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ABSTRACT

Cognitive Terminology appeared as a continuation of previous stages of termi-
nological studies and is based on the anthropocentric principle, attention to
cognition and communication. This interdisciplinary and comprehensive ap-
proach brings forth new objectives, foundations, methodology and procedures.
They present a terminological meaning in relation to personal thoughts reflect-
ing social, pragmatic and other extra-linguistic factors in knowledge structures
according to cognitive mechanisms and categorization in the on-going interac-
tion in specialized discourse.

In discourse of modern technology, telecommunication, legal court communica-
tion and discourse of clinical psychiatry nominative terminological units domi-
nate. They are shown in the paper on the basis of various cognitive models —
propositions as part of cognitive-onomasiological modelling, image schemas,
conceptual metonymy and metaphor, frames representing terminological systems
as dynamic models of human cognition. The variability of concepts and the
specificity of common and special knowledge conceptualization in terminological
units functioning in professional discourse is biased with the answer to intricate
questions of the perceptual and conceptual sources of term formation in interac-
tion and terminological systems.

KEYWORDS: terminological studies, a term, Cognitive Terminology study, special discourse,
categorization, conceptualization, knowledge structures.

ANOTACIJA

Kognityviné terminologija, atsiradusi kaip ankstesniy terminologijos tyrimy ta-
sa, grindziama antropocentriniu principu ir yra sutelkta j pazinima bei komuni-
kacija. Toks daugiapusis tarpdalykinis pozitiris iskelia naujus tikslus, teikia nau-
jus pagrindus, metodologija ir proceduras. Terminologiné reikSmé siejama su
mastymu, atspindinciu socialinius, pragmatinius ir kitus ekstralingvistinius ziniy
strukttry veiksnius, kaip tai numato kognityviniai mechanizmai ir specializuoto
diskurso saveikos kategorizavimas.

Terminologija | 2019 | 26 47



Siuolaikiniy technologijy diskurse vyrauja telekomunikacijy, teisinés teismams
budingos komunikacijos ir klinikinés psichiatrijos diskurso nominatyviniai ter-
minologiniai vienetai. Straipsnyje jie atskleidziami remiantis skirtingais kogni-
tyviniais modeliais — teiginiais kaip kognityvinio-onomasiologinio modeliavimo
dalimi, vaizdiniy schemomis, konceptualiosiomis metaforomis ir metonimijo-
mis, terminy sistemas kaip dinaminius zmogiSko pazinimo modelius pertei-
kianciais freimais. Su savoky jvairove, bendryjy ir specialiyjy ziniy konceptua-
lizavimo teikiant terminologinius profesinio diskurso vienetus ypatumais susijes
atsakymas j keblius klausimus dél suvokimo ir konceptualizacijos kuriant ter-
minus ir terminy sistemas Saltiniy.

ESMINIAI ZODZIAI: terminologijos tyrimai, terminas, kognityvinés terminologijos tyrimai,
specialusis diskursas, kategorizavimas, konceptualizavimas, ziniy struktaros.

INTRODUCTION

Terminology shaped its object of study in various ways, being the focal
point of a considerable number of contributions that have departed from
a variety of disciplines, including philosophy, logics, theoretical and ap-
plied linguistics, information science, computational linguistics, sociology
and pragmatics. Each of these disciplines widened and deepened the scope
of terminology studies reflecting the prevalent ideas on term and its se-
mantics. They contributed the theoretical foundations, research purpose,
a set of exploited notions and methods. Each new stage contributing to
Terminology development still allowed to retain much of the previous
stages. Modern Terminology as a more complex domain of investigation
is based on the results of previous approaches and new perspectives in
understanding of cognition and communication. Nowadays, it is a mega
interdisciplinary approach incompatible to previous goals, which tries to
represent term semantics and terminological systems more precisely in
the cognitive and functional perspective. It fundamentally takes into ac-
count different spheres of human knowledge in dynamic mental pro-
cesses accompanying special communication.

Here we provide an overview on different spheres of terminology stud-
ies and particularly those brought by the shift to cognitive and func-
tional perspective of linguistic and nonlinguistic knowledge shaping ter-
minology work. This perspective has changed the terminology research,
because it reveals human knowledge through cognitive processes in in-
terlocutors’ mind in understanding the reality and functional mechanisms
in language use. It is aimed at revealing socio-cultural conditioning of
special discourse and human thinking in communication.
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The paper does not intend to give an exhaustive overview of terminol-
ogy development with regard to all works published; the major focus is
to review how the novel developments in linguistics influenced terminol-
ogy studies in Russia and vice versa — how some advances in terminol-
ogy influenced the linguistic enterprise in general. At the beginning of
this article I outline the major stages of its evolution and postulate the
objective of terminology research following research principles and meth-
odology of Cognitive Terminology.

1. THE DEVELOPMENT OF TERMINOLOGICAL STUDIES

The following paragraph proposes in synopsis the terminology develop-
ment in the most general scope starting with the traditional approaches
and proceeding with the recent advances in linguistics.

In the early days of terminology studies a term was described as a unit
characterized by a strict definition, one-to-one correspondence between
the term and its reference, avoiding polysemy and ambiguity of a term,
imitating the pertinent tendencies in formal sciences — logics, mathemat-
ics, and relatively “true knowledge” in philosophy. Moreover, the language
of science with the terms embedded was aptly defined as “a formalized
and codified variety of language” (Picht, Draskau 1985: 9). Within this
context terminology science was reflecting certain principles and methods,
which were connected with “standardizing and optimizing specialized
communication” (Schubert 2011: 27) codified in principles and methods
of TC 37, which claimed justification for terminology standardisation.
This research strategy stressed the concept in the traditional sense as a
key element of thought and a starting point of terminological analysis.

The logico-philosophical approach in terminology came to the foreground
a bit later through information studies of text analysis and computer en-
gineering approach, where various models linked with social knowledge
became relevant for many applications in special vocabulary, particularly
in “qualitative reasoning” and “knowledge-level” or Al interpretations as
a “sequence of behaviors” of experts in socio-technical systems (See
Clancey 1993: 39).

The next is the structural or systematic stage of terminology development.
It brought new theoretical principles as well as novel methods of research.
These studies were aimed to explain the relationships between the form
and meaning, equalizing a terminological unit to word characteristics. The
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understanding of a term as “a word in its specific function” (Vinokur 1939)
deepened the understanding of a term. Besides that it was interpreted as a
sign realised in language. The characteristics of terminological vocabulary
were analysed on the basis of a comparative, typological, semasiological
and onomasiological methods. Each of them seemed to be useful for term
and its concept understanding, but these methods advocated the simplifi-
cation of the data analysis, because they were performed as formal proce-
dures representing terminology in statics (Manerko 2016).

Identifying terminological concepts and relations between them became
the object of terminological work in the middle of the 20th century, which
had “to address communication hinders among the domain experts and
to meet their terminology needs” (Nuopponen 2018: 10). Another large
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terminology user group are translators, whose claim is the “non-literary
translation on the basis of terminology” (Rogers 2015: 4).

The 70s of the 20th century enriched terminology studies with the new
attitudes towards vocabulary of special communication, where the inven-
tory of certain notions was applied to the fundamental basis employed in
linguistic research. These changes are not numerous, but they are gaining
relative strength in connection to terms and their context in special com-
munication.

