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René Dirven

De Gruyter Mouton



A Cognitive Linguistics View
of Terminology
and Specialized Language

Edited by

Pamela Faber

De Gruyter Mouton



This research was carried out within the framework of Research Projects
FFI2008-06080-C03-01/FILO and FFI2011-22397, funded by the
Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation.

ISBN 978-3-11-027556-8
e-ISBN 978-3-11-027720-3
ISSN 1861-4078

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

A CIP catalog record for this book has been applied for at the Library of Congress.

Bibliographic information published by the Deutsche Nationalbibliothek

The Deutsche Nationalbibliothek lists this publication in the Deutsche Nationalbibliografie;
detailed bibliographic data are available in the Internet at http://dnb.dnb.de.

� 2012 Walter de Gruyter GmbH & Co. KG, Berlin/Boston

Typesetting: PTP-Berlin Protago TEX- Production, Berlin
Printing: Hubert & Co. GmbH & Co. KG, Göttingen
� Printed on acid-free paper

Printed in Germany

www.degruyter.com



Contents

1. Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Pamela Faber

2. Basic concepts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

2.1 Terminology and specialized language
Pamela Faber, Clara Inés López Rodríguez . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

2.2 Metaphor and metonymy in specialized language
Maribel Tercedor Sánchez, Clara Inés López Rodríguez,
Carlos Márquez Linares, Pamela Faber . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

2.3 Specialized language translation
Pamela Faber, José Manuel Ureña Gómez-Moreno . . . . . . . . . 73

3. Terms as specialized knowledge units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93

3.1 Specialized language semantics
Pilar León Araúz, Pamela Faber, Silvia Montero Martínez . . . . . 95

3.2 Specialized language pragmatics
Pamela Faber, Antonio San Martín Pizarro . . . . . . . . . . . . . 177

4. Contextual information in specialized knowledge representation:
linguistic contexts and images . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 205

4.1 Contextual selection for term entries
Arianne Reimerink, Mercedes García de Quesada,
Silvia Montero Martínez . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 207

4.2 Graphical information
Juan Antonio Prieto Velasco, Pamela Faber . . . . . . . . . . . . 225

5. Conclusions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 249
Pamela Faber

6. References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 259

Thematic index . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 297
Author index . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 303





Index of Tables

Table 1. Propositions underlying terminological phrasemes . . . . . 30
Table 2. Image metaphors in Marine Biology (Ureña Gómez-Moreno

and Faber 2010) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36
Table 3. Event Structure metaphor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37
Table 4. Cognitive blending and word formation . . . . . . . . . . . 51
Table 5. Medical protocol applied to a vehicle

(http://www.hintsandthings.co.uk/garage/diagnosis.htm) . . . 56
Table 6. Medical frame applied to the Economy . . . . . . . . . . . 58
Table 7. Metaphorical extensions from general to specialized language 59
Table 8. Terms reflecting the conceptual metaphor a landscape is a hu-

man body . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60
Table 9. The mapping of WAR on the specialized domains of MEDICINE

and the ENVIRONMENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64
Table 10. Implicate/implicar . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88
Table 11. Definitions of AQUIFER in thirteen specialized dictionaries and

glossaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102
Table 12. Comparative definition table of AQUIFER . . . . . . . . . . . 104
Table 13. AQUIFER definition and conceptual relations . . . . . . . . . 105
Table 14. Meaning-based categorization of predicates . . . . . . . . . 127
Table 15. Relational constrains according to concept nature and seman-

tic role . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 141
Table 16. Definitional template of MOVEMENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . 152
Table 17. Definitional template of DIFFUSION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 152
Table 18. Definitional template of LANDFORM . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153
Table 19. Definitional template of PROCESS EVENT in the definition of

ARTIFICIAL PROCESS EVENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 154
Table 20. Definitional template of PHYSICAL OBJECT when expanded to

INSTRUMENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 155
Table 21. Definitional template of HARD COASTAL DEFENSE STRUCTURE

applied GROYNE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 156
Table 22. Definitional template of SOFT COASTEL DEFENSE ACTION as

applied to BEACH NOURISHMENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158
Table 23. Chemotherapy texts for doctors and patients . . . . . . . . . 200
Table 24. Lung cancer texts for doctors and patients . . . . . . . . . . 201
Table 25. Summary of vital relations and their compressions (Evans and

Green 2006: 425) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 209



viii Index of Tables

Table 26. Examples of semantic relations and their knowledge patterns
(adapted from Barrière 2004b) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 211

Table 27. Relation between outer-space vital relations and knowledge
patterns . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 212

Table 28. Corpus-attested knowledge patterns for precipitation, infiltra-
tion and percolation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 219

Table 29. Contexts with more than one term . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 220
Table 30. Comparison of image functions and functional goals . . . . 235
Table 31. Taxonomy of image-text relations and functions (Marsh and

White 2003) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 236
Table 32. Typology of graphical information . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 248



Index of Figures

Figure 1. General Frame-based Event . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28
Figure 2. Blending Theory: input spaces, blend and generic space

(Turner 2001) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50
Figure 3. Archerfish in action . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52
Figure 4. Blended space: Archerfish (example taken from Ureña

Gómez-Moreno and Faber 2010) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52
Figure 5. Rock mattress with an image-based motivation . . . . . . 61
Figure 6. Alluvial fan with an image-based motivation . . . . . . . 62
Figure 7. Schematic diagram of specialized communication . . . . . 80
Figure 8. Schematic diagram of specialzed translation process . . . 80
Figure 9. Ontological schema of EcoLexicon . . . . . . . . . . . . 100
Figure 10. Type_of concordances of AQUIFER . . . . . . . . . . . . . 107
Figure 11. Part_of concordances of AQUIFER . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108
Figure 12. Made_of concordances of AQUIFER . . . . . . . . . . . . 108
Figure 13. Located_at concordances of AQUIFER . . . . . . . . . . . 108
Figure 14. Has_function concordances of AQUIFER . . . . . . . . . . 109
Figure 15. Affected_by concordances of AQUIFER . . . . . . . . . . . 109
Figure 16. Example of a standard conceptual hierarchy . . . . . . . . 112
Figure 17. Simulations triggered by objects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113
Figure 18. Environmental Event . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 118
Figure 19. SEDIMENTARY MATERIAL within the coastline frame . . . 128
Figure 20. SEDIMENTATION within the beach nourishment frame . . . 129
Figure 21. Type_of relation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131
Figure 22. Made_of relation: GROYNE made_of STONE, CONCRETE,

or WOOD . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133
Figure 23. Delimited_by relation: OCEAN LAYERS . . . . . . . . . . . 134
Figure 24. Located_at relation: GROYNE located_at COAST . . . . . . 135
Figure 25. Takes_place_in relation: (a) THERMOHALINE CIRCULATION

takes_place_in OCEAN; (b) HYDROELECTRIC POWER

GENERATION takes_place_in DAYTIME . . . . . . . . . . . 136
Figure 26. Result_of relation: SEA-LEVEL RISE result_of GLOBAL

