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Any analytical review of scientific papers, first and foremost, requires generaliza-
tion of the previous best practices learnt over the specified period of development of the
particular area of knowledge. Record keeping of theoretical papers dedicated to the
Slavic terminology has shown that there is no systematic description of the main trends
of study in linguistics that would help the scholars to orient in this sphere of knowledge.

It is true that some information on scientific research in a particular branch of
terminology of the Slavic linguistics can be partially found in the scientiefic papers of
Ukrainian, Russian and Belarusian researchers who have explored theoretical problems
in terminology the such as: generaltheoretic (Y. M. Marchuk, V. V. Varyn, S. L. Mishla-
nova, V. H. Kulpina, V. A. Tatarynov, M. H. Antoniuk, H. A. Hvozdovych) [1; 3; 14; 21;
22; 32], including paradigm (V. A. Tatarynov, I. M. Kochan) [11; 26; 27; 30; 31], devel-
opment of specific theories — terminological text theory (V. M. Leichyk) [18], integrity
theory (M. Popova, V. A. Tatarynov) [23; 28]; specific-purpose (L. V. Turovska) [36];
criticism of conventional terminology (V. A. Tatarynov) [29]; sociolinguistic (L. B. Tka-
chova) [34], especially, structural and system, onomasiological, semasiological and cog-
nitive (A. S. Diakov, T. R. Kyiak, Z. B. Kudelko) [6]; info- and sociolinguistic (V. A. Stu-
pin) [25]; comparative (V. M. Leichyk) [17], particularly, engineer and linguistic as well
as the theory of translation (E. A. Tsytkina) [38—40]; comparative-contrastive (P. O. Se-
lihei) [24]; typological (L. V. Turovska) [37]; structural and semantic as well as func-
tional (Y. V. Zhytin) [7]; functional and stylistic (V. A. Tatarynov, N. O. Yatsenko) [33;
44]; functional and stylistic as well as the theory of translation (N. O. Yatsenko) [43; 45];
functional and discursive (D. V. Shcherba) [41]; historical (O. V. Borkhvalt, V. G. Kul-
pina, V. A. Tatarynov, L. V. Turovska) [2; 16; 35]; civilizational (V. G. Kulpina) [13];
cognitive, notably, lingua-conceptualized (V. L. Ivashchenko) [8, p. 3—6, 119—121; 9,
p. 382—388], cognitive and communicative (L. O. Manerko, O. Y. Holovanova) [4; 19;
20], cognitive and discursive (I. A. Kazymyrova) [10]; theoretical and applied

1 Tlpi3Buina, iMeHa, Mo-0aThKOBI NepekiiaieHo BiamnoBiaqHo 10 [TocranoBu Kabinery MinictpiB Ykpainu Ne 55
“IIpo BHOPSIKYBaHHS TpaHCIiTepawil ykpaiHchkoro andasity naruaunero” Big 27 cians 2010 p.
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(S. V. Hrynov-Hrynevych) [5, p. 12—13], including theoretical and methodological
(V. A. Tatarynov) [33], theoretical and terminological (V. K. Shcherbin, V. H. Kulpina,
V. A. Tatarynov) [42; 15] etc.

Certainly, it is difficult to cover and comment on all the theoretical papers on
the Slavic terminology within one publication, so we shall limit ourselves only to
analytical review of fundamental papers on the general Slavic terminology of the
late 20" (’90™) — early 21* centuries, when the general terminology iscon-
sidered to be a science developed in strong interrelation with typological termino-
logy based on the general theory, as well as upon the results of particular study of
the development of certain features in all terminology branches and clearly evident
difference between them [5, p. 54—56].

The main objective of the proposed study is to analyse the theses and mono-
graphs on Ukrainian, Russian, Belarusian, Polish, Czech, Bulgarian, Slovak, Slo-
venian, Croatian, Serbian and Macedonian general terminology of the specified
period, and also classify them according to the main paradigms of study and trends
in which the terminologists work nowadays.

We consider it necessary to emphasize that proposed exploration is not ex-
haustive, since work on record keeping and categorization of general theoretical
papers on the Slavic terminology still continues.

Keeping in mind poly-paradigm of present-day linguistics [12] and, con-
sequently, terminology as one of its structural elements and fully self-contained
scientific discipline, we can discuss parallel coexistence of three paradigms un-
der study inthe selected terminological areas: 1) [system and] structural / term-
centric / conventional or, as determined by some scholars, structuralism, classifi-
catory and structural, taxonomic, formal, inventory at its post-paradigm stage —
[system and] structural / term-centric / conventional
terminology, 2) functional at its own paradigm stage — functional termi-
nology, 3) cognitive / cognitive and discursive or, as determined by some
scholars, ambi-semantic, cognitive and functional, cognitive and communicative,
anthropocentric, neofunctional, interpretative, at its pre-paradigm stage — cog-
nitive terminolog. We will briefly analyse fundamental theoretical studies on
the general Slavic terminology of the selected period according to the certain para-
digms of study, or their trends.

