OOTpYHTOBAHHX TEXHOJIOTiSIX (PI3MYHOTO BUXOBAHHS 3yMOBJIIOIOTH TOIIYKH
HOBHX (OopM (PI3MIHOTO BUXOBAHHA B €IHOCTI 3 COIIOKYJBTYPHOIO
IISIBHICTIO.

@di3pgHe BUXOBAHHA 3 aKIEHTOM Ha OCBITHIO CHPSMOBaHICTh
M ABUITY€E TYMaHICTHYHI W KyJNbTypOJOTIUHI HiHHOCTI (i3MYHOI KyIbTypH
CTYIICHTIB.

JI.B. CaBareeBa, ct. Buki. (X{VXT, Xapkis)
O.M. Tpim, nou. (XAVXT, Xapxis)
M.B. Konaparenko, Buxi. (XAVXT, Xapkis)

LEXICO-GRAMMATICAL HOMONYMY
IN THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE

Words identical in sound-form but different in meaning are
traditionally termed homonymous. Modermn English is exceptionally rich in
homonymous words and word-forms. It is held that languages where short
words abound have more homonyms than those where longer words are
prevalent. Therefore it is sometimes suggested that abundance of
homonyms in Modern English is to be accounted for by the monosyllabic
structure ofthe commonly used English words.

Not only words but other linguistic units may be homonymous.
Here, however, we are concerned with the homonymy ofwords and word-
forms only, so we shall not touch upon the problem of homonymous affixes
or homonymous phrases. When analyzing di fferent cases ofhomonymy we
find that some words are homonymous in all their forms, i.e. we observe
full homonymy of'the paradigms oftwo or more di fferent words as, e.g., in
seal -'a sea animal' and seal -'a design printed on paper by means of a
stamp'. The paradigm "seal, seal's, seals, seals' is identical for both of them
and gives no indication of whether it is seal or seal that we are analyzing. In
other cases, e.g. seal -'a sea animal' and (to) seal -'to close tightly, we see
that although some individual word-forms are homonymous, the whole of
the paradigm is not identical.

It is easily observed that only some of the word-forms (e.g. seal,
seals, etc.) are homonymous, whereas others (e.g. sealed, sealing) are not.
In such cases we cannot speak of homonymous words but only of
homonymy of individual word-forms or ofpartial homonymy. This is true
of a number of other cases, e.g. compare find [faind], found [faund], found
[faund] and found [faund], founded ['faundid], founded [faundid]; know
[nou], knows [nouz], knew [nju:], and no [nou]; nose [nouz], noses
[nouziz]; new [nju:] in which partial homonymy is observed.
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Consequently all cases ofhomonymy may be classified into full and
partial homonymy -i.e. homonymy of words and homonymy ofindividual
word-forms. Lexico-grammatical homonymy generally implies that the
homonyms in question belong to different parts of speech as the part-of-
speech meaning is a blend of the lexical and grammatical semantic
components. There may be cases however when lexico-grammatical
homonymy is observed within the same part of'speech as, e.g., in the verbs
(to) find [faind] and (to) found [faund], where homonymic word-forms:
found [faund]-Past Tense of (to) find and found [faund]-Present Tense of
(to) found differ both grammatically and lexically. Modern English
abounds in homonymic word-forms di ffering in grammatical meaning only.
In the paradigms of the majority of verbs the form of the Past Tense is
homonymous with the form of Participle II, e.g. asked [a:skt]-asked [a:skt];
in the paradigm of nouns we usually find homonymous forms of the
Possessive Case Singular and the Common Case Plural, e.g. brother's
['brathaz]-brothers ['brathaz]. It may be easily observed that grammatical
homonymy is the homonymy of di ferent word-forms ofone and the same
word. The two classifications: full and partial homonymy and lexical,
lexico-grammatical and grammatical homonymy are not mutually
exclusive. All homonyms may be described on the basis of the two criteria-
homonymy ofall forms ofthe word or only some ofthe word-forms and the
type of meaning in which homonymous words or word-forms difer. So we
speak of full lexical homonymy of seah n and seal n, of partial lexical
homonymy oflie v and lie v, and ofpartial lexico-grammatical homonymy
of seal n and seal v.

It should be pointed out that in the classification discussed above
one of the groups, namely lexico-grammatical homonymy, is not
homogeneous. ' This can be seen by analysing the relationship between two
pairs of lexico-grammatical homonyms, e.g 1. seal n-'a sea animal'-seal v-
'to close tightly as with a seal'; 2. seal n-'a piece of wax, lead'-seal v-'to
close tightly as with a seal'. We can see that seal » and seal v actually differ
in both grammatical and lexical meanings. We cannot establish any
semantic connection between the meaning "a sea animal" and "to close
tightly". The lexical meanings of seal n and seal v are apprehended by
speakers as closely related for both the noun and the verb denote something
connected with "a piece of wax, lead, etc., a stamp by means of which a
design is printed on paper and paper envelopes are tightly closed".
Consequently the pair seal n-seal v does not answer the description of
homonyms as words or word-forms that sound alike but differ in lexical
meaning. This is true of a number of other cases of lexico-grammatical
homonymy, e.g. work n-(to) work v; paper n-(to) paper v; love n-(to)
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love v and so on. As a matter of fact all homonyms arising from conversion
have related meanings.

