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Lexicographic tools for describing substandard lexical systems of the contrasted
languages

The study explores challenges in describing non-standard lexical items within the lexicographic frameworks
of different languages. The relevance of the study stems from the absence of a unified methodology for the
description of non-standard vocabulary in modern lexicography. It is shown that the traditional lexicographic
approaches often fail to reflect the full semantic, pragmatic, and sociolinguistic specificity of substandard
lexemes. The paper justifies the need for a dedicated lexicographic instrument tailored to substandard vocabu-
lary. An overview of current lexicographic strategies in both English and Russian traditions is presented using
the examples of E. Partridge’s dictionary and S. Vakhitov’s Dictionary of Ufa Slang. Special focus is placed
on microstructural elements of dictionary entries, including various types of grammatical, stylistic, and socio-
linguistic annotations and the concept of the Lexicographic Method (LGM) as a basis for the semantic-
pragmatic analysis of substandard vocabulary. Drawing on the research findings, the authors advocate for a
sociolexicographic approach aimed at developing a lexicographic portrait of a word. The resulting portrait in-
tegrates multiple linguistic dimensions such as phonetics, grammar, semantics, derivation, etymology, and
contextual usage. The integration of these parameters makes it possible to adequately capture the linguistic
and extralinguistic characteristics of substandard units. It is demonstrated that only an integral and systema-
tized approach to lexicographic description allows for the accurate and context-sensitive representation of
substandard vocabulary. The article proves that substandard lexicon, due to its dynamic, expressive, and so-
cially marked nature, requires a distinct and more flexible lexicographic methodology. Thus, the article con-
tributes to the development of contrastive and sociolexicographic theory by formulating a set of principles for
dictionary compilation that meet the demands of both academic research and practical lexicography. The pro-
posed approach offers a foundation for future lexicographic projects aimed at the comprehensive and cultural-
ly aware representation of non-standard language elements in bilingual and monolingual dictionaries. The re-
sults of the study can be applied in the design of specialized dictionaries and in broader linguistic research in-
volving substandard varieties.
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Introduction

The problem of identifying and describing the lexicographic tools necessary for the sociolexicographic
description of substandard lexemes in dictionaries has not yet been solved. This is due to the fact that so far
“the obvious developments in the lexicographic description of such non-standard linguistic units, as well as
in the tools used their lexicography have not been generalised” [1; 168].

The analysis of the lexicographic tools used in the description of explanatory dictionaries of the literary
language and in the lexicographic tools of the dictionaries of the standard and substandard do not coincide,
because the stylistically reduced lexicon differs “in its connotation and stylistic marking from the literary
vocabulary, socio-ethnocultural factors play a significant role in the substandard varieties of a given lan-
guage.” In other words, a simple lexeme may carry a range of linguistic and sociolinguistic features that are
largely absent from standard literary language, and therefore require a specialized lexicographic approach for
this accurate representation in dictionaries [2].

According to M.E. Gavar, the lexicographic method, understood as a set techniques and procedures that
allow systematizing and fixing language material, belongs to the lexical tools to fix such words in the dic-
tionary. The lexicographic method uses such techniques of fixing vocabulary units as mapping, fixing the
system of notes. The lexicographic method (hereinafter — LGM) was considered in the works of
O.l. Blinova [3], I.V. Serebrennikov [4], V.l. Kodukhov [5], LV.Arnold [6], B.N.Golovin [7],
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Z.K. Tarlanov [8] and other researchers. Let us summarise the features of the lexicographic method indicated
in the studies of scientists.

M.E. Gavar outlines the following defining features of lexicographic method: a) it is founded on a spe-
cific linguistic level, which serves as the basis for analysis; b) the method is characterized by its university
and broad applicability; c) its primary object of study is the word and its meaning; d) it employs multiple
approach to the analysis of language; e) it allows for the detailed delineation of various aspects of the lin-
guistic phenomena under investigation; f) LGM uses such techniques of collecting and cataloguing material
as the technique of interpretation, techniques of component, contextual analysis, the technique of introspec-
tion, etc. Special techniques of LGM “include: mapping, lexicography (compilation of dictionary entries),
definition, modelling, techniques of lexicographic parametrization of units”; to the presence of original re-
search methodology [9; 11-17].

