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PRINCIPLES OF THE SYSTEMS APPROACH IN COMPARATIVE TERMINOLOGY
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HpI/IHIII(lHLI CHUCTEMHOI'0 moaxoaa B CpaBHl/lTeﬂbHOﬁ TEPMHUHOJIOIUHA

Abstract. The article deals with the comparative analysis of terminologies. The work touches
upon the concept of a systems approach in comparative terminology. The author examines an indication
of the methodological method of comparison in general and the formulation of the principles of
comparative terminology analysis. As the main methodological method of comparative analysis of
terminologies, a systemic comparison can be adopted, including both the identification of systemic
relations between elements within the same terminology, and the determination of the connections of the
corresponding multilingual elements and terminological systems among themselves.

Annomayua. Makanaoa mepmuHonro2usea CArGLUMbIPMALYy aHanuz oOepuncen. H3undeeoe
CALIUUMBIPMATLYY — MEPMUHON02UAOASLl  MYMYMOYK — Mamuie  MYWyHyey  Ko32072oH.  Aemop
CAlblUmoslpyyHYH MEeMOoO0NO2USNIbIK bIKMACbLIHbIH KOpCOMMOCYH HcaHa cauaeluitmolpmaiyy
MEPMUHONOSUSIIBIK AHAAUZOUH NPUHYUNIMEPUH MY3YYHY u3uaoeum. TepMuHoN02usHbl CATbIUMbIPMALYY
maﬂdoouyu He2usz2u MemoOON0CUSIbIK bIKMACHI Kamapeul, 5up aje mepMuHOJIOZLlﬂ()aZbl 3ﬂ€M€Hmm€p0uH
opmocyHoacsl mymymoyK OQuAAHbLUMAapObl AHLIKMOOHY 0d2bl, OUWOHOOU 3¢ MUEUELYy KOn muadyy
INEMEHMMEPOUH IHCAHA MEPMUHONOSUSIBIK TMYMYMOApOblH Oupu-oupu Menen 0O0J20H OAUIAHBIUbIH
AHBIKMOOHY KAMMbL2AH MYMYMOYK CATbIUMbBIPYY KAObLL AIbIHbIULBL MYMKYH.

Annomayua. B cmamve npogooumcs CpasHUmMenbHblll aHaiu3 mepmunono2uu. Ananuzupyemcs
NOHAMUE CUCTEMHO20 NO0X00d 8 Cpa6Hum€JZbHOZZ mepmurnoiocuu. Aemop paccmampueaent yKa3anue Ha
MemMOO0NIO2UYMECKULL MEMOO CPABHEHUsT 6 UYeaom U QOpMYIUPOKY HNPUHUYUNOE CPABHUMENbHO20
mMepMUHOSI0CUHECKO20 aHalusda. B kauecmee ocHOBHO20 MemoOOOI02UYUECKO20 Memood cpasHUumelbHoco
anaiuza mepmuroIocuu  MoaxHcem Obimb HNPUHAMO CUCMEMHOE CpAa6HEHUe, e6Kliodaruiee Kak
UOCHMUPUKAYUIO CUCMEMHBIX OMHOWECHUL MeNCOY IAEMEHMAMU 6 DPAMKAX OOHOU U MO Jice
mepmurnojiocuu, maxk u onpedeﬂeHue cessell coomeemcmeyroux MHOSOA3bIYHBIX J1E€MERNMOo8 U
MEPMUHONOSUYECKUX CUCEM MedHcdY CODOLL.
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The objects of comparative terminology - multilingual terminology - are generally recognized as
systemic formations that fully meet the communicative needs of specialists and cover by their means the
entire conceptual continuum inherent in the consciousness of scientists. Compared to disordered
terminology, a system of terms is a qualitatively new object with its own internal laws. Precisely because
each of the compared terminologies represents a system, its separately taken element may not be
absolutely equivalent to its correspondence in a foreign-language terminology system: their system-
forming, system-acquired and systemically neutral properties may differ, although on the whole
multilingual terminology systems of the same specialty are equivalent to each other.