I. General Slavic terminology of system and structural paradigm (Table 1). Key
paradigm-generating concepts and constructions of this scientific study area are
the following:

1) theoretical: “term / nomen = linguistic sign / linguistic [invariant] unit”,
“terminological norm = language norm” // “standard”, “term / nomen / special
lexical item = structural system element”, “term element”, “connections / rela-
tionships between terms / special lexical units = connections / relationships be-
tween system elements”, “opposition of terms / special lexical units = oppositions
of system elements”, “hierarchy of terms / special lexical units = hierarchy of sys-

b [13

tem elements”, “formal / content structure of term”, “static / dynamic structure
of term system”, “term system / nomenclature = sign system = exists in and for
itself”, “term system / nomenclature = linguistic subsystem”, “hierarchy of term

9

systems = supersystem / system / subsystem”, “term system level”, “limit” = “ter-
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o 1Y

minological meaning in terms of units / categories / classes”, “term system — sub-
stratum” — “term system — “organism” — term system — “environment”, “formal
(structural) typology of terms / term systems”, “[terminology] [lexical] semantic /
conceptual / field”, “scientific metaphor / metonymy” and etc.;

2) methodological: “semiological / semiotic analysis principle”, “logicism prin-
ciple” by means of “formalization (structural, formal description / analysis) of term /
term system”, “empirical description of individual facts // system description”,
“system and structural analysis”, “mathematical exploration methods”, “synchro-
nous description method”, “component analysis method”, “simulation method”,

9 <c

“thesaurus method in semantics”, “semantic field method”, “description method by

b 1Y 9

lexical and semantic groups”, “comparative analysis (method)”, “comparable ana-
lysis (method)”, “semantic analysis”, “definitive analysis” and etc.:

In the present day system and structural general Slavic terminology these construc-
tions are based on the general theory of term which is represented to a certain extent by:

* theory of [terminological] nomination [in the special sphere], considering
theory of semantic / lexical derivation, theory of [scientific / terminological] meta-
phor (basically, linguistic, in particular, onomasiological aspect —onomasiologi-
cal terminology), forinstance, in the papers of Bulgarian scholars — M. Popo-
va, S. Kolkovska, K. Kabakchiiev, A. Khrystova, B. Popov (“The aspects of Bulga-
rian terminology”, 1999), T. Boiadzhyiev (“Bulgarian lexicology”, 2002),
M. Popova (“The typology of terminological nomination”, 1990 — typological as-
pect), B. O. Aleksiiev (“Contrastive aspect of terminological metaphor”, 2005);
Russian scholars — M. M. Volodina (“The theory of terminological nomination”,
1997), L. M. Aleksieieva (“The term and metaphor: semantic substantiation of
metaphorization”, 1998), V. I. Bihanova (“Yakut terminology (establishment
stages)”, 1996 — historiographical aspect); Slovak scholar B. Krupa (“The meta-
phor at the intersection of scientific disciplines”, 1990); Ukrainian scholar
R. V. Ivanitskyi (“The lexicographic aspects of terms normalization (based on Ger-
man, English, Ukrainian and Russian terminological units)”, 1995 — typological as
also normative and lexicographic aspects);

* theory of definition or semantic theory of term in the context of theory of
lexical / linguistic meaning, theory of semantic field / lexical and semantic groups
(logical and linguistic, semasiological aspects —semasiological terminolo-
gv), for instance, in the papers of Russian scholars — S. D. Shelov (“The experien-
ce of development of terminological theory: knowledge and definition of terms”,
1995, 1995a, “Term. Termhood. Terminological definitions”, 2003 — typological
aspect), M. V. Marchuk (“The dynamics of lexical meanings of polysemantic
words (vocabulary of general terminological level)”, 1996 — diachronic aspect);

* cross-theoretical or cross-aspectual studies within the same paradigm (e.g.
onoma-semasiological aspect —onoma-semasiological terminology +
historical aspect — historical terminology), in particular, in the papers of
Russian scholars — H. A. Dianova (“The term and notion: problems of evolution
(to the basics of historical terminology)”, 1996, 2000 — lingualogical and semio-
tic / onoma-semasiological and historical aspects), T. S. Kohotkova (“National
origins of Russian terminology”, 1991 — onoma-semasiological and historical as-
pects); Slovenian scholar — Y. Khonzak-Yakhych (“Slovenian terminology in the
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19 century (based on the Czech influence)”, 1999 — structural and semantic and
also historical aspects);

» theory and methodology of [applied] terminology (theoretical and
methodological / theoretical and applied terminology), particu-
larly, conventional theory of terminography (theoretical terminography)
in the context of theory of lexicography (theoretical lexicography), lexicographical
and terminography descriptions / terminology analysis (theoretical and lexico-
graphic / theoretical and terminography aspects), terminological activities in the
field of valuation of individual terminology and standardization, conduct of termi-
nology expertise and editing (basically, theoretical and applied aspects), as well as
methods of assessment, design and creation of traditional dictionaries(methodo -
logical terminology), for instance, in the papers of Bulgarian scholar
B. O. Aleksiiev (“Terminography oriented to the knowledge”, 2011 — theoretical
and terminographical aspects); Slovak scholar Z. Yurchatskova (“Terminology:
Basic principles, methods and their application”, 2002 — theoretical and methodo-
logical aspects); Polish scholars Y. Liukshyn and B. Zmazher (“Theoretical found-
ations of terminology”, 2001, 2006 — theoretical and methodological aspects);
Russian scholar O. V. Borkhvalt (“Historical terminology of Russian language”,
2000 — theoretical and methodological foundations in the historiographical as-
pect).

Table 1. General Slavic Terminology of System and Structural Paradigm

Russian terminology Bulgarian terminolo Slovak terminolo
* onomasiological « onomasiological « onomasiological
terminology: terminology: terminology:
M. M. Volodina (1997); M. Popova, S. Kolkovska, V. Krupa (1990)
L. M. Aleksieieva (1998); A. Khrystova, B. Popov « theoretical and
V.L Byh.a?ov.a (11996). 1 K. Kabakchyiev (1999); methodological terminology :

semasiological (erminology: - g;agzhyiev (2002); Z. Yurchatskova (2002)
S. D. Shelov (1995, 1995a,

M. Popova (1990); . .
2003); B. 0. Aleksiiev (2005) Ukrainian terminology
. O. Aleksiiev
M. V. Marchuk (1996) ) . » onomasiological
. . * theoretical terminology : .