The general methodology of lexicography, according to V.V. Dubichinskiy. Dubichinskiy proposes a
structured approach to the process of dictionary compilation, identifying the following key stages:1) the de-
velopment of a dictionary project, which includes determining the dictionary’s type, genre, and target audi-
ence; 2) the formation of an authorial team; 3) the creation of a card index or digital database; 4) the selec-
tion and systematization of lexical material in accordance with the dictionary’s goals and objectives; 5) the
development of the conceptual framework for the structure of dictionary entries; 6) the lexicographic analy-
sis and interpretation of lexical units; 7) the final preparation of the dictionary manuscript for publication;
[10; 24-30].

To the lexicographic toolkit he refers lexical parameter, considered as “a way of lexicographic interpre-
tation of this or that structural element” [11].

The researcher considers the microstructure of the dictionary as the main parameter of lexicographic
description and refers to “the problems of dictionary article construction. This includes the issues of format,
volume, composition of the dictionary article, presentation of various kinds of information about the linguis-
tic unit described in the dictionary (etymological, encyclopaedic, semantic, grammatical, word-formation,
stylistic, illustrative, etc. information)” [11, p. 34].

Materials and methods

The present study employs a qualitative theoretical approach based on the analysis of lexicographic and
sociolexicographic frameworks applied to the description of substandard vocabulary in contrasted languages,
particularly English and Russian. The primary materials for the research include existing monolingual and
explanatory dictionaries of substandard and non-standard lexical units, such as E. Partridge’s Dictionary of
Slang and Unconventional English and S. Vakhitov’s Dictionary of Ufa Slang, as well as theoretical works
by leading scholars in the fields of lexicography and linguistics semantics (e.g., M.E. Gavar,
G.V. Ryabichkina, V.V. Dubichinskiy, Y.D. Apresyan).

The methodological framework of the study is grounded in:

— lexicographic analysis — including examination of dictionary microstructures, macrostructures, and
semantic labeling systems used to classify substandard lexemes;

— comparative method — contrasting English and Russian lexicographic practices in relation to non-
standard lexical systems;

— descriptive and structural methods — focusing on the representation of substandard lexical units in
dictionary entries, including their phonetic, grammatical, semantic, etymological, and stylistic characteris-
tics;

— componental and contextual analysis — used to identify key features of the meaning use, and func-
tion of substandard lexemes in real communicative contexts;

— sociolexicographic method — addressing the social, demographic, and territorial markers associated
with substandard vocabulary and its lexicographic representation;

— modeling and parametrization techniques — employed to define lexicographic portraits and types of
substandard lexical units.

In line with the integral lexicographic approach advocated by Gavar, Ryabichkina, and Dubichinskiy,
the research also involves the development of a lexicographic toolkit that includes grammatical, stylistic,
sociolinguistic, and derivational labels, aimed at providing a comprehensive, semantically nuanced diction-
ary entry for each substandard unit.

This multidimensional methodology ensures that substandard vocabulary is not only accurately record-
ed but also systematically analyzed in terms of its linguistic, cultural, and social specificity.
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Results and discussion

In the microstructure of the dictionary the main place is occupied by the dictionary entry, which is un-
derstood as “the main structural unit of the dictionary, consisting of the heading unit and its description”,
includes: the heading units; its phonetic characteristics; its grammatical characteristic; semantisation of the
heading unit (interpretation, definition, translation equivalent, etc.); combination characteristic of the heading
unit; word-formation possibilities of the heading unit; etymological references; illustrative parameters; lexi-
cographic notes; references; semantisation of the heading unit (interpretation, definition, translation equiva-
lent, etc.); combination characteristic of the heading unit; word-formation possibilities of the heading unit;
etymological references; illustrative parameters; lexicographic notes; references, notes [12].

Comp. the vocabulary entry of the vocabulary vokabula mrumensnoii (shrewd) -aya, -oe, -len, lin, Ino.
One who sees danger, trouble in everything; distrustful, morbidly suspicious. This was an extremely resent-
ful, imaginative doctor, to whom it always seemed that he was not believed, that he was not recognized and
not sufficiently respected. Chekhov. Three years [13].

