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LEXICAL COMPLIMENTARITY AS AN INDICATOR OF TERMINOLOGY
NORMALIZATION (THE CASE STUDY OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
TERM SYSTEM IN THE ENGLISH, GERMAN AND UKRAINIAN LANGUAGES)

The article highlights peculiarities of lexical complementarity of the terms in the German,
English and Ukrainian languages in the term system of international relations.
The terminological units of the abovementioned terminological sphere are analyzed
and compared taking into consideration their internal and external forms. The dependence
of internationalization of the term and its motivation on its length is revealed. The obtained
results show the degree of similarity of the terms of international relations in the studied
languages, determining the possible prospects for their harmonization.
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At the present stage, the terminology of international relations is one of the most
developed and extensive terminologies. The number of terms that form this term system
numbers tens of thousands of term units. Despite this, it is constantly being replenished
and expanded. The process of enrichment of the terminology of international relations is
continuous and closely related to the scientific and technological progress, the emergence
of new concepts and phenomena in this field. Therefore, the linguists face two issues:
motivation of the terms and the problem of their normalization. The “terminological explosion”,
which has been observed recently, requires closer attention from linguists. Terminologists
should not only register, select, recommend existing terms for experts in a particular field,
but also direct all terminological processes of the relevant sciences.

The relevance of this article is to identify the degree of the lexical complementarity
of international relations terms, allowing the development of fairly objective approaches
to improving and normalizing this professional sublanguage to avoid unambiguity
and eliminate the terminology barrier, to optimize the Ukrainian-language terminology
formation. The objective of the article is to analyze the lexical complementarity of the term
units in the international relations terminology by means of comparing term units in the English,
German and Ukrainian languages and, consequently, to establish the principles for this
terminological sphere harmonization.

The issues of lexical complementarity, internationalization and terminological
normalization have long been the subject of the study of many scholars: Y. Apresyan,
V. Dubichinsky, B. Golovin, V. Grinev, T. Kyiak, G. Budin, F. Columas, H. Felber, E. Wiister
and others.

According to modern linguists, the lack of an orderly uniform terminology complicates
the training and communication of researchers and scientific and technical workers (within one
country and internationally); the conclusion of technical documentation often leads to errors
in solving scientific and technical issues. As of today, the terminological units are required
to be unambiguous within one field, complete in the reflection of meaning, conceptually
accurate and, at the same time, brief in presentation.
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These tasks are directly related to the problems of the content organization of the language
units, and therefore — with issues of their internal form and lexical meaning. A term functioning
is of a significant role for the development of knowledge especially when it comes to coining
of new concepts and phenomena. It possesses classifying and analogic (modelling) function.
The first one allows to specify the existing notions; the second one assists in creating new
notions by means of analogy with already existing ones (Grinev-Grinevich, 2008). Hence there
is a need to improve the language, including the selection of internal forms focused on meaning,
to prevent arbitrariness in the use and construction of linguistic expressions.

The effectiveness of decisions about the choice of forms and their contribution
to the specifics of meaning, as well as their use depend on the understanding of most general
laws that govern the development and operation of terminology.

Discovering and explanation of the general rules for the terminology development
and functioning is not an easy task, because in natural languages many laws are manifested
indirectly in the form of trends and rules and are often incomprehensible at first glance.
However, the analysis of the results of terminological research of English, German
and Ukrainian terms from different subject areas shows that the development of terminology
is influenced by a number of linguistic and extralinguistic factors (Grinev, 1993, p. 156).

The lexical complementarity of terminological units of different languages plays
a significant role in the process of normalization of terms and regulation of terminological
systems.

We consider complementarity as the degree of terms internationalization in different
languages, the degree of closeness of terminological systems of different languages.

Comparing the terminological units belonging to different languages, there can be traced
a certain semantic discrepancy between them, first of all, in terms of a term expression,
differences in the internal forms of the words belonging to different languages. Such variances
arise mainly due to the fact that cultural-historical and universal experience is reflected
in the meanings of words, and the system of this particular language offers linguistic means
for their expression.

In the process of linguistic research, some scholars (for example, F. de Saussure and his
followers) believed that this phenomenon confirms the dependence of the differential nature
of language on the system; others explained it by the fact that the scope and content of similar
meanings (or internal forms) in different languages are not similar.