WARMING . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 137
Figure 27. Affects relation: SEA WATER affects CONCRETE . . . . . . 137
Figure 28. Has_function relation: WIRE MESH has_function

REINFORCEMENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 138



x Index of Figures

Figure 29. Measures relation: PLUVIOMETER measures
PRECIPITATION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 139

Figure 30. Effected_by relation: SEISMOGRAM effected_by
SEISMOGRAPH . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 139

Figure 31. Combinatorial potential of concept types and relation
types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 140

Figure 32. EcoLexicon representation of DELTA . . . . . . . . . . . . 142
Figure 33. EcoLexicon representation of MICROBIOLOGY . . . . . . . 143
Figure 34. EcoLexicon representation of TENDENCY EQUATION . . . . 144
Figure 35. Tripartite concept lattice (Pustejovsky 2001) . . . . . . . 146
Figure 36. Extension of the qualia structure (Pustejovsky 1995;

Lenci et al. 2000) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 147
Figure 37. Combination of the concept typology and conceptual

relations with qualia roles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 149
Figure 38. Segment of the definitional hierarchy of coastal defense . 151
Figure 39. EcoLexicon representation of HIGH GROYNE . . . . . . . . 157
Figure 40. EcoLexicon representation of BEACH NOURISHMENT . . . 159
Figure 41. EcoLexicon representation of MARSHLAND . . . . . . . . 163
Figure 42. Uncontextualized EcoLexicon representation of WATER . . 164
Figure 43. EcoLexicon representation of WATER in the context of

Engineering . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 165
Figure 44. EcoLexicon representation of WATER in the context of

Geology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 166
Figure 45. EcoLexicon representation of EXTREME EVENT . . . . . . 167
Figure 46. EcoLexicon representation of HURRICANE . . . . . . . . . 169
Figure 47. EcoLexicon representation of INSTRUMENT . . . . . . . . 170
Figure 48. EcoLexicon representation of RECORDING INSTRUMENT . . 171
Figure 49. EcoLexicon representation of PLUVIOGRAPH . . . . . . . . 172
Figure 50. EcoLexicon representation of MARIGRAPH . . . . . . . . . 173
Figure 51. Dictionary entries in Collins Cobuild (Version 5) . . . . . 188
Figure 52. Designations for HIGH-DOSE CHEMOTHERAPY . . . . . . . 190
Figure 53. Designations for ABS BRAKE SYSTEM . . . . . . . . . . . 190
Figure 54. Example of a phishing e-mail . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 198
Figure 55. Suction dredger . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 216
Figure 56. Experiencing an apple . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 227
Figure 57. (a) Photographic image of a rain scene; (b) Schematic

depiction of the water cycle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 228
Figure 58. Groundwater, water table, and surface water location:

morphological features . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 231
Figure 59. Semantic features of a tidal forcing image . . . . . . . . . 232



Index of Figures xi

Figure 60. Connective meaning of a luminosity map . . . . . . . . . 233
Figure 61. (a) Rip current structure; (b) Rip current structure with a

warning function . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 234
Figure 62. UPWELLING: syntactic functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 237
Figure 63. (a) Typical tidal cycle from Honolulu; (b) What causes

the tides? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 238
Figure 64. Iconic image of GROYNE: representation of the conceptual

relation made_of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 240
Figure 65. Abstract representation of GROYNE: representation of the

conceptual relation located_at . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 240
Figure 66. Dynamic image of a groyne-adjusted shoreline:

representation of the conceptual relation has_function . . 241
Figure 67. Breaking waves at Scripps Beach in La Jolla, California

(Type-A image) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 243
Figure 68. Focused phased array imaging radar of a breaking wave

(Type-B image) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 243
Figure 69. Breaking wave (Type-C image) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 244
Figure 70. Breaking Wave (Type-D image) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 244
Figure 71. Breaking wave: wave profile evolution (Type-E image) . 245
Figure 72. Breaking waves (Type-F image) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 246
Figure 73. How surfing works: breaking waves (Type-G image) . . . 246
Figure 74. Rip threat calculator: breaking wave (Type-H image) . . . 247





Image authorship and copyright

Table 2A. SEFSC Pascagoula Laboratory – Collection of Brandi Noble, NOAA/
NMFS/SEFSC. Public domain.

Table 2B. Kristian Peters (Wikimedia Commons). Attribution-ShareAlike 3.0
Unported (CC BY-SA 3.0) <http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/
3.0/>.

Figure 3. Pearson Scott Foresman (Wikimedia Commons). Public domain.
Figure 5. (Mattress). Jeffrey M. Vinocur (English Wikipedia).Attribution-Share

Alike 3.0 Unported (CC BY-SA 3.0)<http://creativecommons.org/licenses
/by-sa/3.0/>.

Figure 5. (Rock mattress). Acanfora/Bility (English Wikipedia). Attribution-
ShareAlike 3.0 Unported (CC BY-SA 3.0) <http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by-sa/3.0/>.

Figure 6. (Fan). Alex Pascual Guardia (Flickr). Attribution 2.0 Generic (CC BY
2.0) <http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/>.

Figure 6. (Alluvial fan). Jesse Allen – NASA/GSFC/METI/ERSDAC/JAROS –
U.S./Japan ASTER Science Team. Public domain.

Figure 17/56/70. Antonio San Martín Castaños.
Figure 22. (Groyne)/ 24. (Groyne). Stephen Williams (Geograph Britain and

Ireland). Attribution 2.0 Generic (CC BY 2.0) <http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/2.0/>.

Figure 22. (Stone) /22. (Concrete)/22. (Wood). TextureKing.com. <http://www.
textureking.com/index.php/terms>.