According to G.V. Ryabichkina, the peculiarities of lexicographic portraits of literary language diction-
aries and dictionaries of substandard lexicon should be taken into account. Such substandard dictionaries
should “take into account all specific, as well as general linguistic characteristics of substandard lexical
units” [12, p. 147].

To the lexicographic tools used in the registration of substandard units, the scientist refers to
wordmarks. The term “vocabulary marks” as a lexicographic toolkit has been recently introduced into lexi-
cographic practice. “At the same time, the developing labeling systems essential for socio-lexicography of
substandard vocabulary — including dictionary labels, content specification, and their representation within
dictionary entries of a major national language — is one of the key objectives in the theory of social lexicog-
raphy.”

0.S. Akhmanova’s dictionary characteristics the term marking as “a lexicographic method based on the
use of a standardized system of abbreviations, which enables the expansion of the scope and diversity of in-
formation about the included lexical units without substantially increasing the overall volume of the diction-
ary” [14].

The “linguistic Encyclopaedic Dictionary” (1990) provides a more precise idea understanding of the
function of lexicographic labels, noting that they indicate the stylistic level of a word (e.g., informal, collo-
quial, poetic, literary), its expressive connotation (e.g., humorous, vulgar), frequency of usage (e.g., rare,
common), domain or professional field of application (e.g., technical, medical, military), as well as certain
semantic features (e.g., figurative use.), relation to the core of the modern language (e.g., oral, neol.) [15].

It should be emphasized that this article follows G.V. Ryabichkina’s understanding of a dictionary entry
as “a lexicographic index, primarily conveyed through abbreviated verbal or symbolic forms. This index
serves to supplement and elucidate the morphological, syntactic, ethno-cultural and sociolinguistic (including
areal-territorial, socio-demographic, and professional-corporate) dimensions of the lexical unit — features
that are not fully revealed by other components of the dictionary entry, such as the definition, derivational
references, illustrative examples, or the documentation of the material within the dictionary” [12].

The famous dictionary of E. Partridge uses the largest number of lexicographic tools of dictionary la-
bels as: 1) grammatical; 2) stylistic; 3) sociolinguistic; 4) derivatological.

But some of the listed labels have additional private labels, such as sociolinguistic labels, which include
such sociolinguistic private markers:

1) Areal markers (British range index, index of adaptation into British range from another range-
markers: accepted in England, adopted anglicized); American range index (markers: orig. U.S.), Canadian
range index (marker: Canadian); Indian range index (marker: Anglo-Indian); Australian range (marker: Aus-
tralian); Tasmanian range index (marker: Tasmanian). S), Canadian range index (note: Canadian); Indian
range index (note: Anglo-Indian); Australian range (note: Australian); Tasmanian range (note: Tasmanian);
New Zealand range (note: New Zealand); South African range (note: South African); Scottish range (note:
Scottish); Irish range (note: Anglo-Irish);

2) Geo-electro-geographical labels: indexes of territorial regiolects (e.g. the Cape Colony label, mark-
ing usage specific to the Cape Colony regiolect); indexes of territorial dialects (e.g., the Air shine label, de-
noting a slang or dialectal expression originating from Ayshire in Scotland);

42 BecTHuK KaparaHguHckoro yHuBepcuTeTa



Lexicographic tools for describing...

3) Temporal notes: indicators of the period of functioning in terms of one or several centuries (notes: C.
14, 15, C. 16, 17, C. 18, 19, C. 20, where C. — century; indications of the period of operation in terms of
parts of one or more centuries (notations: C. 14 et seq.; notation C. 16 et seq.);

4) Historical markers: indicators of the period during which a lexical unit in use, based on non-military
historical contexts (e.g., the Restoration period marker, referring to the years 1660-1688; as well as markers
referencing specific historical events (e.g., the Irish Wars marker, denoting the periods 1641-52 and 1689-
91);

5) Socio-class markers: pointers of social stratification reflected in language use. These include markers
denoting the speech of the upper classes, such as Society [s] (where s indicates slang specific to upper classes
usage); pointers representing the language of the middle class, such as middle-class (referring to lexical
items characteristic of middle-class speech); and pointers identifying vocabulary associated with the lower
social classes;

6) Socio-professional labels: indexes of civilian socio-professional lexicons, e.g.: label aviation s.
(s.=slang) (aviation lexicon or GVF lexicon=civilian air fleet);

7) Socio-corporate labels: indexes of civil socio-corporate lexicons, e.g.: label, beatniks (lexicon of
beatnik subcultures);

8) Professional-corporate labels: indexes of civilian professional-corporate lexicons, e.g.: commercial
travelling label;

9) Socio-demographic markers: gender markers, for example: marker women’s (women’s slang);
marker feminine (feminine slang); age markers, for example: marker children’s (children’s slang); markers
juvenile, teenagers’ (teenage slang).

