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Abstract

Teachingsociocognitie terminographyimplies introducingstudentso somebasicinsightsof cogni-
tive semanticsconfrontingthemwith variousmethodsfor the analysisof units of understandingnd
introducingthemto flexible templatedor the descriptionof terms.

Existing terminologymanualsare of two types.Thoseof the first type (Felber 1984;Picht& Draskau,
1985; W5; Wister 1991) limit terminographyto the standardisation-aeited approach(section1.1).
Thoseof the secondypetake aboardideasdevelopedin linguistics, philosophyof sciencepsychology
andatrtificial intelligence put they lack guidelineson how to analyseatextual corpusfor arealterminog-
raphyproject.

In sociocognitre terminologytraining, studentsarefirst familiarisedwith a numberof theoreticalin-
sights(1), aretaughtmethodsfor the analysisof textual information(2) andintroducedto methodsfor
designingrelevanttemplatedor description(3). We illustratethis with examplesfrom a terminography
projectonthelife sciences

1 Theoretical insights

Futureterminographertirst of all needto understandhe distinctionbetweerthe objectvesof
standardisation-orientédrminologytheory(e.g.The Viennaschool)andsociocognitve termi-
nologytheory(1.1). They shouldalsobe introducedto someof the basicinsightsof cognitive
semanticslik e prototypestructuretheory(1.2). Most importantlythey shouldbe giveninsight
in thevarietyof unitsof understandingvhichthey cancomeacrossvhensifting textualmaterial
for terms(1.3).

1.1 Standardisation-orientedand sociocognitve terminology theory

The distinctionbetweenstandardisation-orienteérminologytheory (SOTT) and sociocogni-
tiveterminologytheory(SCTT) (Temmerman1998& 2000)needdo be explainedto termino-
grapherdsn training. Studentsshould be madeaware of the following contrastingprinciples
betweenSOI'T andSCTT.

Firstly, SOI'T startsfrom conceptsvhich arebelievedto be clearlydelineatedwhereasSCTT
startsfrom units of undestandingwhich more often than not have prototypestructure.Sec-
ondly, in SOTT conceptsare attributed a placein a logical or ontologicalconceptstructure,
whereasn SCTT, a unit of understandings consideredo have intracatgorial andintercate-
gorial structureandto function in cognitve models.Thirdly, in SOTT a conceptneedsto be
definedin anintensionaldefinitionand/oranextensionaldefinition.In SCTT, dependingnthe
type of unit of understandingndon the level andtype of specialisatiorof sendemndrecever
in communicatioracts,whatis moreessentiabr lessessentiainformationfor a definitionwill

vary. Fourthly, in SOTT atermis assignedpermanentlyto a concept.lt is believed that ide-
ally onetermonly shouldbe assignedo oneconceptin SCTT synorymy and polysemyare
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believedto be functionalin the progressof understanding@ndthereforeneedto be described.
Fiftly, in SOT'T conceptsandtermsare studiedsynchronicallywhereasn SCTT units of un-

derstandingare studiedin their constantevolution. Moreover cognitive modelsare studiedas

playingarolein thedevelopmeniof new ideaswhich impliesthattermsmaybe motivated

1.2 Prototype structure

After having introducedstudentdo the basicsof cognitive semantic{Geeraerts1989; Geer

aertsetal., 1994)it is goodpracticeto have themanalysehe degreeof prototypicalityof some
of the units of understandinghey encounteiin the textual corpusunderconsideratior(figure
1). This exercisemayresultin abetterunderstanding@f theintensionandextensionof a unit of

understanding.

intension extension
clustering of absence of differences of | fluctuations at
senses into definitionsin | salience the edges of the
family terms of among category
resemblance necessary and | members of
and radia sets | sufficient the category
attributes
cloning yes yes yes no
biotechnology yes yes yes yes

Figure 1 Characteristics of prototype structure in two units of understanding.

types of information modules
type of unit of .
. eg. eg. e.g. atributes

!Jndr:arslt.?ndlng historical stepsin the

|n.t elife informatio | process

SCIences n eg. e.g. e.g.
am application | result

umbrella unit 2 0 0, 0, 0,

e.. 1, 1, 1,

biotechnol ogy 2 2. 2.

entity 1 0 0} 0} 0,

e.g. intron 1, 1, 1
2 2.

activity 1 2 1, 1, 1,

e.g. cloning 2 2. 2.

Figure 2 Depending on the type of unit of understanding different information modules can
vary in informational importance on a scae from 0 to 2 (O=irrdlevant, 1=relevant,
2=prominent).