Figure 23/61b/74. National Weather Service. Public domain.
Figure 24. (Not a groyne). Brett Taylor (Flickr). Attribution 2.0 Generic (CC

BY 2.0) <http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/>.
Figure 25. (Thermohaline circulation). Robert Simmon, NASA. Public domain.
Figure 25. (Hydroelectric power)/26/72. U.S. Geological Survey. Public do-

main.
Figure 27. Warrenski (Flickr). Attribution 2.0 Generic (CC BY 2.0)

<http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/>.
Figure 28. DOE/NREL. Public domain. Attribution 2.0 Generic (CC BY 2.0)

<http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/>.
Figure 29. Doug Bradley (Flickr). Attribution 2.0 Generic (CC BY 2.0)

<http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/>.



xiv Image authorship and copyright

Figure 30. Yamaguchi (Wikimedia Commons). Attribution-ShareAlike
3.0 Unported (CC BY-SA 3.0) <http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-
sa/3.0/>

Figure 55. Sids1 (Flickr). Attribution 2.0 Generic (CC BY 2.0) <http://creative
commons.org/licenses/by/2.0/>.

Figure 57a. Final gather (Flickr). Attribution-NoDerivs 2.0 Generic (CC BY-ND
2.0) <http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/2.0/>.

Figure 57b/58/59/61a/62. COMET Project. The source of this material is the
COMET® Website at http://meted.ucar.edu/ of the University Corporation
for Atmospheric Research (UCAR), sponsored in part through cooperative
agreement(s) with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA), U.S. Department of Commerce (DOC). ©1997–2011 University
Corporation for Atmospheric Research. All Rights Reserved.

Figure 60. C. Mayhew & R. Simmon (NASA/GSFC), NOAA/ NGDC, DMSP
Digital Archive. Public domain.

Figure 63a. Hawaii CZM Program/NOAA Center for Oceanographic Products
and Services. Public domain.

Figure 63b. SciJinks (NASA/NOAA). Public domain.
Figure 64. Simon Carey (Geograph Britain and Ireland). Attribution 2.0Generic

(CC BY 2.0) <http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/>.
Figure 65. OpenStreetMap. Attribution-ShareAlike 2.0 Generic (CC BY-SA 2.0)

<http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/2.0/>.
Figure 66. Maine Geological Survey. Public domain.
Figure 67/68. Littoral Dynamics Team (U.S. Navy). Public domain.
Figure 69. Gord Webster (Flickr). Attribution 2.0 Generic (CC BY 2.0)

<http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/>.
Figure 71. Earth System Research Laboratory (NOAA). Public domain.
Figure 73. HowStuffWorks (http://www.howstuffworks.com).
Figure 74. National Weather Service Forecast Office. Public domain.



1. Introduction

Pamela Faber

This book explores the importance of Cognitive Linguistics for Terminology
and specialized language1 in general. Cognitive Linguistics is understood here
in its broadest sense, and includes not only work on metaphor and grammar, but
also other cognitive-oriented theories such as Construction Grammar (Goldberg
1995, 2005), Cognitive Semantics (Talmy 2000), Conceptual Semantics (Jack-
endoff 1983, 1990, 1997), and Frame Semantics (Fillmore 1968, 1975, 1976ab,
1982, 1985). Cognitive Linguistics is an attractive linguistic paradigm for the
analysis of specialized language and the terminological units that characterize
it. The emphasis placed by Cognitive Linguistics on conceptual description and
structure, category organization, and metaphor coincides to a certain extent with
crucial areas of focus in Terminology, such as scientific ontologies, the concep-
tual reference of terminological units, the structure of scientific and technical
domains, and specialized knowledge representation.

However, until now, Terminology has been generally reticent about using
linguistic models to analyze the semantics of terminological units, and the struc-
ture of specialized language texts2. Existing studies and manuals in Termi-
nology tend to restrict themselves to a description of practical matters regard-
ing database organization, information extraction, term entry design, language
planning, etc. In the same line, research on specialized language texts generally
limits itself to highlighting salient aspects of scientific discourse, such as the
use of the passive voice and the concentration of semantic information in com-
plex nominal forms. Nevertheless, such observations, though useful, are merely
anecdotic if they are not placed within the richer context of a wider theoretical
framework.

In a parallel way, specialized language is an interesting area of application
for Cognitive Linguistics. One might ask what is so special about specialized
language, why it is different from general language, and why it is worth study-
ing in itself. Although specialized language is undoubtedly language, and thus

1. We prefer the term specialized language to language for specific purposes, which is
much more general.

2. An important exception in this respect is Temmerman (2000).
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possesses many of the same features as general language, it also can be said
to have distinctive characteristics because of the semantic load of terminologi-
cal units, which designate entities and processes within a scientific or technical
field. When used in specialized discourse, these units activate sectors of the spe-
cialized domain in question, highlighting configurations of concepts within the
specialized field.

Although since the times of Aristotle, figurative language seems to have
been officially banished from the realm of scientific communication, metaphor
is also present in specialized language as well as specialized language discourse.
This is only natural since metaphor is an integral component of our cognition
which shapes our understanding of the world. However, metaphor in special-
ized language has not received the same amount of attention as metaphor in
general language. This is true within the context of Cognitive Linguistics and
of linguistic theory in general.

In fact, one still encounters authors who affirm that figures of speech are out
of place in scientific texts and that science prefers the literal to the non-literal
term when this is simply not the case. As Kuhn (1993) points out, metaphors
are not marginal, but instead are a crucial part of the way in which a scientific
field reproduces itself. For example, metaphors are commonly used to introduce
vocabulary and basic models into scientific fields: “their function is a sort of
catachresis – that is, they are used to introduce theoretical terminology where
none previously existed” (Boyd 1993). Nevertheless, the role of metaphor in
Science goes beyond this as can be seen when scientific terminology is analyzed
at various levels, namely, those found at the level of: (1) specialized knowledge
domain; (2) specialized language unit; (3) proposition; and (4) text (Faber and
Márquez Linares 2004).

Within a much wider context, it is also true that metaphor is necessary for
building models and elaborating scientific theory. Halloran and Bradford (1984:
183) affirm: “No synthesis could ever be achieved, no models postulated, no
paradigms established if science relied wholly upon ‘careful observation’ for
its theories. Model-building requires an inductive leap; carefully recorded ex-
amples must be synthesized into a logical premise, and then be further verified
and expanded by traditional scientific method. For this, science must exploit the
power of metaphor.”