Therefore, the comparative analysis of terminologies must be systematic. It is necessary to clarify
the concept of a systems approach in comparative terminology. This should include an indication of the



methodological method of comparison in general and the formulation of the principles of comparative
terminology analysis. As the main methodological method of comparative analysis of terminologies, a
systemic comparison can be adopted, including both the identification of systemic relations between
elements within the same * terminology, and the determination of the connections of the corresponding
multilingual elements and terminological systems among themselves. The foundation of the systemic
comparison should be considered.

Determination of similar identical and distinctive features of the compared terminological
systems, as well as their respective elements. Benchmarking procedures have been developed and
described in Soviet comparative studies. The sequence of comparative analysis of terminological systems
consists in determining the ways by which terminological nomination and linguistic correlation are
realized in sublanguages; establishing the comparability of these methods; systemic comparison of the
aggregate of means of expression. As you can see, the three-stage methodology of comparative-
terminological system analysis goes back to the methodology of contrastive studies described by V.N.
Yartseva. However, in our work, the very appeal to the logical and mathematical terminological material
of translations from English into Russian removes the need for the second stage of preliminary analysis,
since here, due to the strictly deductive construction of the sublanguage, the basis for comparing the terms
foreing (FL) and target (TL) language is always their invariant meaning given by a strict definition. ...
The implementation of the first stage is determined by the "measure of language learning." The
peculiarities of the English and Russian languages have been investigated, apparently, in equal measure,
therefore, the comparison of the terms systems of the FL and the TL has a two-sided character. In a two-
sided approach to the languages being compared, "both languages being compared appear as a reference
for comparisons.” The most important is the third step, that is, the actual systemic comparison.

Main principles of the systems approach in comparative terminology can be defined as follows:

1) The principle of the consistency of the object. Only systems of terms are compared as integral
formations and terms as members of the system.

2) The principle of complexity. The establishment of relations between systems should be multifaceted,
complex, carried out at the lexical, semantic and grammatical levels.

3) The principle of comparative consistency. The ultimate goal should be to represent the relationship
between the terminological systems of the FL and the PL as a system of similarities and differences at all
levels under study, that is, as a system of a higher order; this is the first basic methodological requirement
of general systems theory.

4) The principle of classification system. The consistency of similarities and differences should be shown
by their classification; consistent analysis of classification or typology is the second basic methodological
requirement of general systems theory.

5) The principle of oppositions. A systematic study of similarities and differences should reveal such
pairs of theoretical and systemic differences as symmetry-asymmetry, orderliness-disorder, allomorphism
and zoomorphism, etc.

6) The principle of parameterization. The choice of the parameters of comparability of terminological
systems in each specific case is determined by the tasks and material of the study, as well as by the needs
of practice.

7) The principle is textual. The research material must be collected from the sphere of functioning (texts
of the FL and PL), and not from the sphere of fixation (dictionaries, etc.). In the comparative analysis of
translations, the terminologist deals with speech works. Since comparative terminology presupposes
certain generalizations, the establishment of a translation standard, it studies regularly recurring
phenomena that correspond to the systems of the studied sublanguages or are part of these systems.

Thus, the "system of a higher order" (a system of similarities and differences) is revealed when
comparing the terminological systems of the IL and the TL "not in their final abstracted form, but in their
functioning in speech.” Therefore, the question about the relation

language and speech in comparative terminology cannot be reduced to an unconditional opposition, as
well as in translation theory.

8) The principle of completeness. All terms used in a continuous text selection, both those that are in the
core / periphery of special terminological systems, and general scientific terms should be subjected to
comparison: all of them, by their entry into the texts of this information area, are related to special
vocabulary and due to the dynamism and openness of terminological systems can eventually become their
full members. But, most importantly, the distillation of terminology fundamentally contradicts the
orientation of comparative terminology studies towards translation, towards the consumer-translator of



special texts, the creation of terminological banks that adequately reflect the linguistic reality of this
information area.

9) The principle of combining qualitative and quantitative techniques. The types of ratios of the studied
parameters of terminological systems should be subjected not only to a qualitative, purely linguistic, but
also quantitative analysis.