1) One of these essential changes dates back to 1972, when the dis-
cipline started to be called Terminology science (“terminovedeniye”) (Leit-
chik 1983) in Russian terminological school. It was shaped by a more
careful observation of theoretical foundations of the discipline, method-
ological apparatus, and research procedures in particular spheres of human
activity called terminologies. In European terminology this distinction is
reflected in different spelling between Terminology (“the upper case”)
indicating the discipline and terminology (“the lower case”) resulting from
the vocabulary of special language (see Temmermann 2000: xiii). Besides
this distinction “alternative designations” concerning the theoretical basis
of the terminological field are added, including terminology work, ter-
minology management and terminology engineering (Nuopponen 2018).

2) The second achievement of Terminology science was the widening
of the research object, which was associated with languages for special
purposes defined as “the linguistic means in communicative settings with-
in a speciality” (Hoffmann 1976: 170; cited from Schubert 2011: 28). The
development of LSP as “a unit of a metalanguage” of Terminology strength-
ened the attention not only to the world of technical and scientific concepts,
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to which specialised terms refer, but also to ways terminological systems
are expressed in written texts. Special terms comprising lexical and mor-
phological means are the “key to successful LSP communication” (Rogers
2015: 3). They are used in oral and written interaction. E.g., LSP texts of
natural disciplines present “the independence from the context, neutral
use of language means, less degree of item motivation” (Gvishiani 1986
(2008): 22), while in texts on history, philosophy and linguistics term
semantics is influenced by the “sign or semiotic situation” or pragmatic
factors. Special concepts are in constant evolution, in texts they “can’t be
torn out of the context” and should be explained on the basis of “the
semiotics of interlinguistically based texts” (Nazarova 1994: 160—161). The
functional perspective describes “permanently dynamic” special concepts
referring to terms (Cabré 1995: 3), performing the communicative and
semiological functions according to the purport of the text writer.

3) The third important step further in terminology science is that a
term is defined as “a language unit fulfilling the nominative function and
possessing the general notion in the system of corresponding notions”
(Leitchik 1987: 141). Geeraerts considers the process of naming to be
very important in understanding dynamic processes of human thinking,
while the onomasiological analysis is useful in representing the way “the
item in question entertains with other items in the same lexical field”
(2006: 413). Crucial for the understanding of this analysis is how the
phenomena in reality are acquired by human mind and the motivation of
the created unit is associated with persons’ ability to produce new items ac-
cording to the needs of communicative settings in the utterance. Nomina-
tive units expressed by different forms of derivative words can be inves-
tigated on the basis of a “word-formation meaning”, which corresponds
to “the linking pattern between two categorical meanings, it is a kind of
relations between things, processes and features in reality and the notions
corresponding to them” (Koubriakova 1978: 57). This kind of analysis
may be also applied to substantive constructions. The importance of the
onomasiological approach is undeniable, because it revealed “the gnoseo-
logical basis of the nominative activity, its link with the cognitive pro-
cesses, characterizing semiotic aspects of nomination and etc.” (Koubria-
kova 2004: 323). As we can see onomasiological studies both in linguistic
and particularly terminological sphere of human activity became the
early and extremely fruitful experience of human cognition understand-
ing, anticipating ideas of the future cognitive science.
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4) The last outcome of linguistic and terminological research is “the
defining of the way a human being influences language” (The role of hu-
man factor in language 1988: 9). It appeared not as a declarative statement
as it was in previous periods, when scholars spoke about the concept even
not reaching it by the formal kinds of analysis, though they tried to do it
in a proper way according to the existing research principles and methods.
But it is becoming one of the most fundamental principles of cognitive
exploration of language coming to the foreground at the end of the 20th
century. This principle is called an anthropocentric principle. The encourag-
ing thing is that this principle is the basis of understanding human think-
ing and discursive activity, associated with the influence of cognitive re-
search that “holds that language is a part of a cognitive system” of an
individual, whose mental abilities “interact with language and are influenced
by language” (Dirven, Vespoor 1998: xi). Cognitive linguistics takes into
account agents’ mental and communicative activities incorporating social,
psychological, pragmatic and other sides of human interaction (Manerko
2016: 129). This perspective shows a turn from structurally oriented re-
search in language as an autonomous system to the paradigmatic shift
mirrored in cognitive and functional perspective of linguistic knowledge
description and a new shape of the Terminology science also concerned
with cognition, cognitive processing and communication processes.

Cognitive (Cognitive-communicative) Terminology has become one of the
main branches of cognitive linguistic study. It represents the research, which
is cognitively grounded, speaker oriented, interwoven with interlocutors’
understanding of the world and functionally fulfilling conceptual and dis-
cursive mechanisms in language use. Terminological studies are becoming
closer to human realization of cognition and goals of communication.

The objective of research in Cognitive Terminology studies is to reveal
the semantic peculiarities of terminological units on the basis of familiar,
new and transferred conceptual elements representing the general (usual)
and special character of human experience in knowledge structures shown
through a spectrum of various simple and complex mental constructs
depending on sense polyfunctionality transferred in specialised commu-
nication. In this paper I follow this objective in revealing the results of
terminological research.

In the next part of the paper Cognitive Terminology is discussed alto-
gether with the methodologically important terms for the discipline analysis.
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2. THE ATTENTION TO COGNITION
AND COMMUNICATION IN COGNITIVE
TERMINOLOGY STUDIES

Cognitive or Cognitive-communicative Terminology is a new stage in
Terminology development, which started to develop at the end of the 90s
of the 20th century. It departed from the previous stages of the develop-
ment of terminological discipline, though is characterized by new objec-
tives, foundations, methodology, and research procedures. It is mirrored
in presenting the cognitive and communicative functions. The central
concern of terminological investigations is to describe the cognitive func-
tion of language ultimately leading to the term formation. The level and
depth of its description is different from those ideas, which cover only
“reasoning abilities” of a human being and conceptions of “specificity
domains” as “distributed devices” (Hirschfeld, Gelman 1994: 4, 22). The
thing is that the cognitive function is understood as a wider phenomenon
than it was considered before the cognitive linguistic theory. The inves-
tigation doesn’t regard the linguistic system and its structures as an au-
tonomous whole, but rather takes into account the language means ex-
plored on the basis of sensory, physical, social, historical, cultural pecu-
liarities revealed on the basis of linguistic features. It seeks to understand
how knowledge is constructed by a human being with the help of language
means used for purposes of communication. As Temmermann points out,
the concept observation is fundamentally supported by experiential epis-
temology “...embedded in rich cognitive models” (2000: 29).

The cognitive function is linked with human perception of objects in
the outer world and a real situation in some sphere of human activity.
The terms expressed by single words are rather rare in professional com-
munication. Even in a dictionary article, we can find lexemes linked with
the other ones in representing different, but interrelated phenomena, e.g.:
an airplane — a powered heavier-than-air aircraft with fixed wings from
which it derives most of its lift (https://www.merriam-webster.com/dic-
tionary/airplane); a detector is a device used for finding particular sub-
stances or things, or measuring their level: a lie detector, a smoke detector,
a metal detector” (Cambridge 1995: 375). Thus, the first level that should
be taken into account is the hierarchical structure of conceptual domains
within the body of knowledge.

