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The article reveals the results of developing a terminological thesaurus in the EFL teaching methodology, which may
be a reliable tool to overcome lexical interference for non-native English researchers. The lack of a standardized system
of English-Ukrainian terminological equivalents in the field of EFL teaching methodology further complicates English-lan-
guage scientific communication among members of the academic community, as terminological distinctions between
Ukrainian and English create barriers in achieving semantic accuracy and terminology consistency in scientific discourse.
Thus, the aim of the research is to elaborate the content and structure of the terminological thesaurus for EFL method-
ology, which will assist Ukrainian researchers, educators, and postgraduate students in using precise English-language
terminology. Analysis of the selected corpus of the English-language scientific articles with AntConc software resulted
in the formation of the content base for the thesaurus. The thesaurus was structured using hierarchical and logic-based
approaches, which ensure systematic classification and facilitate efficient retrieval of semantic information. The resulting
thesaurus comprises twelve thematic categories (“Learning and educational processes”, “EFL learners’ skills and abilities”;
“English language proficiency levels”, “EFL teaching methods” etc.), arranged in a sequence that guides researchers from
general educational concepts to specific aspects of EFL teaching methodology. The thematic categories are divided into
subcategories, each containing key terms, narrow terms, their synonyms, examples of contextual usage, and Ukrainian
equivalents. The devised thesaurus promotes standardized terminology, minimizes lexical interference, and enhances
international scientific communication. The proposed thesaurus model requires further expansion to provide a more com-
prehensive coverage of terms related to EFL teaching methodology, which indicates a clear prospect for future research.

Key words: terminological thesaurus, English-language scientific discourse, lexical interference, EFL teaching meth-
odology, terminology consistency, scientific communication.