As we can see, E. Partridge’s dictionary regularly uses a system of basic and complementary sociolin-
guistic labels, which allows systematizing all linguistic and sociolinguistic information. The main labels are
linguistic (grammatical, stylistic, derivatological).

In English substandard dictionaries, stylistic marks are also differentiated. In English substandard ex-
planatory dictionaries 35 stylistic private functional-stylistic notes are distinguished:

1) functional-stylistic labels: a) stratified socio-stylistic labels: (1) “coll. [colloquial] [standard Eng-
lish]”; (2) “coll. Verging on S.E. [standard English]”; (3) “coll. [colloquial]”, (4) “low, (5) low. S. coll. [col-
loquial]”, (6) “(low) coll. Vergina on s. [slang], (7) “s. [slang]”, (8) “low. S. [slang]”, (9) “verging on j. [jar-
gon] 7, (10) “j.[jargon], (11) “low coll./s.los-s. verging”. On c. [cant]”, (12) “c. [cant]”, (13) “vulgarism”; 0)
historian-stylistic notes: (14) “very slightly ob. [obsolescent]”, (15) “very ob. Obsolescent]”, (16) “rather ob.
[obsolescent]”, (17) “ob. [obsolescent]”, (18) very ob. [obsolescent]”, (19) extremely ob. [obsolescent]”, (20)
“obsolete”, (21) “virtually [obsolete], (22) historical, (23) archaism,;

2) ethico-stylistic labels: (24) joc. [jocular], (25) jocularly, (26) jocularity, (27) semi-joc, (28) ironic,
(29) familiar, (30) familiarity, (31) derisively, (32) derog. [derogatory], (33) abusive [2, 33].

Russian substandard dictionaries use 11 stylistic labels. Functional-stylistic marks and their private
stratification varieties: 1) jrr. [jargonized colloquial speech]; 2) ethical-stylistic labels: (2) diminutive. [di-
minutive], (3) respect. [respectful], (4) approve. [approving], (5) jokingly-approving. [jokingly-approving],
(6) profane-joking. [profanity-joking], (7) contempt. [contemptuous], (8) rude. [rude], (9) uncensored. [pro-
fane].

Vocabulary definition in dictionaries of substandard lexicon also belongs to the most important tools of
lexicography. For a complete and adequate description of the semantics of lexical units it is necessary to de-
velop “the issues of classification, the order of defining meanings in a dictionary entry, the establishment of
semantic of vocabulary and the identification of the dynamics of the development of the language vocabu-
lary, as well as the issues of lexicographic interpretation of polysemous words, including the “identification”
of an ambiguous word, discretization and classification of the identified meanings and connotations, the dic-
tionary design of the content of a polysemous word” [15]. Semantic label “definition” implies, first of all,
observance of the following requirements to the semantisation of a word: the first requirement is “the princi-
ple of non-autologousness, which stipulates that the interpreted meaning must be defined using simpler
meanings, ultimately reducible to a limited set of elementary, indefinable semantic units — referred to as
“words of the semantic metalanguage” [16]; the second requirement concerns necessity and sufficiency: all
lexical meanings associated with a given linguistic unit must be described comprehensively and exhaustive-
ly; the third requirement is that of stepwiseness, whereby the interpreted unit must be represented through
progressively larger semantic blocks, reflecting a structured and hierarchical approach to semantic analysis.
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Therefore, an acceptable toolkit for lexicographic analysis of a word is a systematic integral approach to
word analysis. Integral description of a word implies a cumulative semantic-pragmatic description of the
word, the main technique of such a description is analytical interpretation, which is carried out by means of a
special meta-language, as well as by using such tools as lexicographic type and lexicographic portrait. A lex-
icographic type is “understood as a group of lexemes that share at least one common feature — whether se-
mantic, pragmatic, communicative, combinatory, morphological, prosodic, or otherwise — and are therefore
subject to the same principles of linguistic description [17; 267-284]. In his work, Y.D. Apresyan character-
izes a lexicographic type “as a class of lexemes possessing identical linguistic properties, which, as a result,
necessitates a consistent and unified approach to their dictionary treatment. Both the description of a lexico-
graphic type and that of an individual lexeme rely on the same categories of lexicographic information.
When moving from a lexeme to a lexicographic type,” writes the researcher, “it is not so much the set of fea-
tures that changes as the set of description” [18; 33-75].