Evidently, metaphor is a dynamic mechanism, essential for the elaboration
and evolution of a scientific theory and not only used as an explanatory device.
In this sense, it can be regarded as more of a building block than a scaffold.
However, an in-depth inquiry into the role of metaphor in the construction of
scientific theories goes far beyond the scope of this book, which focuses on the
semantics and pragmatics of scientific terminology and specialized language
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texts. All of our observations and assertions are illustrated and supported by
examples drawn primarily from the fields of Medicine and Environmental Sci-
ence. Even though the importance of metaphor for theory-building will be ac-
knowledged, it will not be a principal area of focus.

The importance of Cognitive Linguistics as a methodological framework for
the study of Terminology and specialized language is highlighted in this book.
In this respect, we believe that scientific language is not merely a register, but
important as an object of study in itself. As such, it is of interest for Cognitive
Linguistics.

Specialized language texts have unique characteristics. Because their gen-
eral function is usually the transmission of knowledge, they are characterized
by a greater repetition than usual of terms, phrases, sentences, and even full
paragraphs. This can also mean that the text shows similarities in the syntactic
constructions used. Such texts are also terminology-rich because of the quantity
of specialized language units in them.

Specialized language units are generally represented by compound nominal
forms. They are used within a scientific or technical field, and have meanings
specific of this field. The heavy concentration of such units in these texts points
to the specific activation of sectors of domain-specific knowledge. As a result,
understanding a terminology-rich text requires knowledge of the domain, the
concepts within it, the propositional relations within the text, as well as the
conceptual relations between concepts within the domain. This is a key factor
in the translation of scientific and technical texts by a translator, who is obliged
to quickly attain the knowledge threshold necessary to understand the entities
and processes described in the source text. The need for rapid knowledge ac-
quisition is one of the reasons that specialized domains and their structure are
an important area of focus in Terminology in the form of scientific ontologies.

This book is of interest to scientists, linguists, terminologists, technical
writers, translators, as well as university students who are working in and/or
studying aspects of applied linguistics, terminology management, scientific and
technical translation, specialized knowledge representation, or cognitive lin-
guistics. Evidently, an important part of learning how to understand, write, an-
alyze, and/or translate specialized texts is the acquisition of skills and strategies
to deal with the terminology that encodes expert knowledge in the specialized
domain. Not only is it a question of understanding specialized knowledge units
and being able to link them to other concepts in the same or different language,
but also of storing the knowledge acquired in a useful way so that it can be
activated in other contexts. This book is also of interest to teachers who must
teach applied linguistics, scientific writing, terminology and translation subjects
from a cognitive perspective, and who until now have been obliged to largely



4 Pamela Faber

rely on their own resources because there are currently few if any such books
that specifically focus on specialized language.

The methodology used for the study and analysis presented in this vol-
ume is in consonance with the Communicative Theory of Terminology (Cabré
1999a, 1999b) and the Sociocognitive approach to Terminology (Temmerman
2000). Our theoretical approach is known as Frame-based Terminology (Faber,
Márquez Linares, and Vega Expósito 2005; Faber et al. 2006, 2007). It is based
on Martín Mingorance’s Lexical Grammar3 (Martín Mingorance 1984, 1989,
1995; Faber and Mairal Usón 1999) and Frame Semantics (Fillmore 1982, 2006;
Fillmore and Atkins 1998), which is applied to specialized language with a view
to specifying knowledge structures.

For the codification of specialized knowledge and the analysis of corpus
data, the Lexical Grammar Model is used. This model facilitates the represen-
tation of conceptual and collocational relations. The lexical organization which
the Lexical Grammar Model proposes for the lexicon is based partially on the
distinction between syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations, and the comple-
mentary principles of combination and selection (Saussure [1916] 1990; Lyons
1977: 241). This distinction is relevant because it underlies conceptual organi-
zation, independently of the linguistic system (Nelson 1985: 179).

The paradigmatic axis of the Lexical Grammar Model codifies the configu-
ration of concepts in the selection axis, conceptually organizing the lexicon in a
hierarchy of domains and subdomains. In a parallel way, it is a determining fac-
tor in the syntagmatic axis, which codifies a term’s combinatorial potential. The
convergence of these two axes is the basis of conceptual structure for general
as well as specialized language.

The relational approach proposed in this book focuses on meaning, and more
concretely, on conceptual domains. It is based on the premise that there are a
series of properties shared by all of the member concepts within a domain, and
other properties that differentiate them. Semantic memory is represented as a
complex network in which each node is a concept, and in which the concepts are
interconnected by a wide range of different types of relations within a frame-
like structure.

Frame Semantics is the latest development of Case Grammar (Fillmore 1968,
1975, 1976a, 1976b, 1977, 1982, 2006). The FrameNet project (Fillmore and
Atkins 1998; Fillmore, Johnson, and Petruck 2003; Fillmore et al. 2003; Atkins,
Rundell and Hiroaki 2003) is based on this theory. Its objective is the descrip-
tion of lexical meaning by extracting contextual information from a large corpus
of texts, and structuring this meaning in cognitive frames.

3. This model was previously known as the Functional-Lexematic Model.
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Although since the publication of Collins Cobuild, there have been many
corpus studies, the originality of FrameNet stems from the fact that a frame
includes all the possible constellations of frame elements. This complements
the traditional morphosyntactic information in each entry. Furthermore, each
meaning is linked to a set of contextual information extracted from a corpus.
The basic concept underlying this linguistic approach is that of the frame, which
can be defined as a general or specific structure with entities that participate
in these structures. Up until now, frames have only been applied to general
language and not to specialized language.

Our approach also adheres to the communicative situational perspective,
where words as well as terms can only be understood within the contexts in
which they appear (Fillmore et al. 2003; García de Quesada 2001; Montero
Martínez and García de Quesada 2003; Seibel 2004a; Reimerink et al. 2010).
Like FrameNet, we also use corpus analysis (Fillmore 1994; Ruppenhofer et
al. 2010; C. Pérez Hernández 2002; Faber et al. 2006; Tercedor Sánchez and
López Rodríguez 2008). Still another similarity resides in the fact that we also
provide information on the semantics as well the syntactic behavior of the items
under analysis (Faber and Mairal Usón 1999; Ruppenhofer et al. 2010; Faber et
al. 2006). Furthermore, in our study of specialized language, we study aspects
of language that were originally restricted to the field of general language such
as metaphor (Faber and Márquez Linares 2004, Ureña Gómez-Moreno 2010,
2011). We also go beyond terms in a Wüsterian sense by analyzing how ter-
minological units acquire their specialized meaning, and the extent to which
specialized situational settings have a hand in this (Cabré 1999a, 1999b, 1999c;
Temmerman 2000).