Lexical and semantic system of the language: The subject of semantics (from the greek
“Semantikos”-meaning, denoting) as a scientific discipline is the study of the meaning of signs. The term
semantics was first introduced into linguistics in 1897 by M. Breal. In the scientific literature, another
term is used, semasiology, which we understand as a designation of only one of the aspects of semantics.

Modern science considers meanings as the most important component of the language, one of its
indispensable ingredients. Expression and perception of meaning are, in essence, the main and final goal
of any language, provide its most important function, communicative. In contrast to the plane of
expression of language (“external” form), the plan of content (meaning, "internal™ form) is, as it were,
directly addressed to a person and therefore for a long time remained without proper attention. The
meaning was considered by linguists by virtue of its psychic nature as something "self-evident", and if it
was studied it was "incidentally", in connection with the description of the dictionary and grammar. The
decisive turn towards semantics in various directions and schools of modern linguistics is one of the
clearest evidence of the relevance of studying the semantic structure of the language. In recent years,
there has been a noticeable increase in interest in the general question of semantics, as well as in the
semantic analysis of vocabulary, morphological categories, word-formation and syntactic structures, and
the category of poetic language. In a number of domestic and foreign works on linguistic semantics,
based on modern scientific theory, the basic concepts of the unit and category of semantics were more
strictly and clearly defined, a program of semantic analysis was developed, and prospects were outlined.
Development of the science of semantic structure to the circle of such "exact" linguistic disciplines as
phonology.

Meaning is the main category of semantics, its central concept. To determine the meaning of
certain units of a sign (semiotic) system, including language, which represents “the most complete and
perfect of communication systems”, this means to establish regular correspondences between certain
“segments” of text and meaning that are correlative for a given unit, to form rules and to reveal the
patterns of transition from the text to its meaning and from the meaning to the text expressing it. Such text
("signifier", signs) and sense (“'signified", meaning) plan of expression and plan of content are specific to
each language; they reflect the centuries-old practice, as it were, "deposited” in the system of the national
language, the peculiarities of the cultural and historical development of the people. The factors that
determine the meaning point to the main aspects of studying it as a linguistic phenomenon, conceptually
(logical) content and the process of reflection in the mind of objective reality. These aspects of the study
of meaning are considered, respectively, by linguistic, logical and philosophical semantics
(epistemology), each of which has its own special, specific tasks. A kind of "cell" of the lexical-semantic
system, revealing the systematicity of vocabulary (its various "dimensions™) and reflecting the
corresponding "piece"”, a segment of reality, is an elementary unit, which can be called tentatively as a
"word-concept™ i.e. word in one of its meanings.

Polysemy (polysemy) is one of the most important "dimensions” of the lexical and semantic
system, one of the manifestations of the regular connection of elementary lexical units that form a certain
hierarchy of polysemantic primary and secondary semantic functions in the structure of a polysemy word.

Systemic connections of vocabulary are reflected in such internally related categories as
synonymy and antonymy; they cover wide layers of vocabulary, and first of all words (units) with the
meaning of quality, attribute (property), action-state, relationship, etc. playing an extremely important
role in the language, constituting the core of its abstract vocabulary.

As you can see, the vocabulary-semantic system of the language, being a necessary component of
the general system of language, reflects in our minds the essential properties of the extra-linguistic and
plays an important role in organizing and regulating the relationship between a person (more broadly, a
linguistic society) and the world around him, in cognizing the laws of objective reality ...

The relationship between reality and language is one of the most complex, important and poorly
researched in linguistics. According to the theory of linguistic relativism (linguistic relativism), the
absolute reality of the world is analyzed in different ways, reflected, and divided into the semantic system
of different languages: in accordance with the system of a certain language, relative to it. Depending on
the peculiarities of the linguistic system of specific languages, reflecting the development of the
corresponding cultures, linguistic "representations of reality" are created, arises from or from another



vision of the world, its objective, absolute reality and a necessary component of the general system of
language, reflects in our consciousness the essential properties of extra-linguistic reality and plays an
important role in organizing and regulating relations between a person (broader linguistic society) and the
surrounding world, in understanding the laws of objective reality.

