narratives

Early research on bilingualism and emotion suggests that bilingual speakers’ L1 may be
preferred for emotional expression whereas L2 may be used for emotional detachment. The
evidence comes primarily from surveys, interviews, and laboratory studies. Studies of bilingual
codeswitching (CS) and emotion tend to focus on perception and recollection of experience
rather than actual language data. This article uses data from domestic migrant-worker returnee
narratives to explore the use of CS in storytelling. Domestic-worker returnees in Indonesia
participated in sharing sessions in which they talked about the trauma they experienced while
they worked overseas as domestic helpers. CS was widely used and, through a discourse
analysis of selected excerpts, the article shows that CS is used for addressee specification and
emotional alignment. The article concludes by considering how researchers may use the trauma
narratives of repressed groups for social activism. (Codeswitching and emotion, domestic
migrant workers, trauma narratives, Indonesia)*

Anna Wierzbicka. . A Framework for Studying and Describing Meaning

The subtitle of this book combines two words, both central to this book’s approach
to English: meaning and culture. So far, | have focused mainly on culture. Now |

will turn more specifically to meaning, which in fact, as | will try to show throughout
this book, is a key to understanding culture.

There are good reasons to think that even if all the ideological and political
obstacles that stand in the way of exploring English from a cultural perspective were
to be removed, it would still not be possible to explore English in this way—at least
not effectively and in depth—without a semantic perspective.

Throughout the second half of the twentieth century, the study of English was
dominated by the Chomskyan approach and thus was conducted “within a framework
that understands linguistics to be a part of psychology, ultimately human biology”
(Chomsky 1987, 1). In effect, for half a century the dominant (generativist)


https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/language-in-society/article/genre-and-linguistic-expectation-shift-evidence-from-pop-song-lyrics/F52413ED2BC82B9785FE5F49F958125C#fn3

approach to the study of English was totally blind to culture. Focused on syntax and
preoccupied with formalisms, it was also inimical to the study of meaning. This book,
which studies English as a historically shaped semantic and cultural universe, radically
breaks with that tradition.

There are, of course, books that include both English and meaning in their titles,

and one would expect less opposition on a priori grounds to looking at English from

a semantic perspective than to looking at it from a cultural perspective. But to explore
English in depth from a semantic perspective, one needs a well-grounded semantic
theory and an effective methodology. In most recent books on English that

in principle are not hostile to semantic considerations, such a theoretical and methodological
foundation is lacking. As a result, if they do discuss the meaning of English

words, expressions, or constructions, they usually do so on an ad hoc basis. This

can also be valuable, but it is not enough for a systematic and precise investigation of
meanings, changes in meaning, and differences in meaning. Without such a systematic
and methodologically informed investigation of meaning, it is not possible to

investigate, in a rigorous way, the cultural underpinnings of English key words,
pragmatized expressions, salient discourse patterns, and so on.

This book is based on the semantic theory (to be described shortly) whose name
comes from the initials of the name of its main tool: the natural semantic metalanguage
(NSM). This theory, whose main ideas were first presented in English in my 1972 book,
Semantic Primitives, has since been developed in collaboration with my colleague ClIiff
Goddard and with valuable input from other colleagues (see, in particular, Wierzbicka
English as a Cultural Universe 17

1996¢; Goddard, ed., 1997; Goddard 1998; Goddard and Wierzbicka, eds., 1994, 2002).
It has also been extensively tested in practice, through empirical study of a large number
of diverse languages, and is now supported by a large body of semantic descriptions

of aspects of many languages, carried out within the NSM framework.

The NSM approach to linguistic description is based on two fundamental assumptions:
first, that every language has an irreducible core in terms of which the

speakers can understand all complex thoughts and utterances and, second, that the
irreducible cores of all natural languages match, so that we can speak, in effect, of

the irreducible core of all languages, reflecting in turn the irreducible core of human
thought.

As Leibniz argued eloquently three centuries ago, not everything can be explained.

At some point, all explanations must come to an end, for a regressus ad infinitum
explains nothing. Some things must be self-explanatory (intuitively clear),

or we could never understand anything. The explanatory power of any explanation
depends, therefore, on the intuitive clarity of the indefinable conceptual primes that
constitute its ultimate foundation.

A natural language is a powerful system in which very complex and diverse

meanings can be formulated and conveyed to other people. The NSM theory of language
assumes that the intelligibility of all such meanings depends on the existence

of a basic set of conceptual primes that are intuitively clear (and presumably innate)
and do not require any explanations and that constitute the bedrock of human communication
and cognition. Cross-linguistic empirical work undertaken within the

NSM framework suggests that there are some sixty universal conceptual primes. They
are set out in Table 1.1.

The first hypothesis, then, is that all languages have lexical exponents for each

of the sixty or so conceptual primes (words, bound morphemes, or fixed expressions).
The second, concomitant, hypothesis is that in all languages conceptual primes can
enter into the same combinations. Of course, the word order and the morphosyntactic
trappings may differ from language to language, but the hypothesis is that the elements,
their combinations, and their meaning will be the same (see Goddard and

Wierzbicka, eds., 2002). This means that just as we can have a rudimentary universal
lexicon of indefinable concepts, we can also have a rudimentary universal grammar of
such concepts. And if we have a minilexicon and a minigrammar, then we can have

a minilanguage—a minilanguage carved out of natural languages that can be used
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for the description and comparison of languages, in their lexicon and grammar, and
also in their discourse practices: in short, a “natural semantic metalanguage” (NSM).
Since this metalanguage is carved out of natural language (any natural language),

the semantic explications and scripts constructed in it are intuitively meaningful and
have psychological reality. Consequently, unlike semantic formulae based on various
artificial formalisms, NSM formulae are open to verification (they can be tested
against native speakers’ intuitions). Being based on the shared core of all languages,
the natural semantic metalanguage can serve as a “cultural notation” for the comparison
of cultural values, assumptions, norms, and ways of speaking across the boundaries
between societies, communities, subcultures, and epochs.

The authors of a relatively recent article entitled “Culture as an Explanatory

Variable,” Bond, Zegarac, and Spencer-Oatley (2000, 48), state that when they
attempted to study “differences in communication across cultures” they found in the
literature “a patchwork quilt of unrelated studies, focusing on a myriad speech forms
and their associated non-verbal behaviours . . . when these studies invoked culture

to explain results, they made opportunistic and speculative forays into the available
literature.” The authors concluded that there was no “emerging paradigm or paradigms
(Kuhn 1962) that could help guide future research in this topic area, so important

for our twenty first century” (p. 48).

With one proviso, the NSM framework and the theory of cultural scripts based

on it (see chapter 2) are proposed as just such a paradigm. The proviso has to do with
the idea of “measuring cultures,” which Bond and his colleagues include in their

vision of what is to be done. They ask “whether more promising ways to conceptualize
and measure cultures, especially when studying speech behaviour, can be found

by bringing together concepts from different disciplines (including social psychology,
pragmatics, linguistics, the psychology of culture)” (p. 98).

Although statistical evidence is used in this book, among other kinds of evidence,

the theory on which the book relies offers a framework for conceptualizing cultures,
not for measuring cultures. As such, however, it does provide a paradigm that | believe
could guide future research into “differences in communication across cultures,”
including different cultures associated with different varieties of English.

Which objections does A.W. have to Chomskian approach to the study of language?
In which context does A.W’s book study the language?

What does she see as the main deficiency of many modern books devoted to semantic analysis
of words phrases, etc.?

What does the abbreviation NSM mean?

What are the two basic assumptions of NSM?

What was Leibniz’s idea? What does regressus ad infinitum mean?

How many irreducible concepts are there? What are they called?

What is the role of semantic primes?

Which components constitute a minilanguage for meaning and culture analysis?

TABLE 1.1 Table of semantic primes—English version

Substantives |, YOU, SOMEONE/PERSON, SOMETHING/THING,
PEOPLE, BODY

Relational substantives KIND, PART

Determiners THIS, THE SAME, OTHER/ELSE

Quantifiers ONE, TWO, SOME, ALL, MUCH/MANY

Evaluators GOOD, BAD

Descriptors BIG, SMALL

Mental/experiential predicates THINK, KNOW, WANT, FEEL, SEE, HEAR
Speech SAY, WORDS, TRUE

Actions, events, movement DO, HAPPEN, MOVE

Existence and possession THERE IS/EXIST, HAVE

Life and death LIVE, DIE
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Time WHEN/TIME, NOW, BEFORE, AFTER, A LONG TIME,

A SHORT TIME, FOR SOME TIME, MOMENT

Space WHERE/PLACE, BE (SOMEWHERE), HERE, ABOVE,

BELOW, FAR, NEAR, SIDE, INSIDE, TOUCHING

Logical concepts NOT, MAYBE, CAN, BECAUSE, IF

Augmentor, intensifier VERY, MORE

Similarity LIKE (AS, HOW)

* Primes exist as the meanings of lexical units (not at the level of lexemes).
* Exponents of primes may be words, bound morphemes, or phrasemes.

