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PE3IOME. Makonana TUHIBOMaJaHUSTITYHOCTHK THIIITYHOCITHKHIHT aJJOXHUIa MYCTaKWI coXacH cudarnaa Taxjiuima
TOPTWITaH. MaJaHusSTHA OWIMII Iy MAJAaHUSAT BaKWIMHUHT ¥3 MaJaHHUATATa KaHYAIWK SKAHJIATHHU KypcaTaju.
Mananust Oy MyaiisiH KAIITHIIAp TYpyXHIaH Mepoc OYIIM0 YTyBUH, yIapHHU aiilHaH OONIKa TYpyXJIard Bakuuiapaan hapkiad
TYpyBYH, MyaiisiH apTedakriapura sra XyJK MOACIUTApUHU ¥3 Wuura ojaav. MaJdaHuAT MIaKUIaHTaH €KW Mepoc YTraH
XYJK-aTBOpP MOJCIUIAPUHYU YAFYHIAIITHPHII OYIUO, yiap WHCOHIAPHUHT TYPYXJIAPUHU aHUKJIANIU, yIapHU OOIIKA TYPYX
€k mwiatnan Qapknadiam Ba Maxcyc apredaktinapna ¥3 udomacuHu Tomamd. Makomama xap OWp MaTaHUATHHHT
MaxOypmif  TaBcMpM Ba  YHHHT  paM3Mi  XYCyCHATH  MaBXyZ Ba Oy  XYCyCHATIApHH  YpPraHUMI
JIUHTBOMAJAHUSATIIYHOCIMKHUHT 3UMMACHIaIUp, AeTaH (GPUKP Wirapu CypHiIaiu.

PE3IOME.B nanHOil cTaThe aHaNM3UPYETCS JWUHTBOKYJIBTYPOJOTHS KaK OTIENbHAs CaMOCTOSTENbHAs 00JacTh
SI3BIKO3HAHMA. 3HaHWE KYJIbTYpHI TOKa3bIBaeT, HACKOJIBKO ONM30K TMPEICTABHTENb 3TOM KYIBTYPHI K CBOEH KyJIBTYype.
KynbTypa BKIIOYaeT MOJENM MOBEICHHS, YHACICIOBAHHBIC OT OINPEICICHHOW TPYIIbI JIIOJCH, OTIMYAIONNEC HX OT
MIPEACTAaBUTENICH NPYro TPYIIbl, ¢ ONpenesieHHbIMH apredakramu. Kynbprypa mpeactaBisier coO0d COBOKYITHOCTB
c(hOpMHUPOBABIIUXCS WM YHACIEIOBAHHBIX MOJENEH MOBEICHHS, ONPEACIIAIONINX TPYIIBI JIIOACH, OTIMYAIOIUX UX OT
JIPYTHX TPYIIN WIM HAalUH W BBIPAXAMIIUXCA B 0cOoObIX apredakrax. B crarhe mpenmonaracTcs, 4TO CYIIECTBYET
00s13aTeNbHOE OTIMCaHNe KaXIOW KYyJIBTYPHI M €€ CHMBOJIMIECKHX OCOOCHHOCTEH, a M3ydeHHE ITUX 0COOCHHOCTEH ABNsAeTCS
00513aHHOCTBIO IMHTBOKYJIBTYPOJIOTHH.

SUMMARY. This article analyses linguoculturology as a safgamdependent field of linguistics. Knowing atout
shows how close a representative of that cultute s own culture. Culture includes behaviordtgras inherited from a
certain group of people, which distinguish thenmfroepresentatives of another group, with certaiifaats. Culture is a
combination of formed or inherited patterns of babathat define groups of people, distinguish thieom other groups or
nations, and are expressed in special artifacts.article suggests that there is a mandatory gégariof each culture and
its symbolic features, and the study of these featis the responsibility of linguoculturology.

EFFECTIVN ESSOF USING INDUCTIV E AND DEDUCTIV E APPROACH
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Intr oduction. According b Bastone (2014), gammar is Materials and methods. The main aim of the present
multi-dimensional; it is a formal mechanism, a functional  study is b find the comparative effectivenessof deductive
systm from sigraling meanings, or a dyrmamic resource  and indwtive methodson the academic achievement of the
which both usrs and learners call on in different ways at  elementary school and uniwrsity stuents.

different times.The main goal of grammar teaching is b The objective is splitin b the following subebjectives:
enable learners toachieve linguistic competence; learners . To find the effect of both nodels on the stuctnts'
use grammar as atool or resource for comprehension, and  grammar academic achievement in shools.

creation of oral and writtetn disourse efficiently, To find the effect of both models on the us of the rules
effectively, and appropriately depending on the situation of grammar by the university stuants.

