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Lexical semantic modeling as a means Ive vocabulary
acquisition and e S

English vocabulary is a challenging task for schgol students, so'BFL teachers’ main aims is to find effective
ways for faster and better vocabulary acquisition! plements using lexical semantic models based
on semantic fields as an alternative strategy of teal gn vocabulary for vocabulary mastery and ex-
pansion in a structured way. The present study aims to stigate the effect of lexical semantic modeling on
students’ foreign vocabulary acquisition and y@cabulary expansion. The research design of this study is based
on experimental teaching, modeling, o , and post experimental testing. Thirty-three university stu-
dents participated in this study. Duringsthe ent students in experimental group learnt new words in par-

adigmatic and syntagmatic relatio % means semantic modeling, while students in the control group used

the wordlists strategy. The r as shown that learning words through lexical semantic modeling
is more beneficial for EFL s paring to wordlist strategy, as it facilitates better memorization and

Q

vocabulary retention, sigy ) iches learners’ vocabulary through synonyms and antonyms, improves
understanding of word r shlip and correct word usage and collocations in different contexts and enlarges
learner’s activg,vocdbul study results have shown that lexical semantic models has a positive effect

on vocabulary iSition and expansion when it is implemented together with lexical semantic exercises, and
students practige n ulary using various types of lexical semantic exercises.

Keywords@lexicalgsemantic field, modeling, experiment, vocabulary acquisition, vocabulary expansion, para-
di ,S ¢, lexical skills, lexical competence.

Introduction

Methodology of teaching foreign languages has been paying great attention to the lexical component of
the linguistic competence for the last decade, which is explained by the change of the attitude to the nature of
language and the role of lexical units in it. Currently, linguists mainly focus on the semantic and pragmatic
aspects in the study of lexical units, since they allow learners to most accurately represent the relationship of
language elements and their functioning in various types of learners’ speech activity. Today forming a for-
eign language communicative competence is viewed as the strategic goal of teaching foreign languages. In
order to meet modern requirements set to school graduates they should be able to use the foreign language to
effectively solve communicative problems in different fields of human activity. Thus, EFL lessons aim at
forming students’ linguistic competence which includes forming a lexical competence gained by effective
vocabulary acquisition.
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In Kazakhstan English is learnt as a third language (foreign language) and the mastery of the English
vocabulary and gaining communicative skills are viewed as key skills which leads to more opportunities in
the field of education, science, technology and tourism. Today, modern Kazakhstani secondary and high
school educational system face a gap between the requirements for learning a foreign language and the
methods used at schools. Acquiring foreign language vocabulary is one of the biggest challenges that EFL
learners face at every lesson. Therefore, EFL teachers testing different approaches, techniques, methods and
strategies in teaching vocabulary, to identify their effect on learners’ word mastery and lexical skills. Ac-
cording to Stahl (2005) word proficiency is the most important prerequisite for speaking, but in reproductive
types of speech activity, knowing only the meaning of a word is not enough; it is also important how words
are connected and collocate with each other.

Currently many EFL teachers highlight the importance of solving the challenges in foreign language
vocabulary mastery and developing lexical competence. To such challenges we relate correct word use, clas-
sifying lexical units based on the principle from simple to the most difficult for effective wor@ mastery, de-
veloping students’ passive vocabulary, enriching students vocabulary, teaching vocabulary.anas strategies
for communicative use, elaborate and create a set of exercises aiming at foreign lang ry. In this
regard, the effective presentation of lexical unit leads to effective acquisition, and en e keithe learn-
ing process engaging and motivating. The aim of this research is to identify the e ng lexical seman-

('D

tic models on English vocabulary acquisition and learning outcomes, wheth students to expand
their vocabulary. The relevance of the present study can be explained by the<€act t entlfymg the impact
of lexical-semantic models may aid in English vocabulary acqmsmon ulary enlargement of the
university students to meet the curriculum requirements and standards.