» onomasiological + B terminology:
historical terminology : B. 0 Aleks-uev (2011 R. V. Ivanytskyi (1995)
H. A. Dianova (1996, 2000); ~ Polish terminolo
T. S. Kohotkova (1991) * theoretical and Slovenian terminology
« theoretical and methodological terminology : ¢ onomasiological +
methodological terminology : Y. Liukshyn, historical terminology:
0. V. Borkhvaldt (2000) B. Zmazher (2001, 2006) Y. Khonzak-Yakhych (1999)

I1. General Slavic terminology of functional paradigm (Table 2). It is based on
the following key paradigm-generating concepts and constructions and construc-
tions:

1) theoretical: “structural (formal) — functional”, “terminological mean-

b 13

ing” — “form (formal structure) of term”, “terminologization / determinologiza-
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tion”, “function of professional language / language for special purposes (LSP)”,
“term functioning in the text / discourse”, “application of terms” — “variation of
term / terminological variation”, “professional / special / scientific text / dis-
course” — “literary text” — “information system”, “professional language / lan-
guage for special purpose (LSP) — “sublanguage” — “metalanguage” = functional
system [of expression means]”, “functioning of professional language / sublan-
guage / metalanguage / language for special purposes (LSP)”, “professional lan-
guage / language for special purpose (LSP) = professional communication means”,
“professional community / professional society”, “professional / special commu-
nication”, “functional simulation of specialist language activity”, “professional
competence”, “culture of professional / scientific language / speech”, “interdisci-
plinarity”, “[terminological] functional and semantic field”, “terminological
meaning in terms of / nearly functional and semantic field”, “scientific style =

Sb [13

functional style as language variety”, “functional typology / stratification of pro-
fessional languages / sublanguages / languages for special purpose (LSP)”, “termi-
nological motivation”, “degree of termhood = degree of motivation as motivation
[between form and function] of term”, “slang”, “scientific / professional dis-
course” etc.;

2) methodological: “functional analysis” — “formal analysis”, “quantitative
method / count method / statistical method”, “principle of linguistic economy”,
“principle of methodological monism”, “iconicity principle”, “principle of dis-
course / text motivation”, “diachronic / historical principle” // “diachronic de-
scription”, “syntax analysis”, “distributive analysis”, “teleological principle (pur-
poseful LSP functioning)”, “continuous sampling method”, “contextual analy-
sis”, “discourse analysis”, “sociolinguistic analysis methods”, “syntagmatic
analysis” etc.

In the present-day general theoretical functional Slavic terminology these
constructions are represented to a certain extent by:

» concept of functional varieties / styles of language in the study of scientific /
scientific and technical style (stylistic terminology), for instance, in the pa-
per of Russian scholar O. M. Ponomarova (“Scientific style as an object of assimi-
lation by native speakers”, 2004 — the concept of scientific style in the position of
preverbal readiness);

* linguistics // stylistics of scientific / professional / academic scientific text,
in particular, linguistics // stylistics of languages for special purposes (LSP), in the
context of the theory of linguistics // text stylistics and concept of term stylistic
function in special, scientific, popular science, science fiction and literary texts, as
well as information systems (textual term analysis — term-centric and terminolo-
gical text analysis — text-centric aspects terminological text theory), for
instance, in the papers of Russian scholars — N. Y. Saltanova (“The specific dis-
course in literary text: in comparison with discourse in scientific text”, 2008 — ty-
pological, text-centric and comparative aspects), L. M. Yelizarova (“Terminologi-
cal and literary innovations in the functional aspect (based on the compositions of
modern science fiction)”, 1992 — term-centric and comparative aspects),
0. V. Karpova (“The functioning of everyday expressions in the scientific text”,
2005 — genre and stylistic aspects), D. O. Razoronova (“The term in the modern
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fiction: based on the English language”, 2006 — term-centric stylistic aspect),
R. S. Stoianova (“Asystem phenomena in the verbal scientific text”, 2004 — typo-
logical, system and asystem structural and astructural / antistructural and text-cen-
tric aspects), M. V. Cherkunova (“The pragmalinguistic features of scientific and
educational literature abstracts: based on English publications”, 2007 — typologi-
cal, communicative, text-centric, pragmalinguistic aspects); Polish scholar
O. Vashchuk-Zin (“Semantic transformations of general terms in the scientific
text”, 2007 — term-centric and semasiological aspects);

» cross-theoretical / cross-aspectual studies, for instance, in the papers of
Russian scholars — Y. V. Slozhenikina (“Terminology in the lexical system: func-
tional variation”, 2006, “Terminological variation: semantics, form, function”,
2010 — synthesis of the theory [term as] of linguistic sign [special application
field] / semiotic theory of term and theory of terminological variability — prag-
masemiotic and typological aspects of dichotomy “linguistic variation — func-
tional variability” in the context of criticism of traditional, codified by special
guidebooks and DSTU point of view on the term), A. L. Kogotyzheva (“Com-
municative organization of scientific text”, 2002 — synthesis of communication
theory and linguistics / text stylistics — communicative and stylistic, text-centric
and typological aspects);