(Huang,2015). Many researchers are interested in comparing the

Teaching gammar plays acentral role in every English  effectiveness of deductive and indwtive methods in
foreign langwage (EFL) teacher's classibom and has keen  teaching EFL. Inthe present study, tle researcher mentioned
the focusof language teachers and learners for many years.  some of their studis that conduwcted at school level, while
Some people perceive it as essntial to teaching any foreign  others were conducted at university level.
langwage whereas others view it as an impediment to Studes related to School level
second language acquisition (SLA). Through hisempirical Aisha (2002) condwcted a study b investigate the
study, Ellis,2016) concluded that grammar teaching can  comparative effectiveness of teaching English gammar
help stuctntsenhance both their language proficienciesand  with the help of text book (deductive method) and by using
accuracy, facilitate the internalization of the syntctic group work activities (indwtive teaching nodel). The
systm of the second and foreign language, and supply tk  sample sizewas eighty (80) at the secondary and one
development of fluency. In addition, gmammar teachingcan hunded and twelve (112) at the elementary stage in
contribute to both acquired knowledge as well as learned  Pakistan. The duration of teaching was about one month
knowledge. with daily period of thirty-five minuts at each stge. The

experimental group at each shge was faught English
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grammar through goup work activities by using th in-
inductive teaching nodel whereas thecontrol group was
taught English gammar through txtbook using @ductive
method (traditional method). At the end ofthe treatment
period, relevant post-tests were adminisered to the stucknts
of both the groupsat each stge and were scored. The main
findings of the study were; the experimental and control
groups at both the elementary and scondary stage were
equivalent at the time of starting the experiment and the
teaching of English gammar through goup work activiti es
(inductive approach) played a positive role in improving the
academic achievement of the stuctnts studyingEnglish at
the elementary as well as the secondary stge.

Al- Emami (2005) carried out a study aimed at
comparing the effect of the inductive and ceductive ways of
teaching on learning relative clauses in English Language.
The sample of the study consistd of 160 <gientific and
literary male and female stucknts who were divided into
two groups, tke inductive and ceductive. This ample was
given a pre- test b find out if there was a sttistically
significant difference (a<0, 05) ketween the means of
stucknts’ achievement marks. After condwting the
experiment, a post- st was given to the stucknts in th
groups; esults indtated a statistically significant difference
(0<0, 05) letween stuants’ achievement on relative
clauses according o way of instruction, steam of study.
Concerning the first question of this study whih addresss
if there are any stistically significant differences (@<0, 05)
in the stucents™ achievement according b ways of
instruction, results slow a significant difference in favor of
the inductive way of teaching.

The sample of the study was randomly chosen from
EFL learners at universities and shools. They were divided
into four experimental groups. Tk first and scond goups
learn grammar at university level (deductive and indwtive
methods) by tk two instrwctors (sgcialized in
TEFL&curricula); the third and fourth goups karn
grammarby using indativeand ceductive methods in
schools by English tachers. Dumtion of teaching
university stuents isbout one month with weekly period
of five classs of an hour at each class, tventy lesons for
the two classs but duation of teaching shool stucents is
about one month with chily period of forty-five minuts at
elementary stage.

To achieve the aims of the study, tkre searcher design
the following Instrunents:

* A grammar achievement test for university
stuckntsf@s pre-post tst& postfest ) and a test for
elementary school stucknts @spre-post st & post-test )

* Inductive instrictional program based on the
syllabus of each level and deductive instrwctional program
based on the syllabusof each level.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION. For the purpose of the
study tw grammar achievement tests were usd. Forty-
item test were prepared for each level by the researcher to
cover the Grammar at university and shool levels. The
general purpose of these instrunents was o compare the
achievements of the four groupson the pre and post tests.

The testof both levels measures the studknts'ability to:

1- Recognize the rules oftenses.

2- Recognize subgct-verb agreement.

3- Make yes/ro questions.

4- Make WH questions.

5-Make or form regative form.