R. Nordquist [1; 15] defines a semantic field is as a set of words s) which are related in mean-

driarti [2] states that the semantic mapping strategy is used for r g word concepts graphically. This
strategy enables the students to create a map of word which i a diagram displaying a single word or
phrase, placed in the center as topic and other associ rds ‘are added in the form of branches. It pro-
motes students deeper understanding of concept dgeyby displaying words into categories to show
how they are related to each other. E.V. Varlamovajet aI [33183] also conducted a similar research to identi-
fy the effect of lexical semantic fields in teaching ocabulary among university students concludes
that a semantic field performs a great number @f semantic ties and abounds less in the number of their mem-
aqr 55

ing. Semantic field is also known as a word field, lexical field,‘fi&( eaning, and semantic system. I. In-
ese

bers systemized groups — lexical semanti
the effect of semantic mapping on learning vocabulary as

M. Saeidi & S. Atmani [4; 52] h
a pre-reading activity. The experime @ p received semantic mapping in the pre-reading stage, but the
control group did not receive thi Y The results of the study indicated that the experimental group

outperformed the control groupsimyo lary learning.
@ Experimental

ment and

The present resea ys methods of experimental teaching, modeling, observation, post experi-

itative and quantitative analysis of data. In this study we have used “true” experi-

pre-test—post-test control and experimental group design. Before starting treat-

@ | and control groups individually completed pretest. The purpose of the pretest was

to determitie ats’ prior lexical knowledge, if they can recognize and understand the meaning of the giv-

en words. ds were chosen from ESL textbook and curriculum to assure they had not already been

taught particular words. The pretest was administered one week before the experimental study started. The

present study uses modeling as research methods in applied linguistics. Mostly the term “model” is defined

as a type, sample (language pattern) of any text units (words, sentences); symbols, schemas for describing
language objects (the schema of the component model in the syntax) (Fig. 1).
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Figure 1. The structure of lexical semantic model based on semantic field

The present study was conducted among the 1st year students enrolled at the®P, gicalInstitute at
Sh. Ualikhanov Kokshetau State University. 33 students studying English as a pated in this
study. They were pre-intermediate level Kazakh learners of English. Their proficién was determined
by a placement test implemented at the beginning of the semester and they we d dnto one group which
is defined as a homogeneous group in this study. The lessons were conductetjaccording to the educational
program and language skills and competencies reflected in the curricu Igned for specialty “Foreign
language: two foreign languages (English and German)”. The data ofgth dy were collected by their EFL
teacher as their pre-test and post-test results. Sixty-six test resws % the instrument of the study to
obtain real language from the participants. VVocabulary was preseft e models, so it was straightforward
for student to use it as an aid (Fig. 2). \

TYPES OF CRIME CRIMINAL
Blackmail ::::rdi:“'“ - <
Bribery ) dlgum, ACTION
Burglary Dhiia doates To blackmal
Drug dealing T .\gckcr To bribe  To hijack
Kidnapping Kijdm To busglar
Mugging . To sell drug
Murder To commit fraud arson
gﬂ:‘m To Kidnap  To mug
Smuggfin g L To murder  To rape
. T—— Torob  To smuggle
o CRIME T
Hijacking e P Tosteal
Vandalism g T'o vandalize To forge
Fraud -
l'errorism PUNISHMENT
Arson V' DEFINITION Community service
forgery ' An illegal act for which can be Fine
| punished by the government Prison sentence
: Life sentence
ST NON T Capital pumshment
e s . Death penalty
pris(.;n =~ S:;e "r:'l":pn::;":d nffe::::l Discrimination
hiail rehabilitation

violation musdeed

testimony <
Ktice
imprisonment ANTONYM CONSEQUENCE
Defense Ko B chphaly To get arrested

Behavior Virtue

: To be suspected
obedience good deed

I'o be accused of

Evidence/Proof
Guilty  Innocent

Defendant . To be questioned
Conviction COLLOCATIONS AND IDIOMS Jo getoaugnt
Witness To commil a crime  Juvenile crime I'o be charged with

Prosecutor Crime prevention  crime rate To take to the police
Barrister/lawyer Violent crime crime doesn 't play station

Inspector Soft on crime open and shut case
Verdict plea An alleged crime  white-collar crime
Wanted man 1o prove an alibi

.

Figure 2. Lexico-semantic module on the topic “Crime and punishment” (complied by the author)
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Results and Discussions

Before the experiment started all thirty-three participants volunteered to participate in this research and
gave their consent. The post-test was paper-based and assessed learning of the same words each group was
exposed to in the study. Also the results of the summative assessment of the unit were analyzed to explore
the effect of lexical semantic models on general vocabulary acquisition and learning outcomes. After the ex-
periment the post-tests were administrated to explore if any significant changes occurred in learning vocabu-
lary between the two groups.