Nonetheless, our approach differs from FrameNet in that a prototypical do-
main event provides a frame for the basic processes that take place within the
specialized field. Within this context, concepts are organized around an action-
environment interface (Barsalou 2003, 2008; Faber, Márquez Linares, and Vega
Expósito 2005). The second thematic section of this book introduces basic con-
cepts, theories, and applications in Terminology and Cognitive Linguistics that
are relevant to the following chapters. The chapters in the third section describe
terms as specialized language units from a semantic and pragmatic perspec-
tive, and explain the Frame-based Terminology approach. The fourth section
analyzes the role of contextual information in specialized knowledge represen-
tation, more specifically as reflected in linguistic contexts and graphical infor-
mation. The book ends with the conclusions that can be derived from this study.





2. Basic concepts

This section of the book discusses the concepts and premises that underlie the
vision of specialized language semantics and pragmatics as well as the role of
contextual information in knowledge representation. Chapter 2.1 describes the
role of specialized language in society, and traces the evolution of Terminology
theory from its beginnings with special emphasis on the cognitive shift that
has taken place over the last decade, and which has placed it firmly within the
scope of Cognitive Linguistics. Chapter 2.2 discusses metaphor and metonymy
as cognitive phenomena, and highlights the fuzzy boundary between the two.
Metaphor and metonymy are presented as mechanisms of lexical creation and
extension in specialized language as well as in general language. In this regard,
particular emphasis is placed on the Invariance Principle, conceptual blending,
and the indeterminacy of domains. The section concludes with a corpus-based
study of metaphor in Environmental Science.

Chapter 2.3 explores specialized language translation as a cognitive process
and application of Cognitive Linguistics. It discusses the translation process as
applied to specialized language texts, and underlines the role of terminology
management in the interlinguistic mediation of such tasks. In this regard, there
is a lack of terminographic resources capable of meeting the needs of transla-
tors and technical writers. It suggests that Cognitive Semantics could provide
the theory of meaning that translation is so sorely in need of. Nevertheless, de-
spite the fact that translation is a fertile testing ground for the Cognitive Com-
mitment and the Generalization Commitment, Cognitive Linguistics has had
relatively little to say about translation. This is paradoxical since linguistic the-
ory as developed by Langacker, Lakoff, and Fillmore is particularly relevant to
specialized language texts, the representation of specialized knowledge units,
translation correspondence, and the elusive tertium comparationis.





2.1 Terminology and specialized language

Pamela Faber, Clara Inés López Rodríguez

2.1.1 Introduction

Terminology or specialized language is more than a technical or particular in-
stance of general language. In today’s society with its emphasis on science and
technology, the way specialized knowledge concepts are named, structured, de-
scribed, and translated has put terminology or the designation of specialized
knowledge concepts in the limelight.

The information in scientific and technical texts is encoded in terms or spe-
cialized knowledge units, which are access points to more complex knowledge
structures. Underlying the information in the text are entire conceptual domains,
which are both explicitly and implicitly present, and which represent the spe-
cialized knowledge encoded. In order to create a specialized text, translators and
technical writers must have an excellent grasp of the language in the conceptual
domain, the content that must be transmitted, and the knowledge level of the
addressees or text receivers. In order to translate a specialized language text,
translators must go beyond correspondences at the level of individual terms,
and be able to establish interlinguistic references to entire knowledge struc-
tures. Only then can they achieve the level of understanding necessary to create
an equivalent text in the target language.

2.1.2 Specialized knowledge acquisition

There has been a great deal of debate regarding how much a translator or techni-
cal writer really needs to know about the specialized domain in order to translate
or write about a scientific or technical text. Some people even seem to believe
that such texts should only be translated or written by experts in the field be-
cause, in their opinion, it is impossible for non-experts to acquire the necessary
knowledge.

Although it is not infrequent for experts with an acceptable level of a sec-
ond language to try to write or translate texts because of their knowledge of
terminological correspondences, they generally find that writing an article in
another language is far from simple. Similarly, there are writers or translators
who believe that their syntactic and semantic knowledge of one or more lan-
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guages guarantees an adequate scientific or technical text in the same language
or another language without any other previous preparation or documentation.
Both endeavors can be extremely difficult to perform successfully.

The reason for this lies in the fact that specialized languages are not a series
of water-tight compartments. Terminological units and their correspondences
possess both paradigmatic and syntagmatic structure. In other words, terms not
only represent specialized concepts, but also have syntax and collocational pat-
terns within general language. In this sense, merely knowing terminological
correspondences is often not enough since such units, when inserted in context,
affect the text at all levels.

However, it also must be said that linguistic knowledge in itself is not a suf-
ficient guarantee to produce an acceptable text in a specialized knowledge field.
A translator or technical writer must likewise be aware of the types of concep-
tual entities that the text is referring to, the events that they are participating in,
and how they are interrelated. This signifies that writers and translators of spe-
cialized texts must also be closet terminologists and be capable of carrying out
terminological management as a means of knowledge acquisition. This is one
of the reasons why an understanding of terminology and specialized knowledge
representation is a key factor in successful scientific and technical text genera-
tion and translation.

2.1.3 Terminology as a discipline

Terminology as a discipline of study is a relative newcomer. In fact, it came
into being because of the growing need to facilitate specialized communication
and translation, as well as knowledge transfer between text users belonging to
different language communities and with similar knowledge levels. The theo-
retical proposals in this field have been mostly practice-based, and focus on the
elaboration of glossaries, specialized dictionaries as well as terminological and
translation resources. According to Cabré (2000a: 37), “as a subject field with
explicit premises, terminology emerges from the need of technicians and scien-
tists to unify the concepts and terms of their subject fields in order to facilitate
professional communication and the transfer of knowledge”. Precisely for this
reason, Terminology has been for some time a discipline in search of a theory
with premises capable of accounting for specialized knowledge representation,
category organization, and description, as well as the semantic and syntactic be-
havior of terminological units in one or various languages. Over the years, this
quest for a set of theoretical principles has led terminologists to ask themselves
inter alia whether Terminology should be regarded as a branch of Philosophy,
Sociology, Cognitive Science, or Linguistics (to name a few).
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Rather than say that Terminology may stem from any or all of them, we
take the position that Terminology is essentially a linguistic and cognitive ac-
tivity. In this sense, terms are linguistic units which convey conceptual meaning
within the framework of specialized knowledge texts. In the understanding of
the nature of terms, this process of meaning transmission is as important as the
concept or concepts that they designate. Terminological units are thus subject
to linguistic analysis. Since this type of analysis can be carried out in a number
of ways, it is necessary to choose the linguistic approach most in consonance
with the object of study. Such an approach should be lexically-centered and
usage-based. It should also have its primary focus on meaning and conceptual
representation. As shall be seen, such is the case of theoretical approaches based
on Cognitive Linguistics.