There scarcher desigred to table so specifi cations for
both tests (br university and shool stud:nts) that show the
distribution of questionsamong content and objectives.

This study vis conduwcted during tke second mester of
the academic year 2021 at university level and conducted
during tke 2nd smester of the academic year 2021 at
school level so it finished in Jur. The following
procedures were followed for the purpose of the study:
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1. Getting the approval of the selected uniwversities and
schools to conduet the study.

2. Drawing a sample of the study fom Uzkek schools
and uniersities.

3. Preparing the inductiveand ckductive programs
which were taught b the experimental group and ensuring
its validity.

4. Construeting the pre-/post-test and ensuring its
validity and rliability.

5. Two instrwctors (almost simikr in  respect of
educational  qualifi cations, age, training, teaching
eXperience at university level, socio-economic sttus) are
selected; one instrictor assigred to the 1 experimental and
one to the 2" experimental group.

6. Administating pre-test o the four groups of the
study b measure their grammar before applying the
programs.

7. Training the volunteer instructors and feachers in
implementing the programs by the researcher.

8. Conduwting the experiment and visiting tk
experimental groups egularly to help them overcome any
difficulties or problems that may appear during tte
implementation of the program,

9. Post-testing the groups b measur their grammar.

10.Analyzing the obtained dhata.

Firstly, to make sur that both groups are equivalent,
thepre-test ketween the two groupsof university sage was
compukd as stown in Table 1.

Table 1. Resultsof T-test on the grammar achievement
on the Pre-test between theTwo Groupsof University Stge

Method N Mean Std. Deviation T Df Sig. (2-tailed)
PRE Inductive 21 30.24 10.990 189 40 .851
Deductive 21 29.62 10.244

As can be sen from Table 1, the experimental group's
mean Scoreon pre-test was slightly simibr to the control
group’s nean <ore on the same test (30.24; 29.62)
respectively. It indicates that the T value of grammar
was.189. Thus, it is ot sttisticallysignificant at
(0<0,09rndbothgroupsareequivalent.

To test the significance of these differences between the
mean scores of both groupson the reading comprehension
inthepost-test, the T testshtistical procedure was computed
as stownin Table 2.

Table 2. Resultsof T-teston the Grammar Achievement
on thePost-test between the Two Groupsof the University
Stage

Method N Mean Std. Deviation T
POST Inductive 21 37.38 10.230
Deductive 21 3148 8.507

Df Sig. (2-tailed)
2.034 40 .049

Table 2 indicates that the T value of grammar was
2.034. It is dftistically significant at (a<0, 09). Thus, th
null hypothesis whith stted that there is o statistically
significant differenceat (a<0, 09) in tle mean sores of
grammar between the two groups was rejected. The mean
scores of the grammar post-test stown in table 2 indicate
that the mean scores of the experimental group were higher
than the mean scores of the control, where the mean score
of the experimental group was 37.38,whi the mean sores
of the control group was 31.48.

The pre-test between the two groupsof school stage was
compukd to show that both groupsare equivalent as stown
inTable3.

Table 3. Resultsof T-teston the Grammar Achievement
on the Pre-test between theTwo Groupsof School Stage

Method N Mean Std.Deviation T Df Sig. (2-tailed)
PRE Inductive 20 29.55 9.654 -.328 38 .744
Deductive 20 30.60 10.545
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As can be sen from Table 3, the experimental group's
Mmean Soreon pre-test was slightly simikr to the control
group’s nean <soreon the same test (30.24; 29.62)
respectively. It indicates that the T valueof grammar was -
.328. Thus, it is ot sttistically significant at (0<0,09)and
both groupsare equivalent.

According o the second question, which addresss if
there are any shtistically significant differences (@<0, 09)
in the university stugnts’ achievement according o ways
of instruction, resultsalso show a significant difference in
favor ofthe inductive way of teaching. This esult is
eXpected because of the characteristics of inductive method
where all students like to learn grammar through
communkiating and puacticing struwctures & they do not
need to speak grammatically correct sentences b
communicate well. Also, inindwctive method, the teacher
provides as nmuany examples as possibke in teaching
structures 9 eliciting the grammatical rules from examples,
make stucknts impoving their grammatical accuracy.