Y cTaTTi Npe3eHToOBaHO pe3ynsraTv po3pobku TEPMIHONOMYHOMO Te3aypycy 3 METOAUKM BUKINAAAHHS aHMMiNCbKOi MOBU
AK IHO3eMHOI, KW CryryBaTMe HagiiHAM IHCTPYMEHTOM Y MOAOMNaHHI NIEKCUYHOI iHTepdpepeHrLUii ZocnigHMKamMm, ons akmx
aHrnincbka MoBa He € piaHo. BigcyTHICTE YHi(hikoBaHOI cMCTeMM TEPMIHOMOMYHMX aHIMO-YKPaiHCbKUX Bi4NOBIAHWUKIB
y cdpepi METOAMKM BUKNAAAHHSA aHIMINCbKOT MOBU [eLl0 YCKNaaHIoE aHIMOMOBHY HayKoBY KOMYHiKaLilo MiX NpeacTaBHu-
KaMu akageMiyHoi CrifbHOTH, TakK SK TEPMIHOMOrIYHI PO36GIXKHOCTI MiXK YKPaiHCbKOK Ta aHrMiNnCbKO MOBaMu CTBOPIOKOTb
nepeLuKogn Ans AOCArHEHHS CEMaHTUYHOI TOYHOCTI Ta TEePMIHOMOrYHOI EAHOCTI B HAyKoBOMY Auckypci. OTxe, MeTot
AOCnifXeHHs € po3pobka 3MiCTy Ta CTPYKTYpU TEPMIHOMOTYHOro Te3aypycy 3 METOAMKM BUKNAAaHHS aHrniincbKoi MOBK
AIK IHO3EMHOI, KU JONOMOXE YKPaiHCbKUM HayKOBLAM, BMKMaZavyam Ta acnipaHtam y BMKOPUCTaHHI TOYHOI aHrnmomoB-
HOi TepmiHonorii. B pesynbrati aHanidy BigibpaHoro Kopnycy aHrfoMOBHUX HAyKOBUX CTaTel 3a JOMOMOroK mporpam-
Horo 3abesneveHHsa AntConc 6yno cchopmoBaHo 3micToBy 6asy Te3aypycy Ta OKpecrieHO WOro CTPYKTYPY i3 3anmyyYeHHs M
iepapXi4HOro Ta foriko-OpieHTOBAHOIO MiAxodiB, ski 3abe3nevytoTb CUCTEMHICTb Knacudikauii Ta cnpusaoTb ePeKTUBHOCTI
CEMaHTUYHOTO MOLLYKY iHchopmaLii. 3anponoHOBaHO ABaHaALATE TEMAaTUYHUX PyBpuk («HaB4anbHi Ta OCBITHI NpoLecy,
«HaBuyku Ta 3gibHOCTi 3000yBadiB», «PiBHI BONOAIHHSA aHMINCLKO MOBOK Ta aHIMOMOBHI KOMMETEHTHOCTI», «MeToau
HaBYaHHSA aHrMiNCbKOI MOBI» i T. 4.), PO3TalIOBaHMX Y TaKoOi MOCNIQOBHOCTI, sika CKepOBYE AOCNIOHMKIB Bif 3aranbHuX
OCBITHIX KOHLIENTIB 4O KOHKPETHWUX acnekTiB METOAMKN BMKMaOaHHA aHrMincbkoi MOBWU. TemaTuyHi pybpurkn noginsoTbes
Ha niapybpuKN, KOXHA 3 SKUX MICTUTb KITOYOBI rany3eBi TEPMiHW, By3bKi rany3eBi TEPMiHW, iXHI CUHOHIMUW, NPUKNaAN KOH-
TEKCTHOrO BWKOPUCTAHHA Ta YKpaiHCbKi BignoBigHUKW. Po3pobneHunii TepMiHOMOriYHMIA Te3aypyc € Li€BUM iHCTPYMEH-
TOM CTaHgapTu3aLii TepMiHomnorii y cdepi METOAUKN BMKNAAaHHSA aHrMiNCbKOI MOBUM 5K iIHO3eMHOI, MiHIMi3aLii NEeKCUYHOT
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iHTEepdepeHLUii Ta NOKpaLLEHHS iHTepHaLiOHanbHO HayKoBOI KOMYyHikaLii. 3anponoHoBaHa Moaenb Tesaypycy notpebye
NOAANbLUIOro PO3LWMPEHHS ANns BinblU MOBHOMO OXOMMEHHS TEPMIHIB 3 METOAMKM BUKINAAaHHSA aHrMiNCbKOI MOBY, LWO € YiT-

KO MepcneKkTruBOor noganblUnx OOCTifKeHb.

KniouyoBi cnoBa: TepMiHOMOrYHUIA CIOBHWK, HAYKOBUIA ANCKYPC, NEKCUYHa iHTepdepeHLis, TepMiHOMOrivYHa €AHICTb,
MeToAMKa BUKINALAHHS aHIMINCbKOI MOBW, aHIMIOMOBHA HayKoBa KOMYHiKaLis.

Introduction. Modern scientists tend to promote
their research results in order to win a wider reader-
ship in the international scientific community, there-
fore they choose the English language as a means
of global communication. In such conditions of the
internationalization of science, the issue of language
interference in the scientific discourse seems to have
become a topical one. Researchers who are non-native
English speakers face the problem of their native lan-
guage interference in the English scientific discourse.

Literature review. Scientific discourse is com-
monly defined as a specific type of interaction that
aims at realizing the addresser’s communicative
intention through definite tactics and strategies [1].
Unlike subjective representation of reality in the
belles-lettres or political discourses, scientific dis-
course constructs “an objective stance through the
particular stratification of its language and its generic
conventions” [2, p. 644—645]. As H. Holubova notes,
the main features of scientific discourse are “creativ-
ity, objectivity, the logic of transmitted information
and professional value” [3, p. 91].