The study used a two-group pre-test, post-test design, and summative assessment test results. The ex-
perimental teaching was conducted to test and identify the effect of implementing lexical semantic models
based on semantic fields in the English language vocabulary acquisition. During one term which included 16
English language classes, experimental teaching using lexical semantic models was conducted in the experi-
mental group and control group was educated traditionally using wordlist in presenting and i
eign vocabulary. When using this strategy a teacher directly demonstrates the target words t
then ask them to read and memorize the vocabulary items. This strategy is beneficial X

member new words but in a short time, but fails to master the target vocabulary betté?.
Teaching materials and content in both groups were created and implemente N
State Educational Curriculum and supplementary material for extensive readi

ng to the
d this place” by

A.J. Cronin. A rigorous analysis of the study texts has been done to select vo semantic fields for
lexical semantic models which could also include books for extensive readingand sources which were used
as supplementary materials. These fields were semantically analyzed a sented to the learners in
schemes and models in the experimental group. Students in the exper | group studied new foreign vo-
cabulary through lexical semantic models and practices the usage, of abulary using lexical semantic

nts of the control group were not

provided with lexical semantic models and did not learn
translations into L1.

Vocabulary learning in a control group.

Teaching vocabulary in a control group had€five stages and new vocabulary was presented to the learn-
ers in the following way:
Stage 1. Presenting a list of lexical units on thegboard.
Stage 2. Providing with the definition and translation into L1.
Stage 3. Work with the text. Students rea t, underline new words and study the meaning of the word
in the context.

Stage 4. Students translate the te i @ ords.
Stage 5. Lexical exercises for practi€ig néw vocabulary.
r

exercises, whereas a control group used wordlist strategy. Thegpartiei
s in clusters, but learnt words through

In a control group students al ‘}J iced new vocabulary using the following lexical exercises:
Define the odd waid e list.
. Complete the ith"the suitable words.

. Correct the ese definitions.
Read the follo xt and choose the correct alternative in each pair.
theWwords and definitions.
' ds relating to the topic.
e sentence using the given words.
the odd word and explain your choice.
Look at the picture and describe it using active vocabulary of the lesson.

10.Make up a dialog using the thematic vocabulary of the lesson.

11.Make up a story using new vocabulary and retell it to your partner.

12.Read the story and role-play with your partner.

Vocabulary learning in the experimental group.

The experimental group was presented with 10 words every session. While being presented new lexical
semantic models students were asked to remember synonyms, antonyms or collocations related to a new
word to activate their prior knowledge. In the first session the teacher drawing a model showed the learners
how the words relate, and later in subsequent sessions students could draw the models themselves and cluster
related words.

New vocabulary based on lexical semantic modeling was implemented in the following way:

©CoNO~wWNE
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Stage 1. Presenting the core lexical unit (core lexical unit or concept) in the centre of the board.

Stage 2. Brainstorming. Asking students to think about keywords and ideas which are interrelated to the con-
cept. Brainstorming enables the students to use their background or prior knowledge and experiences relying
on schema theory, which is necessary for connecting known and unknown concepts and lexical units.

Stage 3. Grouping or clustering. Collaboratively with students teacher groups new vocabulary giving head-
ings and labeling them;

Stage 4. Providing with the definition of the main keyword in English, and students may offer their own ex-
planations and definitions.

Stage 5. Based on the study text or dictionary the lexical semantic model is completed with several topic-
related synonyms and antonyms;

Stage 6. Presenting and grouping nouns, adjectives, verbs and other parts of speech accordingly related to the
core lexical unit. A teacher may expand this chart into several subtopics according to the context;

Stage 7. Presenting phrases, idioms and collocations related to the main keyword.

Stage 8. Work with the text. Finding and discussing how words, word comblnatlons |d ndicollocations

are used in the sentences and text.

Stage 9. Drill exercises for new vocabulary acquisition, and better comprehending se ati ship and

the usage of antonyms, synonyms and collocations.

Stage 10. Speech exercises. Composing sentences, monologs, dialogs, essays u re ated vocabulary.
While introducing topic-related vocabulary through lexical semantic mo@iels E acher used drill and

speech exercises. Using drill and speech exercises we aimed to master th ary proficiency of the stu-

dents and teach them to recognize the form and meaning of words
Drill exercises:

Define the odd word in the list.

Group the words according to the topic/semantic flelds

Find the synonyms and (or) antonyms to the underh |n the text.
Read the text and find the synonyms and anto the given words.