In the past, Terminology and Linguistics have mostly ignored each other.
In its initial phase, Terminology was interested in asserting its independence
from other knowledge areas, and creating a totally autonomous discipline. This
goal led terminologists to go to great lengths to emphasize differences between
Terminology and Lexicology even to the extent of affirming that terms are not
words. In a parallel way, linguistic theory has largely ignored Terminology,
probably because specialized language has been and is often regarded as merely
a special case of general language. Thus, it was not considered worthy of serious
study because anything pertaining to general language was also presumed to be
true of specialized language.

However, interesting conclusions about specialized language, scientific
translation, and language in general can be obtained when terminology is stud-
ied in its own right. As such, it is most certainly susceptible to linguistic analy-
sis within the framework of a linguistic model. Oddly enough, some years ago
this seemingly innocuous affirmation would have caused quite a hue and cry in
terminological circles. The reason for this was that the first approximations to
terminology had normalization as a primary objective. Great pains were taken
to strive for totally unambiguous communication through standardization. This
signified univocity or one-to-one reference between term and concept. The fact
that the majority of terms designate concepts that represent objects in a special-
ized knowledge field meant that such an objective seemed possible to achieve.
Nevertheless, it soon became apparent that this was more a desideratum than a
realistic goal.

2.1.4 Theories of Terminology

As has often been observed, terminology means many things to many people
(Sager 1994: 7). Terminology is a word that can either begin with an upper or
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lower-case letter. When terminology begins with a small t, it refers to the units
in any specialized knowledge field. When it begins with a large T, it refers to
the study of specialized language. As a rule, Terminology theories can be clas-
sified as either prescriptive or descriptive. General Terminology Theory, which
has the virtue of being the first theoretical proposal in this area, is essentially
prescriptive in nature. As shall be seen, the theories that subsequently arose
in reaction to the General Terminology Theory are descriptive, and show an
increasing tendency to incorporate premises from Cognitive Linguistics since
they focus on the social, communicative, and cognitive aspects of specialized
knowledge units. The vision that they offer is more realistic because they ana-
lyze terms as they actually appear and behave in texts. One might say that these
new theories are representative of a cognitive shift in Terminology.

2.1.4.1 General Terminology Theory

Terminology as a discipline began in the 1930’s with Eugen Wüster, the author
of The Machine Tool, an Interlingual Dictionary of Basic Concepts (Wüster
1968), a systematically organized French and English dictionary of standard-
ized terms (with a German supplement) intended as a model for future technical
dictionaries.

This multi-volume work inspired the General Terminology Theory, and set
out the initial set of principles for the compilation and description of termi-
nological data with a view to the standardization of scientific language. The
General Terminology Theory was later developed in Vienna by Wüster’s suc-
cessors, who interpreted his ideas and carried on his work. Although for many
years, the General Terminology Theory offered the only set of principles and
premises for compiling terminological data, its view of the semantics of ter-
minological units projected a uniformly limited representation of specialized
knowledge concepts without allowing for their multidimensional nature. Need-
less to say, the General Terminology Theory did not attempt to account for the
syntax and pragmatics of specialized language, which was not regarded as rel-
evant. In this sense, it could not be usefully applied to translation or specialized
text generation.

The General Terminology Theory focused on specialized knowledge con-
cepts for the description and organization of terminological information. Within
this framework, concepts were viewed as being separate from their linguistic
designation (terms). Concepts were conceived as abstract cognitive entities that
refer to objects in the real world, and terms were merely their linguistic labels.

As Terminology struggled to acquire a semi-independent status, a consider-
able amount of effort was invested in distinguishing specialized language from
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general language and in differentiating terms from words. This radical empha-
sis on differences often seemed to convey the idea that terms were not even
language at all, but rather abstract symbols referring to concepts in the real
world.

One of the basic assertions of General Terminology Theory (Wüster 1979;
Felber 1984) is that terms in specialized language are inherently different from
general language words because of the monosemic reference between terms and
concepts. The general claim is that a term or a specialized language unit can be
distinguished from a general language word by its single-meaning relationship
with the specialized concept that it designates and by the stability of the rela-
tionship between form and content in texts dealing with this concept (Pavel and
Nolet 2001: 19).

However, this is an extremely idealized vision of specialized communica-
tion. Even the most cursory examination of specialized language texts shows
that terminological variation is quite frequent, and that such variation seems
to stem from parameters of specialized communication, such as the knowledge
and prestige of the speakers, text function, text content, user group, etc. The
same concept can often be designated by more than one term, and the same lin-
guistic form can be used to refer to more than one concept. Furthermore, terms
have distinctive syntactic projections and can behave differently in texts, de-
pending on their conceptual focus. This is something that happens in texts of
all languages, and is a problem that translators and technical writers inevitably
have to deal with.

Since Wüster believed that the function of Terminology was to create and
standardize names for concepts, syntax was not regarded as falling within the
scope of Terminology. The General Terminology Theory also regarded Termi-
nology as exclusively synchronic, and thus ignored the diachronic dimension
of terms. Wüster’s principal objectives (in Cabré 2003: 173) were:

– “To eliminate ambiguity from technical languages by means of standardiza-
tion of terminology in order to make them efficient tools of communication;

– To convince all users of technical languages of the benefits of standardized
terminology;

– To establish terminology as a discipline for all practical purposes and to give
it the status of a science”.

Cabré (2000a: 169) rightly points out that Terminology has suffered from a lack
of innovative theoretical contributions because until very recently, there has
been little or no theoretical discussion or confrontation of opinions. Another
possible reason for the slow development of Terminology is the lack of interest
shown by specialists in other areas of knowledge, such as Linguistics:
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The fifth reason, which may explain the continued homogeneity of the estab-
lished principles, is the lack of interest in terminology by specialists of other
branches of science, for example linguistics, psychology, philosophy and history
of science and even communication and discourse studies. For many years ter-
minology saw itself as a simple practice for satisfying specific needs or as a field
of knowledge whose signs had nothing to do with the signs of language.