If to consider scientific discourse as communica-
tion between an author and professional readers, the
author is supposed to communicate through a specific
scientific language that is an effective “exploratory,
problem-solving tool that utilizes unique patterns of
argumentation”, in other words, “a proper research
instrument” [4; 5]. Scientific language has its typical
characteristics: “a high frequency of discipline-spe-
cific terms, complex sentences containing subordina-
tion, and an impersonal style created by frequent use
of passive constructions” [6, p. 551]. These linguistic
characteristics are specified by its standard organiza-
tional structure and definite requirements. However,
scientists as language personalities possess their
individual traits. It follows that scientific discourse
is, on the one hand, “the product of the scientist’s
adaptation to the requirements”, and their own way
“of structuring the professional scientific activities”,
on the other hand [7, p. 84]. To facilitate English
scientific discourse organization a researcher, being
a non-native English speaker, ought to conform the
norms of their native scientific texts to the specific
structural, semantic, and morphological features of
the English scientific discourse.

Undoubtedly English plays an increasingly dom-
inating role in sharing modern research findings
with the international scientific community. This
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idea is sustained by many scientists. K. Englander
argues that English has taken on increasing impor-
tance in the process of spreading scientific knowl-
edge due to the “confluence of socio-historic and
economic factors” [8] L. Usyk et al. lay emphasis
on a pivotal role of English as a source of terms for
the majority branches of knowledge [9]. This fact
increases researchers’ interest to studying not only
“scientific” English-language textual norms but also
“their relevance for non-native speakers of English
as they nativize or hybridize these norms” [10, p. 3].
Therefore, the problem of native language interfer-
ence, including linguistic units of phonetic, gram-
matical and lexical levels, seems to be crucial in the
process of international scientific communication.

Any scientific discourse is characterized by a
semantically dense specialized language [11], as sci-
entists use specific lexis and terminology to present
arguments, explanations, interpretation of the empir-
ical data, findings, etc., attempting to express their
ideas clearly and unambiguously. It is obvious that
scientists long for transferring their knowledge and
findings to wider international readership. At this
point researchers face a problem of lexical interfer-
ence, as on the one hand, they tend to preserve ter-
minology national identity, on the other hand — to
precisely conform national and English terminology
systems in order to avoid misunderstandings and
ambiguity [12; 13].

From the methodological viewpoint language
interference is defined as a negative result of auto-
matic transferring of former linguistic experience on a
foreign language [14; 15; 16]. In the process of scien-
tific writing in a foreign language, English in particu-
lar, an issue of lexical interference comes to the fore.
Especially when a research article deals with methods
of teaching EFL, as there is no unified Ukrainian and
English terminology of teaching FL methodology.

One of the ways to conform the above-mentioned
terminology in the context of scientific internation-
alization is to construct a thesaurus of the most fre-
quently used teaching FL methodology terms as the-
saurus is an effective tool which assist researchers
to use the same terms to describe the same notions,
concepts or subjects allowing easier search of infor-
mation for a particular domain [17].

The aim of the study is to devise a core content and
basic structure of the EFL methodology terminologi-
cal thesaurus to sustain consistency in using specific
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terms in the English scientific discourse by non-na-
tive (Ukrainian) researchers of a particular field.

The research is carried out on the basis of
«Cognitive and communication studies» laboratory at
the department of Germanic philology and methods
of teaching foreign languages, the State institution
«South Ukrainian National Pedagogical University
named after K. D. Ushynsky».

Methods. The design used in the research ini-
tially involved a corpus-based approach for data
collection and data analysis. The corpus consists of
40 scientific articles in EFL teaching, retrieved from
blind peer-reviewed scientific journals, and includes
177346 tokens in total. AntConc text analysis was
employed in order to single out teaching EFL meth-
odology terms and their concordances. Frequency
indices were taken into account as they mark the
most used terms in the international scientific com-
munity. The data analysis results allow to devise
content and structure of the thesaurus. Thesaurus
modeling is based on hierarchical and logic-based
approaches. The hierarchical approach ensures the
thesaurus structure conformity “for capturing rela-
tionships between categories” [18, p. 387], mean-
while the logic-based approach facilitates the seman-
tic information retrieval and therefore the acquisition
of semantic data [19].