The result of the first question is consisent with
Takimoto (2015), wl proves experimentally that the
difference instuctnts’ score is in favor of the inductive way
of teaching when combined with problem-solving tasksor
structured in put dsks. It isalso consistnt with Vogeletal.
(2011) whose results indeate a significantly great ereffect
of the guide dinduwtive approach on stort-term learning. On
the other hand, the result of (Haight and et al., 2017) slows
that the guide dindwtive method had sttistically
significant effects on the long-term learning of grammatical
structures.

Concerning the first question of this study whéh
addresss if there are any sttistically significant differences
(0<0, 09) in tke school students™ achievement according
toways of instruction, results slow a significant difference
in favor of the inductive way of teaching. This esultcan be
explained through tke fact that the Ministry of Education
has recently held many training courss for English

langage teachers inorder to acquaint them with up t date
or contemporary methods of teaching English hnguage. |
think that these training courses have changed the
atmospthere of the class b become more suitable for
stucknts b induce the grammatical rules from relevant
activities and exercises. Also, the teachers unadrstand the
instrictions and stategies given in the "Teacher's Book"
that based on indwtive method s they make stuctnts
inferthe rules from the given examples.

The result of the second question is consistnt with Al-
Emami (2015) wh proves experimentally that the
difference instudknts’ score is in favor of the inductive way
of teaching. It isalso consisent with Aisha (2012) wlvse
results sbw the efficiency of the inductive method
inteaching English gammar to non-native speakers.

Conclusion. The expected findingsof the study indeate
that theexperimental groupsat both primary and uniersity
stages are equivalent at the time of starting the experiment
and the teaching of English gammar through indutive
approach plays a positive role in improving the academic
achievement of the stuctnts studyingEnglish gammar in
both levels (uniwersity and elementary).

e It is necesary for teachers to vary their techniques
and ways of teaching according o their stucknts’ interests
and achievement levels with nmore emphasis on using tle
inductive way of teaching glammar.

* Teachers and instritors are encouraged to attend
different intensive training course skeld by the Ministry of
Education in order to be aware of various modern ways of
teaching English hnguage. They are also encouraged to
apply modern ways of teaching in treir classs sirce this is
one of the aims of the Educational Reform for Knowledge
Economy.

Researchers should condwt other studes in other
regions and on other are as on syntx in order to obtain a
more comprehensive idea about which way of teaching is
more influential in teaching gammar in Uzkekistan.
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REZYUME. Tadqigot ingliz tili grammatikasini deduktiv va doktiv o'gitish modellaridan foydalangan holda
o'gitishning giyosiy samaradorligini o'rganadi. Gagbt, shuningdek, bu ikki usulning gaysi biri uersitet talabalari va
o‘quv yurtlaridagi grammatik o'quv bilimlariga ijobita’sir ko‘rsatishini korishga harakat giladi. Shuning uchun u
quyidagi savollarga javob beradi:

* Universitet darajasida industiv metodning gramkaabilimiga ta'siri ganday?

» Boshlang'ich bosgichda dedustiv usul bilan tatpy@sligan grammatika o'rganishga industiv metodrteigiri
ganday?

Tadgiqot savollariga javob berish uchun tadqiqotwdni bir zamonaviy talablar uchun industiv va déigugsullarga
asoslangan ikkita dasturni tayyorlaydi. O talab&ufs darajasida ingliz tili Btimlarida universitet darajasida sakson va
elementar bosgichda bir yuz. Tadgiqot ishtirokahtia'rtta tayinlangan bo'limdan iborat edi.

PE3IOME. B uccrnenoBannn paccMaTpHUBAETCsl CpaBHUTENbHAS 3((HEKTUBHOCTh O0YUCHHsI aHTIUHCKON TpaMMaTHKeE C
HUCIIOJIb30BAHUEM HGHYKTHBHOﬁ u I/IHZ[yKTHBHOﬁ Mouenei/i 06y‘IeHI/I${. B HCCJICAOBAHNHU TAKIKE JACJIACTCA MOIBITKA YBUACTD,
KaKkod M3 DTHX JABYX METOOOB OKa3bIBACT IIOJIOKUTCIBHOC BJIMAHUEC Ha 3HAHUC T'PaMMATUKH anemiSy CTYACHTOB
YHUBEPCHUTETOB M YI€OHBIX 3aBEICHUI. ITOATOMY OH OTBEUYAET Ha CJIEIYIOIINE BOIIPOCHI:

» KakoBo BiIusHHE MPOMBINUICHHOT'O ME€TOAAa Ha 3HAHUEC I'PAaMMATHKN Ha YHUBCPCUTCTCKOM ypOBHe?

e KakoBo BIHSHHEC WHAYKTUBHOIO METOAAa HAa M3YYCHHUC I'paMMATUKHU IO CPaBHCHHIO C ACAYKTHBHBIM MCETOIOM Ha
HaYaJbHOM YPOBHE?