Concepts are of beyond national nature, while the linguistic means that express them
contain certain structural features that are inherent in each language. Despite the differences
in the ways of forming concepts and the difference in semantic structures in different
languages, translation from one language to another is always possible. On the one hand, each
language has a national originality, and on the other hand you can find a lot of similarities
in different languages.

These are possible differences in the structural formalization of ideas that can generate
reasonable and unfounded points of view about “rich” or “poor” languages, about their
disadvantages and advantages. In addition, in the context of international professional
communication, different lexical design of terminological units creates significant difficulties,
especially the problems that arise in connection with scientific and technical translation (Kiyak,
1989, p. 79). First of all, this is due to the need to achieve mutual understanding: as a rule,
a term that more accurately conveys the common meaning for both of them can be found only
in one of the two.

One way to overcome the above differences and difficulties is the interlingual unification
of terms. The measure of interlingual harmonization of terminology is lexical complementarity.
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T. Kyiak proposes to distinguish two types of interlingual unification of terms: external
and internal forms (Kiyak, 1989, p. 79).

By external form unification we mean the complete internationalization of terminological
units, which leads to the modification of only some functional features of languages and does
not affect the international sound and meaning of the term. The number of such terms gradually
increases and depends in different terminological spheres on many extralinguistic factors
(Bachinskiy, Kiyak and Knignitskaya, 1988, p. 13).

Examining the terminology of international relations, we tried to offer a plausible
and effective approach to comparing the literal meanings of English terms with appropriate
meanings of German and Ukrainian terms. The criterion for selection was the degree of lexical
complementarity. 1 000 terminological units of this terminological system were taken
as a basis. Comparing the terms of these languages, 3 groups were identified:

1) terms, the external form of which completely coincides in the compared languages, for
example: abolitionist (English) — Abolitionist (German) — a6oxiyionicm (Ukrainian); dragoman
(English) — Dragoman (German) — dpacomar (Ukrainian); immigrant (English) — Immigrant
(German) — immiepanm (Ukrainian) (Kaminska, Kudelko and Logvinov, 2014);

2) terms, the external form of which partially coincides, for example: internuncio
(English) — Internuntius (German) — inmepnynyiu (Ukrainian); vice-consul (English) —
Vizeconsul (German) — siye-xoncyn (Ukrainian); state border (English) — Staatsgrenze
(German) (Kaminska, Kudelko and Logvinov, 2014);

3) terminological units, the external form of which does not match, for example: peace
(English) — Frieden (German) — mup (Ukrainian); inviolability (English) — Unverletzbarkeit
(German) — nedomopranicms (Ukrainian); declaration of war (English) — Kriegserkldrung
(German) — oconowenns sinnu (UKrainian) (Kaminska, Kudelko and Logvinov, 2014).

The results of the experiment are shown in the Table 1:

Table 1
Lexical complementarity of terms by the external form
in the English, German and Ukrainian languages

The languages being Lexical complementarity of terms by the external form
compared Terms coincide fully Terms coincide Terms do not

partially coincide
Ukrainian-English 30 % 50,5 % 19,5 %
Ukrainian-German 25 % 40 % 35 %
English-German 28,5 % 42 % 29,5 %
English-German- 25 % 24,5 % 50,5 %
Ukrainian

Similarly, the study was conducted on the internal form of the terms. The process
of interlingual unification of terminological units by internal form is more complex
and important. By implicit internationalization we mean the presence of the same semantic
elements in the plane of term expression; absence of “extra” lexical items used in only one
of the compared languages; establishment of identical semantic relations between constituent
morphemes (Bachinskiy, Kiyak and Knignitskaya, 1988, p. 14).

Similarly to the division of terms by external form, groups of terms by internal form were
identified:

1) terms, whose internal form completely coincides in the compared languages,
for example: noarimuunuii asanmwpusm (Ukrainian) — political adventurism (UKr.); sipua
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epamoma (Ukrainian) — Beglaubigungsschreiben (German); letters of recall (English) —
Abberufungsschreiben (German) (Kaminska, Kudelko and Logvinov, 2014);

2) terms, whose internal form partially coincides, for example: sioxurumu nomy
(Ukrainian) — to reject a note (English); recipient country (English) — Empfingerstaat
(German); multifunctional bank (English) — Universalbank (German) (Kaminska, Kudelko and
Logvinov, 2014);

3) terminological units, the internal form of which does not match, for example: emicap
(Ukrainian) — Sendbote (German); expatriation (English) — Auslandszulage (German);
sauucmra (UKrainian) — mopping-up operation (English) (Kaminska, Kudelko and Logvinov,
2014).

