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Abstract

The present paper offers an account of the two etingp theories of
terminology which have been under debate for trst fveo decades or so. To this end,
we start our discussion from Wiuster’s first forntida of a theory of terminology
which has been unchallenged for a long time. Tradyais continues by taking a look
at the two apparent camps that express criticismirap either from the traditional
viewpoints or from outside and we shall analyze tiwve main theories that are
currently on the market.
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Résumé

Ce travail se propose de décrire les deux théageterminologie qui ont été
débattues durant les deux derniéres décenniestté\ fag nous commencerons par la
premiére théorie formulée par Wuster qui n'a p&srémise en question pendant trés
longtemps. L’analyse se poursuivra par I'étude desx écoles qui saffrontent
actuellement sur le sujet; la premiére avec untpbénvue traditionnel et la seconde
avec un regard extérieur.

Mots-clés études empiriques de la terminolodiéstoire de la terminologiedes
unités terminologiquesthéorie de la terminologjela théorie générale de la
terminologie théorie communicative de la terminologie

Introduction

In the current paper we provide an overview ofriast important theories that
have been put forth in the field of terminology. fhis end, let us take a closer look at
what terminology, as a field of study, has comesignify. It is safe to argue that
terminology is not a completely new field of stuthyt rather it has developed out of a
basic human need, that of identifying and labellinghaming things. In spite of that,
its exact definition is not clearly stated and thews on terminology as a scientific
discipline vary considerably. As such, the thedryesminology has been the subject
of several debates, but only recently has it beerersystematically developed with
full consideration of its principles, and methodpto(Cabré, 2003). There is an
ongoing debate in the domain as to whether oneldhimat terminology as a science
in its own right or as a mere practice. (Saged&t02124)

Can terminology have a status as a separate fiedtudy with its own theory
and if so, what kind of theory would be requirect@ount for terminology?

To give an answer to these questions, a brief intsiodevelopment of the field
should be provided.

A historical excursus

In the 18" and 19' centuries, scientists were the leaders in terrgol They



were, however, mainly alarmed by the proliferatidierms. They were worried about
the diversity of forms and the relationships betwésmms and concepts. Neither the
nature of concepts nor the foundations for creatiey terms were of concern to them.
In the 2" century, engineers and technicians became invoRegid progress and the
development of technology required not only the ingnof new concepts but also
agreement on the terms to be employed. As a rebytactice, terminological work
began to be organized in certain specialized fields

During the first half of the 20th century, neitHarguists nor social scientists
paid special attention to terminology. Terminologyg we understand it today, first
began to take shape in the 1930s. The most proini@ene associated with the study
of terminology is that of Eugen Wiuster. The workWfister, an Austrian linguist
considered to be a father of terminology, was \mgortant for the development of
modern terminology. In his doctoral dissertationl®80, he presented arguments for
systematizing working methods in terminology, elshled a number of principles for
working with terms and outlined the main pointsaimethodology for processing
terminological data.

According to Wuster (cited in Cabré, 1995: 5), feaholars can be identified as
the intellectual fathers of terminological theohilfred Schlomann from Germany,
the first one to consider the systematic naturespcial terms; the Swiss linguist
Ferdinand de Saussure, the first one to have dadt@ntion to the systematic nature of
language; E. Dresen, a Russian, a pioneer in ucamiang the importance of
standardization; and J. E. Holmstrom, the Englicthokr from UNESCO, who was
instrumental in disseminating terminologies onrarrnational scale”.

Wister (1898-1977), an engineer with a strong éstein information science,
and fierce proponent of unambiguous professionailngonication, developed a theory
of terminology on the basis of his terminographikperience in compilingThe
Machine Toal An Interlingual Dictionary of Basic Concepf@@Vuster 1968), a
systematically arranged French and English dictypmd standardized terms (with a
German supplement) intended as a model for fuagalenical dictionaries. This project
was sponsored by the Organization for Economic €mmn and Development
(OECD) of the United Nations and published in 1968.

It is fair to say that all Wuster’s life was devdbt® terminology. With his work
he pursued a number of objectives, intended:

a) to eliminate ambiguity from technical languabgsmeans of standardization
of terminology in order to make them efficient ®alf communication; b) to convince
all users of technical languages of the benefitstahdardized terminology; c) to
establish terminology as a discipline for all pieait purposes and to give it the status
of a science.