The term-creation always depends on the stage of discipline development
at some certain period. Starting the analysis with the term definition and
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in some cases its etymology is a common thing, but even this information
tells us about the LSP as “a system of linguistic means of the national lan-
guage” and an important metalanguage unit of modern terminological
studies (Zyablova 2005: 17). Let us look at one of the examples belonging
to the sphere of clinical psychiatry on the basis of the term schizophrenia.
The dictionary provides the information about the word schizophrenia and
its origin. It appeared from two Greek roots skhizein “to split” and phren
(genitive phrenos) “mind, heart” (https://www.etymonline.com/word/
schizophrenia). This terminological unit was coined in 1910 by Swiss psy-
chiatrist Eugen Bleuler (1857-1939), who wanted to explicate the state of
people’s mind characterized by the dysfunction of associations, childish sil-
liness, hysterics and hallucinations as the non-adequate affect to reality,
and other symptoms of this disease. This was the period of the development
in the medical domain specialization with the careful observation of diag-
nosis, prevention and treatment of mental disorders. The nominative unit
of schizophrenia is defined as “a mental disorder characterised by abnormal
behavior and misinterpretation of reality” (https://www.etymonline.com/
word/schizophrenia), where the hyperonym “a mental disorder” corre-
sponds to a certain class of diseases in the medical sphere. But previously,
at the early stage of this scientific field in the 80s of the 19th century, there
existed the other term — dementia praecox “premature dementia”. Expressed
in Latin it pointed at the age discrepancy of the person with this syndrome,
besides that the Latin expression was rather vague in its denotation still
pointing at one of the most typical features of the disease. So the term and
its immediate context point at many other layers of human experience,
including the perceptual, physical, social and other spheres.

Some scholars think that cognitive processes may be revealed by onto-
logical knowledge based on entities, activities, characteristics, and relations
(Sager 1990: 27) resembling the part of speech meaning. Other scholars
widen this list to “conceptual entities” including Thing, Event, State,
Place, Path, Action, Property, and Amount, though quite obviously they
are “all quite different in the kind of reference” (Jackendoff 1996: 9, 34).
These entities are thought to represent mental operations of categorization
and conceptualization, representing the world understanding in a concept
as “an operative unit of consciousness” corresponding to a particular sign
in the on-going process of interaction in human activity.

Langacker describes the meaning as “conceptualization”, which “resides
in cognitive processing” and is able to “characterize the types of cognitive
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events whose occurrence constitutes a given mental experience” (Lan-
gacker 1991: 2). Showing how the cognitive processing works, the author
discusses the notion of hypotenuse, which posits a hierarchy referring to
“the prior conception of a right triangle” and this triangle “functions as
the cognitive domain for hypotenuse” (Langacker 1991: 3). He also men-
tions a kind of implication appearing in human consciousness, when a
person compares these two notions — a hypotenuse and a right triangle.
In real meaningful descriptions, including usual and of course special
notions, these implications may be of various kinds corresponding to
sensory, kinesthetic, spatial, emotional, and rational. Langacker states that
people usually remember “basic domains”, which are “irreducible repre-
sentational spaces or fields of conceptual potential” (Langacker 1991: 4).
The definition helps to find out the higher level identifier or a word of
the same level in conceptual organization of certain classes of words in
the explanatory dictionary, e.g. in the example with an airplane our mind
switches to the cognitive domain of a powered heavier-than-air aircraft
(https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/airplane) and in a detector
the prominent characteristic is a device. The term becomes an integral
part of certain domains of human knowledge, as in our examples corre-
sponding to means of transport or devices.

Linguistic units included into the transport domain are quite different
in their morphological structure, but they are organized into one subject
area according to a result of human cognition and categorisation. As any
other conceptual category it is characterized by the hierarchical structure
of its members revealing the relationship between the language items.
The thematic concept of TRANSPORT organises human knowledge about
the entire category of objects integrating a number of different means of
transportation. It is included into the wider concept ARTIFACT repre-
sented by the highest level of categorization, which is the most abstract
phenomenon in this taxonymic system. At the same time it’s easy to trace
the hierarchical path through this sphere of knowledge, because TRANS-
PORT bears a relationship of schematicity to such notions as AIRCRAFT,
VESSEL and VEHICLE representing their use according to various ways
of movement in the air, in water and on the land surface. Simple, de-
rivative, compound words and nominative phrases belong to the supero-
dinate, basic and subcategorial levels (Manerko 2000). All these units
describe different kinds of transportation (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Hierarchical levels in the conceptual domain of transportation means

Levels Examples
highest Artifacts
Thematic Transport
superordinate Vehicle Aircraft Vessel

(Air-) plane spaceship helicopter

Subcategorial Grass-strip operations-capable aircraft

Geometric wing aircraft

There is much evidence that basic level terms are more salient than the
representatives of other levels (Dirven, Vespoor 1998: 38), but it is es-
sential that on the basic level we usually find a language unit, which
among several other possibilities is used most readily to refer to a certain
phenomenon. These language items represent the most prototypical phys-
ical objects for artifacts and means of transport. These are the most prom-
inent members of the category usually immediately coming to the mind
when we think of this conceptual category.

In discourse, which is understood as a language activity performed by
a human being, categorization is functional and dynamic depending on
human thought and personal experience, circumstances of communica-
tion, it is data-driven and may reveal the viewpoint the speaker or writer
wishes to express in written or oral interaction (Manerko 2014). As it was
highlighted by Koubriakova, discourse is “primarily a cognitive event,
dealing with the transfer of knowledge” and with the request on knowledge
from the listener or reader, new processing of it or relying on knowledge
observations following definite goals (2004: 516).

Nominative units take up a privileged position in special discourse. They
dominate there, because the number of these language means differs from
70 to 95 per cent of the text space depending on the field specialization.
The relationships between these units presuppose not only the relationship
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of inclusion into the certain class of notions, but also some other rela-
tions, e.g.: The coincident arrival of the new technology in computers and
composite materials influenced commercial air transportation, where aircraft
larger than the Boeing 747 and faster than the Concorde are not only pos-
sible but inevitable (https://www.britannica.com/technology/airplane/
Materials-and-construction). Certain implications help revealing the cog-
nitive domain entity in human memory an expression refers to. In this
sentence from the Encyclopedia Britannica several implications arise in
our minds pertaining to the domains of human knowledge and experi-
ence. Phrases from the sentence direct our attention not only to new
technologies in computer engineering and aviation, but also to other kinds
of social, spatial, cultural knowledge and evaluative attitude.

Knowledge structures, to which terminological units refer to in commu-
nication, can’t be stable and static, especially when they denote different
things in reality. Meanwhile, as it is stated by Novodranova, the formation
of scientific knowledge is “a cognitive process linked with the data process-
ing, its organization inside the mental lexicon, keeping it in memory, ex-
tracting the necessary data, etc. On the other hand, it is regarded to be a
process of producing scientific texts, when the shift of communicative acts
is observed in the context of scientific activity” (2000: 8). The cognitive
and communicative functions are fulfilled in special discourse, where a
term, as we can observe, becomes “a verbalized result of professional cog-
nition” (Manerko 2014: 481) represented by various kinds of knowledge
structures characterizing the state of development in a scientific sphere and
the level of the society at some particular moment. It is “a relevant linguo-
cognitive means of orientation in the specialised activity domain and pro-
fessional sphere of communication” (Manerko 2014: 481) underlined by
the relationship with other signs according to human intentions, contex-
tual grounding and type of special communication. Special mediation and
the constructed LSP of some certain domains of knowledge are character-
ized by the open character of semantic boundaries of terminological units,
sometimes influenced by cognitive processing based on emotional and
valuable constituents of knowledge structures in representing the general
(usual) and special kind of human experience. They depend on the sense
transferred in specialized communication at some particular moment. In
this respect it is necessary to mention a very important observation of
Engberg, who noticed: “knowledge is an evolving, unstable entity as a basic
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concept... in studies of domain specific discourse...” If this knowledge is
studied in “cognitive systems of human beings, an important consequence
is that it must be seen as being inherently dynamic” (2007: 35).

This understanding of a term semantics embracing knowledge structures
and their construal has become the core achievement in Cognitive Ter-
minology. It also has lead to new methodological decisions and changes
in the objectives of special communication study. The result of cognition
in some special activity is realized in a term on the basis of special and
sometimes common (every day) knowledge structures, the cognitive nature
of which is defined thanks to relations between terminological units and
cognitive operations revealed in some particular terminological system
construed by discourse of language personality.