Results and discussion. The findings of a cor-
pus-based analysis suggest the following set of
thesaurus thematic categories: (1) Learning and
educational processes; (2) EFL learners’ skills and
abilities; (3) English language proficiency levels
and competencies;, (4) EFL teaching and teach-
ing methods; (5) Technology in (foreign) language
teaching, (6) English language learning strategies:
(a) Reading and text comprehension strategies,
(b) Writing and writing strategies, (c) Listening
and listening strategies, (d) Speaking and speak-
ing strategies; (7) Interaction and communication,
(8) Discourse and communicative practices; (9) EFL
classroom management; (10) Feedback and assess-
ment; (11) Data and data collection methods,
(12) Research and analysis.

The suggested order of thematic categories is
structured to guide researchers from general educa-
tional concepts to specific methodological aspects of
EFL teaching, ensuring a logical and coherent the-
saurus organization. Each category builds upon the
previous one, creating a systematic framework for
understanding and applying EFL teaching terminol-
ogy in scientific discourse.

Each category includes subcategories where
domain-specific terms are given in the alphabetic
order for easy location of entries. The term entries con-
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sist of a key term, narrower terms (labeled NT), their
definitions, synonyms (labeled UF — “used for”), and
examples of contextual use (labeled CU). Ukrainian
equivalents of key and narrower terms are given to
ensure terminology unification and minimize lexical
interference. This contributes to the coherence of ter-
minology usage both within the Ukrainian academic
community and in the international scientific sphere.

“Learning and educational processes” is a cat-
egory of general character that covers the core con-
cepts of knowledge acquisition and diverse aspects
of education. It contains the terms related to learn-
ing theories, practical aspects of learning, formal
and informal education systems and approaches,
educational policies, and institutional frameworks.
It serves as a theoretical foundation upon which all
other categories are built, providing essential insights
into how knowledge is structured and transmitted in
educational settings.

The second category, “EFL learners’ skills and
abilities ", covers the fundamental linguistic and cog-
nitive skills that learners develop in the process of
acquiring English as a foreign language. It includes
terms related to receptive and productive skills, cog-
nitive and metacognitive abilities, assessment-related
skills. The subcategories reflect how learners pro-
cess, internalize, and apply linguistic knowledge in
varied contexts; analyze and evaluate language input,
overcome difficulties, identifying and self-correcting
mistakes; monitor, manage and assess their own lan-
guage progress.

The thematic category “English language pro-
ficiency levels and competencies” organizes termi-
nology related to language proficiency frameworks,
including internationally recognized scales (e.g.,
CEFR, ACTFL). It covers key competencies such as
grammatical, lexical, sociolinguistic, etc., providing
a structured approach to assessing and describing
learners’ language abilities. This category follows
“EFL learners’ skills and abilities” because profi-
ciency levels represent the measurable outcomes of
skill development.

“EFL teaching and teaching methods” logi-
cally comes after, as it addresses the pedagogical
approaches and instructional techniques and strate-
gies that facilitate the development of learners’ com-
petencies. It incorporates key pedagogical frame-
works such as communicative language teaching
(CLT), task-based learning (TBL), content-based
instruction (CBI), unplugged teaching, content and
language integrated learning (CLIL), etc.; as well
as teaching techniques and strategies (scaffolding,
code-switching, multimodal teaching, differentiated
instruction, etc.). The terminology within this cate-
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gory reflects the process from understanding how
learners acquire language to how educators organize
and optimize this process.

As modern education increasingly integrates
digital resources, the next category, “Technology
in (foreign) language teaching” describes the role
of technological advancements in language educa-
tion. This section provides terms regarding digital
tools, online platforms, artificial intelligence appli-
cations, and multimedia resources used to enhance
EFL instruction. It encompasses blended learning
models, gamification, and virtual learning environ-
ments. Overall, this thematic thesaurus category
aims at assisting to stay updated with modern trends
in foreign language teaching.