* They can be formally, i.e., morphologically, complex.

* They can have different morphosyntactic properties, including word-class, in different
languages.

» They can have combinatorial variants (allolexes).

» Each prime has well-specified syntactic (combinatorial) properties.

After Goddard and Wierzbicka 2002.

English as a Cultural Universe 19

In particular, as this book seeks to demonstrate, the new paradigm based on the
natural semantic metalanguage makes it possible to explore in depth the cultural
meanings that are embedded in Anglo English and that in the twenty-first century
continue to inform the use of English in the world at large.

Thus, this book seeks to launch a new, meaning-based approach to the study of

the English language. Its aim is to investigate English as a historically shaped universe
of meaning and to reveal English’s cultural underpinnings and their implications

for the modern world.

The impact of Labov's contribution to general linguistic theory

Leonie Cornips , Frans Gregersen

Abstract

The paper first discusses the influence of Labov on certain recent Chomskyan developments,
starting

from an identification of two radically different readings of the relationship between Labovian
variationist

sociolinguistics and the dominant theoretical paradigm of the latter half of the 20th century
which is

Chomskyan theoretical linguistics, i.e. as either a supplement or an alternative. Variation at the
level of

closely related languages, at the level of the language community, and at the level of the
individual,

have all been treated by Chomskyans under various headings, thus giving evidence that
empirical

results stemming from variationist sociolinguistics cannot be ignored. However, the treatment
has not led

to an integration of variation into Chomskyan theory, nor could it. In the final section we outline
what a

Labovian materialist alternative to Chomskyan idealism could be. We argue that this calls for a
broader

definition of sociolinguistics than just variationism and poses demands for both internal
integration, viz.

of linguistic disciplines, and external integration of the language sciences with evolutionary
psychology,

anthropology and social history.

1 Introduction

Our assignment is this: what is Labov's contribution to general linguistic theory and how has he
influenced

the theoretical character of linguistics as a whole? In this question, the notion ‘general linguistic
theory’ is
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not self-explanatory. Thus, we must begin by explaining in what sense Labov has contributed to
what kind

of theory.

A general linguistic theory may be taken to consist of at least the following elements (Gregersen
and Kgppe 1988): a stance as to what ontological status the object of enquiry — in this case
language — has, and a setof assumptions and assertions leading from that to:

a delimitation of the field of enquiry, thus characterizing possible types of data;

a specification of the central questions to be answered or issues to be investigated; and

a characterization of the methods favored in addressing the issues scientifically.

Any specification of method and data implies a stance on the theory of science, viz. what is
recognized as

valid ways of doing research on language.

From this perspective, what William Labov has contributed is a set of generalizations and
insights firmly

based on data collected and analyzed by methods developed by Labov himself — albeit based
on prior

developments within dialectology and anthropology — into how language changes; in particular,
sound

change. Labov was encouraged by Uriel Weinreich as his doctoral supervisor ‘to apply the tools
of

linguistics to the language of every-day life, and to set aside the barriers between linguistic
analysis and

dialectology’ (Labov 1998: 111). The paradigmatic nature of Labov's first foundational work, i.e.
The Social Stratification of Language in New York City (1966), is obvious. Suffice it to say that
establishing a firm empirical basis for a theory of sound change, for so long the province of
historical linguistics (always

focused on written materials from distant epochs) and/or dialectology (always primarily
concerned with rural speech), is a significant achievement in and of itself.

But is that all we should ask from a general linguistic theory, i.e. a theory of language? Surely
not. At this

point, it may be helpful to introduce the seven-layered model of the levels of data and theory

In an ideal world, a theory would be consistent on all levels — a materialist theory of

language would delimit a different field of study to an idealist one. Briefly, a materialist theory
would open

the field of linguistics such that any statements on language should, in principle, comply with
‘known facts’

from e.g. neurology, memory research and other cognitive psychological insights on the one
hand, and with ‘known facts’ from sociology and history on the other. Idealism would, in
contrast, favor the autonomy thesis so influential since Saussure, i.e. that language, as such, is
a decontextualized separate structure. Issues raised as desiderata to be addressed would also
differ profoundly: whereas idealism is connected to the individual (grammar) and takes ideas (or
abstract language structures) to be the leading driving forces in history, materialism takes the
contradictions between the forces of production and social structures to be the essential
conditions for change, including — in this case — language change (we will come back to this in
section 6).

1.1 Labovian (variationist) sociolinguistics and Chomskyan generative linguistics

We will, below, investigate how Labov's contribution — fleshing out a materialist perspective on
language

has interacted with Chomskyan idealist linguistic theory. There are several reasons to focus on
Chomskyan theory as the general linguistic theory to be discussed in this paper. First, instead of
presenting — forced by the word limits of this paper — a brief and necessarily superficial view on
convergence, divergence and connections between sociolinguistics and all other linguistic
theories possible, we choose instead to detail the relationships to the one linguistic theory that
universally is considered to be the most influential of the latter half of the 20th century. Second,
if William Labov (2002) took a stance on other linguistic theories, he most often, if not always,
positioned himself towards Chomskyan linguistics from the perspective of variationist
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sociolinguistics. Last, but not least, the first invited author is a syntactician who has worked
extensively within both the Chomskyan and the Labovian paradigm.

The paper will deal mainly with variationist sociolinguistics since we will argue that Labov's
theory and

practice has had a major effect on work in syntactic theory, through the development of
methodologies

focused on micro-variation. The final section, however, will elaborate on the need for a broader
and more

encompassing sociolinguistic theory including parts of the field which may not be seen as
variationist by

any standard, even types of linguistics which are not seen as sociolinguistics at all.

Our point of departure has repercussions for the view taken in this paper on how to answer the
introductory question as to William Labov's influence. We are left with two alternatives:

Thus, one choice is siding with the two alternatives and Labov's revolutionary view on it:

The idealist approach is exemplified by generative grammar, as originated and developed by
Chomsky (1957, 1965) (...). The materialist position is exemplified by the practice current in
phonetics, historical linguistics, and dialectology. The principles of this position have been
developed most explicitly in sociolinguistics, and in particular in the quantitative study of
linguistic variation (...). (Labov 1987)

The two approaches, idealist and materialist, differ sharply in their approaches to the
foundations of the field: definition of language itself, the methods for gathering data and
analyzing it, and the goals of linguistic activity. (Labov 1987)

This would lead to the elaboration of sociolinguistics as an alternative to Chomskyan theory, viz.
a

materialist alternative to the idealism admittedly characteristic of Chomskyan theorizing.
However, the more appealing alternative from the point of view of Labov's influence outside his
own field , i.e. on theoretical linguistics, is rather to side with the ecumenical stance taken by
Labov in a number of more recent papers.

Here, Labov voiced the notion that the materialist and idealist approach each contribute to an
understanding of the general phenomenon of human language, as follows:

Even more recently, he expressed this in a clip from an interview with Sali Tagliamonte:
Accordingly, the train of thought in this paper is as follows. We first explain why there was
indeed no

alternative to Chomsky as a theoretician and detail the Labovian stance on data and
methodology. Then

we tell the story of how Labovian insights and methods have gradually seeped into Chomskyan
theorizing

and — primarily — practices. It started with accounting for variation between languages
attempting to

elaborate on the Universal Grammar hypothesis. This initial comparison between whole
languages, viewed essentially as abstractions of individual grammars, developed into the micro-
syntactic enterprise of comparing minimal differences between typologically closely related
languages and finally to differences within a language (dialect differences) and eventually to
intra-individual variation . This is, then, a story about how the central Labovian notion of
variation has made its way into mainstream theoretical linguistics:

Labov's contribution, both his ideas on (1) how to elicit dialect data, i.e. data that are normally
excluded

from (national) standard languages, and (2) the sociolinguistic variationist knowledge about
minimal dialect differences within a language, have, as we show, been an inspiration to those
working in syntactic microvariation research. Our story Our story details how the study of
Labovian variation challenged received wisdom as to what linguistic facts are and which
conception of the individual's grammar should be the point of departure for solid empirical work.
The story might also be phrased as the gradual empirification of armchair linguistics under the
pressure of linguistic evidence.