Further on I would like to address the descriptions of several particular
languages for special purposes and demonstrate how the specific domains
of human knowledge could be considered in cognitive terminology stud-
ies. They are a language of modern technology, computer engineering
and telecommunication usually regarded as strict spheres of knowledge,
where terminological units carry the main semantic load.

3. TECHNICAL SPHERES OF HUMAN KNOWLEDGE:
PECULIARITIES OF COGNITIVE TERMINOLOGY RESEARCH

As discussed earlier, nominative units of different kinds play an essen-
tial role in special discourse. They are peculiar cognitive-discursive forma-
tions, the cognitive nature of which is extremely valuable for the purpose
of communication. They represent various kinds of information about the
world interwoven through spatial, social and emotional experience of an
individual, language knowledge and ways of its organisation.

Names of artifacts take the privileged position in special discourse of
modern technology. They denote different objects created by a human
being according to their instrumental function. This function qualifies an
airplane as an aircraft and organizes the relation of inclusion of this con-
cept to a specially organized system of naming transport means. Besides
the names of aircrafts other domains of technical artifacts include kinds
of weapon, mechanisms, machines, instruments, devices, tools, etc.
(Manerko 2000). All of them are characterized by hierarchical relations
with respect to the level of a wider or a narrower specification inside
conceptual categories as it was presented in Figure 1 (see Figure 1).
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Alongside to categorization inside conceptual domains we also employ
cognitive methods that give the evidence of internal (mental) processes,
contextualization of the cognitive function and meaning of nominal con-
structions as part and parcel of the empirical observation in LSP organi-
zation. Nominal phrases from special discourse mostly belong to the sub-
categorial level of special domain of knowledge, consisting of several
components. They may be analysed on the basis of their cognitive-ono-
masiological modelling. This modelling starts with the description of main
components in word-groups and its subdivision — an onomasological ba-
sis in the nominal phrase bacteriological bomb vehicle is a vehicle, while its
attributive part of the complex belongs to an onomasiological sign (bac-
teriological bomb, where the second element is the head-member compo-
nent of this word-group).

In our analysis we specify three types of the onomasiological basis in
nominal word-combinations in the sphere of modern technology, struc-
turally represented by a simple, compound and complex bases (see the
table). This step of the analysis leads us to phrase-forming models, to
which various formats of knowledge domains refer. The analysis makes
it possible to reveal the way the mental lexicon is grouped into certain
conceptual categories in accordance with the current picture of the world
in human mind.

Table 1. Three types of nominal phrases in LSP of modern technology

TYPE OF THE ONOMASIOLOGICAL ONOMASIOLOGICAL
ONOMASIOLOGICAL (ATTRIBUTE) SIGN BASIS OF THE
BASIS IN SUBSTANTIVE | OF THE CONSTRUCTION | CONSTRUCTION
WORD-COMBINATIONS

Simple onomasiological [(bacteriological bomb) (vehicle)]

basis [(geometric wing) (aircraft)]
Compound onomasiological | [(self-escorting) (figher bomber)]
basis

Complex onomasiological [((time of arrival) (measure- | (guided bomb)]
basis ment equipment))

Both onomasiological parts of the nominal construction like in [(bac-

teriological bomb) (vehicle)| or [(geometric wing) (aircraft)] belong to the
conceptual entity of a THING. We get to know that besides these two

Terminologija | 2019 | 26 59



parts of the nominal phrase there is a predicate relation uniting them. It
is not expressed linguistically, but it is implied, for example in geometric
wing aircraft this relationship between parts of the nominal word-group
may be described as [THING; (whole) is composed of THING, (part)].
THING; (whole) corresponds to the category of the onomasiological ba-
sis of the nominal phrase — an aircraft as one of the “cognitive or knowl-
edge domains”. THING, (part) designates the wing — an essential part of
an aircraft. The proposition specifies the predicate relation between the
parts of the syntactic construction. The predicate relation uniting both
parts reflects the cognitive processing in human mind, when the speaker
pronounces or writes this phrase as a part of special discourse. Investigat-
ing the corpus of nominative phrases denoting artifacts in discourse of
modern technology 45 cognitive-onomasiological models are found. Some
of them are used more often than the others.

A certain part of human experience corresponds to “a single, clearly
determined prototype” (Langacker 1991: 2), which is used more often for
the description of artifacts in nominal word-combinations. It tells us about
the occurrence constituting human mental experience about THINGS
created by a human and named by complex syntactic units. Such a pro-
totype helps of identify certain classes of objects in reality. In our mate-
rial the most prototypical propositional models are represented by three
relations: [THING; (whole) — composed of — THING, (part)], [THING —
have — QUALITY], [THING - is used for (performing) — FUNCTION
(activity)]. Their frequency of occurrence is definitely higher in com-
parison with other propositional relations in terminological constructions.

All the found cognitive-onomasiological models correspond to a definite
situation, in which the understanding of an object and its features depends
on absolute characteristics of a particular object (geometric wing aircraft)
or relative features of an object perceived by a human being in space
(land-based launcher). Both absolute and relative features are revealed by
a speaker/writer in accordance with extra-linguistic properties of artifact
classes observed in the communicative event (Manerko 2000; 2016).

In the English terminological system of telecommunications (Orel 2005)
representing the synthesis of common and computer engineering knowl-
edge 11 nominal conceptual categories are revealed. The most compli-
cated is the further subdivision of the large artifact category correspond-
ing to the class THING. Other conceptual categories refer to SPACE,
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PROCESS, FEATURE, STATE, PROBLEM in telecommunication system,
PARAMETER, MEASURING UNIT, etc. The boundaries between the
categories are fuzzy and dynamic, because some names may refer to two
or even more classes, denoting an artifact and a process, or a measuring
unit and an artifact. Cases of metonymy and metaphor in discourse of
telecommunication system are analysed taking into account image schemas
(Manerko 2016: 22—24). Image schemas are dynamic perception patterns
explicating the evolution of human experience in term semantics. The
terminological meaning evolves on the basis of familiar conceptual features
in a common language unit and includes new transferred senses in tele-
communication system. The most important image schema is SOURCE —
PATH — GOAL (Orel 2007: 142), which presents the narrowing of the
word meaning address from the number of the building and the name of
the street and town, etc. where someone lives or works, especially when
written on a letter or package to the terminological meaning of address
as a part of a signal that defines the destination of a call (Figure 2).

Figure 2. The image schema of the term address in the telecommunication system

Sign SOURCE ——» PATH ——» GOAL (Place)

(number of building, name of the street and town, etc.)

AL

Symbol SOURCE ——>» PATH ——>» GOAL (Place = destination

(part of a signal) in computer network)

Image schemas and propositions are simple mental constructs objectiv-
ised with the help of language means. They serve as the basis for the
more complex mental constructs in the conceptual framework of the
telecommunication system. This complicated knowledge structure in the
English terminological system of telecommunication reflects the way in-
formation is received and transmitted including a physical, channel, set,
transport and other levels. The frame structure includes all the 11 con-
ceptual classes of names (Orel 2005: 213-219) and may be presented in
two frame varieties depending on the knowledge structures in the creator’s
mind of telecommunication technologies or its customer.
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The analysis in the language of modern terminology and telecommunica-
tion sphere confirmed that the main aim of terminological research in Cog-
nitive-communicative Terminology is to focus on the variability of term
conceptual structures in discourse specified further in LSP and termino-
logical systems’ construal. This analysis is based on the anthropocentric
coordinate in understanding professional discourse and the corresponding
terminological system. Besides the linguistic analysis it includes the descrip-
tion of knowledge structures. It starts with the representation of the catego-
rizing potential of all the terminological units belonging to certain levels in
knowledge domains, proposition as a part of the cognitive-onomasiological
modeling, which is the sufficient reference to conceptual entities in nominal
complexes, sometimes where it is necessary image schemas, the analysis on
the basis of conceptual metaphor and metonymy is used. The construction
of the relationship between certain domains in the investigated subject fields
ends with the creation of the framework, which elaborates the schematic
substructures of LSP organization of human professional activity.