“English language learning strategies” builds
upon the foundational understanding of learning and
educational processes by specifying the approaches
and techniques employed by learners to acquire
English as a foreign language. This category includes
cognitive, metacognitive, socio-affective, memory
and compensation strategies that aid learners in pro-
cessing, organizing, and internalizing linguistic mate-
rial effectively. Terms within this category specify
strategic behaviors such as self-regulated learning,
active learning, reflective learning, memory-enhanc-
ing techniques — all of which contribute to optimizing
language acquisition.

The four subcategories: (a) Reading and text
comprehension strategies, (b) Writing and writing
strategies, (c) Listening and listening strategies,
(d) Speaking and speaking strategies overlay ter-
minology of specific skill-related strategies. These
subcategories logically follow general learning
strategies. They provide a detailed explanation of
skill-specific learning mechanisms highlighting such
strategies as skimming and scanning for reading,
brainstorming and drafting for writing, active lis-
tening and note-taking for listening, and fluency-en-
hancing techniques for speaking. Thus, subcategories
provide a structured overview of how learners refine
their language abilities in a targeted manner.

“Interaction and communication” extends beyond
individual skills to focus on the dynamics of language
use in social and academic contexts. This thematic the-
saurus category comprises terminology in discourse
management, turn-taking mechanisms, conversational
strategies, interpersonal dynamics, pragmatic aware-
ness and speech acts in EFL context, EFL classroom
interactions, and intercultural communication.

“Discourse and communicative practices” further
refines this focus by analyzing a foreign language use
within specific discourse genres and communicative
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settings. This category is instrumental in understand-
ing how language is adapted to different communica-
tive purposes and sociocultural contexts. The core
of this thematic category is terminology commonly
utilized to describe communicative EFL teaching
practices, EFL classroom discourse, EFL teachers’
discourse (structure, strategies, markers, etc.) and
their analysis. This follows “Interaction and com-
munication” as discourse structures shape effective
communication in different contexts.

Thematic category “EFL classroom manage-
ment” aims at highlighting key aspects of organiz-
ing and regulating classroom interactions, including
lesson planning, student engagement techniques,
and discipline strategies. It also encompasses terms
related to differentiated instruction and inclusive
education. Placed here, it connects communicative
aspects with the practical organization of the EFL
learning environment.

“Feedback and assessment” is a category that
supports both teaching and learning by outlining
methods for evaluating student performance and
providing constructive feedback. It comprises ter-
minology denominating various procedures and
assessment techniques for measuring students’ pro-
ficiency, i.e. conceptual, factual, and procedural
knowledge at different levels of cognitive processes
along with feedback practices conducted by the EFL
teachers, all of which contribute to learners’ con-
tinuous improvement and motivation. This follows
“EFL classroom management” category, as assess-
ment is an integral part of instructional effectiveness
and learner progress monitoring.

The final two categories, “Data and data col-
lection methods” and “Research and analysis,” are
essential for the empirical foundation of language
education. These categories contain terms frequently
used in scientific works to organize “research meth-
odology”, “results and discussion”, and “conclusion”
sections. They provide a methodological framework
for conducting research in EFL teaching and contrib-
ute to evidence-based educational practices.

Picture 1 illustrates the thesaurus structure and the
content of one term entry.

Each thesaurus entry reflects the relationships
between terms, assisting researchers in overcom-
ing the difficulties of using EFL teaching terms.
Narrower terms (NT) and synonyms (UF) facilitate
semantic clarity, reducing the risk of terminological
misinterpretation. Contextual usage examples (CU)
illustrate how each term is employed in English
academic writing providing practical guidance for
non-native English speakers.
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Ukrainian equivalents of the English
terms assist in eliminating lexical interfer-
ence. The terms “reflective”/“reflexive”
can illustrate this statement as non-native
researchers may experience difficulties in
differentiating their meanings and there-
fore in their appropriate use. In terms of
education “reflective” is defined as “able
to apply logical thinking to analyze a situa-
tion and/or ourselves in order to achieve an
end result” [20, p. 66], meanwhile “reflex-
ive” is interpreted as “involving interactive
introspection of one’s life and social expe-
rience; moving from certainty to doubt, to
new possibilities” [20, p. 66]. As data anal-
ysis demonstrates, “reflective” consistently
collocates with “assessment”, “learning”,
“teaching”, and “capacity”:

“Reflective assessment is a formative
process through which students can expe-
rience assessment as a part of learning,
rather than as a separate evaluative process”
[21, p. 174].

“Reflexive” is regularly combined with
“practice”, “approach”, and “methodology”:

“Analyzing trends of reflexive practice
in teacher education we were able to see
how this practice has developed over time”

[22, p. 619].

Thus, the definitions along with colloca-
tions allow to select an appropriate English term
for the Ukrainian word combinations, for exam-
ple, “pednexcuBHa Metonomnoris” — “reflexive
methodology”, “pediiexcBHe HaBuaHHS —
“reflective learning”, etc.

Overall, hierarchical, structured order
ensures that the thesaurus progresses from
broad educational concepts to specific
research methodologies, reflecting a logical,
systematic approach to terminology classi-
fication in the field of EFL teaching meth-
odology. Therefore, it aids in the systematic
unified application of particular terms.

Conclusion. The research outlines a
terminological thesaurus of EFL teaching
methodology, designed to assist non-native
(Ukrainian) scientific and professional com-
munities: researchers, post-graduate students, EFL
pre-service and in-service teachers in providing clar-
ity, coherence, and precision in the English scientific
discourse. The suggested hierarchical, logic-based
framework contributes to terminology standardiza-
tion, minimizing lexical interference and promoting
effective international scientific communication.
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Pic. 1. Thesaurus structure

However, the research presents a preliminary
core content and structure design of the thesaurus
that requires further devising and wider coverage of
teaching EFL methodology terms to provide engaged
searchers with full and comprehensive guidance on
selecting the most appropriate terminological units
and semantic information retrieval for the specific
contexts which is a clear study perspective.



Bunyck 39. Tom 1

REFERENCES:

1. Macnosa T. b. Tunonorig HaykoBOro AMCKYpPCY B Cy4acHii MOBO3HaBYIN Nnapaaurmi. AHannicmuka ma amepuka-
Hicmuka. 2013. Ne 10. C. 39-43. URL: https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/234437927 .pdf.

2. Nichols M. D., Petzold A. M. A crisis of authority in scientific discourse. Cultural Studies of Science Education.
2021. Vol. 16. P. 643-650. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11422-020-09989-1.

3. Holubova H. V. Variability of the concept “Scientific discourse”: modern dimension. Sakapnamceki ginonoaiyri
cmydii. 2022. Bun. 25 (1). C. 89-92. DOI: https://doi.org/10.32782/tps2663-4880/2022.25.1.17.

4. Banks D., Martino E. Introduction: Linguistic and discourse issues in contemporary scientific communication.
Aspects of communicating science to a variety of audiences. Journal of Pragmatics. 2019. T. 139. C. 185-189.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2018.10.011.

5. Yore L. D., Hand B. M., Florence M. K. Scientists’ views of science, models of writing, and science writing
practices. Journal of Research in Science Teaching. 2004. Vol. 41. No. 4. P. 338-369. DOI: 10.1002/tea.20008.

6. Pahta P., Taavitseinen |. Scientific discourse | In: Historical Pragmatics. 2010. P. 549-586. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110214284.

7. Orellana A. O. Popularising scientific discourse. Quaderns de Filologia. Estudis Lingdistics. 2012. Vol. 17.
P. 83-96. URL: https://ojs3.uv.es/index.php/dfilologia/article/download/3379/3088.