The issues which Labov (1972, 1975, 1984, 1996) has himself brought to general linguistic
theory in his discussions with the Chomskyans were and are:

1. The definition of a linguistic fact.
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2. The methods for gathering data.

3. The theoretical instantiation of inter- and intra-individual variation.

This paper will be structured around these three topics, where the idealist and materialist
positions differ most profoundly, until the end when it takes up the challenge of being more
explicit about what a general materialist alternative would look like (see section 6).

Among the paths that linguists follow in pursuit of a better understanding of human language,
we can trace two main branches.

THE SEARCH FOR UNIVERSAL GRAMMAR [...]

UNDERSTANDING LANGUAGE CHANGE. (Labov 2012: 4)

There's only one serious mistake you can make in Linguistics, which is fatal and once you've
made it, you're finished. Sali: What's that? Bill: To think that Chomsky's the problem. If you get
rid of Chomsky you've suddenly solved something. (Tagliamonte 2015: 81)

2 The original landscape of Labovian sociolinguistics:

back to the 60s

In this section, we will address the question of why Labov did not develop an alternative
linguistics since his intent never was to create a sociolinguistics.

The pedigree of variationist sociolinguistics has been explicitly laid out first and foremost in the
programmatic 1968 paper by Weinreich, Labov and Herzog. In this paper, Hermann Paul is
treated as the only opponent worthy of thorough discussion. It is hoteworthy that Weinreich
(who wrote the first section) dismissed Saussure as irrelevant although he himself might be
placed directly in the line of succession from Saussure to Meillet and on to Martinet who was
Weinreich's doctoral supervisor. Martinet even wrote theimportant preface to Weinreich's
celebrated Languages in Contact (Weinreich 1953 [1967]).

The choice of the Neogrammarian Hermann Paul as the favorite ancestor is, however, not
accidental. The inheritance from the Neogrammarians includes:

the interest in language change;

the empirical slant of their approach to theorization and, consequently;

the obligation to search for possible generalizations.

In addition, Neogrammarian historical linguistics was the first scientific linguistics to be
introduced to the

U.S.A. and, thus, has formed the background for every succeeding wave of theory. In the early
20th

century, historical linguistics was replaced by structural linguistics as the main current in
American

linguistics through the work of the Bloomfield generation (Hymes and Fought 1981). In contrast
to

European structuralism, the American current of the same name was mainly descriptive,
inductive and behaviorist. So when the so-called Chomskyan revolution discarded structuralist
thinking in general and so to speak turned American structuralism on its head, favoring a
deductive, theoretical approach and model building instead of description (Ruwet 1968), the
only niche left for sociolinguistics in the family of American linguistics was that of an empirical
synchronic study of language change . By synchronic we mean dynamic, hence the apparent
time model of linguistic change. The methods adopted were taken from anthropology and
dialectology, and were combined to result in a detailed prescription for field work (Labov 1984)
leading to spoken language data replete with variation. This was the challenge for early
sociolinguistics, and we argue it still is: how do we account for the various kinds of variation
between speakers (interspeaker variation) and within the same speaker (intraspeaker variation)
that we find in the data?

It is a fact of particular historical irony that the generation of leftist American scholars from the
late 1960s would form a tight-knit group of idealist revolutionaries promoting precisely idealism ,
i.e. mentalism, in linguistics. Chomsky and his followers were undeniably leftists engaged in
fierce resistance to the Vietnam War. The, at the time, long awaited volume of Readings in
Transformational Grammar , edited by Jacobs and Rosenbaum and finally published in 1970,
bore the dedication: ‘To the children of Vietham 1945-19?7?’. But within linguistics their program
was, as Labov has precisely characterized it, idealist in contrast to his own materialist stance
(Labov 1987; see above).
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But then why was Labovian linguistics placed as a separate discipline, one of the two hyphen-
disciplines of socio- and psycho-linguistics? Labov expressly stated that ‘| have resisted the
term sociolinguistics for a long time since it seems to imply that there can be a successful
linguistic theory or practice which is not social’ (Labov 1972 [1982]: xix).

One answer is that the publication of The Social Stratification of English in New York City in
1966 attracted the attention of empirically minded linguists trained in dialectology (e.g. Peter
Trudgill, J.R. Chambers, and countless others). The prevailing climate of opinion, more or less
created by the Chomskyans in debates since the publication of Chomsky's Syntactic Structures
in 1957, was, however, that descriptivism, as in the case of American structuralism, was simply
uninformative butterfly collecting if it was not guided by a general theory. Thus, linguistics
henceforth was to be concerned with the general and abstract study of the organization of
individual grammars reflecting universal principles. Only in this way could the highest goals of
the enterprise of linguistics, explanatory adequacy, be fulfilled. Thus, we have a self-styled
revolutionary approach centering on the individual and his or her tacit competence as revealed
by introspective judgments on the limits of the language L, versus the painstaking collection of
‘performance’ data from a number of informants in order to reveal the hidden social structure
behind apparent chaos. As Labov has recently put it:

The burning question lurking behind this formula of a sharp division is whether the two kinds of
study could in fact be united, either as a materialist or an idealist endeavor. The jury is still out
on that.

Efforts to understand human language may be sharply divided into two distinct undertakings.
Both spring from an acknowledgment that language, like the species that uses it, had a single
origin. Given this perspective, one task is to discover those constant properties of language
that reflect the innate biological endowment of the human species — the language faculty. The
other, equally challenging, task is to discover the causes of the present diversity among the
languages of the world. (Labov 2010a: 4)

3 What is a linguistic fact?

One of the differences between an idealist (Murray 1994: Chapter 9) and a materialist
conception of

language has to do with data, i.e. the issue of which data constitutes a linguistic fact. Like all
other facts, linguistic facts must be fixed or permanent entities, so that they allow retrieval,
inspection, questioning and evaluation. When linguistics at the beginning of the 19th century
was founded as a science, the only available permanent data were written. This tallied with the
historical nature of the enterprise. The aim was to establish first the family connections between
languages and genealogical relationships among languages (Collinge 1995). This led to the
need for an idealized standard, e.g. the Greek or the Old Icelandic language.

Paul Nichols. Point of View in Subordinate Clauses

June 18, 2018

1 Introduction

The semantic analysis of sentences used to ascribe mental states and processes has been
central to the project of natural language semantics from the beginning of the analytic
tradition.And, also since the beginning, the semantic analysis of mental ascriptions has been
stronglyinfluenced by theories of the nature of mental states and processes. For

instance, Frege’sview that to have a belief is to be related in the appropriate way to a thought is
mirrored inhis semantic analysis of sentences in which a subordinate clause is the complement
of a verbof cognition.(1) Kopernikus glaubte, dal® die Bahnen der Planeten Kreise seien.
According to Frege (1892), (1) describes Copernicus as being related in a certain way to the
thought expressed by the subordinate clause “die Bahnen der Planeten Kreise seien”. The tight
connection between the semantic analysis of this belief ascription and Frege’s analysisof belief
is underwritten by the assumption that the truth of the sentence depends on thefidelity of the
subordinate clause to the manner in which Copernicus thinks about the orbitsof the planets and
their shapes.Despite a great deal of controversy over Frege’s basic semantic theory and his
theory of the nature of thoughts, there is, to this day, wide acceptance of the idea that when a
clause isthe complement of a verb of cognition it contributes something about the perspective of
the
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This paper began as a presentation to the Language Workshop at UCLA in approximately
2010. I amdeeply grateful for having been given the opportunity to share ideas in such an ideal
forum, and for theinput of all the participants. In particular | owe thanks to Joseph Almog,
Samuel Cumming, David Kaplanand Alexandru Radulescu, both for their comments on several
presentations of material that is now part of this paper, but also for sharing their own ideas that
have shaped mine. | would also like to thank KristinaGehrman and Joshua Watson for their
comments on drafts of this paper.

Paul Nichols Point of View in Subordinate Clausessubject of the main clause to the meaning of
the sentence as a whole. Neo-Fregean analysesof belief ascriptions make the role

of this assumption more visible. I'll use an example in English to illustrate.(2) (a)

Trump can pardon himself.(b) Guiliani believes Trump can pardon himself.Following Forbes
(1990), neo-Fregean theories typically differ from Frege’s own view on twocounts. First, rather
than shifting from one referent (bedeutung)

to another, embedded def-inite noun phrases do double duty: they refer to a mode

of presentation (e.g., a way of thinking about Donald Trump) in addition to referring to the thing
it presents (the realDonald Trump). Second, Frege’s idea of a customary sinn has been
replaced with the sinn

associated with the phrase by the subject of the report. So, the mode of presentation des-
ignated by “Trump” in (2b) would be the one associated with that name by Guiliani, asopposed
to the author of the sentence.The thesis that definite noun phrases (with the notable exception
of personal pronouns)within the complement clause of a verb of cognition are attributable to the
subject of themain clause is common to both neo-Fregean and direct-reference theories.