The methodological principles and procedures became the object of
cognitive and communicative research in other papers in terminological
spheres of English.

4. COGNITIVE RESEARCH
IN LEGAL DISCOURSE AND PSYCHIATRY

One of the most interesting kinds of special discourse is legal discourse.
Here we address some peculiarities of term formation in legal discourse
based on special courtroom communication in the Supreme Court of the
USA (2011-2018) (Manerko 2018; 2019; Vorobjova 2018). Our under-
standing of legal courtroom discourse is also associated with the promi-
nence of special and common knowledge occurring in mediation between
the interlocutors, whose professional and linguistic activity is influenced
by personal, socio-cultural, and pragmatic factors as well as conflict in-
terests and court roles in communication. Legal discourse includes lan-
guage structures of special law and everyday types of knowledge in pro-
fessionally oriented picture of the world. The professional speech represents
the already existing strict terms and their semantics in terminological
system of law.

Our analysis started with the language information represented in oral
and rebuttal arguments of court proceedings of the Supreme Court of
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the USA. We get the data about the conflict between two groups of
people (wrongdoers, on the one hand, and victims, on the other) and the
reason of the conflict situation. Analysing the existing conflict in real
EVENT we paid attention to the interests of these people and the mat-
ter specified by the extra-linguistic situation and the circumstances of
the EVENT (see Figure 3).

Then, from the texts of the oral arguments we get to know about the
legal conflict, explain participants’ social roles and values sometimes un-
intentionally causing harm to other subjects of law. It is conceptually re-
vealed as a PROCESS. In the court the enhanced salience is given to the
law breakers and victims, who become legal persons or entities — either
petitioners or respondents, while defendants, solicitors, witnesses, experts and
different ranks of judges contribute the civil action steadily leading to the
RESULT reflected in the court decision on each case.

Figure 3. Conflict EVENT in real life and in Legal action as a PROCESS

SOCIETY and LAW

(System of norms and values in American culture and law)

il

EVENT
(PLACE and TIME + CIRCUMSTANCES)

One group of people —> MATTER <«—— The other group of people
(Agent) (Patient)
| |

JL

Interest Conflict of interests Interest

o

Legal person / entity =~ —» Legal action «—— Legal person / entity
(PROCESS)

JL

Civil action and decision
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Names of the participants are organized into conceptual categories ex-
pressed by derivative units of native or borrowed (French) origin. They
become the conceptual scaffold of knowledge structures included in more
complicated cognitive mechanisms in legal discourse. The conceptual
model of the conflict event is determined by the relations between the
EVENT and PROCESS participants, their functions revealed in commu-
nicative blocks of the conflict study. The function description correspond-
ing to the participants in court discourse is based on the links with con-
ceptual categories of SPACE, TIME, MATTER referring to the common
worldview, and those specified by LAW, kinds of CRIME, HARM and
EVIDENCE. The knowledge construal of terms and relations between
them becomes obvious in conceptual modelling of the scientific area based
on human experience and dynamic framework of each oral argument in
the Supreme Court of the USA.

In the special discourse of medicine, particularly in clinical psychiatry
(Voron-Kovalskaya 2016) language units represent the category of “a hu-
man brain”, which also refers to the subordinate level of categorisation.
The greater part of these units are expressed by word-combinations (brain
circuit, cortical gray matter, Broca’s area), others are words of Latin origin
(amyglada, thalamus, etc.). In addition to this category other spheres of
knowledge also acquire the relative prominence including domains of
human experience starting from neurophysiology and genetics, profiling
functions of the neural system and its structural units — neurons, and of
course concepts of the social sphere. In the dissertation it is shown (Vo-
ron-Kovalskaya 2016) that every discipline develops with the evolution of
human knowledge. The most important constituents of the conceptual
modelling represent stages of the disease development, diagnostics, vari-
ability of symptoms, peculiar features of a remission and relapse, and of
course the treatment of patients. Terms representing new domains of
knowledge become more complicated and detailed. Clinical psychiatry
discourse is a very anthropocentric kind of communication represented
by terms characterised by imagery semantics, construed on the basis of
conceptual metaphor and metonymy.

In legal discourse and discourse of clinical psychiatry as kinds of special
communication performed by language personalities certain termino-
logical units are organized into central conceptual categories focusing
immediate attention to them. Represented by certain knowledge structures
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they influence other categories in texts. In legal discourse, which reveals
the relations between the people in society, the system is construed on
the basis of names of participants and the state of affairs at a concrete
moment, closely related to matters, interests and social roles of individu-
als in the community, designating sets of interconnected special entities
corresponding to law and rules of behaviour. In discourse of clinical
psychiatry the dominating conceptual category points at a human brain,
the conceptual understanding of which is construed according to its char-
acteristics and functions specified by terminological units. In general, the
dominating category provides the structuring between the categories,
brings forth the symbolization of conceptual content expressed by nom-
inative units inside certain terminological systems.

CONCLUSION

Cognitive-communicative Terminology science as it has been demon-
strated in this article follows the development of previous stages of ter-
minological studies. But this stage constitutes not a departure from formal
types of analysis, but a new viewpoint on the objectives, foundations,
methodology, and research procedures influenced by the interdisciplinary
approach. This approach is drawn from human knowledge dynamics in
its representation of the cognitive context of terminological meaning
creation, in which mental processes of communicators are part and parcel
of specialized discourse.

The investigation of special discourse, LSP and terminological systems
from this new perspective is based on cognitive and communicative func-
tions reflected in the anthropocentric principle of language use description.
This perspective takes into account human knowledge construction on
the basis of language and cognitive processes in interlocutors’ understand-
ing of the reality and functional mechanisms in language use conditioned
by socio-cultural and other factors in special mediation.

Special discourses of modern technology and telecommunication reveal
the dominant role of artifact categories corresponding to the conceptual
entity of THING and providing certain links to SPACE, PROCESS,
FEATURE, STATE and others categories. In legal court argumentation
and clinical psychiatry the terminology depends on social and pragmatic
factors influencing communication of a particular language personality in
written or oral interaction. In legal discourse names of participants involved
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in concrete episodes of events dominate, while in psychiatry academic
texts the main conceptual sphere corresponds to human brain character-
istics, stages of the disease, diagnostics and treatment. So, knowledge
structures in concrete special discourse are able to illuminate the pecu-
liarities of human attention to in some particular domains of knowledge.

The construal of knowledge structures is organised around the central
conceptual categories usually expressed by nominative units. Linguisti-
cally they belong to simple, derived, complex units and nominal combi-
nations, which point at the deepening of human experience in cognizing
the outer world. Nominative units associated with common, special and
professional activity mostly belong to the subcategorial level of the ana-
lysed categories.

The constructive potential of various types of special discourse and
terminological systems is realised by the diversity of cognitive methods.
Various formats of knowledge fruitfully employed in Cognitive Terminol-
ogy research reveal the concept organisation based on categorization and
conceptualization in the human mind involved in professionally oriented
mediation. These formats include cognitive-onomasiological modelling
based on propositions, image schemas, conceptual metonymy and meta-
phor. They illuminate the on-going character of human thinking, mental
experience and ways of term creation. Besides that, these kinds of analy-
sis help to describe dynamic processes in terminological naming through
their semantics and relations with other items in professional discourse
inhibiting the intricate questions of the perceptual and conceptual sourc-
es of term formation and their organization in terminological systems.