Lexicographic portraiture of a word implies its integral description, i.e. focusing on the full semantic-
pragmatic representation of the word: on the characterization of communicative-posodic, combinative, syn-
tactic, morphological and stylistic properties of the linguistic unit with other meanings in the dictionary
(synonyms, antonyms, conversations and some types of derivatives.

For the sociolinguistic portrait of a substandard unit, it seems necessary to apply the following tools,
namely: 1) sociolexicographic method, within the framework of which work is carried out to identify the
type of dictionary (explanatory dictionary of substandard units); 2) development of the draft article; 3) de-
termination of the parameters of the dictionary article (microstructure or macrostructure); 4) determination of
the components of the microstructure, which includes: a) the heading unit; b) the descriptive part. This part
gives phonetic, grammatical, semantic, combinatory, word-formation characteristics of the heading unit, et-
ymological references and illustrations.

According to G.V. Ryabichkina, the microstructure of a dictionary entry is not characterized by parame-
ters, but by the following tools — word marks. The number of word marks can vary depending on the type
of dictionary and the nature of its linguistic representation, for example, E. Partridge’s dictionary uses four
main ones (grammatical, stylistic, sociolinguistic, derivatological marks).

Among them, sociolinguistic labels include private labels (areal, geolect-geographical, temporal, histor-
ical, socio-corporate, socio-demographic). Stylistic labels also include private labels (35 labels).

This dictionary does not focus on such a vocabulary marking as semantic marking, but in E. Partridge’s
dictionary headwords — vocabularies — are nevertheless semantised, through the use of three “main aspects
of revealing the meanings of headwords or collocations, namely: 1) filiation — the membership pf the vo-
cabulary into discrete meanings; 2) the determination of these meanings through definitions: 3) additional
semantisation: clarification of the established meanings in their usage plans through (a) certain pointers and
markers and (b) illustrative examples; showing the modes of formation in aspects of structure and sources of
borrowing through a derivatological reference.

In many explanatory substandard dictionaries of the Russian language the semantic note is not high-
lighted either, although the headword is semanticised thanks to the definition of the word, selection of syno-
nyms and illustrations. In these dictionaries, the lexicographic portrait of a word as its integral description is
not compiled. In the dictionary of S. Vakhitov’s Dictionary of Ufa Slang does not give a full integral descrip-
tion of a substandard unit, for example: FUFLYZHNIK, -a, m. — the same as fuflo. In response, Zorkin
swore and shouted: “Get out! You’re sticking up for a fuflyzhnik? Are you like that yourself?”” Versiya,
2000, No. 9. A derivative of fuflyga. Dahl’s fuflyga, fuflyzhka, pimple, fursak, dutik — an unsightly, small-
sized person” (Dahl IV: 540). Mikhelson has fuflyga — a blowing moth (Mikhelson 1: 625) [19].

Thus, for a complete integral description of a substandard unit, it is necessary to consider all its main
and additional private labels, as well as to focus on lexicographic portraiture and lexicographic type of a sub-
standard linguistic unit, using as large a set of tools of sociolexicographic analysis as possible.