The majorityof direct-reference accounts of indirect discourse are variants of David Kaplan’s
analysis,in which embedded definite noun phrases refer to themselves, and are interpreted as
being used by the subject to think about their customary referent (Kaplan (1968)).

So, while the theoretical details differ in important respects between neo-Fregean and direct-
referencetheories, it is generally agreed that being in a subordinate clause shifts the point of
view towhich definite noun phrases are attributed. In neo-Fregean theories, the sinn associated
withan embedded noun phrase is attributed to the subject of the main clause, as opposed to
theauthor (or narrator). Similarly, according to Kaplan (1968) and the many views that followhis
basic idea, it is the embedded noun phrase itself that is attributed to the subject of themain
clause.

A quick note on terminology. Though | general will be using phrases like “belief ascriptions”, the
specificcategory about which | mean my argument to apply to can be precisely defined in
syntactic terms as follows.(i) NP V (that) S.Where V is a verb of cognition (I stick with “think” and
“believe” for the most part to avoid addingunnecessary variables), and S is a finite clause (often
referred to as a subordinate clause in this construction).NP is the subject of the main clause, but
| often use phrases like “subject of the main clause” where it wouldbe less ambiguous to use an
unwieldy phrase like “referent of the subject of the main clause”.

Exceptions include the neo-Russellian theories of Nathan Salmon and Scott Soames, who
account forso-called de dicto cases pragmatically. Another exception is Erin Eaker, whose
worked | am deeply indebtedto.

The fact that embedded definite noun phrases do not always represent the point of viewof the
subject of the main clause has long been recognized.

(3) Everyone in the stupid alliance thinks the spy is a hero............ ah hahahaha.

Sentence (3) strongly suggests that the people being described (“everyone in the stupid
alliance”) are unaware that the spy is a spy. The point made by (3) is precisely that thepeople in
the alliance do not think of the referent of “the spy” as a spy, but rather as a hero.This example
does not fit the hypothesis that embedded definite noun phrases represent howsomething is
thought about by the subject of the main clause.Rather than seeing examples like (3) as
counter-examples to the theory that embeddednoun phrases represent the point of view of the
subject of the main clause, standard theoriesof belief ascriptions posit a systematic

ambiguity: An occurrence of a noun phrase within anembedded clause may be de dicto, in
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which case it designates a way of thinking (or talking)about things; Or it may be de re, in which
case it simply designates the same thing it wouldif it were an unembedded constituent of the
main clause.

I will refer to thesis that there isa semantic feature of the belief ascriptions that fits the general
criteria ascribed to de dictointerpretations “the de dicto hypothesis”.

Against both neo-Fregean and Kaplanian theories of belief ascriptions, | will argue thatbeing in
a subordinate clause does not change the meaning of a definite noun phrase: thepotential
range of semantic values of a definite noun phrase in an embedded clause is the same as when
it is an immediate constituents of the main clause. | am in fact arguing not only for a semantic
thesis, but for the wider thesis that embedded definite noun phrases are interpretedaccording to
the same principles as when they are un-embedded. Thus, | am arguing boththat belief
ascriptions do not involve the semantic encoding of a point-of-view shift, and alsothat the ways
that point of view is pragmatically represented in belief ascriptions are not special features of
verbal subordination but occur also in simple sentences.Contrary to the widely accepted theory
that verbal subordination changes the way thatdefinite noun phrases are interpreted, | will show
that embedded noun phrases have the same communicative functions and thus are interpreted
in the same ways as when un-embedded.

Belief ascriptions with subordinate clauses can be used to represent point of view, but theydo
S0 using resources that are also available in simple sentences.In section (2) | will give a brief
general account of the communicative roles that definitenoun phrases play in English, followed
by evidence to show that, at least as a default, being constituents of the subordinate clauses of
belief ascriptions does not alter the roles that theyplay. In sections (3) and (4) | will argue that
there is no direct evidence in support of the de dicto hypothesis. A falsifiable hypothesis should
be tested using the predications itmakes. But, as it turns out the predications that are specific to
the de dicto hypothesis arenot validated by linguistic evidence. In section (5) | review the
evidence that substitutionfailures imply the de dicto hypothesis. Then finally, in section (6) we
will look at a novelargument by Samuel Cumming for the de dicto hypothesis based on a
symmetry failurewithin a belief report.

2 The Communicative Roles of Definite Noun Phrases

In order to argue that embedded definite noun phrases do not have a special
communicativefunction, it is first necessary to give a brief general account of the communicative
roles of definite noun phrases.The underlined expressions in the following sentences illustrate
the range of communica-tive roles that definite noun phrases play in English.

Barbara Hall Partee. Topics in semantics / Lecture 5. Formal semantics and the lexicon.
The Lexicon in Model-theoretic Semantics.

To each set Z of closed formulas there corresponds the class Z* of all models in which all
the formulas of Z are true.

1.1. Languages, world, models. Axioms.

The class 2* is called an axiomatizable class of models, and the set  is called the set of

Let us consider the relation between an artificial language like the predicate calculus (PC)

its axioms. But in Z*, not only the axioms of Z may be true. The set Z** of all closed

and a natural language like English and the meaning of Montague’s phrase “English as a
formulas which are true in Z* is called a theory, and the formulas of Z** are called the

formal language”. Expressions of a natural language of course relate in some way to the real
world in all its richness, in a broad sense of real world including conceivable and possible
theorems of the theory 2**. (The axioms are a subset of the theorems; they are the generators
worlds. Expressions of artificial formal languages are interpreted in models and have no

of the set of theorems. The same theory may often be generated by different choices of
meanings other than those assigned to them by the interpretation function (on the model).
axioms.)

Models function as abstractions and representations of some aspects of some kind of reality;
Example. Consider the example of a tiny PC language containing just two binary predicate
their structure reflects on the one hand the structure of the language for which they provide
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symbols parent and grandparent.

the basis for interpretation, and on the other hand the nature of the reality they are intended to
It is easy to see that the formula (i) is true in every model.

represent to some degree.

() Yxvy(parent(x,y) vV 7 parent(x,y))

Model structures are like structural presuppositions about the world, or some aspect of
some world, implicit in a formal language. Such presuppositions in PC are very primitive: the
Such formulas are called tautologies. And formula (ii), for example, is false in every model.
world consists of objects, devoid of any internal structure, and connections among these
(i) vxvy(parent(x,y) & = parent(x,y))

objects are represented as (extensional) relations. These presuppositions are similar to
Such formulas are called contradictions.

relational database representations of the world. Different predicate symbols of the same
Of course, not all formulas are tautologies or contradictions. There are formulas which
arity: love, like, kiss, see etc. are just different “labels”.

are true in some models and false in others (called contingent). For example, the formula (iii)
When we view a natural language as a formal language, we simultaneously view the

(iii) vxvz(grandparent(x,z) < Jy(parent(x,y) & parent(y,z)))

world (or the set of possible worlds) as a model of it. This involves some abstraction and
regimentation both of the language and of the world(s), as reflected in the type structure

is true only in those models where a given pair of individuals a and ¢ stand in the

imposed on the language and the ontology of the model structures in which it is interpreted.
grandparent-relation, i.e. B.H. Partee, MGU, March 22, 2005

B.H. Partee, MGU, March 22, 2005

<a,c> €| grandparent |

iff there exists an individual b such that a is a parent of b and b is a parent of ¢, i.e.

2 Integrating formal semantics, lexical semantics, natural language

metaphysics

<a,b> €| parent|| and <b,c> €||parent||.

Thus formula (iii) selects the class of models (the axiomatizable class of models

2.1. Formal semantics in the broader setting of natural language use.

characterized by axiom (iii)) in which the relation grandparent has some properties which
(1) Lexical semantics in the Moscow School:

the relation expressed by English grandparent has in the real world.

But our axiom (iii), which captures some “correct” properties of the given kinship

Lexical definition is modeled as mathematical definition

relations, is evidently insufficient for a complete characterization. It admits, for example, the
There are some undefined notions, semantic primitives (atoms of meaning)

model (i.e. is true in the model) MBAD which consists just of objects a and b such that:
Meaning of other words described by lexical definitions. Such a definition is a text

<a,b> €| parent||

describing necessary and sufficient conditions

<b,b> €| parent||

V\/”e represent the meaning of the word as a set of meaning postulates, the theory of this

€

word. This is our version of the Moscow school approach. (Borschev and Partee 1998,
<a,b>

grandparent .