Simple mental constructs are included into cognitive frameworks of
terminological system domains in special discourse, which represent the
link between common and special kinds of knowledge structures influenced
by linguistic and mental processing.

The cognitive-communicative Terminology tries not only to describe
terminological means and their peculiarities in special discourse, but it
also focuses on extra-linguistic contexts that achieve substantial cognitive
salience in interlocutors’ mutual “dialogue of consciousnesses” (Bakhtin
1996: 159) in the conceived situation. The investigation of the nominative
sphere in special communication greatly depends on the construal of
terminological semantics inside terminological systems that brings forth
mental mechanisms revealed through knowledge structures based on cat-

66 Larissa Manerko | Knowledge Structures and Ways of Their Description
in Cognitive Terminology Research



egorization and conceptualization. The analysis of the material demon-
strates some degree of predictability in understanding of cognitive pro-
cesses in the global context of specialised discourse and terminological
systems in a certain domain of knowledge.
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CTPYKTYPbl 3HAHUA N CNOCOBbI UX ONUCAHUA
B WCCNEAOBAHUAX MO KOTHUTUBHOMY TEPMUHOBEAEHUI0

Pesmome

Koruurusuoe unn KOTHUTUBHO-KOMMYHHNKATUBHOE TEePMHWHOBEICHNE IIOSIBUIIOCH
KaK IIPpOAOJIXKEHHUE IPEeAbIAYyIINX 3TAIIOB Pa3BUTUSL TepMI/IHOBe,I[LIeCKOﬁ HayKH, BO6paB
MHOT'O II€EHHOT'O M3 IIPOIIJIOTO OIIbITA M3 CMEXXHDbIX NUCHUIIINH, TAKUX KaK (1)I/IIIOCO—
Cl)I/If[, JIOTWKA, TeOpeTUYECKasd U IIPUK/IAAHAS JTNHIBUCTUKA, I/IHCl)OpMaTI/IKa u T.O. Ha
OCHOBE TIOFI/IKO—(l)I/ITIOCO(i)CKOI‘O 1 CTPYKTYPHOTI'O IIOAXOAOB CTa/IM MCIIO/Ib30BATHCA
pas3InvHbIe BUbI aHA/IN3a B TEPMHUHOJIOTUYECKUX UCCIICTOBAHUAX. B 70-p1e I'obI

XX Beka N3y49eHNEe TEePMHUHOJIOTUYECCKUX €INHUL, HAaUYNHACT CBA3BIBATHCS C MIYUCHUECM
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CBONCTB 3HAKa B PaMKaX CIEI[MATbHBIX TEKCTOB. AHTPOIOLEHTPUISCKUH IPUHIUI U
BHHMaHME K OHOMAaCHOIOTMYECKOMY aHAIM3y MPUBENN K (pOPMUPOBAHUIO HOBBIX TEH-
JEHIIMH B UCCIIE[OBAHUN TEPMUHA, IIO3BOIUBIIEMY OOpAaTUTh BHUMAHHE HA KOIHUIIMIO
1 KOMMYHHKAIHIO.

KoruntusHoe TepMHHOBe/I€HHE BBE/IO HOBBIE II€/IM, OCHOBAHUSA, METO/IOIOTUIO U
mnpouenypsl aHanusa. CTAaHOBUTCS OUEBUAHBIM, UTO TEPMUH SB/ISETCS BaXKHOU COCTAB-
IAIOIIe KOTHUTUBHON M (QyHKI[MOHAIPHON IEPCIIEKTHUBEI IIPOGECCHOHATBHOTO [HC-
Kypca U IIpe/ICTaBIeHUA S3BIKOB IS CIIELIMAIbHBIX Ile/Iel ¥ TePMUHOIOTUYECKUX CHU-
CcTeM KaK AMHAMHYECKUX MOJeIeH 4eTOBeYeCKOro CO3HAHUA. [T meu 9Toro mMex-
IUCITUIUIMHAPHOTO KOMIUIEKCHOTO ITOAXOJa BHHMAHHE OTIAeTCS TEPMUHOIOITIECKOMY
3HAYEHHUIO U 9KCTPATMHTBUCTUYECKON MH(POPMAI[NU, OKA3bIBAIOIIEN BIMSIHME Ha IIPO-
Iecc KoMMyHuKanuu. PopMUpOBaHUEe 3HAUEHHUSA B TEPMHUHOIOTUIECKUX €IUHUIAX
OINCBHIBAETCS HA OCHOBE Hamboslee BaXKHBIX KOHIEIITOB M KOIHUTHBHBIX MEXaHU3MOB,
KaTeropu3aliiy U KOHIENTYa/N3al[UU B IPOTEKAIONUeM B3aUMOJEHCTBAN, BBIpaKas
JTMYHOCTHBIE CMBIC/IBI B CIIEIIMATIBHOM IHCKypCe.

ABTOp mpescTaBIseT CBOCOOPA3HBIA OTUET 00 M3y4eHUH pa3sHOOOpa3HBIX BUIOB
CIIEI[MAIBHOTO JUCKYpPCa, B PAMKAX KOTOPBIX M3ydYeHBI T€PMHUHOTOTMYECKHE €IMHUIIDI
U TepMHUHOJIOTHYECKUE CUCTEMBI. B IMCKypcax COBpeMEHHOM TeXHUKHU U TeTeKOMMY-
HUKAIUH, [IPECTABIAIONIUX TOUHbIe CHephl 4e0BEUeCKOr0 3HAHUA, OCHOBHYIO CeMaH-
TUYIECKYIO HArpy3Ky HeCYyT HOMHUHATUBHbIE M CHHTAaKCHUeCKUe eIUHUIBL. B muckypce
COBpEeMEHHON TEXHHUKU MBI HAabIIIOaeM IIPeBaMPOBAHNE TEPMUHOTOIMIECKUX €IMHUII,
obo3Hauarouux apredaxrsl. M3 9TUX eQMHUI] CTPOSITCS KATErOPUU: HAUMEHOBAHMS
TPAHCIIOPTHBIX CPEJICTB, BH/IOB OPY’XKMf, MAIINHAM, HHCTPYMEHTAM, YCTPONCTBAM, H
T.0. Kakaplli Kilacc eUHUIL OPraHU30BAH HEPAPXUUECKU B COOTBECTBUU C IIATHIO YPOB-
HAMM KAaTeropu3aliuu. B cTarbe IpefcTaBieHa KaTeropus HAMMEHOBAHUN TPAHCIIOPT-
HBIX CPeJICTB, B KOTOPOM OOJIBIIMHCTBO HOMUHATUBHBIX €/IMHUI] MMEIOT OTHOIIEHUE K
cybkaTeropuaabHOMy ypoBHIO. B muckypce coBpeMenHoi texuuku ot 70 mo 95 mpo-
I[EHTOB TEKCTOBOI'O IIPOCTPAHCTBA BBIPAXKEHO HOMWHATHBHBIMU (pazaMu.