Complete semantic chain of the given woxd.
Replace the following words with synonymg,and antonyms.
Complete the gaps with the suitable words.

Correct the mistakes in these deflnltlo

Read the following text and choos rrect alternative in each pair.
10. Match the words and definition

11. Choose the words relating to .

12. Collocate the fouowing%

13. Complete the sentencgsusi given words.
14. Match the antonyms @iven words.

©oOoNO~WNE

15. Find new voeabulary crossword.

16. Underline the and explain your choice.

17.Find the equi of the phraseological units in the Kazakh language.
18.Make ords as possible using the given word.

idioms using the given word.
rect word combinations using the given word.
e text with suitable words and collocations.

22. Group e words according to the part of speech principle.

23. Find antonyms, synonyms to the given words.

Speech exercises:

1. Look at the picture and describe it using active vocabulary of the lesson.

2. Make up a dialog using the thematic vocabulary of the lesson.

3. Make up a story using new vocabulary and retell it to your partner.

4. Read the story and role-play with your partner.

Pre-Test Findings. At the beginning of the study the pre-test was held in both groups. It had a purpose
to identify the early condition of the students’ vocabulary acquisition before starting an experiment. Vocabu-
lary knowledge was used as the pre-test. This test consisted of 50 vocabulary items. Each item included one
English word which was selected from the learners’ course book. The participants were asked to write the
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Kazakh equivalent of the words. The average time to take this test was about 20 minutes. The result of pre-
test in experimental and control group could be seen in the following diagram (Fig. 3).

The analysis of the pre-test taken before experimental teaching has started demonstrates that both
groups: experimental and control group has approximately the same percentage of correct answers (control
group gained 18% of correct answers, whereas experimental group gained 16 % of correct answers). So, we
concluded that two groups had equal level vocabulary mastery before starting the experiment. This results
indicate that majority of students are not familiar with the words presented in the vocabulary knowledge test
which served as a pre-test in our research (Fig. 3).

100
80
60
B Experimental GRaup
40
16 18 m Congrol@Foup
20
0 - \
Correct answers Wrong answers

Figure 3. Analysis of pre-test (Vocabulary knowledge @ S)

According to the results and learning outcomes in the post-test pre in Figure 4 lexical semantic
models had a positive effect on vocabulary mastery and aide® p lexical skills and vocabulary ex-
pansion of students in the experimental group significantly. In“@kder to evaluate the effect of experiment
based on using lexical semantic models in the post-test multiple choice questions aiming to
identify a number of various lexical skills.

Overall, post-test (Fig. 4) results showed imental group acquired new foreign vocabulary
more systematically and effectively compared wi e control group which gained lower percentage of vo-
cabulary acquisition and expansion. In post-test, afte eatment students of both groups demonstrated the
following results:

e knowledge and usage of appropwiatéstopic-related vocabulary in the context (experimental

group 86%, control group 5
e vocabulary knowledge tal group 91%, control group 62%).

100

HCG
mEG

Frequency of using precise Vocabulary knowledge
new topic-related vocabulary

Figure 4. The analysis of the post-test result

After gaining post-test result we collected summative assessment test results which included on not on-
ly vocabulary tasks, but also four assignments for testing perceptive and productive skills such as listening,
reading, writing and speaking. The summative test included 24 questions overall, 6 questions testing each
skill. All tasks included the target vocabulary which has been learnt throughout 10 sessions.
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Table
Results of summative assessment for the unit of both groups.

Scores Control group Experimental group
20-24 3 7
15-19 9 8
Below 15 5 1

The results of the summative assessment for the unit demonstrated in Table 1 verified the hypothesis
that teaching foreign vocabulary based on lexical semantic models facilitate students vocabulary acquisition
and vocabulary enlargement, develops lexical skills, enhances significantly vocabulary mastery and has a
positive effect on students learning outcomes in all perceptive and productive skills and motivates them to
enlarge their vocabulary. Table 1 demonstrates overall scores of both groups and shows that mare students in

3 learners scored maximum score in a control group. About the same number of stude
19 in both groups. However, only one student from experimental group scored b
4 learners from a control group received a score below 15. This analysis verifies t that learning
vocabulary through lexical semantic models and fields enhances overall studenfs’

ate

g outcomes (Ta-
ble 1).

The results of the study indicated in the table and diagram above demo e students’ improve-
ment of experimental group was higher than control group. Post-test re hat students in the exper-
imental group after getting treatment by using lexical semantic mod better results in vocabulary
acquisition and improving lexical skills. Based on these results it caf be Concluded that lexical semantic
models were more effective to improve students’ vocabulary masger wordlists strategy.