In the Table 2 we present the results of this experiment:

Table 2
Lexical complementarity of terms by the internal form
in the English, German and Ukrainian languages

The languages being Lexical complementarity of terms by the external form
compared Terms coincide fully Terms coincide Terms do not

partially coincide
Ukrainian-English 84 % 12,5 % 3,5%
Ukrainian-German 83 % 13,5 % 3,5%
English-German 85 % 13 % 2 %
English-German- 83,5 % 13 % 3,5%
Ukrainian

Thus, as we see, the results show the degree of similarity of the terms of international
relations in the studied languages, determining the possible prospects for their harmonization,
which gives grounds to draw the following conclusions:

1. The terminological system of international relations has a fairly high degree
of normalization, as evidenced by the structural similarity of the terms of the studied languages.

2. The terminological sphere under consideration is focused mainly on lexical units
of the English language and to a lesser extent on German terms.

3. The lexical complementarity between English and Ukrainian is a high percentage due
to a large number of internationalisms and borrowings from English, which is the language-
producer of this terminology.

4. The lowest degree of complementarity in external form among three languages is
represented in German, due to the fact that in this language there is a tendency to replace
the external form, but retain the internal form, as evidenced by a large number of implicit
internationalisms.

5. Indicators of lexical complementarity between Ukrainian and German terminological
units of the terminological system of international relations occupy an intermediate place.

6. The studies of this terminological area indicate the dependence of the level
of complementarity on the lexical length of terms. By lexical length we mean the number
of stems of the term. The lexical length of the term is defined as the number of full words that
are part of the term-phrase (Bialyk, 1997, p. 79). We calculated the average lexical length
of terms for each language:

- 2.14 stems in English;

- 2.35 stems in German;

- 2.4 stems in the Ukrainian language;
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These studies confirmed the idea that the degree of motivation depends on the lexical
length. The value of the degree of motivation intensifies with increasing of the lexical length
of the term from one to three or four stems and decreases when the term reaches a length
of 5 or more stems. The greatest value of the degree of motivation is reached in the terms
consisting of 2-4 stems (see Table 3):

Table 3
Dependence of the terms motivation on their lexical length
Lexical length of a term 1 2 3 4 5
(in stems)
Motivation degree 0,2 0,53 0,58 0,55 0,15

The increase in the degree of motivation with the increase in the number of stems from
which the term is formed, is explained by the fact that the increase of words allows to better
express the desired meaning. The decrease in the degree of motivation in the words with high
values of the term length is explained, apparently, by the fact that when constructing multi-
word terms the choice of words is determined not only by the need to express the necessary
information in the term, but also by a number of purely linguistic factors, in particular the norms
of lexical compatibility. In addition, in multi-word terms there are lexical items that are
irrelevant in terms of lexical meaning or absent in it at all (Bialyk, 1997, p. 8).

The above data confirm the characteristic conclusion for other terminological systems,
according to which:

1) the average lexical length is inversely dependent on the degree of complete
internationalization of terminological units. Therefore, German terms have the greatest lexical
length, and English — the shortest;

2) another reason for the biggest average lexical length of German terms is
the peculiarities of word formation of the language, which is characterized by complex words
and phrases, while English and Ukrainian languages are characterized by the terms formation
by means of affixation;

3) the degree of motivation in some way depends on the lexical length. 2-4 stem terms
have the highest values of motivation.

4) the terminology of international relations has a fairly high degree of normalization,
as evidenced by the structural similarity of terms in English, Ukrainian and German.

5) the lexical complementarity of the terminological units of the studied languages
depends on the lexical length of the term. The greater the degree of internationalization
of terminological units, the shorter the lexical length.