CunTaercs, 9TO KOHI[ITHI IIPEJICTABIAIOT MEHTA/IbHbIE OIepPaIly KATerOPU3AI[UN U
KOHIIeNTya/In3aluu, npeacTasnsas genctsuTensHocts. Konnent BEID, noMunupyro-
IMUA B TEXHUUYECKOH cdepe, CIIOCOOEH ommcarh HaMMeHOBaHUs apTedakToOB. ITa KOH-
LIeNTya/bHAsA CYLU[HOCTb XapaKTEePU3yeTCH CBA3IMU C Apyrumu, Takumu Kak [TPO-
CTPAHCTBO, ITPOLIECC, CBOMCTBO, COCTOAHUE u T.7. ITH CyIHOCTH HC-
IIO/IB3YIOTCS B IIPOIO3UIMAX — OCHOBHOT'O 9Talla B KOTHUTHBHO-OHOMACHOIOIMUYeCKOM
MOJIe/TMPOBAaHUY HOMUHATHBHEIX CIOBOCOYeTaHMU. Mogenb COCTOUT M3 OHOMACHOTIO-
IMYECKOro IPU3HAKA U OHOMACUOIOIMUECKOro 0asuca, IIOCIIeHUN IIpe/ICTaBIeH IPO-
CTBIM, CTIO’KHBIM M COCTAaBHBIM Bujamu. OHOMACHOIOTHYIECKUN 0A3UC ¥ OHOMACHOIO-
I'MYeCKUN NPU3HAK CBS3aHBL IPYr C APYrOM IpeIUKAaTUBHBIME OTHOIIeHusMu. Hambo-
7lee YaCTOTHBIMHU U IPOTOTUINIECKMMH B TEPMUHOIOTHIECKAX KOHCTPYKI[UAX, 060-
sHavaromux apredaktsl, asmsaTca [THING; (whole) — composed of — THING,
(part)], [THING — have — QUALITY], [THING - is used for (performing) —
FUNCTION (activity)]. Onncanune konnernryansaoi kareropuu BEIID yxaspiBaer Ha
BOCIpHATHE O0BEKTA UeTOBEKOM HA OCHOBE aOCOTIOTHBIX M OTHOCHUTEIBHBIX CBOMCTS,

OTpa’X€HHBIX B CJIOBOCOYETAHUAX.
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B muckypce TenekommyHMKanuu mpescrasnessl katreropuu BEID, TIPOCTPAH-
CTBO, [IPOLIECC, CBOUCTBO, COCTOAHUE, [IPOBJIEMA B TEIEKOMMYHUKAIII-
ounbix cucremax, [IAPAMETP, UISMEPUTEJ/IbHAA ENVHULIA u T.1. [Iponosuriun
1 0Opa3Hble CXeMBI KaK IIPOCThIe KOTHUTUBHBIE KOHCTPYKTBI UCIIONB3YIOTCS I OOBSICHE-
HESI 0COOEHHOCTeH CeMAHTUKY TEPMHUHOTOTHIeCKUX euHuIl. B cdepe TemekoMmyHMKa-
I[UK KOHI[RIITya/IbHbIe KATeTOPUH, OTHOIIEHUS MKy HIMU U oOpasHble CXeMBI Jlajee
OPTAHU3YIOTCS B PA3HOBUIAHOCTU (pPperMOB, IPENCTAB/SIONINX CUCTEMY Te/IEKOMMYHUKA-
I[UM B CO3HAHUH CO3JIATelIsI KOMIIbIoTepHbIX Texnosorui unu BEIID ee moTpeburerts.

B cynebHBIX IpeHUAX U JUCKYpCe KIMHUYIECKOW IICUXMATPUM TEPMUHOIOTHS 3aBH-
CHUT OT COIIMA/IbHBIX U IIParMaTHIeCKuX (PaKTOPOB, BIMSIOMUX Ha KOMMYHHUKAI[UIO OT-
JIeTbHOM f3bIKOBOM JTMYHOCTHU. JaHHbBIE BHJIBI A3bIKA I CIEITMAIbHBIX Ile/Iel CTaHO-
BATCs DOlee CIIOXKHBIM C PAa3BUTHEM HAYYHOIO 3HAHHUS M UeI0BEYeCKOro oIbita. B
IopuamYecKor KoMMmyHuKanuu B Bepxosnom cyge CIIIA noMUHHDPYIOT HaMMEeHOBAaHUSA
YYaCTHUKOB, KOTOpPbIEe BOBIIEUEHBI B PA3/HUIHbIE SIIM30MbI COOBITHH. B yCTHBIX IpeHMsax
B Cyle KOH(IMKT MeX/y /IIOAbME B PeabHON JKU3HU OIMCAH IOCPEICTBOM SI3BIKOBBIX
©JIMHUIT, YKA3hIBAIOIUX Ha CIIeIIMa/TbHbIe IOPUIUUECKIe M KaXKJOJHEBHBIC BUIbI 3HAHUS
upu orpaxenun obcrosarenscts COBBITU A, nunnusnayanpHpx MHTEPECOB U IPUIUH
KOHMUKTHOM curyaruu. IIpodeccnonanpHO-OpUeHTUPOBAHHASA KapTHHA MUpPA IIpeJi-
CTaB/ACT IOPUAUYECKUM KOHQIUKT, CONMANbHBIE POIM YUaCTHUKOB, MHOT/IA HAaHOCS-
IIAX HEeIPeJyMBIIITIEHHO Bpe[| IPYruM CyObekTam mpasa, B KoH(paukTa kak CObbI-
THUN. CTpyKTypsl 3HaHHUSA PaCKpBIBAIOT TO, KAK pacCMOTpeHHUe Jera npusogur Kk PE-
3YJNIbTATY, 4ro HaxOJMUT OTpa)K€HME B PELICHUU CyJd 110 KaXKIOMY IeIy.

B Hay4HBIX TeKCTaxX B 00/1acTH IICHXUATPUU OCHOBHOM KOHIIEIITYaIbHOU CYLTHOCTBHIO
ABJISETCS Ye/IOBEUECKHMH MO3T M €ro CBOMCTBA, CTajuK OO/Ie3HH, TMarHOCTHKA U jlede-
Hue. AHAa/IU3 CEMAHTUKU TePMUHA BKIIOYAeT OOBIIEHHBIE CIOBA C IIEPEOCMBICTIEHHBIM
3HaUeHHEM B CIIEIIMaTbHOM JIUCKypCe.

B crarpe 6bina cjiesraHa IIONBITKA HIPEICTABUTD PA3/IMUHbIe THUIIBI TEPMUHOB, PyHK-
IUOHUPYIOMUX B MUCKYpPCe M COOTHOCHUMBIX C PAsHOBUJTHOCTAME KOHIenToB. CBume-
TEIBCTBO O KOHI[EITYAIbHON Cepe Ue/T0BeUeCKOro OIBITA IIOIYIeHO Ha OCHOBE pas-
MUYHBIX (OPMATOB 3HAHUSA: IIPOIO3UIUN KAK JaCTU KOTHUTHBHO-OHOMACHOIOIHIECKO-
ro MOJEeNUPOBAHUs, OOPa3HBIX CXeM, KOHIIENTYaIbHOU MeTadOpbl U METOHUMUH,
$perMOB, MpeCTaBISIONIUX CTPYKTYPY TEPMHUHOMOrHIeCKUX cucteM. OHU IIOMOTaioT
OIIMCATh KOHIICITYATU3AIMIO TePMUHOMOTNIECKUX e/IUHUI] B IIPOPECCHOHAIPHOM JIHC-
Kypce X OTBETHTb Ha 3aIllyTaHHBIE BOIIPOCH IIO ITOBOJY MCTOKOB BOCIPUATHS U KOH-
LenTyanu3anuu npu GOPMHUPOBAHUU T€PMUHA B IIPOIlecce OOIIEHUS U IPU ITOCTPOe-
HUU TePMUHOTOTHIECKUX CUCTEM.