8. Englander K. The Rise of English as the Language of Science / In: Writing and Publishing Science Research
Papers in English. 2014. P. 3—4. DOI: 10.1007/978-94-007-7714-9_1.

9. Yeuk J1. M., Mpunmak J1. B., CintotiHa |. O. Ponb aHrminceKoi NiHrBiCTUYHOT TEPMIHOMOrii Y Cy4acHOMY HayKo-
BOMY Auckypci. MixxHapoOHul cpinonoeidHuti Yacornuc. 2022. T. 13. Ne 1. C. 14-23. DOI: https://doi.org/10.31548/
philolog2022.01.014.

10. Fryer D. L. Review of Perez-Llantada “Scientific Discourse and the Rhetoric of Globalization”. ResearchGate.
2013. URL: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/235898755.

11.Marshall D., Case J. M. Discourse in the learning of physics: the design of an introductory physics curriculum.
African Journal of Researchin MST Education.2010.Vol. 14.No.2. P.15-27.DOI: 10.1080/10288457.2010.10740679.

12. Norberg C., Johansson J. Accounting terminology and translation — a linguistic challenge. LSP Journal.
2013. Vol. 4, No. 1. P. 30—48. URL: http://Isp.cbs.dk.

13. Naveiro P. M. Problems in the translation and conceptual adaptation of linguistic terms. RODIN — Universidad
de Cadiz institutional repository. 2018. URL: http://hdl.handle.net/10498/20694.

14. Baghirova S. M. The Kinds of the Linguistic Interference. Theory and Practice in Language Studies.
2021. Vol. 11. No. 2. P. 176-181. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.17507/tpls.1102.09.

15. Kynbuuubka H. O. OcobnumeocTi siBuLLa iHTepdepeHLii B NPoLEeCi HABYaHHS aHTMiINCLKOT MOBM SIK ApYroi iHO-
3eMHoi y dhinonoriyHomy BH3. 36ipHuk Haykosux npaups bepdsiHcbk020 OepxagHoe20 nedazoaivHoe0 yHisepcumemy
(nedaeoeiqHi Hayku). 2010. Ne 3. C. 241-245.

16. EdimeHko T. M. [ocnimkeHHAa MOBHOi iHTepdepeHLii y couianbHOMY, MCUXOMNOrYHOMY I NiHrBic-
TM4HOMY nnaHax. Science and Education a New Dimension. Philology. 2018. T. VI (43). Ne 150. C. 66-69.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.31174/SEND-PH2018-150V143-17.

17. Ryan C. Thesaurus construction guidelines: an introduction to thesauri and guidelines on their construction.
Royal Irish Academy and National Library of Ireland, 2014. 107 p. DOI: 10.3318/DRI.2014.1.

18. Bang S. L., Yang J. D., Yang H. J. Hierarchical document categorization with k-NN and concept-based
thesauri. Information Processing and Management. 2006. Vol. 42, No. 2. P. 387—-406. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ipm.2005.04.003.

19. Goeser S. A Logic-based Approach to Thesaurus Modelling. International Conference on Intelligent
Multimedia Information Retrieval Systems and Management (RIAQ). Conference Proceedings. 1994. P. 185-196.
DOI: https://doi/10.5555/2856823.2856841.

20. Cunliffe A. L. Reflexivity in teaching and researching organizational studies. Revista de Administragdo de
Empresas. 2020. Vol. 60. No. 1. P. 64-69. DOI: 10.1590/S0034-759020200108.

21. Bond J., Denton D. W., Ellis A. Impact of Reflective Assessment on Student Learning: Best-Evidence
Synthesis from Ten Quantitative Studies. International Dialogues on Education Journal. 2015. T. 2. Ne 2.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.53308/ide.v2i2.198.

22. Stingu M. M. Reflexive practice in teacher education: facts and trends. Procedia Social and Behavioral
Sciences. 2012. Vol. 33. P. 617-621. DOI: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.01.195.

92


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2005.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2005.04.003
https://doi/10.5555/2856823.2856841