However, the 1990s brought new proposals and ideas that paved the way to inte-
grating Terminology into a wider social, communicative, and linguistic context.
According to L’Homme, Heid, and Sager. (2003), examples of such approaches
are Socioterminology (Boulanger 1991; Guespin 1991; Gaudin 1993, 2003), the
Communicative Theory of Terminology (Cabré 2000a, 2000b, 2001a, 2001b,
2003; Cabré et al. 1998), and Sociocognitive Terminology (Temmerman 1997,
2000, 2001, 2006).

2.1.4.2 Social and communicative Terminology theories

In the early 1990’s Socioterminology and Communicative Terminology Theory
appeared on the horizon as a reaction to the hegemony of the General Terminol-
ogy Theory. Both theories present a more realistic view of Terminology since
they base their description on how terms are actually used in communicative
contexts. They describe terminological units in real discourse and analyze the
sociological and discourse conditions that give rise to different types of texts.

Socioterminology
Socioterminology, as proposed by Gaudin (1993), applies sociolinguistic prin-
ciples to Terminology theory, and accounts for terminological variation by
identifying term variants against the backdrop of different usage contexts. Para-
meters of variation are based on the social and ethnic criteria in which commu-
nication among experts and specialists can produce different terms for the same
concept and more than one concept for the same term.

Pihkala (2001) points out that the socioterminological approach focuses on
the social and situational aspects of specialized language communication, which
may affect expert communication and give rise to term variation. According
to socioterminologists, standardization is a chimera since language is in con-
stant change. Polysemy and synonymy are inevitably present in terminology
and specialized texts, and the use of one term instead of another can reflect
the knowledge, social, and professional status of a group of users, as well as
the power relationships between participants in the communicative interaction.
It can also reflect the geographic and temporal location of the text sender or
originator. Terminological variation inevitably highlights the fact that concept
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systems and definitions are not static. This is a reality that any theory aspiring to
explanatory adequacy must deal with. In this respect, the premises of Socioter-
minology are closely linked to Gregory and Carroll’s (1978: 3–4) characteriza-
tion of linguistic variation according to use and user even though this reference
is not explicitly mentioned.

Although Socioterminology does not aspire to independent theoretical sta-
tus, its importance resides in the fact that it opened the door for other descriptive
theories of Terminology, which also take social and communicative factors into
account, and which base their theoretical principles on the way terms are actu-
ally used in specialized discourse.

The Communicative Theory of Terminology
Linguistics and Terminology began to draw closer to each other with the Com-
municative Theory of Terminology (Cabré 1999a, 1999b, 1999c, 2000a, 2000b,
2001a, 2001b, 2003; Cabré et al. 1998). This proposal is more ambitious than
Socioterminology and endeavors to account for the complexity of specialized
knowledge units from a social, linguistic, and cognitive perspective.

According to Cabré (2003), a theory of Terminology should provide a meth-
odological framework for the study of terminological units. She underlines the
fact that specialized knowledge units are multidimensional, and have a cogni-
tive component, a linguistic component, and a sociocommunicative component.
In this respect, they behave like general language words. Their specificity re-
sides in a series of cognitive, syntactic, and pragmatic constraints, which affirm
their membership in a specialized domain.

In this sense, the Communicative Theory of Terminology regards termino-
logical units as “sets of conditions” (Cabré 2003: 184) derived from, inter alia,
their particular knowledge area, conceptual structure, meaning, lexical and syn-
tactic structure, and valence, as well as the communicative context of special-
ized discourse. Cabré (2003) proposes the Theory of the Doors, a metaphor
representing the possible ways of accessing, analyzing, and understanding ter-
minological units. She compares a terminological unit to a polyhedron, a three-
dimensional solid figure with a varying number of facets. Similarly, a termi-
nological unit can also be said to have three dimensions: a cognitive dimen-
sion, a linguistic dimension, and a communicative dimension. Each is a sep-
arate door through which terminological units can be accessed. Nonetheless,
one’s choice of door (or focus) does not entail a rejection of the other two
perspectives, which continue to reside in the background. According to Cabré,
the Communicative Theory of Terminology approaches units through the lan-
guage door, but always within the general context of specialized communi-
cation.
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At this time the Communicative Theory of Terminology is probably the best
candidate to replace the General Theory of Terminology as a viable, working
theory of Terminology. It has led to a valuable body of research on different
aspects of Terminology such as conceptual relations, terminological variation,
term extraction, and the application of different linguistic models to Terminol-
ogy. This has helped Terminology as a field to get its act together, and begin to
question the premises of General Terminology Theory, which previously were
not open to doubt or criticism.

However, the Communicative Theory of Terminology is not without its
shortcomings. Despite its clear description of the nature of terminological units
and the fact that it mentions a term’s “syntactic structure and valence”, the
Communicative Theory of Terminology avoids opting for any specific linguis-
tic model. The relation of the Communicative Theory of Terminology to Lin-
guistics is more in the nature of a light flirtation with various models than a
monogamous relationship with any one model in particular. Its view of concep-
tual semantics is also in need of clarification. Although in a very general way,
the Communicative Theory of Terminology bases its semantics on conceptual
representation, it is more than a little vague when it comes to explaining how
such representations are created, what they look like, and what constraints they
might have:

Cabré (2003: 189) states that the knowledge structure of specialized dis-
course could be represented as a conceptual map formed by nodes of knowl-
edge, which can be represented by different types of units of expression, and
by relations between these nodes. Within this framework, terminological units
are recognized as such because they represent knowledge nodes of a structure,
and have a special meaning in this structure. If these factors are the prerequisites
for term status, then one would think that conceptual representation, knowledge
structure or ontology, and category organization would be an extremely impor-
tant part of the Communicative Theory of Terminology. However, this does not
seem to be the case.

Another area in need of clarification in the Communicative Theory of Ter-
minology is semantic meaning. According to this theory, a lexical unit is gen-
eral by default and acquires a specialized meaning when it appears in a specific
type of discourse. A terminological unit is regarded as the specialized meaning
of a lexical unit since its meaning is extracted from the “set of information of
a lexical unit” (Cabré 2003: 184). With this affirmation, the Communicative
Theory of Terminology seems to be avoiding the question of what specialized
meaning is and what its components are. The only clue provided is when Cabré
(2003:190) states that terminological meaning consists of a specific “selection
of semantic features according to the conditions of every speech act”, which
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seems to implicitly say that she is in favor of some type of semantic decom-
position. However, this can only be a supposition because nothing is explicitly
said about the semantic analysis of specialized language units. This is a com-
fortable position because it shunts any decisions in this respect back into the
realm of Lexical Semantics, where there is already considerable disagreement
as to the nature of word meaning and how it should be analyzed.