» theory and methodology of [applied] terminology (theoretical and
methodological / theoretical and applied terminology), particu-
larly, in theoretical and [lingua-] didactic and translation aspects, namely, transla-
tion terminography and abstract theorems of professional / special / scientific
translation in the context of terminographical theory (theoretical termino-
graphy) and the theory of translation (translation terminology), for in-
stance, in the papers of Polish scholars — V. Pytel (“Preparation of special texts in
the language teaching system”, 2005 — text-centric and lingua-didactic aspects),
H. Vyshnievska (“Terminological iteration as a tool for organization of profession-
al language learning process”, 2010 — term-centric and lingua-didactic aspects),
H. Novotko (“Pragmatic aspects of professional translation (based on Russian,
Polish and German languages)”, 2000 — pragmatic and translation aspects),
M. Lukasyk (“English-Polish and Polish-English special purpose dictionaries
(1990—2006). Terminolograpic analysis”, 2007 — translation and typological as
well as theoretical and terminological aspects; “Special texts and terminography
development”, 2010 — theoretical and methodological terminography founda-
tions); Russian scholars —Y. H. Pyrikov (“Fundamentals of system translation
concept (terminological aspect)”, 1992 — translation aspect), I. S. Kudashev
(“Design of special translation dictionaries”, 2007 — theoretical and lexicographic
(terminographic), typological, translation and anthropocentric aspects); Belaru-
sian scholars — K. P. Liubetska (“German-Belarusian lexicography of the 20" cen-
tury and formation of Belarusian terminology”, 2004 — theoretical and lexico-
graphical (terminographical), historiographical and translation aspects) and
I. M. Salkova (“The structure of sublanguage lexicon and selection of learner’s
dictionary”, 1990 — theoretical and lexicographical (terminographical) and didac-
tic aspects); Czech scholar D. Zhvachek (“Chapters on the theory of translation
(professional translation)”, 1995 — translation aspect).
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Table 2. General Terminology of Functional Paradigm

Russian terminology Belarusian terminology

« stylistic terminology : « theoretical lexicography / terminography:
O. M. Ponomariova (2004); K. P. Liubetska (2004);

N. Y. Saltanova (2008); 1. M. Salkova(1990)

L. M. Yelizarova (1992); Y. V. Karpova

(2005); Polish terminology

D. O. Razorionov (2006); R. S. Stoianova * terminology theory of text:
(2004); 0. Vashchuk-Zin (2007)

M. V. Cherkunova (2007)) * theoretic and applied terminology :
 semiotic term theory + terminological V. Pytel (2005);

variation theory: H. Vyshnevska (2010);

Y. V. Slozhenikina (2006, 2010) M. Lukasyk (2007, 2010)

* communicative and stylistic terminology : . translation terminology :

A. L. Kohotyzheva (2002) H. Novotko (2000)

* translation terminology :

Y. H. Pyrikov (1992) Czech terminology

* theoretical terminography: * translation terminology :

I. S. Kudashev (2007) D. Zhvachek (1995)

IT1. General Slavic terminology of cognitive paradigm (Table 3). Nowadays in-
terdisciplinary synthesis of philosophy, epistemology, in particular, philosophy of
consciousness, cognitive psychology (cognitive psychology), cognitive anthropology,
mathematical logic (mathematics, logics, semiotics), intellectual and computer
technologies, cognitive / computer graphics contrary to cognitive linguistics (espe-
cially, cognitive semantics, cognitive grammar, cognitive stylistics), neurolinguistics,
psycholinguistics, linguistic technologies represent them as a new paradigm of study
based on the following key paradigm-generating concepts and constructions:

1) theoretical: “cognition” — “scientific / special / professional knowledge //
knowledge of the world”, “representation structures of special / scientific / profession-
al knowledge”, “invariant of scientific knowledge”, “cognitive nature of term”,

“orientation function of term”, “information nature of term”, “term area” — “mental
area”, “term notion”, “scientific / special image-notion”, “scientiﬁc / professional
concept = meaning”, “smentiﬁc / professional concept = meaning”, “mental (formal)
/ semantic structure of scientific concept”, “content of scientific / professional / spe-
cial notion — content of scientific / professional / special concept”, “concept — term
notion”, “scientific / professional concept sphere” / “conceptual sphere of science”,

“category as format of scientific / professional / special knowledge”, “categorization of
scientific / special / professional knowledge as manifestation of world categorization”,
“conceptualization of scientific / special / professional knowledge as manifestation of
world conceptualization”, “conceptual / linguistic [national] scientific / professional

9

» 3

world view”, “professional linguistic peculiarity”, “cognitive capability / cognitive style
of specialist”, “ expert / scientist / specialist as S of scientific / professional / special
knowledge”, “cognitive error — terminological error”, “prototype definition of term /

determination of term boundaries / linguistic boundaries of term / term limitations”

“discrediting / non-discrediting of scientific / special / professional meaning”, “con-
ceptual scientific metaphor”, “terminological database” etc.;
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2) methodological: “method of [cognitive] simulation”, “methodology of

bbl [13

structuration (simulation) of situation”, “methods of mathematical simulation /
mathematical logic”, “mental and linguistic description-simulation”, “procedure
of analysis of some concepts with the help of others”, “conceptualization

bal [13

method” = “conceptual analysis / concept-analysis”, “conceptual simulation of
linguistic world view”, “procedure of concept reconstruction”, “frame analysis”,
“formal analysis”, “statistical analysis”, “information and logical analysis”,
“method of free / object-oriented association experiment”, “search for knowledge
structures that stand for linguistic form as continuation of definitive analysis”, etc.