Borschev and Partee 1999)

Consider the formula (iv).

vv

(@)



We consider a sentence or a text as a theory describing the model of the situation
(iv)
X

y(parent(x,y) — 7(x = y))

(model of this theory) (Borschev 1996, Borschev 1994)

It is true in some models admitted by axiom (iii), and false in others, for example in the “bad”
(3)

This theory is formed from several sources:

model MBAD considered above. If we add this formula (iv) as an axiom, and take axioms (iii)
text itself, its sentences are considered as formulas (formal semantics)

and (iv) together, we slightly improve the situation, excluding from the class of models
meaning postulates corresponding to words of text (lexical semantics)

corresponding to these two axioms the model MBAD along with various other “bad” models.
contextual information (formal pragmatics in Montague’s sense)

But it is easy to see that even these two axioms together admit not only “correct”

The interaction of these constituents may be rather complicated. (Asher and Lascarides 1995,
(“intended”) models. To describe correct models of kinship, we need some additional axioms.
Borschev and Partee 2001, Borschev and Partee 2002)

We will not continue that task here, but will turn to further illustrations of the notion of an
axiomatic theory and its models.

2.2. Meaning postulates.

Consider the formula (v).

The sample meaning postulates included here are quite primitive. They are also

(V) vxvyvz((parent(x,y) & parent(y,z)) — grandparent(x,z))

oversimplified in omitting some essential modal and intensional operators; these are

It's not difficult to show that this formula is true in all models in which the formula (iii) is
extensional approximations to rules which really must be stated in intensional terms.

true. So formula (v) is included in the theory generated by axiom (iii) and is a theorem of this
theory.

(i) Nlustrating the use of meaning postulates to spell out the content of “semantic features”.
And formula (vi) below is false in all models in which the formula (iii) is true, i.e. it is
vx[king(x) — human(x)]

inconsistent with formula (iii) (and with the theory generated by that axiom).

vx[senator(x) — human(x)]

(vi) 3x3z(grandparent(x,z) & ~3y(parent(x,y))

etc. l.e., one can think of “semantic features” like “[+human]”’ as abbreviations for such

If we were to add formula (vi) as an axiom to form the set of axioms (iii) and (vi), the
meaning postulates.

resulting theory would be inconsistent, i.e. would have no models at all. And the negation of
formula (vi) is in fact a theorem of the theory whose only axiom is (iii).

(i) lustrating the use of meaning postulates to specify semantic properties that distinguish
The concepts of axioms and theories will be useful at several points in these lectures.
various semantic subclasses within a given semantic type. (More below.)

In formal semantics, axioms play a role in at least two places. We will discuss their role

(@) vxvP[skillful(P)(x) — P(x)] (a skillful surgeon is a surgeon; this meaning

in the axiomatization of “natural language metaphysics” (Bach) or the “naive picture of the
postulate does not apply to adjectives like former and alleged.)

world”(Apresjan). And axioms which describe the properties of the intended interpretations
(b) vxvP[former(P)(x) — ~P(x)] (former is a “privative” adjective, like “counterfeit”)

of lexical (non-logical) constants, called meaning postulates, will play a large role in our
program of connecting formal and lexical semantics.

(iif) A meaning postulate with enough information packed into it may constitute a definition;
if the meaning postulate specifies necessary and sufficient conditions, it can be written with
an “iff” (<) rather than just as a one-way implication.

21
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vxVP[former(P)(x) « [PAST(P(x)) & “P(x)]]
Whether such meaning postulates are possible for more than a small fraction of the lexicon of
a natural language is a matter of debate which we do not aim to settle.

TemaTMKa MTOroBbIX Npe3eHTaLun No AUCLUNIIUHE
He npeaycMoTpeHsl.
6. YyeOHO-MeTOAUUYECKOE obGecnevyeHue n nHpopmMaumoHHOe obecneyeHme QUCLUUNIMUHBI
6.1. CNUCOK NCTOYHMKOB U NUTEpaTypbl
OcHoBHas nutepaTtypa
YuebHuku u y4yebHbie nocobusi
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KoHcynbTaHT lntoc,
"apaHT

8. O6GecneuyeHne obpaszoBaTeNbLHOro npouecca Ans Nl C OrpaHNYeHHbIMU
BO3MOXXHOCTSIMU 340POBbS U UHBAaNUAOB

B xone peannsaunn gucunniinHbl NCNONb3YKTCA crieayowmne JONoNIHUTENbHbIEe
MeTodbl O6y‘-IeHI/IFI, TeKyLllero KOHTposna ycnesaemMoCT 1 npomemyTquoﬁ atrectaunm
o6yqa+ou4mxcs| B 3aBMCUMOCTU OT UX nHOMBUAyalnbHbIX ocobeHHocTeNn:

e ang crnienbix 1 cnaboBmasLmnx:

- neKkuMm OdOpPMASIOTCA B BUAE OSMEKTPOHHOrO AOKYMEHTa, AOCTYMHOro C MOMOLLbHO
KOMMbOTEPA CO Cneumanu3npoBaHHbIM NPorpaMmMHbIM obecrneveHnem;

- MWUCbMEHHblE 3aJaHWsl BbIMNOMHAITCA HA KOMMbIOTEPE CO Cneunann3vpoBaHHbIM
nporpaMMHbIM obecrneveHmeM, U MoryT GbiTb 3aMeHEHbI YCTHBIM OTBETOM;

- obecneunBaeTca MHANBUAYyanLHoOE paBHOMepPHOe oceelleHne He meHee 300 NoKC;

- ONA BbINOMHEHWs 3agaHus npu HeobXoAMMOCTM NPeAoCTaBnseTCa yBenuumBaroLlee
YCTPONCTBO; BO3MOXHO TaKKe UCMONMb30BaHNe COGCTBEHHbIX YBENNYMBAIOLLMX YCTPONCTB;

- MMCbMEHHbIE 3aaHnsA 0QOPMIIAIOTCA YBENUYEHHBIM LUPUDTOM;

- 9K3aMeH W1 3a4€T NPOBOASATCS B YCTHOW (POpME UNK BbINOMHAKTCA B NMMCbMEHHON hopme
Ha KomnbtoTEpe.

e Ons rmyxux n cnabocnbiwallmx:

- nekumn odopMnSAITCS B BUOE SMNEKTPOHHOro AOKyMeHTa, nvMbo npegocTaBnseTcs
3ByKOyCunMBaroLLas annapaTtypa MHANBUAYanbHOro nosnb30BaHus;

- MMCbMEHHbIE 3a[aHuUA BbINOMHAKTCA Ha KOMMNbIOTEPE B MUCbMEHHOW (DOPME;

- 9K3aMeH K 3a4éT npoBOAATCA B MUCbMEHHOW (popMe Ha KOMMbTEpe; BO3MOXHO
npoeegeHne B opMe TeCTUPOBAHMS.

e [NdA NUL C HapyLEeHNSMMN ONOPHO-ABUraTenbHOro annapara:

- nekuun odopMIIAITCA B BUAE INEKTPOHHOrO [OKYMeHTa, AOCTYMHOro C MNOMOLLbHO
KOMMbloTepa Co cneumanm3npoBaHHbIM MPorpamMmMHbIM obecneyeHnem;

- MWCbMEHHble 3aJaHus BbIMOMHAITCA Ha KOMMbOTEPE CO  Cneunann3vpoBaHHbIM
nporpaMMHbIM obecrneveHnem;

- 3K3aMeH U 3a4€T NPOBOAATCSA B YCTHOM (hOopMe MNK BbIMOSTHAKTCHA B MMCbMEHHON hopme
Ha KoMnbloTepe.

Mpn HeobxogMMoCTM npedycMaTpuBaeTCs YyBeNuYeHUWe BpeMeHU ANs MNOLrOTOBKU
oTBeTa.

Mpouenypa npoBedeHWs  MPOMEXYTOYMHOW  aTTecTauMmM  ana  obydarowmxcs
yCTaHaBNMBaeTCss C YYETOM WX WHAMBUAYalbHbIX MCUXOU3NYECKUX OCOBEHHOCTEN.
MpomexyTodHasa atTectTauns MOXeT NPOBOAUTLCS B HECKOSbKO 3Tanos.