Similar research has been done by T. Tinkham [5; 138 Nored which method of grouping words
laky acquiisition. Tinkham explains that when words

or sets” in which words share certain seman-
ace. On the contrary, when words are grouped

semantically or thematically is more effective for voc
are grouped semantically, they are called as “semantic
tic and synthetic similarities, e.g., eye, nose, m
thematically, they are termed “thematic clusters” i ords are grouped together on the basis of their
psychological associations and shared thematig concepts, e.g., frog, green, hop, pond, slippery [5; 138]. He
put forward a hypothesis that grouping ward tRematically in which words are grouped on the basis of their

psychological associations and shared t ncepts should facilitate learning and word mastery of stu-
dents. T. Tinkham conducted his st 48 university students acquired new vocabulary more easily
through thematically related setsthéan ically grouped words and English words comprising unassoci-
ated sets.

Similarly, T. Hippner-pa@e explored the effect of semantic and thematic word clustering on vocabulary

acquisition. However, the §ind his study demonstrated that both kinds of word groupings are effective
and beneficial for lea .
with connected lines: is end, the teacher can write the main idea on the board and ask students to brain-
storm about the readin ; the students can then put the words in circles which connect to the main idea.

A. Kaveh 151] concluded that semantic maps significantly enhance learners’ L2 vocabulary
learning.

Accor /A, Stahl [8] in reproductive types of speech activity, knowing only the meaning of a
word is not e ; it is also important how words are connected and collocate with each other. Zarei, A.A.

& Adami, S. admit that presenting new vocabulary in clusters or sets is effective, but excessive semantic and
syntactic similarities inhibit learning since they cause interference with each other and with previous words
in mind.

P. Saengpakdeejit [9] explains that as students use the English language inside and outside classrooms,
they still have problems in mastering vocabularies while acquiring them. According to Thuy (2013), the
guided semantic mapping also provides a situation for learners to organize words systematically and created
a semantic link between the words by the topics or by the ideas in the context. Semantic fields can also be
regarded as semantically simple dictionaries.

Lexical semantic exercises were applied as the most effective method to preventing lexical errors in oral
and written speech. Lexical semantic exercises are defined as exercises aimed at comprehending lexicologi-
cal concepts and forming lexical skills. These exercises can be classified in the following way:
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1) find the studied language phenomenon among words (in a phrase, sentence, text) based on a sampling
and without it;

2) select the examples illustrating studied phenomenon;

3) find errors in the use of lexical unit (in the context or in the text under the picture);

4) group particular lexical units according to themes, semantic fields;

5) determine the role of the word and analyze the lexical unit;

To achieve better results in mastering vocabulary skills it is recommended to use lexical semantic exer-
cises in combination.

The main advantage of using lexical semantic models is explained by the fact that they can be used at
any stage of the lesson. This means lexical semantic models can be used at the beginning of the lesson while
creating a foreign language speaking atmosphere, doing phonetic drills, speech exercises when introducing
memorizing new lexical units when teaching vocabulary based on a specific grammar material, or while as-
sessing and evaluating students’ skills on word knowledge. Another advantage of the lexical s
is that it can be adapted to any topic, age, and level of a student. Lexical semantic models gnable students to
be fully engaged in the learning process. It is recommended to use open questions that ¥égui
and tasks that require full answers. It was noticed that lexical semantic models encourage
vise and be creative, transform words, and make up their own sentences, texts, %&4
as

ntsito impro-
es, short stories.
Since the models clearly and visually demonstrate the use of words this can sti ents to do the right
word choice, use it accurately in their speech, overcome language barriers, a ocabulary skills. Ac-
cording to E. Rassaei concept mapping taught learners to concentrate o al topic, and elaborate the
central concept with the related concepts to form the semantic map. It i@s at the lack of vocabulary

knowledge demotivates students from learning a foreign language [10

. L 2
Conclusion

Lexical semantic models enable students to master lar; t of vocabulary, help to establish con-
nections between learnt words and phrases and retain long-term memory. Creating lexical semantic

models include several stages:
e Selecting a core concept and keyword for
e  Grouping words in nests according to catego

e Grouping vocabulary around keywordSiby word class or colloquial usage.
The findings of the present study ca plications for teachers and learners. For better word mas-