These constructions, to a certain extent, represent individual study programs
in the modern general and theoretical cognitive Slavic terminology, provided that
today there is no unified theory of cognitive linguistics (and thus in its context and
cognitive terminology). Integrating achievements of classical semantic theories,
cognitive theory, system theory, information theory, theory of case grammar, pro-
totype theory, theory of artificial intelligence, machine-translation theory, auto-
mation theory, as well as logical and philosophical, lingua-logical and lingua-psy-
chological concepts etc., the general Slavic terminology in the late 20" — early 21
century is primarily represented by two trends:

* lingua-cognitive itself that primarily focuses on cognitive and nominative,
cognitive and semantic, as well as cognitive and communicative aspects (lin-
gua-cognitive terminology), for instance, in the papers of Russian
scholars — E. A. Sorokina (“Cognitive aspects of lexical design (to the foundations
of cognitive terminology)”, 2007, 2007a — cognitive and semasiological, historio-
graphical and sociolinguistic aspects), Y. I. Shestak (“Professionally marked phra-
seological units in cognitive and communicative aspects”, 2008 — cognitive and
communicative aspects);

* linguistic and technological that provides automatic processing of terms by
using specialized computer software (computer-based terminology contrary
to the theory and methodology of applied terminology as a synthesis of linguistics and
computer technologies, in particular in their [lingua-] didactic (oriented at the
employment of computer technologies in teaching of languages for special purposes),
translation (mainly centered on the translation of scientific and technical
terminology), as well as information and normative (mostly oriented at the standards
of scientific and technical terminology application) aspects in the context of
development of theoretical framework for creation of algorithms / systems of
automatic analysis, search and translation of terms in various texts / language corpora,
as well as creation of electronic dictionaries of terms and term banks / databases,
translation or information and normative using of computer technologies
(computer-based terminology), for instance, in the papers of Russian
scholars — S. V. Hrynov (“Fundamentals of lexicographical description of term systems”,
1990 — synthesis of general theory and methodology of applied terminology, particularly
conventional theory of terminology in its system and structural, as well as typological
aspects and theory of terminological activities in the information and technological
aspects, including automation and design of termbases), V. I. Mikhailova (“The structure
of multi-component terms and creation of electronic dictionaries (theoretical basics for
development of translation algorithms)”, 1992), N. Y. Zaitseva (“Semiotics of Romance
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terminological systemsin theirrelation to English and Russian ones”, 2003 —technological
aspects of information and semiotic theory of term using thesaurus-network and matrix-
frame methods contrarytotheoretical guidelinesofnorm-centric, aswell ascommunicative
and translation, comparable and typological terminology); Polish scholars — Y. Valinskyi
(“Search for terms in the compared language corporae”, 2001), fragmentarily H. Felber,
H. Budin (“Theory and practice of terminology”, 1994 — synthesis of terminological
theory of nomination and systems theory with creation of termbanks); Slovenian scholar
Sh. Vintar (“Terminology and computer terminography”, 2008 — theoretical and
methodological foundations of computer terminology contrary to general theory of term
in its structural and functional as well as ontological aspect in particular, application of
terminological theory of nomination in practical and conventional terminography and
standardization as well as automation of terminographical activities — construction and
processing of special corporae and automatic selection of terms).

Table. 3. General Terminology of Cognitive Paradigm

Russian terminology Polish terminology

* linguo-cognitive terminology : * computer terminology :
E. A. Sorokina (2007, 2007a);

Y. I Shestak (2008) S. V. Hrynov (1990);

* computer terminology : V. I. Mikhailova (1992)
N.Y. Zaitseva (2003)

+ computer terminography: Slovenian terminology

S. V. Hrynov (1990); * computer terminography:
V. 1. Mikhailova (1992) Sh. Vintar (2008)

In addition, we should highlight the trends of cross-paradigm study
in the general Slavic terminology in the late 20" (’90%) — early 21 centuries,
among them we distinguish:

1. Structural and functional trends (Table 4) is represented, for instance, in the
papers of Russian scholars — H. P. Melnikov (“Terminology fundamentals”, 1991 —
onoma-semasiological and typological aspects of ordering terminologies, nomencla-
tures and terminological borrowings in the context of methodological synthesis of sys-
tems theory and general theory of term in particular, terminological theory of nomina-
tion and theory of definition), O. V. Superanska, N. V. Podolska, N. V. Vasylieva
(“General terminology. Problems of theory”, 2012 — opposition of common properties
of term and special vocabulary, special vocabulary and common vocabulary in the con-
text of the analysis of their linguistic basis, development of term typology and LSP typol-
ogy contrary to terminological nomination), A. M. Zarva (“The definition as typological
variety of scientific text”, 2003 — logical and semantic, communicative and typological
aspects of the theory of definition), O. O. Nikulina (“Terminological units as a result of
interaction and mutual influence of terminology and phraseology in modern English”,
2005 — onomasemasiological and lexicographical aspects of phraseological theory in the
context of terminological theory of nomination), M. V. Zymova (“Polysemy in terminol-
ogy”, 2010 — semiotic and typological aspects of the theory of lexical / terminological
meaning), M. V. Kosova (“Terminologization as a process of reconsideration of Russian
common lexis”, 2004 — typological aspect of semantic theory of derivation and semantic
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modulation as demonstration of linguistic specialization ofterm), and M. M. Horbushyna
(“Terms with repeated elements in modern English”, 2001 — comparative and typological
as well as onomasemasiological aspect of terminological theory of nomination),
L. M. Aleksieieva (“Term and metaphor: semantic substantivation of metaphor”, 1998,
“Origin and functions of metaphoric terms in the text”, 1999 — theory of [scientific]
metaphor in the context of terminological theory of nomination), V. Y. Sobolieva
(“Functionally marked special lexicon in the dictionary and text”, 2000 — functional
and stylistic, as well as normative aspect), K. Y. Averbukh (“General theory of term”,
2004, “General theory of term: comprehensive and varied approach”, 2005, “General
theory of term”, 2006 — synthesis of theories of LSP, linguistic sign of special application
area, terminological variation, nomination in special area, applied terminology in logical
andgrammatical, logical, semiotic,semasiological, system, aswellasand terminographical
and standardization aspects; criticism of general / conventional theory of term); Russian
and Polish scholars — V. Leichyk, L. Besekyrska (“Terminology: subject, methods,
structure”, 1998 — onomasemasiological, typological and comparative, system aspects
of general theory of term, theoretical and methodological foundations for study of
languages for special purposes and applied terminology); Polish scholar S. Haida
(“Introduction to the theory of term”, 1990, “Modern scientific Polish — language or
jargon?”, 1990a — onomasemasiological, functional, historiographical and typological,
social and applied as well as lingua-scientific aspects of general theory of term); Bulgarian
scholar Y. Petkova (“Terminologization in modern Bulgarian literary language”, 2009 —
onomasiological aspect of terminological theory of nomination); Belarusian scholars —
A. 1. Bahdzevych (“Word-building structure of deverbative term units — adjectives in
modern Belarusian literary language”, 1999 — norm-centric aspect of terminological
nomination and variation theories), L. A. Antoniuk (“Belarusian terminology:
establishment, development, structure”, 1992 — onomasemasiological and historical
aspects).