YroObl OTBETUTH HA BOIIPOCHI UCCIICAOBAHUS, UCCIICAOBATEC/Ib TOTOBUT JABC MPOrpaMMbl, OCHOBAHHBIC HA MHAYKTUBHBIX
H JACOyKTHBHBIX METOAAX IS Ka)IOro coBpeMeHHOro tpeboBanus. O crymenToB; BocembaecsiT Ha YHHBEPCHTETCKOM
YpOBHE M CTO Ha HAYabHOM YypOBHE Ha (akymbTeTax AaHIJIMHCKOrO s3bIka Ha ypoBHe 110 Kypca. YYacTHHKH
HccjIeA0BaHus COCTOAIN U3 YCThIPEX HA3HAYCHHbBIX CeKHHﬁ.
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SUMMARY. The study imestigates the comparative effectiveness of teaching English gammar by using dductive
and induwtive teaching nodels. The studyalso attempts b see which of these two methods has a positive effect on the
grammar academic achievement of the university stugnts and elementary school stucknts in Uzlekistan s it answers the

following guestions:

» What is the effect of inductive method on grammar achievement compared with deductive method at university

level?

» What is the effect of inductive method on grammar achievement compared with deductive method at elementary

stage?

To answer the questions of the study, tle researcher prepares two programs kased on indwtive and deductive methods

for each level based on its sylabus. Tk sample consists 180 stughts; eighty at the 1°* year level in English ctpartments at
university level and one hunded at the elementary stage. The participantsof the studyconsistd of four assigred sctions.

NCIIOJb30BAHUE CIIOPTUBHBIX AHT'JIMIIN3MOB
B COBPEMEHHOM KAPAKAJIITAKCKOM SA3BbIKE
X.E.JlaysermypartoBa — crmapuuii npenooagameind
Hyxycckuii eocyoapcmeennuiii nedazouieckuii UHCmumym umeru Axcunusa3a
T.K.EpHa3apoBa — npenooagamens
Hyxycckuii yenmp nod2omosxu Kk OMUMRULCKUM U RAPAOTUMAUUCKUM GUOAM CHOPMA
TasiH4 cy3Jap: cOPT MHIVIM3U3MH, CIIOPT JIyFaTH Ba aTamaiapu, YUUH Typiapu, YUHHYY TypliapH, YHUH Xapakatiapu

TypiapH, CHOPT aHKOMJIapU TypJIapH.

KiaioueBble ciioBa: Cl'IOpTPIBHI:IfI AHIIMONU3M, CHOPTHUBHBLIC JICKCMKHM W TCPMHHLI, BUABI WUI'D, BUAbLI UTI'POKA, BUABL

HUI'POBBIX HCﬁCTBHH, BUABI CIIOPTUBHBIX CHAPAKCHUU.

Key words: sports Englishism, sports vocabulary and termsegyof games, types of player, types of game agtion

types of sports equipment.

B coBpemeHHOM Mupe aHTTUHCKHUI S3bIK CTAHOBHUTCS
Bce 0oJiee pacpoOCTPaHCHHBIM, UCTIONB3YETCS B PA3IMYHBIX
obnacTiax u cdepax, Takux Kak oOpazoBaHUE, MEIUIIMHA,
HayKa, TEXHOJOTHH, KOMMYHHKAIlMH H CIOPT. OITO
MPHUBOJUT K TOMY, YTO aHTJIMIU3MBI CTAHOBSITCS BCe Oojee
pacrpoCTpaHEHHBIMH B JPYTWX  S3BIKAaX, BKJIOYas
KapaKaJmakCKuid s3bIK. B maHHO#N paboTe MBI pacCMOTPUM
HCMOJIb30BaHNE CIIOPTUBHBIX aHTJIUIU3MOB B COBPEMEHHOM
KapaxaJlmakCKOM SI3bIKE.