However, the structural approach to the theory in§istics prevailing in
Wister’s time was too restrictive and oriented talsgormal aspects of languages to
be able to account for the specificity of the setcaamspects of specialized signs. This
explains why Woister in the end saw his “Termincddglire” as an autonomous
interdisciplinary field of study, as he stated ia tDie allgemeine Terminologielehre —
Ein Grenzgebiet zwischen Sprachwissenschaft, Lagikologie, Informatik und den
Sachwissenschaften” (1974).

Wister developed his conception of terminology tgaion the basis of his
experience as an engineer involved in national amernational terminology



standardization required for the effective intrddrc of the standardization of physical
objects, procedures and measurements in variough®#s of engineering. He gained
additional experience from the compilation of hisripngual dictionary of standardized
technical terms. His theoretical inferences wesetan observation of this limited section
of technical languages — standardized technicaistevith consensually agreed equivalents
about a previously unified concept. This experieata limited sector of terminology
seems to explain his approach to terminology aedetisence of his theoretical position.
For this reason, Cabré (2003: 167) claims that @/idtveloped a theory about what
terminology should be in order to ensure unambigydlurilingual communication, and
not about what terminology actually is in its greatiety and plurality.

Traditional terminology, rather than involving teudy of language development
and language evolution, mainly emphasized the ginggstem, which was, for the
followers of traditional terminology, the basis special language. Traditional
terminology had a number of dogmatic principles)fueed the principles with facts
and converted wishes into reality. It failed toateea theoretical framework that would
support its own principles and methods. In facteaech was impeded by the interests
of standardization.

General Theory of Terminology and beyond

Later contributions to Wuster’s theory modulate anthplement Wister's ideas
and have come to be known under the name, Genbeadr{f of Terminology. These
contributions can be seen more clearly along theviing lines (cf. Cabré, 2003: 168):

» The objective of international standardization xeaded by suggestions of
terminology development as part of language plannin

* Controlled synonymy is admitted. Wuster's posthushaork already concedes
this point.

* A certain degree of synonymy is accepted thougavitsdance is recommended
in terminology intended to be standardized.

» Phraseology is added to the study of terminologio#k.

» The meaning of spoken forms is recognized in cdsteklanguage planning.

» The model is made dynamic by introducing the dpsion of the process of
formation of new terms.

» The representation of non-hierarchically-orderechceptual structures is
introduced.

On the other hand, the following are not modified:

» The priority of the concept over the designatiomd aconsequently its
autonomy.

» The precision of the concept (monosemy), even thalighensions such as
parameters of classification are admitted.

» The semiotic conception of designations.

From these assumptions about its evolution we thetegecognition that applied
terminology is not necessarily prescriptive, bugvertheless, the following are
maintained:

* The need of prescription in applications intended $tandardization and
language planning.

» The deliberate control of evolution (planning, uoation, standardization)
even though it is conceded that this is a volungatyity.



* The priority of international forms of designation.

» The limitation to written forms even for terminolpogntended for language
planning.

The theory developed by “loyal” followers of Wistexhibits features which
permit us to speak of a new or enlarged vision.avoid confusions with Wuster’'s
theory, Cabré (2003:175) calls the traditional tiieof terminology as developed
further by Waster's followers, thExtended general thearfhe main features of this
Extended general theorgre summarized by Myking (2001: 61) by the follogvin
captions:

» a theoretical platform characterized by ECLECTICISM

* a set of epistemological tenets: INDEPENDENT CONTE&P

 an operational method: ONOMASIOLOGY;

 a defined set of problems: STANDARDISATION.