Conclusion

The study demonstrates that the lexicographic description of substandard vocabulary in contrasted lan-
guages requires a specialized and comprehensive methodological approach. Unlike standard lexemes, sub-
standard units possess a complex set of linguistic, stylistic, sociolinguistic, and pragmatic features that de-
mand an expanded lexicographic toolkit. Based on the analyses of existing English and Russian substandard
dictionaries — particularly the works of E. Partridge [20] and S. Vakhitov— the article highlights the im-
portance of integrating grammatical, stylistic, sociolinguistic, and derivational labels, as well as utilizing
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methods of lexicographic portraiture and lexicographic typology. The development of dictionary entries for
substandard lexemes must include detailed microstructural components such as phonetic, grammatical, se-
mantic, combinatorial, and etymological information, alongside illustrative examples. The findings affirm
that only a systematic, sociolexicographic, and integral approach can ensure the accurate representation and
semantic-pragmatic interpretation of substandard lexical units in modern lexicographic practice.
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M.K. Tynerenona, K.H. XKynicosa, H.K. Xan, b.K. Aa36aeBa

Kapama-kapcsl Tisigepaeri 0eifoen JeKCHKAJBIK KyleJepli CHIATTayFa apHaJIFaH
JeKcuKorpagusiJibIK Kypajaaap

3eprTeyae OpTypii TimepAeri JeKCHKOrpadHsUIBIK JSCTYpiep aschiHIa OeiicTaHOapTThl JIGKCHKaHBI
CHUIIATTay[blH KWBIHABIKTApHl KapacTBHIPBUIAABL.  3epTTEYHiH ©3€KTUIri Kasipri JieKcukorpadusga
OeiicTaHAapTTBl JIGKCHKAaHBl CHUMATTayFa apHaIFaH OipblHFall oJicTeMeniK TocUIgiH OoIMaybIMeH
TyciHmipitemi. JlocTypmi JeKCHKOTpausibIK dicTep CyOCTaHTApTTHI JeKCeMallapAblH CEMaHTHKABIK,
HparMaTHKAJIBIK JKOHE COLMOJMHIBUCTHKAIIBIK EPEKIISNIKTEpiH TOJBIK Kesiemzae OeifHeneil aiMaiTbIHbI
kepcetinred. COHABIKTaH OeficTaHIapTTHI JIGKCUKAHbI CUIIATTayFa OeHiMIenreH apHalibl JTEeKCHKOTPA(HSIIBIK