2.1.4.3 Cognitive-based theories of Terminology

Over the last decade, linguistic theory seems to be in the process of undergoing
a cognitive shift (Evans and Green 2006), which has led it to increasingly focus
on the conceptual network underlying language. The fact that linguistic form
cannot be divorced from meaning has led linguists to begin to explore the inter-
face between syntax and semantics (Faber and Mairal Usón 1999). This trend
is also present in the area of Terminology.

Cognitive-based Terminology theories, though similar in some ways to the
Communicative Theory of Terminology, also differ from it. It is not an accident
that such theories have arisen largely in the context of Translation. Despite the
fact that they also focus on terms in texts and discourse, they make an effort to
integrate premises from Cognitive Linguistics and Psychology in their accounts
of category structure and concept description. Relevant proposals in this area
are Sociocognitive Terminology (Temmerman 1997, 2000, 2006) and Frame-
based Terminology (Faber, Márquez Linares, and Vega Expósito 2005; Faber
et al. 2006, 2007; Faber and León Araúz 2010; Faber 2011).

Sociocognitive Terminology
Insights from Cognitive Semantics (e.g. prototype structure and metaphor) be-
gan to have an impact on Terminology theory with the advent of Sociocog-
nitive Terminology as proposed by Temmerman (1997, 2000). Sociocognitive
Terminology concentrates on the cognitive potential of Terminology in domain-
specific language and on terminological variation as related to verbal, situa-
tional, and cognitive contexts in discourse and in a wide range of communica-
tive environments (Temmerman, Kerremans, and Vandervoort 2005).

Temmerman (2000: 16) criticizes General Terminology Theory, and offers
examples from the Life Sciences to demonstrate that the basic principles of the
General Terminology Theory are unrealistic and incapable of describing or ex-
plaining specialized language as it is actually used in communicative situations,
such as specialized translation. The Wüsterian premises questioned are the fol-
lowing:
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– Concepts have a central role in regards to their linguistic designations.
– Concepts and categories have clear-cut boundaries.
– Terminographic definitions should always be intensional.
– Monosemic reference is the rule in terminology, where there is a one-to-one

correspondence between terms and concepts.
– Specialized language can only be studied synchronically.

Temmerman (2000) argues that these premises are not valid, and asserts that:

– Language cannot be regarded as divorced from concepts since it plays a
crucial role in the conception of categories.

– Many categories have fuzzy boundaries and cannot be clearly defined.
– Optimal definition structure and type should not be limited to only one mode

and ultimately depend on the concept being defined.
– Polysemy and synonymy frequently occur in specialized language and must

be included in any realistic terminological analysis.
– Categories, concepts, as well as terms evolve over time and should be stud-

ied diachronically. In this sense, cognitive models play an important role in
the development of new ideas.

This declaration of principles is the launching pad for Sociocognitive Termi-
nology. This theory is also in consonance with Gaudin’s Socioterminology and
Cabré’s Communicative Theory of Terminology since it is descriptive rather
than prescriptive, and regards terms as the starting point for terminological anal-
ysis. However, in the same way as the other approaches, it has very little to say
about the syntactic behavior of terms.

What makes Sociocognitive Terminology different from other theories is its
emphasis on conceptual organization, and its focus on category structure from
the perspective of Cognitive Linguistics. While concept systems in the General
Terminology Theory are organized in terms of type_of and part_of conceptual
relations, sociocognitive categories are said to have prototype structure, and
conceptual representations initially take the form of cognitive models. Another
significant difference is that Sociocognitive Terminology is perhaps the first
and only approach to truly take on board the historical or diachronic dimension
of terms

Temmerman (1997, 2001) analyzes three concepts from the same general
domain of Biology, and comes to the conclusion that only one of them can be
adequately described by the methods of the General Terminology Theory. The
other two are much more susceptible to sociocognitive terminological meth-
ods. She claims that such methods give less prominence to traditional ways of
defining concepts (generic term and differentiating features), and focus more
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on deriving term definitions from their use in text corpora. The way a concept
is described may vary, depending on a number of different parameters e.g. the
type of category being defined, the knowledge level of the text sender and the re-
ceiver, and the profile of the termbase user (Temmerman and Kerremans 2003).

Category structure is prototypical, and the representations of relations be-
tween concepts in this framework are in the form of idealized cognitive models
of the sort proposed by Cognitive Linguistics. Idealized cognitive models were
first proposed by Lakoff (1987) in order to account for typicality effects, the
phenomena whereby a particular instance is judged as being a good example of
a given category. According to Lakoff, the prototype is not defined in relation to
the real world or the knowledge of an individual, but in relation to one or vari-
ous idealized cognitive models. Lakoff (1987: 9–28) defines idealized cognitive
models as conventional conceptual representations of the way we perceive and
organize reality (encyclopedic knowledge).

Idealized cognitive models are idealized because they are abstract, and do
not represent specific instances of a given experience. They are also schematic
or simplified because they partially represent what a particular culture knows
about a concept. Idealized cognitive models indicate the social expectations
about a particular concept within a culture, and even include myth and beliefs in
a certain society. Finally, they are cognitive because they can explain cognitive
processes such as categorization and reasoning. In fact, according to Lakoff,
exemplars not recognized in the idealized cognitive model of a particular culture
are considered peripheral in the category.

This model of categorization in Sociocognitive Terminology is based on
Rosch’s (1978) Prototype Theory, which is the culmination of Wittgenstein’s
(1953) notion of family resemblance, of anthropological research by Berlin
and Kay (1969) on focal colors, and of linguistic research by Labov (1973)
on household containers (CUPS, MUGS, etc.). As opposed to the idea that cate-
gories are defined by necessary and sufficient criteria, and that membership in
them is all-or-nothing (Classical Theory of Meaning), Prototype Theory states
that many categories lack necessary and sufficient conditions for membership.
Instead, they are graded according to their similarity to an ideal member or pro-
totype, which best represents this category. In addition, it is usually the case
that there is not a single feature shared by all the members of the category. In
other words, categories display family resemblance structure.

According to Prototype Theory, a conceptual map takes the form of a series
of concentric circles with concepts placed intuitively either nearer or farther
away from the prototypical center. Consequently, category structure is based
on degrees of typicality as the pattern for categories or domains with little or no
mention of their internal organization, the types of information contained, or the