One of the trends of the terminology study is theoretical and methodological /
theoretical and applied, in particular, translation aspect, revealed, for instance,
in the paper of Russian scholar L. M. Aleksieieva (“Distinguishing features of scien-
tific translation”, 2002 — onomasemasiological aspect of the theory of [scientific]
translation).

Table. 4. General Terminology of Structural and Functional Trends

Russian terminology * translation terminology :
H. P. Melnikov (1991); L. M. Aleksieieva (2002)
O. V. Superanska, N. V. Podolska,

N. V. Vasylieva (2012); Polish terminology

0. O. Nikulina (2005); L. Besekyrska (1998);

A. M. Zarva (2003); S. Haida (1990, 1990a)
M. V. Zymova (2010);

M. V. Kosova (2004); Bulgarian terminology
M. M. Horbushyna (2001); Y. Petkova (1992)

L. M. Aleksieieva (1998, 1999);

V. Y. Sobolieva (2000); Belarusian terminology
K. Y. Averbukh (2004, 2005, 2006); L. A. Antoniuk (1992);
V. Leichyk (1998) A. 1. Bahdzevych (2009)
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2. Functional and cognitive / cognitive and functional trends (Table 5). It is
primarily represented in the papers of Russian scholars L. Y. Buianova
(“Terminological derivation. Metalinguistic aspectuality”, 1996, “Terminological
derivation in the language of science: cognition, semiotics, functionality”, 2011 —
cognitive and semiotic, metalinguistic, logical and conceptual as well as lingua-
conceptual pragmatic aspects of terminological derivation contrary to functional
derivation theory) and O. S. Kuzmyna (“Syntagmatics of scientific text (based on
the Russian scientific literature)”, 2005 — lingua-cognitive and culturological,
logical and psychological aspects).

Aspectual demonstrations of the aforesaid trends are the following:

e cognitive and communicative terminology hasbeen developed
in the papers of Russian scholars, in particular, O. 1. Holovanova (“Category of
professional leader in the dynamic language area”, 2004 — cognitive and
communicative, as well as historical aspects), N. S. Milianchuk (“Lingua-
pragmatic category of non-categoricity of statements in the scientific style of
modern Russian”, 2005 — cognitive and ethical pragma-communicative and
discursive aspects of the concept of functional variations / styles of language),
K. B. Svoikin (“Dialogics of text in the English scientific communication”, 2006 —
computer-oriented, semantic and cognitive, communicative, methodological,
localization aspects with emphasis on concept and typological analysis). Theoretical
and applied demonstration of this aspect is represented in the papers of Russian
scholar R. Z. Zahidullin (“Theoretical and methodological basics of translation
thesaurus (based on English for special purposes)”, 1993, 1994 — cognitive and
communicative concept of translation in the context of theoretical and
methodological foundations for LSP thesaurus creation);

e cognitive and discursive terminology (sometimes it is treated as
paradigm demonstration of cognitive terminology) created on the basis of inten-
sive study of various types of professional / scientific / special discourses, as well
as term cognition, its functioning in different types of discourses, stated, for in-
stance, in the papers of Russian scholars — N. L. Morhun (“Scientific network
discourse as text type”, 2002 — communicative and text-centric aspect,
combination of traditional analysis of linguistic units with discourse-analysis as
linguistic sign development in discourse), A. O. Boldyrieva (“Category of
authority in the scientific discourse”, 2006 — communicative, lingua-stylistic,
psycholinguistic and comparative aspects), V. V. Kuznietsova (“Implementation
of corporate principles in the English group professional discourse”, 2005 —
structural and semantic, communicative, comparative and cognitive aspects);
Ukrainian scholars — O. M. Ilchenko (“Etiquettization of English-American
scientific discourse”, 2002 — typological, normative and textual, as well as
interpersonal and communicative aspects of discourse etiquettization concept),
E. F. Skorokhodko (“Term in the scientific text (for creation of term-centric
theory of scientific discourse)”, 2006 — term-centric theory of scientific discourse
as development of theoretical and methodological foundations for general theory
of term in the term and text-centric, typological and communicative aspects),
1. A. Kolesnikova (“Lingua-cognitive and communicative-pragmatic parameters
of professional discourse”, 2009 — lingua-cognitive, functional, communicative
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and pragmatic, as well as “professional and normative” aspects), O. 1. Bahrii
(“Scholarly dispute: discourse and pragma-oratorical characteristics (based on
the English articles of the middle 20" — early 21% centuries)”, 2010 —
communicative, pragma-oratorical, interpersonal, genre and typological, as well
as linguistic aspects).