Myking's synthesis may be considered the backbdrtbeoextended traditional
theory. Cabré (2003: 176) believes that Myking'ssaiiption of the extended
traditional theory justifies moving a step forwatdwards the construction of a
terminological theory which accounts for the engaitidata produced in a great variety
of circumstances, and, at the same time, offersitalde location for the different
points of view and the determination of priorities responding to different needs. In
my opinion, it is, therefore, not a question of etefing positions but of analyzing
whether the ideas developed so far are sufficiebtigad and representative of
terminological data and their overall functions germit us to speak already of a
unified theory of terminology. In this discussidhe extended traditional theory would
obviously play a very important role because ofriternal coherence, but it would not
be suitable for forming the initial nucleus on thesis of which the theory is enriched
with elements originating from other conceptionsl aeeds. For me, it is a matter of
common sense to build a broad foundation rather #tarting from a limited theory
and extending it. Within a broad theoretical scheunfiéferent conceptions can be
accommodated as long as there is no internal abati@n and as long as the data can
be described and possibly explained.

What is a theory and how can one construct it?

In order to construct and put forth a theory ofrierology, one must have a very
clear picture of what a theory is.

Cabré (2003: 179-80) claims that a theory is “d@esyisof propositions deducted
from a small number of principles whose objectigetd represent in as simple,
complete and precise form as possible a set ofrempetal laws.” Therefore, it is safe
to assume that from this point of view, a theorg iset of hypotheses, which must be
possible to confirm or to refute.

From a formal point of view, a theory has its ovat ef signs which together
with its corresponding formation rules define anfaf language that can be used to
express a set of axioms. On the basis of such &xione can generate theorems which
make up the theory. A theory may have several dsgm adequacy; it may be
observationally, descriptively or explanatorily adequate. Observational adequacy
means that the theory allows for the descriptionthef observed data. Descriptive
adequacy means that the theory allows for both rabdeas well as of the non-
observed data which might arise to be describet dl8o indicates that the theory is



predictive. Explanatory adequacy encompasses bb#iereational and descriptive
adequacy as well as the ability of explaining howl svhy the data are produced and
obtained.

During the development/evolution of a theory, theceur many different stages
and processes. Thus, a theory can start from aitiémt or a speculation that leads to
the formulation of hypotheses which in turn musteither confirmed or rejected by
means of empirical analyses.

Communicative Theory of Terminology

Cabré (2000) argues in favour of a revised thedryemminology, because it
represents one of the lines that provide terminplegh the status of being a separate
discipline in its own right. To this end, Cabré §20182) starts from two assumptions.
Under the first assumption, terminology is “a seheeds, a set of practices to resolve
these needs and a unified field of knowledge”. ™eeond assumption is that
terminology operates with terminological units where multi-dimensional and which
are simultaneously units of knowledge, units ofjlaage and units of communication.
The description of these “terminological units” gltbcover the concept, the term and
the situation components. This is what differeesahem from other units of language
with the same structural features, i.e. words, &odh the units that also express
specialized knowledge, i.e. specialized, morphalalgand phraseological units.

In approaching and accessing the object of terragyhbs a field of study, and
in an attempt to formulate a theory in which thiéedent strands of terminology can be
combined, she introduces a model which she ¢théistheory of doorsThe model
represents the plural access to the object in a thay directly addresses the
terminological unit, whether starting from the cept term or the situation. The
choice of the door of entry to describe and explaiminological units is conditioned
by the adaptation of a theory suitable for its dobentry, i.e. a theory that does not
deny the multi-dimensionality of the object. Suchapproach allows the description of
the real data in all their complexity.

Cabré studies terminological units within the fravoek of specialized
communication, in a specialized discoutisat is produced in such a framework. The
framework is distinguished by a systematic presmmteof information and by two
types of linguistic features, the firstlsxical — the use of units that have, in spite of
their wide occurrence, limited meaning in a spectadtext, and the secondtextual—
consisting of the text having a precise contentenooncise and systematic expression
than general texts. It is because of their strectfirknowledge, which is controlled by
the meaning of the concepts. The framework of giged communication transfers
specialized knowledge; it covers, for example, cbenmunication among specialists,
between specialists and semi-specialists, and leetagecialists and learners.

Within a linguistic theory, terminological units dwt differ from lexical units
(i.e. a comparison of their phonological, morphatag and syntactic characteristics
would reveal no difference). They are differenthwiespect to their semantic and
pragmatic dimensions. Following this presumptionab@ (2003) refers to
terminological units as ‘units of special meaniagd adds that “any lexical unit would
thus have the potential of being a terminologicat”(Cabré, 2003: 190).