1.2.1 Typesof units of understanding

The terminographeshouldbe trainedto start from units of understandingyhich can only
be discoveredby terminographerassoonasthey exist in languagej.e. assoonasthereis a
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term or descriptionto communicatehe unit of understandingn languageDifferenttypesof
unitsof understandinganbedistinguishedyvhich hold differenttypesof informationmodules
(figure2).In thelanguageof thelife sciencesve cameacrossumbrellaunitse.g.biotedinolagy,
entitiese.g.intron andactuities e.g.cloning Examplesof informationmodulesare: historical
information,stepsin a processdifferentattributeslik e aim, application result.

2 Methodsfor analysis

Terminographersorking within the paradigmof SCTT needto betrainedin differentmethods
for theanalysiof unitsof understandingn sectionl.2we sav anexampleof anintensionabnd
extensionalanalysisof the degreeof prototypicality Othermethodsfor analysisarethe draw-
ing of visualrepresentationsf how coredefinitionsrelateto informationmodulesof different
types(2.1), analysesf the degree of relevanceof information modules(2.2) and historical
developmentanalyse®f unitsof understanding2.3).

2.1 Coredefinitions and information modules

Reflectve text fragmentsare partsof texts in which authorsdefinetheir terminology Figure
3 illustrateshow theinformationfoundin the following reflective text fragmentfrom Harford
(1988:149)canberepresentedisually.

Biotedhnolagy can be definedas the commecial application of engineeringand

technolagical principlesof the life sciencesThe history of biotedinology can be

tracedover manymillenniaandit hasbeendescribedastheworld’s secondldest
professionFor its firstfivethousandyears, thefood and drinksindustrieswere the

main provinceof biotednology with the manufactue of bread,beer wine, cheese

and many other fermentableproducts.Over more recenttimesthe chemicaland

pharmaceuticaindustrieshaveusedbiotedinolagical processesor the synthesis
of many natural products,e.g. industrial alcohol, citric acid, a range of amino

acids,antibiotics,vitamins,etc..

During the pastdecadeseseach successem engineeringbiochemistryand ge-
neticshaveled to the major upsuge of interestin biotedinology. This has been
largely broughtaboutby the adventof recombinanDNA (rDNA) technolagy, oth-
erwiseknownas genecloning or geneticengineering It was soonrealizedthat
the methodsof geneticengineeringgreatly enhancedhe potential of biotednol-
ogy, providing the prospectfor the developmenbf manynew productsand biopro-
cessegHarford,1988:149).
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Definition

History

Biotechnology can be defined as the commercial application of engineering
and technological principles of the life sciences.
Biotechnological Products and results
techniques
over the | fermentation food and drinks, including:
past bread, beer, wine, cheese and
5000 many others
years
in biotechnologica processes synthesis of many naturd
recent used by chemicd and products such as industria
times pharmaceutical industries alcohol, citric acid, arange of
amino acids, antibiotics,
vitamins, etc.
inthe recombinant DNA new products
past technology (= gene cloning,
decades | = genetic engineering) bioprocesses

Figure 3 The categorisation expresses the relationship between products and results and
biotechnological techniques and categorises these according to three periods in time. (Harford,

1988:149)

2.2 Visual representationof information modules

Terminographytraineesshouldbe capableof distinguishingbetweenintracatgorial informa-
tion i.e. facetsshaving degreesof essencandintercatgorial informationi.e. perspectre and
intention.Thestudyof atextual corpusonthelife sciencegTemmermanl1998& 2000)allowed

for ananalysisof the unitsof understandingloningandbiotecinolagy (figure4).

environmentd t.,
plant and animal
agriculture,
hedlthcare/types of
companies
involved/legd
aspects/educationa

aspects

core historical intracategorial intercategorial
definition information | information: information:
facets showing per spectives and
degreesof essence | intention
cloning relevant lessessentid | e.g. stepsin the e.g. the human
process, am genome
biotechnology | reevant essentid e.g. fidd of e.g. another
application disciplinelike
(bioprocess biology/
technology, the interdisciplinary
enzymet., wastet., | pursuit/

public avareness/
economic growth/
the developing
world

Figure 4 Information modules of cloning and biotechnology
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2.3 Historical analysis

A third type of analysisresultsin avisualrepresentationf the developmenif a unit of under
standing Figure5 shavs how theterm cloning extendedandmodifiedits meaning.

CLONING: 1. (A,B,C,D,G,H,l) the asexually produced progeny of an organism. 2.
(E, F) alarge number of identical copiesof genetic material.

since when? what is method? number of

cloned? copies?