Table 5. General Terminology of Functional and Cognitive Trends

Russian terminology Ukrainian terminology

L. Y. Buianova (1996, 2001); » cognitive and discourse terminology :
0. S. Kuzmyna (2005) O. M. Ilchenko (2002);

 cognitive and communicative terminology : E. F. Skorokhodko (2006);

O. 1. Holovanova (2004); I. A. Kolesnikova (2009);

N. S. Milianchuk (2005); 0. I. Bahrii (2010)

K. B. Svoikin (2006);

R. Z. Zahidullin (1993, 1994)

» cognitive and discourse terminology :
N. L. Morhun (2002);

A. O. Boldyrieva (2006);

V. V. Kuznietsova (2005)

In the general Slavic terminology of the late 20" — early 21% centuries we can
distinguishcross-disciplinary trends of scientific studies which are actively
created at the border of terminology and other scientific disciplines (Table 6).
Except for cognitive terminology as a paradigm, cross-disciplinary studies also
include:

* integrative that are created on the basis of integration theory of term and
integration concept (model) of language for special purposes combining
achievements of epistemology, linguistics, sociology, psychology, logic, semiotics,
information technologies which include the papers presented by Bulgarian scholar
M. Popova (“Theory of terminology”, 2012 — onomasemasiological, structural
and functional, cognitive / epistemological, linguistic itself, sociolinguistic,
psycholinguistic, logical and philosophical, information and semiotic as well as
methodological aspects of the theory of nomination) and Polish researcher
S. Hrucha (“Linguistics of languages for special purposes”, 2013 — integration
concept / model of language for special purpose in the historiographical, functional
and cognitive aspects on the basis of anthropocentric theory of text linguistics
considering study of professional idiolects and polylects as well as professional
competence);

* sociolinguistic as an interdisciplinary synthesis of sociology and
terminology contrary to sociolinguistics which suggests the formation of trend for
general socioterminology, for instance, in the papers of Ukrainian scholars —
A. S. Diakov, T. R. Kyiak, Z. B. Kudelka (“Fundamentals of term formation: Se-
mantic and sociolinguistic aspects”, 2000 — general theory of term in onomasema-
siological, structural, motivational, etymological, translation, methodological as-
pects and glosso-linguistic aspects contrary to sociolinguistic establishment trends
of national term systems, theory of linguistic interferences and terminological
planning);
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» civilizational (reveals the knowledge and experience of civilizations
reflected in language, represented in several aspects: civilizational, comparative
and historical, historical and genetic, anthropocentric and internal structural) as
an interdisciplinary synthesis of general theory of civilization and general theory
of term contrary to civilizational linguistics that interacts with sociolinguistics,
history, cultural linguistics, computer technologies which is defined as a “new
method” [13] in the modern terminology. In particular, these are the papers of
Russian scholars — O. V. Superanska, N. V. Podolska, N. V. Vasylieva (“General
terminology. Terminological activities”, 2008 — theoretical and methodological
foundations for general theory of terminology and applied aspects of terminolo-
gist activities including normalization and standardization, linguistic and tech-
nological, terminographical, coordinational and didactic contrary to the history
of scientific ideas and scientific language development in the ancient civiliza-
tions and different nations); Czech scholar S. Zhazhi (“Latin and Greek voca-
bulary, grammar and terminology of Slavic languages”, 2010 — contrastive and
comparative aspects of crucial role of the ancient languages, especially Greek
and Latin, in the development of European culture, their influence on the voca-
bulary, terminology and grammar of Slavic languages as well as importance of
Latin knowledge, especially for modern professional occupations of people in
various fields);

* linguadidactic as an interdisciplinary synthesis of pedagogics and ter-
minology contrary to linguadidactics, in particular the papers of Russian schol-
ars — O. O. Makarova (“Significance of system orientation in the study for forma-
tion of its scientific understanding (based on learning of English vocabulary),
1992 — linguadidactic aspect), O. I. Arkhypova (“Formation of foreign language
vocabulary of specialist in the integrative learning of foreign language and general
professional disciplines”, 2007 — theoretical and methodological foundations of
linguadidactics in anthropocentric and thesaurus aspects);

* marginal (beyond the scope of linguistics itself with preferential philo-
sophical aspect) as an interdisciplinary synthesis of philosophy, sporadically lin-
guistics, sociology, culturology, hermeneutics, methodological culture of science,
cognitive science, in particular the papers of Ukrainian scholars — V. S. Lukianets,
O. M. Kravchenko, L. V. Ozadovska (“Modern scientific discourse: New metho-
dological culture”, 2000 — sociocultural and philosophical aspects of scientific dis-
course, updating of its methodological culture through the “linguistic turn in the
philosophy” in the context of current crisis of rationality concept and new prob-
lematics of postmodern deconstruction of the metaphysics of rationalism, narra-
tivization and hermeneutics, cognitive practices of modern science), S. M. Ya-
hodzinskyi (“Scientific discourse in the information society: methodological and
sociocultural aspects”, 2008 — philosophical and methodological, historical and
scientific, sociocultural aspects of scientific discourse as a synthesis of scientific
and theoretical, scientific and industrial, scientific and educational activities, as a
part of social system of information society and basis for information civilization
development), O. V. Trishchuk (“Scientific and information discourse as a social
and communicative phenomenon”, 2009 — scientific and information discourse as
a social and communicative phenomenon and socio-psycholinguistic practice).
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Table 6. General Terminology of Cross-Disciplinary Trends