One major tenet of the newly proposed theory is Brnciple of the
Communicative Nature of Terminology (cf. Cabré 20@D). According to this
principle, all terminological units “are used fooremunication, immediately or



eventually”. The immediate use of all terminologjinaits refers to the fact that they
are realized in the form of direct communicationimdirect communication. In all
other cases, communication uses terminologicakunitheir function of representing
knowledge and labelling the nodes of knowledge esponding to the concepts of
special subjects. The aim of this type of represént is to favour a common language
in communication among experts (international denative standards) or between
experts and expert systems (in documentation amgbetational linguistics applied to
knowledge engineering), thus conceptualizing a readity.

In laying the foundations of this new perspectineactheoretical framework for
terminology as a separate field of study, Cabré0@2050-53) introduces three
conditions related to the communicative aspecteahinology: the natural language
condition, the special communication condition #émelspecialization condition.

Under the natural language conditionterms possess a three-fold nature:
linguistic, cognitive and social. In this senseg tiield of study of terminology is
defined in terms of its location within a field dhowledge. This is the only
explanation for the wide range of interpretatiofiseoms that have been offered until
now. These interpretations can be summarized &sv®l(cf. Cabré, 2000: 50): a) for
linguistics, terms belong to the lexicon of a graannand are specialized according to
topical, pragmatic and semantic criteria; b) foesal subjects, terms are a means of
professional expression and communication and qfast system for representing the
structure of knowledge within special areas; c) foanslation, interpreting and
technical writing, terms are useful and practicaitas of communication which are
evaluated by the criteria of equivalence, adequacgcision and economy; d) for
linguistic planning, terms are lexical units requgrintervention in order to support the
existence, usefulness and survival of a languagenasans of expression.

The special communication conditiarich understands special communication
as communication marked for topic or domain, preduc professional situations,
using a formal register, and being derived fronrexgstablished structure. Scientific
and technical communication realized by speciajlages differs from the texts used
in general communication in three respects: a) s&oaly, they are concise, precise
and not personalized; b) the lexicon has a predamirole, especially the quantitative
and qualitative properties of nominalizations amdim phrases; c) formally, texts are
highly elaborated and, in some disciplines, eles@ftother symbolic and semiotic
systems are integrated into the text.

The specialization conditiois a condition that communication must comply
with in order to be considered a special subjestalirse (Cabré, 2000: 52). However,
it admits a diversity of interpretations regarditige definition of specializedand
different degrees of specialization. If we intetpthe adjective “specialized” as
referring to discourse dealing with a highly stuetd scientific or technical subject
matter, the notion of specialization is strongeantfif we also apply it to specialized
activities. In each case, and within each spe®él,fdiscourse is produced at different
levels.

Conclusions

Terminology acquired a scientific orientation whe¢ the same time it was
recognized as a socially important activity onlytire 2¢' century. Technological
development in the second half of thé"2@ntury also resulted in the most important
innovations in the field of terminology. At thatrte, databanks first appeared, and the



initial approaches were made to standardize tedogyowithin a language. The

significance of the role of terminology in the maueation of language became
apparent in this period. Moreover, the spread ofg®al computers brought about a
major change in the conditions for processing teafoigical data.

The contributions of Cabré to the more recent stofdierminology have clear
aims; namely, to set up a theoretical framework tauld underpin the procedures
and methods of this field, enabling it to attaia gtatus of an independent discipline.

The importance of empirical studies — the studids terminology or
terminological units within the framework of spdiiad communication in a
specialized discourse (Cabré) — is, however, ofuaationing importance and one
should not underestimate, trivialize or disregardtiis quite the opposite. The studies
of terms within terminology and general studiesteriminology must be treated as
complementary.

To conclude, we may say that terminology can be ssepractice or science, or
both. It just depends on the point of view oneda#, on the aim one has, and for
which purpose one intends to use it. At the begigmif this article, we mentioned that
there were two extreme positions in perceiving tealogy. At this point, one would
have the tendency of saying that one position [®sar to the other. One either sees
terminology as including both empirical and theio@dtstudies of terminology, or one
just pursues the empirical research with the pwpmdscompiling the vocabulary of a
certain field.
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