Mpn npoBegeHnn npouenypbl OLEHMBaHMA pe3ynbTaTtoB obyyeHus npegycmatpuBaeTcs
NCNONb30BaHNE TEXHUYECKMX CpeacTB, HeobxoauMMbiXx B CBA3W C  WHAMBUAOYaNbHbIMU
ocobeHHoCTAMM oby4varowmxcs. AT cpeactsa MoryT OblTb NMpefoCTaBneHbl YHUBEPCUTETOM,
U MOTYT UCNOSb30BaTbCHA COBCTBEHHbIE TEXHUYECKNE CPEACTBA.

lMpoBegeHne npoueadypbl OUEHWBaAHUA  pesynbratoB  obyvyeHus  gonyckaetcs C
NCNONb30BaHNEM OUCTAHUMOHHBLIX 06pa3oBaTenbHbIX TEXHOMOTMN.

ObecneunBaeTca JOCTyn K MHPOPMALMOHHBIM 1 Bubnuorpadguyecknm pecypcam B ceTu
NHTepHeT gns kakgoro obyvatouwlerocs B hopmMax, aganTUpPOBaHHBIX K OrPaHUYEHUSM UX
3[0pOBbS U BOCMPUATUS MHCpOpMaLMK:

e angd crnienbix 1 cnaboBmasaLmnXx:
B neyaTHon hopMe yBeNMYEeHHbIM LLUPUDTOM;
B oOpMe 3MNEKTPOHHOIO JOKYMEHTA;
B hopme ayanocpaina.
e AnNdA rayxux u cnabocnbiwalymx:
B ne4yaTHown copme;
B hOpMe 3MEKTPOHHOIO AOKYMEHTA.
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e aAnga oby4yaroLmnxca ¢ HapyLUEHMAMMN ONOPHO-ABUraTENbHOro annapaTa:
- B MeyaTHon dopwme;

- B (bOpMe 3MeKTPOHHOIo JOKYMEHTQ;

- B bopme ayamodhanna.

Y4yebHble ayanTopum Ons BCeX BUOOB KOHTAKTHOM U CamMOCTOSATENbHOM paboThbl, Hay4yHas
O6ubnmoTeka N uHble NomMeLlleHnss ana obyyeHus ocHalleHbl cneuvanbHbIM 0bopyaoBaHMEM U
y4eOHbIMN MecTammn C TEXHUYECKMMU CpeacTBaMuy 00yYeHust:

e ang crnienbix 1 cnabosmaaLnx:

- YCTPOMUCTBOM ANd CKaHNpoBaHUs 1 YTeHns ¢ kamepon SARA CE;

- aucnneem bpanna PAC Mate 20;

- NpuHTepom bpanns EmBraille ViewPlus;

e Ons rayxux un cnabocnbiwalymx:

- aBTOMAaTM3MpOBaHHbIM paboynm MecToM Ans NIAEe C HapylweHueMm cryxa wu
cnadocnblllallmx;

- aKyCTMYECKUIN YCUSUTESNb U KONMOHKMN;

o ans oby4varomxcsa ¢ HapyLWeHUsIMU ONOPHO-ABUraTeNnbHOro annapara:
- NepenBKHbIMU, perynmpyemMmbiMn aproHomuyeckumm naptamm CU-1;
- KOMNbIOTEPHON TEXHUKOWM CO CneLmanbHbIM NPorpaMmMHbIM obecneyeHnem.

9. MeTogunyeckne matepmanbl
9.1 MNMnaHbl ceMMHaAPCKUX 3aHATUIN

CemuHapbl Ne 1-16

YCTHbIN NnepeBog, B Hay4Hon cdepe (36 4acos)

Pasgen 1. CemnHapebl 1-8 (16 yacoB)

Bonpockl cemnHapa

OcobeHHocTM Hay4dHoro Tekcta. OCOBEHHOCTU YCTHBIX M MUCbMEHHbIX HAaY4YHbIX TEKCTOB.
Pasnnuusa B xapaktepe 1 opraHMsauum Hay4HOro TeKCTa B PYCCKOSA3bIYHOM M aHMOSA3bIYHON
Tpagnumax. HemTpanbHOCTb Hay4YHOro TeKCTa. TepMUHOMNOrMyeckast HacbILWEeHHOCTb Hay4YHOro
TekcTa. be3akBuBaneHTHasa nekcuka. Knuwe HayyHoro sisbika. MpuHUMNbI nepeBofa TEKCTOB,
npuHagnexawux K pasnMyHbiM BugamM Hay4yHoro auckypca. l'eHepupoBaHue 1 nepBuYHOe
pefakTMpoBaHue nepeBogoB.

KoHTpornbHble (MpobnemHble) BONPOCHI

B yem cocTosiT 0COBEHHOCTM NOCTPOEHMSA PYCCKOA3BIYHOIO HAaY4YHOro TeKCTa B OTNMYME OT
aHrNUNCKoro?

B yem nposiBnsieTcs aMOLMOHanbHas HEMTParbHOCTb HAaY4YHOro TekcTa?

Kakne npobnembl ons nepesoga NpeacTaBnseT TEPMUHOMNOrMYeckasi HacblLEHHOCTb Hay4YHOro
TekcTa?

Kakyto ponb B Hay4HOM TeKCTe urpaeT 6e3akBMBaneHTHasi nekcuka?

MpuBeguTe NPUMEpPbI KNULLIE, CBONCTBEHHBLIX HAY4YHOMY S3bIKY, M UX COOTBETCTBUIA HA PYCCKOM
A3bIKE.

INutepaTtypa (ocHoBHas)

BBeaeHve B TeXHWKY nepeBoAa (KOrHUTUBHbBIV TEOPETUKO-NparMaTuYHbIN acnekT): YyebHoe
noco6wue / J1.J1. Heno6buH. - M.: ®nunHTta: Hayka, 2009. - 216 c.: 60x88 1/16. (o6noxka) ISBN
978-5-9765-0788-3 - Pexxum goctyna: http://znanium.com/catalog/product/203065

NutepaTtypa (gononHuTenbHas)

Canorosa, J1.1. MNepeBoayeckoe npeobpasoBaHne TekcTa : yyeb.nocobue / J1.. Canorosa. —
5-e n3g., ctep. — Mocksa : PJIMHTA, 2016. - 317 c. - ISBN 978-5-9765-0698-5. - TekcT :
ANeKTpoHHbIN. - URL: http://znanium.com/catalog/product/1035372 - TeKCT : 9NeKTPOHHbIN. -
URL: http://znanium.com/catalog/product/1035372
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Webster’s Third International Dictionary. Jllo6oe nsgaHue.

Pasgen 2. CemnHapbl Ne9-16. YCTHbIM nocnegoBaTesibHbIi NepeBos NMMCbMEHHbIX U YCTHbIX
(nekumn n gokNaaoB) Hay4HbIX TEKCTOB. (16 Yaco)

Bonpockl cemuHapa

OcHoBHble 0COBEHHOCTI YCTHOrO NocneaoBaTensHoro nepesoaa. OcobeHHOCTN NnepeBoaa
nexkumn n goknanos. [Npruemsl cokpallleHHON nepeBoaveckon 3anmcn. MHeMoTexHUKa.
AKTMBaUNA NNHENHON NaMATU. 3anoMMHaHME TEMaTUYECKUX PSA0B Ha PYCCKOM M aHIIMNCKOM
A3blke. JIeKCMKo-CMHTaKcHMYeckne KoHBepcuBbl. [lepeBoayeckme COOTBETCTBUSA, aBTOMaTU3aUmMs
HaBbIKOB UX ynoTpebnenus. KnuwmnpoBaHHble cnoBocoveTaHus. PeyeBas komnpeccus.
Jlekcnueckoe cBepTbiBaHuMe. JlekcMko-ceMmaHTu4eckne npeobpasoBaHus. icnonb3oBaHne
©a30BbIX 1 cneumdn4ecKknx NPMEMOB B TEKCTAX pasHblX XaHpoB. OcoBeHHOCTM NPON3HOLLEHMS
HOCUTENen pasnUYHbIX aKLEHTOB aHIMIMICKOro A3blka. ATUKA YCTHOro nepesoaa.
"eHepupoBaHMe 1 NepBUYHOE pedaKkTUpPOBaHME NEPeEBOOOB.

KoHTpornbHble (MpobnemMHblie) BONpochl

HaszoBuTe M3BecTHbIE Bam NpueMbl NepeBoaveCcKon 3anmcu.

YTo Takoe MHEMOTEXHMKA?

UTo Takoe NEKCUKO-CUHTaKCMYECKNe KOHBEPCUBBI?