tery lexical semantic models should be#presenté@ with grammatical forms, in different contexts, and study
materials. During the teaching lear iss, the students became active and enthusiastic to use lexical
semantic models in written and ech activities. The results of the tests in the experimental group
which used lexical semantic shown better learning outcomes, vocabulary enlargement and word
mastery. The results have v@hat implementing visual and graphic lexical semantic models helped
learners deeper under§tand ho ds relate each other and how to group them according to thematic, para-
digmatic and syntagma ties. This type of learning vocabulary in a structured way helps students to
sed words more precisely. Although using lexical semantic models was proven
effective i students’ vocabulary acquisition, this strategy also has a drawback. The disad-
elies on the fact that it is more time-consuming compared to wordlist strategy, be-
cause teacher ds more time to explain the vocabulary by using lexical semantic models and draw lexical
semantic mo the boards. However, this obstacle does not cause a serious problem, because teachers
and students cah solve it by using interactive IT technology, power point slides and gadgets. Teachers may
also save their time by using lexical semantic models which were prepared at home in advance.

Cl
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I'.C. AxmeroBa, A.E. buxxkenosa, Karin Pittner
JlekCHKAJIBIK-CEeMAHTHKAJBIK MOJIeJIbjey Co31iK K
THIM/II MEHIepy KIHe KeHeHTy Kypajib e

ATaJMBIII 3epTTeY JIEKCUKAIIBIK-CEMaHTUKAIIBIK MOJIEIBICY CTYACHTTE, K CO3MiK KOPBIH MEHIe-
pyiHE KoHE OHBIH CO3MIiK KOPBIH KEHEHTyTe acepin 3eprreyre GaPbiT FBUILIBIH TUTIHIH CO3/ITIH MEH-
repy CTyZAEHTTep YIIH 6Te MaHBI3/bL, ajaiiia Kypaeni MinaeTTepaAigoipt, BIKTaH aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHIH OKBI-
TYIIBIIAPEIHBIH 0acThl MaKcaThl — CTYICHTTEPAIH CO3MIIK KO He caraibl MEHIepyIiH THIMAI KO-

napeiH Taby. Makanaga aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHIH CO3IK KOPBIH i Tepy YIIiH METTUIMIK JeKCHKAHBI OKBI-

MIep apKbUIBI OLTIM ayIIbUTapIbIH CO3IIK KOPHIH aiTapibIKTal
OaiibITa/bl, CO3NEPIIH 03apa > CIHYZI JKOHE OPTYPJIi KOHTEKCTEPAE CO3/IEP MEH CO3 TipKeCTepiH

IIYPBIC KOJITAHYIBI KAKCAPTa, epiH OeNceH i Co3/iK KOPBIH XKOHE OH-epiciH KeHelTeni. 3epTrey
HOTIDKECIHJIE JIEKCHKAI H BIK MOJENBJEDP JIEKCHKAIIBIK-CEMAHTHKAIIBIK JKaTTBHIFyJIapMeH Oipre
JKY3ere achIpblIFaH Ke3 I\ KOpABI Urepyre *aHe apTTHIPYFa OH dCep ETETIHJIr jKoHEe CTYJCHTTE] JIeK-

CUKaJIBIK-CCMAaHTUKANbIK TT JIapAbIH QpTYpJ'Ii TYp.]'ICpiH KoJIlaHa OTBIPBHIII, )KaHa JICKCUKaMCH aifHaJIbICa-
TBIHJBIFbI 12JI€C.

-CEMaHTUKAJBIK ©pic, MOJENbICY, IKCIIEPUMEHT, CO3JIK KOPBIH MEHIepY, CO3MIK KO-
rMaTHKa, CHHTarMaTHKa, JEKCUKAJIbIK JaF/IbuIap, IEKCHKAIBIK KY3bIPETTIIK.