Some characteristic properties and features of the lexical system are determined by the properties of the
reflected world, the facts of the "pre-system” (“"segments of reality"): "something", and moreover
objectively, ontological initial, determinative, exists "before the language”, objectively independently of
the language, although it is perceived through it.

The English researcher J.S. Mill, approaching the solution of the problem under consideration
from the point of view of logical nomination, noted that not every subject has its own special purpose. For
an individual person, remarkable in any respect of the locality, etc., individual, single names are required,
which can denote only one thing; to designate things that, according to Mill, we do not often have to talk
about, we use a combination of several words or common names, that is, those, each of which denotes an
indefinite number of other similar objects. “If we say this stone, then the word “this” and “stone”, each
separately, can mean many other objects, besides the one in question, their connection can, in accordance
with their meaning, designate at a given moment only the object that | have in mind." Modern linguistics
proceeds from the premise that language is a system organized in a certain way, that is, an organic whole,
the elements of which are naturally related to each other and are in certain relationships.

The lexical and semantic system of the language is not only the least studied, but also the most
complex in its organization and structure. This system includes such a large number of elements
connected by a wide variety of relationships that their systematicity seems difficult to visualize or even
guestionable. And nevertheless, it is still a system: otherwise, we would not be able to choose the
necessary words with relative ease and, by comparing them with each other, use them in speech or
perceive their meaning.

The complexity of the lexical system of the language as its characteristic feature and at the same
time the objective difficulty of its study is, as it were, compensated by another: the lexical system is never
used by anyone in its entirety. in fact, we always deal with its limitation, and often very significant
(compare, for example, the phased introduction of vocabulary in the learning process, limitation of the
language of a specialty to common and terminological words of a certain branch of science and
technology, etc.). Qualitative words, words with an abstract meaning, present great difficulties in the
description. The complexity of the semantic analysis of vocabulary lies in the fact that the result of the
analysis is presented using the same material (metalanguage), which is at the same time the subject of
analysis (in contrast, for example, from phonetics, where sound is characterized using a different
"material", that is. words), in that the analysis of vocabulary is difficult to carry out "without a trace" due
to the immensity of the entire system, so that the practical one has to be limited to certain fragments of
this system. Of great importance for structuring the lexical system was the analogy between phonology
(with its strictly described system) and semantics. At the international symposium in Magdeburg (1964)
the following position was put forward: just as phonology should establish a system of sounds, semantics
should describe a system of meanings. The application in the lexical semantics mutatis mutandis of the
concept system and research apparatus, developed primarily by phonologists as the most "visual™ system,
allows to significantly improve the lexical-semantic analysis, to better understand the patterns of
vocabulary simultaneously both as a specific system and as a manifestation of the general system of the
language as a whole. Objective reality, or some relatively ordered “pre-system” (“system of realities”),
can be approached both from the point of view of the speakers of a given language, through their
linguistic perception, subjectively, and from the point of view of what this reality is objectively,
independently from (to) its perception by speakers of a given language. It is important to keep in mind
that the reflection of the objective world in the language of its semantics has its own specifics, its forms,
categorically different units. The preconditions of the system (elements of the “pre-system’) become the
facts of the system through their understanding in the language, highlighting what is essential for it. the
structural features of the lexical and semantic system, the specific nature and direction of psychological
associations, the adopted system of concepts (scientific "naive™), the specifics of national culture, and
finally all social practice leave their mark on the reflection of reality in linguistic semantics.

Objective differences that exist in things (realms) are specifically reflected in linguistic semantics
as a result of their corresponding assessment from the point of view of standards accepted in the language
community (or many and even all language communities). Reflections of the objective world in the
lexical-semantic system is inevitably associated with its “phenomenon of language™, the representation in
units of various categories of words, or parts of speech (cf. a horse runs and a horse runs), and lexical



categories proper (cf. for example, the use of conversions as designation of the same action: The student
passes the exam to the professor - The professor takes the exam from the student). All this creates a
different vision of the same realities, emphasizes the specific differences in the linguistic reflection of
objects, in comparison with what they represent independently, "before the language.”
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