A. since beginning of plants cutting oneor afew or

agriculture; namein Engl. in grafting large number of

1903 (Rieger,1991). plants

B. 1929 (Barnhart, 1988) bacterial cells | cell cultivation acolony of cells

C. 1939 (Smith, 1988) plant cellsto cell cloning and ranging from one

achieve full regeneration to thousands of
plants plants

D. late 1940s (Levine & amphibians enucleation oneor afew

Suzuki, 1993:183) amphibians

E. 1973 (Cohen et al., 1973, DNA molecular cloning | alarge number of

Rieger, 1991) DNA fragments

F. 1985 (by Saikai, according | DNA PCR (polymerase | alarge number of

to Rieger, 1991; by Karry chain reaction) DNA fragments

Mullis according to Watson et

al., 1992, 79)

(.1988 (Burton, 1992:15) mammals embryo splitting two or more
identical
mammals

H.1988 (Hawkes, 1991:15) mammals nuclear transplan— | four or more

tation. of embryo identical
cell DNA into mammals
ovum

I 1997 (by Wilmut, Nash, mammals nuclear transpl. of | one or more

1997: 38) body cell DNA identical

into ovum mammals

Figure 5 The development of cloning

3 Methodsfor description

Insightin theparadignunderlyingsociocognitveterminologytheory(sectionl) andfamiliarity
with methoddor theanalysisof unitsof understandingsection2) will helptheterminographer
designtemplatedor the descriptionof units of understandindpelongingto a particulardisci-
pline like thelife sciencesThis will resultin alternatvesfor the traditionalintensionaland/or
extensionaldefinition. For eachtype of unit of understandingactuvities, entitiesandumbrella
units) the terminographewill designa templatefor description.For describingactwities for
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examplethis will be atemplatewhich allows for supplementinghe coredefinition by the de-
scriptionof the differentstepsin the processof the activity. For describingumbrellaunitsthe
templatewill allow for enteringhistoricalinformationon how the umbrellaunit cameinto ex-
istence(figure6).

entity activity umbrella unit

Core definition

essential essential essential

Intracategorial
descriptive modules

degrees of relevance

degrees of relevance

degrees of relevance

Intercategorial
descriptive modules

degrees of relevance

degrees of relevance

degrees of relevance

Historical descriptive | optional optiona essential
modules
Procedural irrelevant essential irrelevant

descriptive modules

Figure 6 How different information modules have differing relevance in three types of units of
understanding in the life sciences

Wheninformationis to beaddedo aterminologybankon thelife sciences templateoffering
thefollowing possibilitieswill have beendesigned:

Examplel:

e addterny biotechnology/OK/
e core definition/biotechnologyis the application of biological techniquesin order to

achieve commercial resultdOK/

e selecttypeof unit (entity, activity, umbrellaunit)/ umbrella unit /OK
e history/ historicaldescriptionof the discipline of biotechnologyis givenin which the

following termsareindicatedfor hyperlinks:new biotechnology (hyperlink a), tradi-
tional biotechnology(typerlink b), recombinantDNA technology(lyperlink c), gene
cloning(h&), geneticengineering(h&).etc./OK/

hyperlinka core definition/.............. OK/etc.

Exampletwo:
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addterm/cloning /OK/

hyperlink/cloning 1/cloning2/OK/

core definitioncloning 1/ the asexuallyproducedprogenyof an organism/OK/

core definitioncloning 2/ a large number of identical copiesof geneticmaterial/ OK/
selecttypeof unit cloning 1/ activity /OK/

typesof cloninglEloning of plants (hyperlink a)/cloning of bacterial cells (hyperlink
b)/cloning of plant cells(hyperlink c)/cloning of amphibians (hyperlink d)/cloning of
mammals (hyperlink e)/OK/

techniquehyperlinka/ descriptionof the phasesn the cloningof plants/OK/
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e techniquehyperlinkb/............ in the cloningof bacterialcells.. .../OK/
e techniquehyperlinkc/............ in the cloningof plantcells..../OK/
e etc/OK/OK/
e typesof cloning2/molecular cloning (hyperlink A)/PCR (hyperlink B)/OK/
e tedhniquehyperlinkA/ descriptionof the phasesn molecularcloning/OK/
e techniquehyperlinkB/ ...t in PCR/OK/OK/
4 Results

Thanksto the sociocognite approachn terminographya terminologicaldatabases likely to
be superiorin quality. Thisis mainly dueto the threepillars of sociocognitve terminography
training:a soundtheoreticabasis,a panoplyof methoddor textual corpusanalysisandatrain-
ing in how to designtemplatedor the descriptionof differenttypesof unitsof understanding.
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