Kinm cesoep:

I'.C. AxmeroBa, A.E. bixkenosa, Karin Pittner

JIeKCHKO-CeMaHTHYeCKOe MOACJIUPOBAHNE KAK CPeACTBO 3(P(PeKTUBHOIO OBJIAACHUS
U paclIdpeHHs CJIOBAPHOIO 3amaca

OBnajeHue CIOBapeM aHIIIMICKOTO s3bIKA SIBISICTCS ONHOM M3 BaKHBIX M CIOXKHBIX 337ad Ul CTYICHTOB,
MOATOMY TJIaBHas LeJb MPEOAaBaTeNeii aHIIUICKOTO A3bIKa — HAWTH Y PEKTHBHBIE CIIOCOOBI Oonee OBICT-
pOro M KauecTBEHHOTo ycBOeHHUs BokaOymsipa. Hacrosiias crtatest uccieayer 3¢ GeKT UCIONb30BaHUs JISKCH-
KO-CEMaHTHYECKHUX MOJIENiei B Ka4eCTBe albTePHATHBHOM cTpareruu 00y4eHHs: WHOCTPAHHOM JIEKCHKE ISt
CTPYKTYPHPOBAHHOTO OBJIAJICHUSI CIIOBApPHBIM 3amacoM. J[aHHOe HCCIe0BaHWE HAMPABICHO HA HM3ydYCHHE
BIIMSIHUS JIEKCHKO-CEMAaHTHYECKOTO MOJIEIMPOBAHMSI Ha PACIIMPEHHE CJIOBAPHOTO 3amaca y CTyIeHTOB. AB-
TOpaMH KCIIOJIb30BaHbI TAKHE METOJIbI, KaK SKCIIEPHMEHT, MOICIMPOBaHNe, HAOIIOCHHE U TeCTHPOBaHKe. B
HCCIIeIOBaHNH MPUHSIIA yYacTHe TPUALATh TPH CTYJCHTa YHHBEpcUTeTa. Bo BpeMst SKCriepuMeHTa CTYACHTHI
JKCTIEPUMEHTAIBHOM TPYIIITBI H3Yy4alld HOBBIE CJIOBA B IAPAAUTMATHUECKUX U CHHTArMaTHYECKHX OTHOLICHH-
SIX C TIOMOIIBI0 CEMAaHTHYECKOTO MOJCIUPOBAHNS, B TO BPEMs KaK CTYACHTBHI KOHTPOJIBHOW IPYIIBI HCIIOb-
30BaJIM CTPATETHIO M3y4YEHHs CJIOB C MOMOIIBIO CIIHCKOB CIIOB C IIEPEBOJAMH Ha POJHOMU sI3bIK. Pe3ynbraThl
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UCCIIeIOBaHMS TTOKA3alld, YTO M3yYEHUE MHOSA3BIYHBIX CJIOB C IOMOIIBIO JIEKCHKO-CEMAaHTHYECKOT'O MOJEIH-
poBaHus Oosee 3P(EKTUBHO IS CTYIEHTOB, M3YYAIOIMX AHIVIMHCKUH A3BIK KaK MHOCTPAHHBIN S3BIK, O-
CKOJIBKY 3TOT METOJ] CIIOCOOCTBYET JIy4IlleMy 3aIllOMHHAHHIO CJIOB, 3HAYUTENBHO 00OralaeT ciIoBapHbIH 3a-
1ac y4aluxcs 3a c4eT CHHOHHMOB U aHTOHHMMOB, YJIy4IllaeT IIOHMMaHHE B3aUMOCBSA3HU CJIOB U IPAaBUIIBHOTO
MIPUMEHEHUS CJIOB U CJIOBOCOYETaHUN B Pa3IMUYHBIX KOHTEKCTAaX, PACIIUPSET aKTHBHBIA CIOBapHBIN 3amac
CTYAEHTOB U KpYyro3op CTyAEHTOB. Pe3ynbpTaTsl HCCIeJOBaHUS MOKA3aIM, YTO JEKCUKO-CEMAHTHYECKHE MO-
JIETIM TIOJIOKUTENBHO BIMAIOT HA YCBOGHUE M YBEINYEHHE CIOBApHOTO 3amaca, KOTa OHH Pealu3yloTcs BMe-
CT€ C JIEKCUKO-CEMAHTHYECKUMH YNPAXHEHUSIMU, U CTYASHTHI TIPAKTUKYIOT HOBYIO JIEKCHKY, UCTIONB3YsI pa3-
JIMYHBIE TUIBI JIEKCUKO-CEMAHTUYIECKHX YIIPAKHEHUH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: neKCMKO-CEMaHTUUECKOE T10JI€, MOJEIMPOBAHHE, SKCIEPUMEHT, YCBOSHHE CIIOBaps, pac-
IIMpEeHHe CIOBApHOTO 3amaca, MapagurMaTuka, CHHTarMaTHKa, JIEKCHUECKUE HaBBIKH, JIEKCHUECKash KOMIIe-
TEHLIUS.
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