Moreover in the synchronic analysis ofpolysemantic words we offen
find meanings that cannot be related in any way, as, e.g., the meanings of
the word case discussed above. Thus the semantic criterion proves not only
untenable in theory but also rather vague and because ofthis impossible in
practice as it cannot be used in discriminating between several meanings of
one word and the meanings of two different words.

JI.B. CaBareeBa, ct. BuKIL (X[VXT, Xapkis)
O.M. Tpiwm, nou. (X[VXT, Xapxis)
M.B. Konjaparenko, Buki. (X[VXT, Xapkis)

3ACTOCYBAHHS IHOOPMALIMHUX TEXHOJIOT'TI
Y BUILIUX HABYAJIbHUX 3AKJATAX

OcraHHIMH POKaMH¥ BCE YacTillle 10 CTAa€ MM TAHHS 1IPO 3aCTOCYB aHHS
HOBHX 1H(Op Malli HHUX TeX HOJIOTiH Y BUIMX HABUANBHUX 3aKianax. Lle He
TITBKU HOB1 TexXHiIWHI 3acobu, aie i HOBI (opmMH 1 METOAM BUKJIATaHHS,
HOBHMH TiJIXiA J0 Tmpoliecy HaByaHHA. (OCHOBHOK METOK HaBYaHHSI
iHO3eMHUM MOBaM € (OPMyBaHHS 1 PO3BUTOK KOMYHIKaTUBHOI KyJIbTypH
IIKOJIAPiB, HABYAHHS TP aKTHIHOMY OBOJIOIIHHIO iHO3EMHOIO MOBOIO i3
3aCTO CyBaHHSIM HOBITHIX KOMII FOTEpHUX TexHoJoriid. CydacHi meaaroriusi
TEXHOJIOTII TaKi, SK HAaBYAHHS B CHIBPOOITHMITBI, MPOCKTHA METOJMKA,
BUKOPHCT@HHS HOBHX iH(OpMauifiHMX ~TexHOJOriH, IHTepHer-pecypciB
JOTIOMAr aro Th pean13yBam 0COOVICTI CHO-Opi€ HTOBaHUI MiJX1X y HaBYAHHI,
3abesnedyloTh  iHAMBiAyamisawiro i AudepeHUialilo  HaBYaHHA 3
ypaxyBaHHSAM 37110HOCTEH C’I’y,HCHTlB ix plBHSI HAaBYEHOCTI, CXWIbHOCTEH.

OcHoBa MacoBol KOMIT'IOTepu3anii OcBiTH, 6e3yMOBHO, 3B's3aHa 3
THM, IO CyYacHUH KOMITIOTep SBIIsIE cO00I0 edek TMBHU A 3aci0 onTumMizarii
YMOB pO3yMOBOI mpaili B3araii, y Oynb-sikoMy ii npossi.

BuBuaioun  iHO3eMHY MOBY 3a [OHOMOIOI0 KOMII'IOTEPA MOKHA
BUPILIyBATH LITMA s/ AMAAKTHY HUX 3a1a4: pOpMyBaTH HABUMKH H yMiHHS
YHUTaHHS, BHUKOPHCTOBYIOY U Marepi anu 100 b HOT Mep exi;
YIOCKOHAITIOBAaTH yMIHHS TMCHMOBOi MOBH IIKOJISIPIB; TIOTNIOBHIOBATH
CIIOBHUKOBUH 3amac Y4YHIB; ()OPMYBAaTH B IIKOJSPIB CTIHKy MOTHBAINO IO
BHUBYEHHS aHIJIHChKOI MOBH.

Teopernune OOrpyHTYBaHHA 1 pO3poOKa MEAAroriyHUX yMOB, IO
3a0e31euyI0Th BHKOPHCTaHHS HOBUX iH(opMaliiiHux TtexHonoriii y BH3
yepe3 TIOCWICHHS MOTHBIB BHUBYEHHS mpegmera "lHozemMHa MoBa'".
Iadopmartiiiai Tex HOJOTii CIPHUATOTH TiABUIIIEHH IO MOTHBAIli BUBYeHHs IM
W YIOCKOH&TIOBaHHIO 3HaHb 1 KYJBTYpH CTYJEHTIB, 1 3a TIEBHUX YMOB
MOXYTh OyTH e()eK THBHO BUKOPHCTaHI B HABYAILHOMY TIPOI[ECi.
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