KYPaJIIbIH KaXKETTIr JoenaeH/1i. AFbUILIBIH XKHE OPBIC TUIIIK JoCTYpIIepiHAeri Ka3ipri JeKCHKOrpadusIIbIK
cTparerusuiapra miony jxacanael. Meican peringe D. IMaprpumxain cesniri men C. BaxutoBthiH «Yda
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CIICHTIHIH CO3iri» ajblHFaH. Epekiie Hazap co3[iK MaKajlaHbIH MHKPOCTPYKTYPAJbIK JJIEMEHTTEpiHe
aymapblIafbl, COHBIH IIIHIE I'paMMAaTHKAaJbIK, CTIJIMCTHKAJIBIK >KOHE COLMOJIMHIBHCTUKAIBIK OeNTiIepIin
SpPTYpIi TypJiepi, COHIal-aK cyOCTaHIapTTHl JEKCHKAHBl CeMAaHTHKAJIBIK-IIParMaTHKAJIBIK TYPFBIIA TalgayFa
Heri3 OonaThiH JeKcuKorpadusuiblk omic (JIO) yFbIMBI KapacThIpbUIFaH. AJIBIHFAH HOTWOKEJTEp Heri3iHae
aBTOpJIap CO3IIH JIEKCHKOTPAa(QHsUIBIK MOPTPETIiH XKacayFa OarbITTalFaH COLMOJICKCHKOTPa(UsUIBIK TOCUITIH
KaXeTTIriH Herizgelai. MyHmalf NOpPTpeT JMHTBUCTUKAIBIK IapaMeTpruepliH ((oHeTHka, rpaMMaTHKa,
CEeMaHTHKa, Ce3)acaM, OJTHMOJIOTHS JKOHE KOHTEKCTIK KOJJIaHbUTy) KEH asChlH Oipiktipenmi. by
napaMeTpiepiiH HMHTerpamusichl CyOCTaHAAapTTHl OIpJIKTEpHiH TUIAIK JKOHE OSKCTPATMHIBHCTHKAIBIK
CHIIATTApPBIH TOJIBIK opi [on OeiiHeneyre MyMKiHAIK Oepemi. 3epTrey OapbIChIHIA JEKCHKOTPA(HSIIBIK,
CHUITaTTayFa TYTac JKOHE JKyHenml Ke3kapac KaHa OeHCTaHAApTTHI JIEKCHKAaHBI HAKTHI opi KOHTEKCKe cai
KepceTyre MYMKIHIIK OepeTiHi aHbIKTaaael. Makanaga cyOCTaHZapTThl JIEKCUKOHHBIH TUHAMHUKAJIBIK,
IKCIIPECCUBTI JKOHE OJIEYMETTIK JKarblHaH OeNTiIeHreH TaOWFaThIHAa OaiIaHBICTBI MKEMAI opi apHaHbI
NEeKCUKOTpadHsIbIK  OMiCTeMEHIH KaxkeT ekeHi momenaeHni. Ocputajiia Makaga KOHTPACTHUBTI IKOHE
COIIMOJICKCHKOTPa(USAIBIK TEOPUSHBI JAMBITyFa YJEC KOCBIN, CO3/iK KYpacThIPYIbIH FHUIBIMH JKOHE
KOJITaHOAJIBI JIeKCHKOTrpadus TanantapslHa cail KeJIeTiH KaruaanapblH YCHIHANBL. ¥ CHIHBIIBII OTHIPFaH TACLI
OeliCTaHAapTTHl TULHIK 3JIEMEHTTepAl eKITUIIL KoHe OIpTIAl CO3AIKTepAe KaH-KaKThl opi MOACHHU TYpFblia
caHaibl Typne OeifHeneyre OarbITTayFaH OoJlallakK JISKCHKOrpadusuUIBIK KkoOamap yIIiH Heri3 Ooja anajisl.
3epTTey HOTIDKENEpiH apHaibl CO3IIKTEpHi 93ipieyle, COHIai-ak CyOCTaHOapTTHl TUIAIK (opMaiapabl
3EePTTEHTIH KEH ayKbIM/Ibl TMHIBUCTHKAIIBIK 3€PTTEYIEpAe KOJIaHyFa Gomnabl.