YUTto Takoe nepeBoaveCcKne COoTBETCTBUSA?

Kak nobuTtbcs aBTomaTtusaumm ynotpebneHnsa nepeBogvyeckmx COoTBETCTBUN?
YUTto Takoe pedeBasi komnpeccua?

UTto Takoe nekcmyeckoe ceepTbiBaHNE?

Has3oBuTe n3BeCTHble BaM NEKCUKO-CEMaHTUYECKNe npeobpasoBaHusS.
MpuBeanTe Nnpumepbl 0COBEHHOCTEN ANANEKTHON peyn.

Jlntepatypa (ocHoBHas)

Bpoackuin, M. HO. YcTHbIN nepeBog : yuebHuk ans sy3os / M. KO. Bpoackuin. — 2-e uag., ucnp. u
non. — Mocksa : M3gatenbcto HOpanTt, 2019. — 159 ¢. — (Cneumanuct). — ISBN 978-5-534-
07254-9. — TekcT : anekTpoHHbin // 3BC KOpawnT [canT]. — URL: https://biblio-
online.ru/bcode/434642 (naTta obpawennd: 13.11.2019).

Mionnep, B.K. HoBbiln pyccko-aHrnuickmii cnoeapb. — M., 2005.

HoBbIn 6onbLlon aHrno-pyccknin crioapb. B 3 1. - M., 1999.

JlIntepatypa (gononHutensHas)

1. AnukuHa, E. B. lNepeBogyeckasi cemaHTorpacdums. 3anncb Nnpym yCTHOM NEPEBOAE :
y4yebHoe nocobue onga akagemudeckoro 6akanaespuara / E. B. AnuknHa. — Mockea :
NapaTtenbctBo KOpawnT, 2019. — 145 c. — (bakanaep u maructp. AKagemMuyeckun Kypc). —
ISBN 978-5-534-09830-3. — TekcT : anekTpoHHbin // ABC KpanT [canTt]. — URL: https://biblio-
online.ru/bcode/438114 (naTta obpawennsd: 13.11.2019).

2. TexHonorus nocrnegoBaTenbHOro nepeBoga : y4ebHoe nocobue / J1.A. MaBpunos,
P.WN. 3apunos. — 2-e n3a., ncnp. n gon. — M. : POPYM : UHOPA-M, 2017. — 146 c. —
(Bbicwee obpasoBaHue: bakanaspuat). — www.dx.doi.org/10.12737/24842. - Pexum
poctyna: http://znanium.com/catalog/product/546730

9.2. MeToguyeckue ykazaHusl Ansi 06yyaroLmMxcs No OCBOEHUIO AUCLUNIIUHDI

MeToauuyeckne pekoMeHgauuu npeaHasHaveHbl AN pauvMoHanbHOro pacnpeaeneHus
BPEMEHN CTydeHTa No BuAaM camocTosiTenbHOM paboTbl M pasgenam  AUCUMNIUHDI
«MpakTnyecknii nepeBof ¢ NepBOro MHOCTPAHHOTO A3blka (AHIMUACKOTO)».


https://biblio-online.ru/bcode/434642
https://biblio-online.ru/bcode/434642
https://biblio-online.ru/bcode/438114
https://biblio-online.ru/bcode/438114
http://www.dx.doi.org/10.12737/24842
http://znanium.com/catalog/product/546730

Bua pabotbl CopepxaHue (nepeveHb BONPOCOB) PekxomeHnpaunun
PASLOEI I. OcobeHHOCTM HayyHoro TekcTa. Pasnmuns B | CM. onncaHne cemmHapoB
MepeBon XapakTepe v opraHnsaumm HayyHoro Tekcta | Ne 1-8 B lNnaHe
HayYHbIX B PYCCKOA3BIMHOWN N aHrNOA3bIYHOM CEMMUHAPCKNX 3aHATUMN.
TEKCTOB. Tpagnuunax. HemtpanbHOCTb Hay4YHOro Tam e KOHTPOSbHble
TekcTa. TepMuHonornyeckas BOMpPOCHI ANs
HaCbILWEHHOCTb HAY4YHOro TEKCTa. CamMonoAroTOBKN, CIIUCOK
BesakBnBaneHTHasa nekcuka. Knuwe nutepaTypsbl
Hay4Horo fA3blka. MNpuHUUNLI Nepesoaa
TEKCTOB, NpMHaAanexalmnx K pasfimdHbim
BMAAM Hay4yHOro Anckypca (ctatbs, Aoknag,
nekums).
PA3OEJT II. OcCHOBHble 0COBEHHOCTN YCTHOTO Cwm. onncaHne ceMnHapos
YCTHbIV nocriegosatenbHoro nepesoga. lNpvemsl Ne 9-16 B lNnaHe
nocrieqoBaTtenb | COKpaLLEeHHOW NepeBOAYECKON 3anucuy. CEMMHAPCKNX 3aHATUMN.

HbI NepeBoa

MHemoTexHuka. AKTMBauus NUHENHON
namaTu. 3anoMMHaHNe TeMaTUYeCcKnX
pPSO0B HA PYCCKOM M aHITIMNCKOM Si3bIKE.
Jlekcmko-cMHTakcu4eckme KOHBEPCUBDI.
lMepeBoayeckne cooTBETCTBUSA,
aBTOMaTM3aLUUs HaBbIKOB UX ynoTpebneHus.
KnuwmpoBaHHbIe CrOBOCOYETAHUS.
PeueBas komnpeccus. Jlekcnveckoe
cBepTbiBaHMe. JIeKCMKO-CeMaHTMYeckme
npeobpasoBaHus. Micnonb3oBaHne 6a30BbIX
1 cneunuryecknx NpMemMoB B TeKCTax
pasHbIX xaHpoB. OcobGeHHOoCTH
NPOU3HOLLIEHUS HOCUTENEN PasinYHbIX
aKUEHTOB aHIMUACKOro A3blka. JTUKa
YCTHOro nepesoga.

Tam e KOHTPONbHble
BOMPOCHI ANs
CaMOonoAroToBKW, CrINCOK
nuTeparypsl
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AHHoOTauus

OucumnnnuHa peanuayetca B UHCTUTYTE NUHIBUCTUKM Kadheopor €BPONENCKUX SA3bIKOB.
CopepaHve ancumninHbl OXBaTblBAET KPYr TEOPETUYECKMX BOMPOCOB U NPaKTU4ECKUX
npo6nem, CBSA3aHHbIX C NEPEBOAOM TEKCTOB Hay4YHOW HaMNpPaBriEHHOCTW.

Llenb gucumnnuHbl: Aatb CTYAEHTY 3HAHWS, YMEHUSA U HaBblkM, HEOBXoaUMbIE eMy OIS
OCYLLIECTBIEHNSA €ro NpodeccmoHanbHOM AeaTenbHoCTM B 06nacTn yCTHOro nepeBoaa TEKCTOB
Hay4YHOro CTUMS.

3agayu:

. Hay4YnTb CTyAEHTa co3faBaTb 3KBMBANEHTHLIN NepeBo UCXOOHOMo TEKCTa C
y4yeToM Bcex TpeboBaHUN PYCCKOro A3bIKa;

. Hay4nTb €ro NpMemam nepenayn Ha pycckom s3blke cneumanbHON (Hay4YHOM )
MHOpMaLIMK, 3aN0XXEHHOWN B TEKCTE;

. 0aTb eMYy MHCTPYMEHTapui, A4OCTAaTOUHbIN AN JaNbHENLLEro CaMOCTOSATENBHOMO
peleHna npobnem, BO3HMKAKOLLMX B €0 NPOdeCCUoHanbHON OeATENbHOCTH.

OucumnnuHa HanpaeneHa Ha hopMUMpPOBaHUE CrieayoWwmnX KOMMNETEHUMN:

. MK-12 (cnocobHOCTBLIO OCYLLECTBNATL YCTHBIV NOCNeAoBaTENbHbIN NEepeBoa U
YCTHbIV NepeBos C nucTa ¢ cobnogeHnemM HOpM NEKCUYECKON SKBUBANIEHTHOCTH,
cobnogeHneM rpaMMaTUYECKMX, CUHTAKCUYECKMX U CTUIIMCTUYECKMX HOPM TeKCTa nepeBoaa u
TemMnoparsnbHbIX XapakTePUCTUK UCXOLHOIO TEKCTA)

. MK-13 (BnageHnem ocHoBaMu CUCTEMbI COKPALLEHHOW NepeBOAYECKOM 3anmcu
npw BbINOSHEHMM YCTHOIO NOCneaoBaTENbHOro Nepesoa)
° MK-14 (BnageHnem 3TUKOW YCTHOro nepeBosa)
. MK-15 (BnageHnem mexgyHapogHbiM 3TUKETOM 1 NpaBuiiamMmn NoBegeHns

nepesogyMKa B pasfiMyHblX CUTyauMsax YCTHOro nepesoja
Pabouyen nporpammor npegycMoTpeHbl crneayoLlme BUabl KOHTPOMS: TEKYLLUIA
KOHTPONb yCneBaemMoCcTn B opmMe YCTHOro onpoca, MMCbMEHHOW KOHTPOMbHOM
paboTbl; aTTecTaums B popme 3adveTa ( 8 cemecTp).