6) the process of harmonization of terms of different languages contributes
to normalization of terminological systems to avoid unambiguous understanding
and eliminating the terminology barrier. It will enhance unification and internationalization
terminology to provide effective communication on the international level and therefore will
considerably facilitate the internationalization and integration of the terminological sphere
of international relations.
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3. b. Kyneabko

JEKCUYHA CHOPIJIHEHICTHh SIK THJIUKATOP HOPMAJIIZAIIL
TEPMIHOJIOT'TI (HA TPUKJIAAI TEPMIHOCUCTEMH MIKHAPOJHHUX
BIJITHOCHUH AHTJIIMCBKOI, HIMEIILKOI TA YKPAIHCBKOI MOB)

Y cmammi pozensoaromeca ocobaueocmi nekcuunoi cnopioHeHOCmi mepmMiHON02TUHUX
O0OUHUYb MEPMIHOCUCTIEMU MINCHAPOOHUX BIOHOCUH 8 AH2NIUCHKIU, HIMeybKill ma YKPaiHCbKill
mosax. Jlekcuuma cnopionenicmv € Mipuiom IHmMepHayioHanizayii ma 2apMoHi3ayii
mepminonoeii. 3a ocnogy docnidxcenns oyno 63amo 1 000 mepminonociynux oOuHuYb OaHoi
Gaxosoi cybmosu, sKi NOPIBHIOGANUCA 3A 306HIUHLOIO MA GHYMPIWHLO (OPMOIO.
Excnepumenm npodemoncmpysag cmyniHb Oau3bKOCMi MEPMIHIE MINCHAPOOHUX BIOHOCUH
Y 00CHiONCY8AHUX MOBAX, BUIHAUAIOYUU MOXNCIUBY Nepcnekmusy ix eapmouizayii. byno
BUABNEHO, WO MEPMIHOCUCEMA MINCHAPOOHUX GIOHOCUH MAE OOCUMb BUCOKULL CMYNIHb
HoOpManizayii, npo wo cei0uUmsb CMPYKMYpHA ONU3bKICb MEPMIHI8 00CTIONCYBAHUX MOS.
Hana mepminocgepa opienmosana, 20108HUM YUHOM, HA JIEKCUYHI OOUHUYT AH2TINICHKOT MOSU,
moomo, Mo8y-npoOYYEHM MEPMIHOCUCIEMU MIHCHAPOOHUX 8IOHOCUH, WO 3YMOBIIOE BUCOKUL
8I0COMOK NeKCUYHOI CNOPIOHEHOCT MIdNC AHRNTUCHKOIO Ul YKPAIHCHKOI0 MOBAMU Hepe3 BeNUKY
KIIbKICMb IHMEPHAYIOHANIZMI8 ma 3ano3udyeHb 3 aH2aiucbkoi mosu. byno ecmanosneno,
WO HAUHUMNCYULL ceped MPbOX MO8 CMYNIHb CHOPIOHEHOCMI 34 308HIUHbLOIO GOpMOI —
6 HIMeyvbKol, OCKIIbKU, WO 6 OAHIll MOBI MOBYI YACMO HAMA2AIOMbCA 3AMIHUMU 308HIUHIO
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Gopmy, ane sbepicaroms 6HYMPIUWIHIO hOPMY, NPO WO CBIOUUMD BENUKA KITbKICIb IMIAIYUMHUX
inmeprnayionanizmig. I1i0 yac npogedenus OOCHIONCEHHS 3 SICOBAHO, WO ICHYE 3ANIEHCHICTD
pi6Hs CnOpiOHeHOCMI 8i0 JIeKCUYHOI O08ICUHU MEPMIHIB, A MAKOMC O0OUUCIeHA CepeoHs
JIeKCUUHA O08HCUHA MEPMIHIE 01 KodCHOi mosu. 1Tiomeepdceno me3y npo me, wo cmyninb
VMOMUBOBAHOCMI 3ANEAHCUMb 810 IeKCUYHOI O0BIHCUHU. FHAUEHHS CMYNEeHs 6MOMUBOBAHOCTI
3pocmaioms 3i 30LIbUWEHHAM JIeKCUYHOT Q08ICUHU MePMIHA 810 00HIEL 00 MPbOX-4OMUPLOX
OCHO8 I BHUICYIOMbCS NPU O0CACHEHHT MEPMIHOM Q08CUHU S-mu ma 6invue ochos. Hailbinvwu
BMOMUBOBAHUMU € MEPMIHU, K CKIadalombca 3 2-4 ochos. /lana Haykoea po38ioka 00800ums,
wo gaxosa cyomMo8a MidiCHAPOOHUX BIOHOCUH MAE OOCUMb BUCOKUL CMYNIHb HOPMANi3ayii,
npo w0 CEI0YUMb MAKONHC CMPYKMYPHA ONUZLKICMb MEPMIHI8 aH2NIUCbKOI, VKPAiHCbKOI
ma Himeybkoi Mos. A8mop npuxooumv 00 BUCHOBKY, WO KOHMAKM I 83AEMOOIS MEPMIHONO02IN
PI3HUX MO8 6ede 00 IX 63aEMHO20 30a2aueHHs, WO CBOEI0 Yepeolo Chnpusc YHipixayii
ma  iHmepuayionanizayii mepminocgep, wob 3abesneuumu egekmueHe CHIIKYBAHHS
HA MIXCHAPOOHOM) DIi6HI, a omoice, 3HAYHO CHpusmume inmepHayionanizayii ma inmezpayii
MepMIHOCUCTeMU MIJICHAPOOHUX BIOHOCUH.