Kapakannakckuil SI3bIK SIBISIETCS TIOPKCKHUM SI3BIKOM,
KOTOPBIN SBJISICTCS OJHUM U3 O(QUIMANBHBIX S3BIKOB
PecnyOnmuku Kapaxkannakcras. B COBPEMEHHOM
KapakaJMakCKOM SI3bIKE€ MOJKHO BCTPETHTH MHOXXECTBO
coB, 0003HAYAIOIIMX CHOPT M CIOPTUBHBIC JCHCTBUS,
MPOUCXOAMNX W3 AHTJIWICKOTO f3bIKa, TaKUX Kak
"¢yroon", "Boneitbon”, "backerdbon”, "rannbon" u apyrue.
DTU cJIoBa CTadd YacThl0 TOBCEJHEBHOIO S3blKa U
HCTIONB3YIOTCS B Pa3IMYHBIX BUAAX CIIOPTA.

Kak HaM W3BECTHO, HHYTO HE MOXET IPEACTaBUTH
CTpaHy MHUpY OBICTpEe, YeM CIOPT. ITO SBISCTCS BAXKHOU
9acThI0 KYJIBTYpHl M CAaMOCO3HAaHHS OJHOTO Hapona, a
TaKxKe YaCThIO COIIMAJIbHOM, 3KOHOMHYECKOM Hu
MOJIMTUYECKONW KU3HU KOHKPETHOH cTpaHbl. CIOPTHBHOE
HampaBJIGHWE  HAXOAWUTCSI B IIGHTpe  BHUMAHHUSA
CIETIHAINCTOB Pa3HBIX 00JacTel, B TOM YHUCIIEC JINHTBUCTOB,
KOTOPBIX OCOOCHHO TIPUBJICKACT SI3BIK CIOPTAa CBOCH

JIeKCUKOM. B mocnenHue  JecATUNETHS  MPOU3OILIN
Ccephe3Hble  W3MEHEHUS B O0OJNAacTH  CHOPTHUBHBIX
aHTJIMUM3MOB B CBS3M C  TOSIBJIGHHEM  Pa3IMYHBIX

COpPEBHOBAaHMH M HEOOXOAMMOCTBIO Pa3BUBATH MPABIIIFHOE
WCTIONB30BaHUE S3bIKa. OTO MOTPEOOBAIIO TOMOIHEHUS
CJIOBApHOrO0  3amaca  yHUKAJIbHBIMM  CJOBaMH U
WHOSI3BIYHBIMH 3aUMCTBOBAHISIMH B 001acTH (PU3MUECKON
KYJNbTYPHI U CIIOPTA.

HecMoTpst Ha BHELIHIOIO 3J1€raHTHOCTh, HOCTYIHOCTD U
3pENUIIHOCTD CIIOPTa, BCE €ro CTWIH HMEIOT CIIOXHYIO
JIEKCUKY, TpeOYIOIIyl0 OIpeNeNeHHOT0 MacTepcTBa u
VCHIMA TI0 HCHOJB30BAHUIO. AKTYalbHOCTH PabOTHI
ompenenseTcss HEIOCTaTOYHBIM 3HAHHEM  CIIOPTUBHOMN
nekcukd. CIIOpTUBHBIE TEPMHHBI BBIXOAAT JAajJeKO 3a
pPaMKH TIOHSITUH, OTHOCSIIIMXCSL TOJIBKO K JTAaHHOM OTpaciu
Hay4YHBbIX M TPUKIAIHBIX 3HAHWW. BrageHue crniopTUBHOM
JIGKCUKON M TEPMHUHOJIOTHEH SIBIISIETCS OJHUM M3 YCIOBUU
pPa3BUTHA KOMMYHHKATUBHOM KOMIIETEHTHOCTH HOCHUTENs
s3pIKa. B CBS3M € OTHM TeMa MOaHHOTO WCCIECIOBAHUS
MIPECTaBIICTCS HAM aKTyaJbHOI.
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CriopTHUBHAsT TEPMUHOJIOTHS SIBISETCS MaJOU3yYCHHOM
00JacTH JICKCUKH KapaKallaKCKoro si3bika. HaumOounbriee
KOJIMYECTBO HAYYHBIX pPAa0OT TOCBSIIEHO CIIOPTUBHON
TEPMHHOJIOTHH, OJHAKO HaydHas paboTa B CPAaBHUTEIEHOM
aCIIeKTe CHOPTUBHOW TEPMHUHOJIOTMU AHIJIMHCKOTO U
KapaxaJIMmakCKOTo S3BIKOB N3y4eHa HEJOCTATOTHO.