O6wasn TpygoemMKOCTb OCBOEHUS OUCLMMNIIMHBI COCTaBnseT 2 3a4eTHble eQUHNULbI.



NNCT U3MEHEHUHA

3

lNpunoxeHue 2

Ne | Tekct akTyanusauwmv unv npunaraemoin K Pl gokymeHT, Hata Ne
cofepxaLmn n3amMeHeHus npoTokona

1 | MpunoxeHne Ne2 26.06.2017 e. 9

2 | NpunoxeHne Ne3 25.06.2018 2 8

3 | MpunoxeHne Ne4 26.06.2020 8
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MpunoxeHue K NNCTy n3ameHeHnn Ne2

CocTaB nporpammHoro o6ecneyeHus (M0O), coBpeMeHHbIX NpodeccuoHanbHbIX 6a3
AaHHbIX (B[) n nHcbopmaunoHHo-cnpaBoyHble cuctem (UCC) (2017 r.)

1. NepeyeHs MO

Tabnuuya 1
Nen HaunmeHosaHue MO Mpouseoanten | Cnocob pacnpocTpaHeHns
/n b (TuyeH3auoHHoe unu
c80600H0
pacrnpocmpaHsiemMoe)
2 Microsoft Office 2010 Microsoft NNUEH3NOHHOE
3 Windows 7 Pro Microsoft JNNLEH3NOHHOE
9 Microsoft Office 2013 Microsoft NUUEH3NOHHOE
11 | Kaspersky Endpoint Security Kaspersky NNLUEH3NOHHOE
* Ocmaeumsb ucnosib3yemoe 10 e pamkax y4eb6HOU QUCUUNITUHBI
2. NMepeyenb B n UCC
Tabnuya 2

Nen/n

HavmeHoBaHue

MexayHapogHble pedepaTmBHble HaykomeTpuyeckne b, 4OCTynHblE B paMkax
HaumoHanbHoM nognuckn B 2017 r.

Web of Science

Scopus

lMpodeccroHanbHble NofHOTEKCTOBLIE B, 4OCTYNHLIE B pamMKkax HauMoHanbLHOM
noanucku B 2017 1.

Kypranbl Oxford University Press

ProQuest Dissertation & Theses Global

SAGE Journals

YKypranbl Taylor and Francis

MpodeccroHanbHble NoNHOTEKCTOBLIE B/1
JSTOR
N3naHnsa no o6weCcTBEHHBIM U TyMaHUTapHbIM HayKam

KoMnbloTepHble cnpaBoYHbIE NPAaBOBLIE CUCTEMBbI
KoHcynbTtaHT ntoc,
apaHT
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MpunoxeHue K NUCTy nameHeHnn Ne3

CocTaB nporpammHoro o6ecneyeHus (IM0), coBpeMeHHbIX Npod)eccuoHanbHbIX 6a3
AaHHbIX (B) n nHchopmaunoHHo-cnpaBoyHble cuctem (UCC) (2018 r.)

1. NepeyeHs MO

Tabnuya 1
Nen HaunmeHosaHue MO Mpouseoanten | Cnocob pacnpocTpaHeHns
/n b (TuyeH3auoHHoe unu
c80600H0
pacrnpocmpaHsemMmoe)
2 Microsoft Office 2010 Microsoft NNUEH3NOHHOE
3 Windows 7 Pro Microsoft JNNLEH3NOHHOE
9 Microsoft Office 2013 Microsoft NUUEH3NOHHOE
11 | Kaspersky Endpoint Security Kaspersky NNLUEH3NOHHOE
* Ocmaeumsb ucnosib3yemoe 10 e pamkax y4eb6HOU QUCUUNITUHBI
2. NMepeyvenb B u UCC
Tabnuya 2

Nen/n HanmeHoBaHue
MexayHapoaHble pedepaTuBHble HaykomeTpudeckne b1, 4ocTynHble B pamkax
HauuoHanbHoWn nognucku B 2018 .
Web of Science
Scopus
lMpodeccroHanbHble NofHOTEKCTOBLIE B, 4OCTYNHLIE B pamMKkax HauMoHanbLHOM
noanucku B 2018 r.
XKypranbl Cambridge University Press
ProQuest Dissertation & Theses Global
SAGE Journals
*Kypranbl Taylor and Francis
OrnEeKTPOHHbIE N3gaHua nsgaTenbcrea Springer
MpodeccroHanbHble NoNHOTEKCTOBLIE B/1
JSTOR
N3naHnsa no o6weCcTBEHHBIM U TyMaHUTapHbIM HayKam
KomnbloTepHble CnpaBOYHbIE NPaBOBbIE CUCTEMbI
KoHcynbTtaHT ntoc,
apaHT

[MpunoxeHue K NUCTy nameHeHnn Ne4
2. O6pasoBartenbHble TexHonoruu (k n.4 Ha 2020 r.)

B nepvoa BpeMEHHOro MpMOCTAHOBMEHMS MOCELLEHUS 0ByYalowmMmMCcsa NOMELLEHUA 1
Tepputopun PITY. ana opraHu3aumm y4deBGHOro npouecca C MNPUMEHEHWEM SNEKTPOHHOMO
o0yyYyeHNs ¥ AUCTaAHUMOHHbIX ObOpasoBaTeNbHbIX TEXHOMOMMn MOryT ObiTb MCMOMb30BaHbI
cnegyowme obpasoBaTteribHble TEXHONOMNN:

— BUAEO-NeKumu,;

— OHNManH-NeKunn B pexmnme pearbHOro BpeMeHu;

— QNEKTPOHHbIE y4ebHMKN, y4ebHble NOCcobUs, HayYHble N3aaHus B SNEKTPOHHOM BUAE U
AOCTYN K MHbIM 3NEKTPOHHbIM 06pa3oBaTeNbHbLIM pecypcam;

— CMUCTEeMbI A1151 SNeKTPOHHOro TeCTUPOBaHUS;

— KOHCYNnbTauum ¢ UCNOMb30BaHMEM TENEKOMMYHUKALNOHHBIX CPEeACTB.

3. Nepeyenb Bl n UCC (k n. 6.2 Ha 2020 .)

[ Nen | HaumeHosaHue




/n
1 | MexagyHapogHble pedepaTuBHble HaykomeTpudeckne b, 4OCTyNHbIe B paMkax
HauuoHanbHon nognucku B 2020 r.
Web of Science
Scopus
2 MpodeccrmoHanbHble NonHoTekcToBble B, AOCTYMHbLIE B paMKaX HaLMOHaNbHOM
noanucku B 2020 r.
*Kypranbl Cambridge University Press
ProQuest Dissertation & Theses Global
SAGE Journals
XKypHanbl Taylor and Francis
3 | MNMpodeccuroHanbHblie NONHOTEKCTOBLIE B[]
JSTOR
M3paHuna no obLuecTBeHHbIM 1 TyMaHUTapHbIM Haykam
OnekTpoHHasn dubnmoteka Grebennikon.ru
4 | KomnbloTepHble crpaBoYvHble NpaBoOBbIE CUCTEMbI
KoHcynbTaHT lNntoc,
"apaHT

4. CocTtaB nporpammHoro o6ecneyeHus (MO) (k n. 7 Ha 2020 r.)

Nen HanmeHosanwme MO Mpounssoanten | Cnocob pacnpocTpaHeHns
n b (luyeH3suoHHoe unu
ce0600H0
pacrpocmpaHsemoe)
2 Microsoft Office 2010 Microsoft JNMLEH3NOHHOE
3 Windows 7 Pro Microsoft JNINLEH3NOHHOE
9 Microsoft Office 2013 Microsoft JNULEH3NOHHOE
11 | Kaspersky Endpoint Security Kaspersky NNLEH3NOHHOE
12 Zoom Zoom JNTNLIEH3NOHHOE