Russian terminology Ukrainian terminology Bulgarian terminology
« civilizational trend: ’ social‘ terminology : * integrative trend:
A. S. Diakov, T. R. Kyiak, M. Popova (2012)
O. V. Superanska, Z. B. Kudelko (2000)
N. V. Podolska, « marginal trend (beyond the ~Czech terminology
scope of linguistics itself): * civilizational trend:
N. V. Vasylieva (2008) V. S. Lukianets, S. Zhazha (2010)
+ linguodidactic trend: O. M. Kravchenko,
L. V. Ozadovska (2000); Polish terminology
0. 0. Makarova (1992); S. M. Yahodzinskyi (2008); ~ * integrative trend:
0. 1. Arkhypova (2007) O. V. Trishchuk (2009) S. Hrucha (2013)

Thus, general Slavic terminology science of the late 20" — early 21 centuries
represents nearly 100 fundamental papers, 52 of them disclose problematics of
three major paradigm trends: system and structural / conventional, functional and
cognitive.

General theoretical studies of system and structural paradigm (22 papers) re-
veal predominance of onomasiological aspect of scientific searches, in particular
represented in the context of terminological theory of nomination (Russian, Bul-
garian, Slovak and Ukrainian terminology). To a smaller extent, theoretical and
methodological foundations (Russian and Slovenian terminology), as well as prob-
lematics of onomasemasiological and historical directions (Russian, Polish and
Slovak terminology) are developed. Semasiological aspect and classical theoretical
terminography are generally presented only in one area of linguistic culture (in
Russian and Bulgarian terminology respectively).

In the functional paradigm under study (21 papers) terminological theory of
text is actively developed nowadays (Russian and Polish terminology) and focuses
more on theoretical and applied aspects (Polish, Russian, Byelorussian and Czech
terminology), in particular the problems of translation (Russian, Polish and Czech
terminology) and theoretical terminography issues (Russian and Belarusian termi-
nology). Only individual studies in the areal of Russian culture reveal stylistic,
communicative and stylistic as well as semiotic and varied aspects of term learning.

General theoretical studies of cognitive paradigm (9 papers) are primarily fo-
cused on solution of linguistic problems in cognitive and nominative, cognitive and
semantic as well as cognitive and communicative aspects (Russian terminology),
and also linguistic and technological trends (in Russian, Polish and Slovenian are-
als of linguistic cultures).

Cross-paradigm studies are arranged according to two trends: structural and func-
tional as well as functional and cognitive / cognitive and functional. Structural and
functional trends which is mostly represented by the papers of Russian scholars (15 pa-
pers of 21) and, to a lesser extent, of Poland, Bulgarian and Belarusian scholars (5 pa-
pers), combine achievements of systematic and structural / conventional and function-
al terminology. Functional and cognitive / cognitive and functional trends are mostly
represented by the papers of Russian scholars (11 papers of 15) and, to a smaller degree,
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by Ukrainian scholars (4 papers) touching various aspects including functional and
cognitive (Russian terminology), cognitive and communicative (Russian terminology)
as well as cognitive and discursive (Russian and Ukrainian terminology).

Cross-disciplinary trends (14 papers) of general theoretical studies in the
Slavic terminology of the specified period appear in the historiographical (Russian
terminology), sociolinguistic (Ukrainian terminology) civilizational (Russian and
Czech terminology), integrative (Bulgarian and Polish terminology) linguadidac-
tic (Russian terminology) and marginal (Ukrainian terminology) aspects, the latter
of them actually go beyond terminology and linguistics as such.

The prospects of further analytical review of the Slavic terminology of the late
20" — early 21% centuries will be devoted to systematization of scientific searches in
the field of industrial terminology.
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B.J1. IsaweHko, J1. B. TypoBcbKa,
I. A. Kasanmunposa, H. O. flueHko

3ATAJTIbHE CNNOB'AHCbKE TEPMIHO3HABCTBO:
OCHOBHI HAMPAMW OOCHIAMEHDb

3pobieHo cnpody MpoaHali3yBaTM OCHOBHI MapalurMajibHi, acrleKkTyalbHi, Kpoc-

napajaurMaibHi, Kpoc-acleKTyalbHi Ta KpOC-AUCUUTUTIHAPHI JOCTiTHULIBKI HAPSIMU PO3BU-
TKY 3arajJibHOro CJIOB’STHCHKOTO TepMiHO3HaBCcTBa KiHLsE XX — rnouyatky XXI croxitrs. Biamno-
BiIHO 10 HAaMPsSIMiB CUCTEMATU30BaHO (DyHAAMEHTaTbHI Mpalli poCciiicbKUX, YKpaiHChbKUX, Oi-
JIOPYCHKMX, MOJIbCBKUX, YEChKUX, OOJITapChbKMX, CJIOBALbKMX, CJIOBEHCHKUX HOCTIIHUKIB Y
LlapWHi TepMiHO3HABCTBA.

KnouoBi cioBa: 3arajbHe TepMiHO3HABCTBO, CJIOB’SIHCbKE TEPMiHO3HABCTBO, Mapa-

IUTMAJIbHUM, acCIeKTyaJlbHUI, KpoC-MapaiurMaJbHUA, KpOC-aCIeKTyaJbHUIA, KpOC-
JNUCUMITTIHAPHUM, TOCITiIHULILKUIA HATIPSIM.
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