B MHpoBOM SI3bIKO3HAHMH TIPOBEACH Psii UCCIIEIOBAHUI
[0 BONPOCAM CIIOPTHBHOHN JICKCHKH W TEPMHHOJOTHH. B
O9TOM  HampaBJIeHWH paboTalOT Takhe 3apyOe KHbIE
nccnenoatend, kak M. Agnan, P. Baiia, O. I'ypeesa, M.
Mem, II. bensiid, 3. Myp3soes, 1O. Homomunxkuii, P.
Hcmowmno, M. Hopkun, X. Padues, n Hamu y4€HbIE Kak
M. BobGoépos, 3. Abmymnaea u H. I'adypoB, HaydHbBIE
HCCIICIOBAHMS HAIKUX OTCYCCTBEHHBIX YYCHBIX 3aHHMAIOT
0cob0e MecTO B UCCIIECIOBAHUSAX.

IIpeameroM wWccnemoBaHuss B HMX paborax ObLIO
CJII0BOOOpa30BaHUC B CIIOPTUBHOW TEPMHUHOJIOTUH, METOJIBI
npenofaBaHus (Gu3UdecKord KyJbTyphl W (opMHUpOBaHHE
CIIOPTHBHOW TEPMUHOJIOTHMH B TEPHOJN HE3aBHCHMOCTH:

«pyccKas ~ CIIOPTHBHAsl TEPMHUHOJIOTHS HAa  OCHOBE
0ackeTOOIbHOM TEPMHUHOJIOTHH» [6], BOIIPOCHI
npenofaBaHus  (PpU3UYECKOH KyIbTyphl B  Y30EKCKHUX

mkonax [7], kpome Toro, 6L U34aH CIOBAph: «TOIKOBBIHA
CJIOBaph TEPMUHOB CIIOpTa M (DU3UYECKON KyIbTyph» [3].
B xonme XX Beka MOSBUINCH KaHIWIATCKAE IHCCEPTALIMH,
B KOTODBIX DAaCCMAaTDHBAIIMCh CTAHOBICHHE W Da3BHTHE
CHOPTHBHBIX TEPMHHOB B KapakalllakCKOM s3bike [4],
CTPYKTYPHO-CEMAHTHYECKAass ~ XapaKTEPHUCTHKA  JICKCHKH
y30eKCKOro cropTa B Jiekcemax [8] u mp.

CHOpTUBHBINM aHTIMIM3M - 3TO CJIOBO, BBIPAKCHUE HITH
KOHCTPYKIIUS, KOTOPBIE MMPOUCXOMISAT U3 aHTIIMHCKOTO SI3bIKa
U Ucnolb3yoTes B kourtekcre cropra [5:30]. Hexoroprie
TPUMEPBI CIIOPTHBHBIX AHTJIHIM3MOB BKIOYAIOT B CEOS:
"ron" (goal) -B dyrbose 1 XOKKee 03HAYAET 3a0MTHIA MY
Wi mwainby B BopoTa; "taiim-ayT” (time out) - mepepsiB B
Urpe, KOTOPBI MOXKET OBITh BBI3BAH TPEHEPOM KOMAHIIBI
st OOCYXKICHWSI CTpPaTeTMH WM OTIbIXa WIPOKOB;
"OackeTOONBHOE  KOJBLO" (basketball hoop)
METaJUTHYECKUM 0001 M CeTKa, TPUKPEIUICHHBIE K JI0CKE, Ha
KOTOpylo Opocator Ms4 B Oackerboiye;, “cmpuHTep"
(sprinter) - GeryH, crenUaIM3UPYIOLIUICS Ha KOPOTKHX
JTMCTAHIINSAX.

Hcrons30BaHne  CIOPTHBHBIX — AHTIMIIA3MOB  MOXKET
OBbITh TOJIE3HBIM B CIIOPTHBHOM KOHTEKCTE, TAK KaK OHU
MOTYT TIPEJCTABJIATH COOOH yHHMBEpCATbHBIH TEPMUH,
KOTOPBIii TIOHUMAIOT CIIOPTCMEHBI 110 BeeMy Mupy. OmHako,
UCIOJIb30BAHUE CITHIIIKOM MHOTHX CIIOPTUBHBIX