Kinm ce30ep. craHIapTTaH ThIC JICKCHUKA, JICKCHKOIPA(HAIBIK dJIiC, MUKPOKYPBUIBIM, COLHOJIEKCHKOrpadus,
CeMaHTH3aIHS.

M.K. Tynerenona, JK.H. XKynycosa, H.K. Xan, b.K. As30aeBa

Jlekcukorpadguyeckue cpeacTBa Ajsi ONUCAHUS CyOCTAHIAPTHBIX JIEKCHYECKHX
CHCTEM CONMOCTABJIAEMBIX SI3bIKOB

B nccnenoBanmm paccMaTpuBalOTCS TPYJHOCTH ONMCAHMS HECTAHAAPTHOW JEKCHKU B PaMKax JIEKCHKOTpa-
(uyecKkuX TpaauIMN Pa3IMYHBIX S3BIKOB. AKTYaJbHOCTH pabOTHI 00YCIIOBIEHA OTCYTCTBHEM CIMHOW METO-
JIOJIOTHH OTHCAaHUs HECTaHIapTHOM JIEKCHKH B COBPEMEHHOH Jtlekcukorpaduu. [TokasaHo, 4To TpaIUIIOHHBIE
JIEKCUKOTpaIeCKUe TTOIXO/bI 3a9acTyl0 HE OTPAXKAIOT B MOJTHON Mepe CEMaHTHIECKYIO, ParMaTHIECKyIO
U COLMOJIMHTBUCTHUECKYIO CrielM(HKY cyOcTanaapTHEIX exuHul. OGOCHOBBIBAETCSI HEOOXOJUMOCTh CO3/1a-
HUS CIIENUATH3UPOBAHHOTO JEKCHKOTPadHIECKOro HHCTPYMEHTApHs, aJalTHPOBAHHOTO JUIS ONMCAHUS CyO-
cTaHIapTHOH Jiekcuku. [IpencraBien 0030p COBPEMEHHBIX JIEKCHKOTPAQHIECKHX CTPATETruii B aHMIMHCKON U
pycCcKkoi Tpamunmsx Ha mpumepe cioBaps J. [laptpumka u «CroBapst ypumckoro cienray C. Baxurosa.
Oco6oe BHIMaHUE yAEISETCS MHKPOCTPYKTYPHBIM 3JIEMEHTaM CIIOBAapHOI CTaThH, BKIIFOYAs PA3NIUIHBIC TH-
MBI IPaMMaTHYECKUX, CTHIINCTUYECKUX M COLIMOJIMHIBUCTHYECKHX MOMET, a TaKKe KOHIIEMIINY JIEKCHKOTpa-
¢uaeckoro merona (JI'M) xak OCHOBBI [UISi CEMaHTHKO-TIParMaTHYECKOTO aHaM3a CyOCTaHIapTHOM JeKCH-
ku. Ha ocHOBe MOJyueHHBIX Pe3yJIbTaTOB aBTOPHI 0OOCHOBBIBAIOT HEOOXOANMOCTh COLMOJICKCHKOTpadude-
CKOTO MOAX0/1a, OPUEHTHPOBAHHOIO HA CO3J[aHHME JIEKCHKOrpaHYecKoro moprpera ciosa. Takoil moprper
MHTETPUPYET MHOXKECTBO JHMHIBHCTHIECKHX MapaMeTpoB, BKIOYas (DOHETHKY, TPAMMATHKY, CEMAaHTHKY,
CJI0BOOOpa3oBaHKe, STUMOJIOTHIO U KOHTEKCTyallbHOE yroTpebieHue. MHTerpanus 3TuX mapaMeTpoB HO3BO-
JSIeT aJeKBaTHO OTPA3WTh KaK JMHTBHCTHYECKHUE, TaK U SKCTPATMHIBHCTHYECKHE XapAKTEPHCTHKU cyOcTaH-
JapTHBIX equHUL. [Toka3aHo, YTO TONBKO IETOCTHBIM ¥ CUCTEMHBIH MOAXO0/ K JIeKCHKOTrpaduieckoMmy onuca-
HHIO 00€CTIeYnBaeT TOYHOE M KOHTEKCTYaIbHO PEJICBAHTHOE NPEACTAaBICHNE HECTaHAAPTHOH JeKcuku. B cTa-
ThE JIOKa3bIBACTCS, UTO CyOCTAaHAAPTHBIN JIEKCUKOH, 00JaIalomnii JTHHAMUYIHON, SKCTIPECCHBHOM M COIHAIB-
HO MapKHpOBaHHOI IPHPOIOH, TpeOyeT 0coboi, Oosee rOKOi JeKCHKOrpadUueckol MEeTOJ0IOTHH. TakuM
00pa3oM, CTaTbsl BHOCUT BKJIAJ B Pa3BUTHE KOHTPACTUBHOW M COIMOJIEKCHKOTpadHIECKON TeopuH, Gopmy-
JMPYs KOMIUIEKC ITPUHIIUIIOB CIIOBapHOH (UKCAIMH, COOTBETCTBYIONIHX 3aa4aM KaK aKaJeMHUYeCKHUX HCCiIe-
JIOBaHUH, TaK M MPUKIaTHON Jekcukorpaduu. [IpeamaraeMslii MOIX0x MOXKET CTaTh OCHOBOHM IS Oymymmx
JIEKCUKOTpa(HUIECKUX IPOSKTOB, HAIIPABICHHBIX HA BCECTOPOHHEE U KYJIBTYPHO OCO3HAHHOE NPEACTABICHNE
HECTAaHAAPTHBIX A3bIKOBBIX 3JIEMCHTOB B GHHMHFBaHbeIX U MOHOJIMHI'BAJIBHBIX CJIOBapsX. Pe3yanaT1>1 uc-
CJIeIOBAaHMS MOTYT OBITH MPUMEHEHBI IIPH CO3MaHHUM CIIEIMAI3UPOBAHHEIX CIOBapei, a Takke B OoJee mu-
POKHUX JIMHI'BUCTUYCCKUX UCCIICIOBAHUAX, 3aTparuBaroux Cy6CTaHjlapTHble SA3bIKOBBIC Pa3HOBHUIHOCTH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: cybcTanmapTHast JEKCHKa, JIEKCUKOTpadIECKHH METO, MUKPOCTPYKTYpPa, COIUOIEKCHKO-
rpadusi, CeMaHTH3AIHS.
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