Kniouoei cnosa: mepminonoeis, mepmin, 1eKCUYHA CNOPIOHEHICMb, 306HIUHI (popma,
BHYMPIWHS (hopMa, TIeKCUYHA 00BIHCUHA, MEPMIHON02IUHA HOPMATI3AYIAL.

YIAK 811.161.1°37

0. JI1. JIanuuyeBa
JI. B. Kyminup

KOHLEINT KOT / KOLIKA B PYCCKOM S3bIKE

B cmamwe paccmampusaemcsi  cmvicnogoe none  kowyenma KOT | KOIIKA
Ha mamepuane NeKCUYeCKUX 3HaA4eHUll Cl08 U (pazeono2usmos, NOMEUWEHHbIX 8 MOJIKOBbIX
COBAPAX, A MAKJHCe HA OCHOBE CMbICI08, BLIPANCEHHBIX 6 CKA3KAX U KOJblOENbHbIX.
Buvioensiomcest 0cHOGHbIE CMBICTbL U3YHAEMO20 KOHYENMA U ONPeOesiemcs e20 CMblCI080€ 10pPO
u nepugepusi.

B kauecmee meopemuueckoco mamepuana UCHONIb3YEMCcs MemoOUKa UCC1e008aHUs
konyenma 3. /1. [lonoeoii u U. A. Cmepnuna.

Kniwouesvie cnoga: xonyenm, cmvicibl KOHyenma, A0po u nepugepus KoHyenmad,
JleKcuyecKue penpe3eHmanmol KOHYenma.
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ITocranoBka mnpoOaeMbl B 00meM BHAE M CBA3b € BAXKHBIMH HAaYYHBIMHU
U NMPaKTHYeCKUMHU 3aJa4amMu. Ha naHHOM 3Tarne pa3BUTHS JTMHIBUCTHUECKON HAyKH, KOTAa
OHA TEPEXOJUT OT CHCTEMHOIO HU3YYEHHS MATE€pPUAIbHBIX €IUHUI S3bIKA K H3YYCHHIO
MEHTAJIbHBIX €MHULI, KOT/Ia TEOPHUS KOHILIETITYaJIbHBIX HCCIEA0BaHNUN TOIBKO CKIIaJbIBAETCH,
IPEJICTABISIETCS YPE3BBIYATHO BaKHBIM OCYIIECTBIATH NPAKTHUUECKUE IOMBITKH H3yYEHUS
KOHIIENTOB, KOTOpbIE IOMOTYT VYBHUJAETb, TJ€ Teopus paboTaeT JIOCTATOYHO XOPOIIO,
a rJe HescHa U TpeOyeT JaybHeieil npopaboTKu.

AHa/IM3 HCCIENOBAHUHM 10 TeMe CTaTbU. lI3ydyeHHe KOHUENTOB — aKTyalbHOE
HaIpaBJIEHUE B COBPEMEHHOM JIMHIBUCTUKE. B «KpaTkom cioBape KOrHUTUBHBIX TEPMHUHOB)»
(KyOpsikoBa, JlembsnkoB, [lankpan u Jlysuna, 1985, c.234) koHLENT TpakTyeTcsl Kak
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