ZINIY STRUKTUROS IR JU APRASYMO BUDAI KOGNITYVINES TERMINOLOGIJOS TYRIMUOSE
Santrauka

Kognityvingé, arba kognityviné-komunikaciné, terminologija atsirado kaip ankstesniy
terminologijos tyrimy tasa ir perémé vertingiausig tarpusavyje susijusiy sri¢iy — filoso-
fijos, logikos, teorinés ir taikomosios kalbotyros, informatikos ir kt. — patirtj. Remian-
tis Siais loginiu-filosofiniu ir struktiiriniu pagrindais, terminologijos moksle buvo tai-
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koma jvairiy raiSiy analizé. XX a. astuntajame deSimtmetyje terminologijos vienety ty-
rimai imti sieti su zenklo ypatumais specialiuosiuose tekstuose. Antropocentrinis prin-
cipas ir démesys onomasiologiniams tyrimams lémé naujus terminijos tyrimy pokry-
pius, taip atkreiptas démesys j pazinimg ir komunikacijg.

Kognityviné terminologija iSkélé naujus tikslus, numaté naujus pagrindus, metodo-
logija ir procediras. Tampa akivaizdu, kad terminas yra svarbi profesiniam diskursui
budingo kognityvinio ir funkcinio pozitrio dalis, reik§minga specialios paskirties kalby
ir terminijos sistemy kaip dinaminiy zmogisko pazinimo modeliy dedamoji. Taikant
tokj daugiapusj tarpdalykinj pozitrj, démesys sutelkiamas j terminologine reik$me ir
komunikacijai jtakos turin¢ia ekstralingvistine informacija. Terminologijos vienety
reikS$més apraSomos remiantis svarbiausiais konceptais ir pazinimo mechanizmais, ben-
draujant taikomu kategorizavimu ir konceptualizavimu, taip perteikiant specialiajame
diskurse asmens teikiama prasme.

Autoré pateikia tam tikra specialiyjy diskursy, kuriy pagrindu nagrinéti terminolo-
giniai vienetai ir terminologinés sistemos, tyrimy ataskaita. Siuolaikiniy technologijy
ir telekomunikacijy diskursuose, atstovaujanciuose tiksliosioms zmogaus pazinimo sri-
tims, pagrindinis semantinis kriivis tenka nominatyviniams ir sintaksiniams vienetams.
Siuolaikiniy technologijy diskurse vyrauja terminologijos vienetai, ymintys artefaktus.
Vienetai sudaro kategorijas: transporto priemonés, ginkly rasys, mechanizmai, masi-
nos, jrankiai, prietaisai ir t. t. Kiekviena terminy klasé yra hierarchiné, apimanti pen-
kis kategorizavimo lygmenis. Straipsnyje aptariama transporto priemoniy pavadinimy
kategorija ir atskleidziama, kad dauguma nominatyviniy vienety sudaro subkategorijas.
Siuolaikiniy technologijy diskurse nominatyviniais Zod¥iy junginiais perteikiama nuo
70 iki 95 procenty teksto.

Manoma, kad konceptai perteikia mentalinius kategorizavimo ir konceptualizavimo
veiksmus, taip jie atspindi tikrove. Technikos srityje vyraujancia DAIKTO savoka gali-
ma apradyti artefakty pavadinimus. Sis konceptas apibiidinamas pagal rySius su kitais
konceptais, tokiais kaip ERDVE, PROCESAS, SAVYBE, BUKLE ir kt. Tokie vienetai
jtraukiami j teiginius, kurie yra kognityvinio-onomasiologinio nominatyviniy zodziy
junginiy modeliavimo dalis. Modelius sudaro onomasiologinis pozymis ir onomasiolo-
ginis pagrindas, pastarajam atstovauja paprasti, sudurtiniai ir sudétiniai tipai. Onoma-
siologinis pagrindas ir onomasiologinis pozymis susije predikatiniais rysiais. Artefaktus
zyminciose terminologinése konstrukcijose dazniausi yra prototipiniai [DAIKTAS; (vi-
suma), sudarytas i§ DAIKTAS, (dalis)], [DAIKTAS turi SAVYBE], [DAIKTAS nau-
dojamas (atliekant) FUNKCIJA (vykdant veikla)]. Konceptualiosios DAIKTO katego-
rijos apraSymas rodo objekto suvokimg per absoliudiasias ar santykines ypatybes, rei$-
kiamas zodziy junginiais.

Telekomunikacijy diskurse ryskéja DAIKTO, ERDVES, PROCESO, SAVYBES,
VALSTYBES, telekomunikacijy sistemos PROBLEMU, PARAMETRO, MATAVIMO
VIENETO ir kt. kategorijos. Terminologijos vienety semantikos ypatumams paaiskinti
naudojami teiginiai ir vaizdiniy schemos — paprasti pazintiniai konstruktai. Telekomu-
nikacijy srityje konceptualiosios kategorijos, jy santykiai ir vaizdiniy schemos virsta
struktiiry jvairove, kuri perteikia telekomunikacijy sistema kompiuteriniy technologijy
karéjo arba kliento suvokimu.
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Teismo ginCuose ir klinikinés psichiatrijos diskurse vartojama terminija priklauso nuo
socialiniy ir pragmatiniy veiksniy, daranciy poveikj tam tikro kalbétojo komunikacijai.
Plétojantis mokslo zinioms ir kaupiantis patirciai, tokios specialiosios paskirties kalbos
tampa vis sudétingesnés. JAV Auksciausiojo Teismo teisinéje komunikacijoje vyrauja j
konkrecius jvykiy etapus jtraukiamy dalyviy jvardijimas. Vykstant Zodiniams ginc¢ams,
tikroviskas Zmoniy konfliktas apraSomas specialigsias teisines ir jprastas zinias rodancio-
mis kalbos priemonémis, taip atspindimos [VYKIO aplinkybés, interesai, priezastys.
Profesinio pobudzio pasaulio matymas, perteikiantis teisinj konflikta, dalyviy, kitakart
netycia padaranciy zalos kitiems teisés subjektams, socialinius vaidmenis, atsiskleidzia
kaip PROCESAS. Ziniy struktiiromis parodoma, kaip nuo civilinio ie¥kinio einama prie
REZULTATO, kuris kiekvienoje byloje reiskiasi kaip teismo sprendimas.

Moksliniuose psichiatrijos tekstuose esminé konceptualioji sritis yra Zzmogaus sme-
genys ir jy ypatybés, ligos stadijos, diagnostika ir gydymas. Terminy semantikos anali-
z¢ apima ir jprastinius zodzius, specialiajame diskurse turincius kita reiksSme.

Straipsnyje méginama pateikti skirtingy diskurse funkcionuojanciy terminy, atitin-
kanc¢iy savoky jvairove, tipy. Konceptualiosios zmogiskos patirties sferos duomenys yra
gauti taikant skirtingo formato Zinias: kognityvinio-onomasiologinio modeliavimo su-
détine dalj, teiginius, vaizdy schemas, konceptualiasias metaforas ir metonimijg, termi-
ny sistemy struktarg perteikianc¢ius freimus. Tai leidzia perteikti profesiniame diskur-
sui budingg konceptualizavima terminijos vienetais ir atsakyti j sudétingus klausimus
dél suvokimo ir konceptualizavimo kuriant terminus bei terminy sistemas Saltiniy.

Gauta 2019-10-02

Larissa Manerko

Lomonosov Moscow State University

Higher School of Translation and Interpreting
Building 51, Leninskiye Gory, GSP-1

119991 Moscow, Russian Federation

E-mail wordfnew@mail.ru

72 Larissa Manerko | Knowledge Structures and Ways of Their Description
in Cognitive Terminology Research



