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Conceptual Relationships and their Methodological
Representation in a Dictionary of the Terminological Uses of
Lexical Semantics

Miguel Casas Gomez

Abstract For several years, a research project focused on the study of terminological uses of lex-
ical semantics has been developed. From this investigation, in the terminographical praxis, we
are observing considerably more conceptual content than could be expected, as the project is
based in the creation of a lexicon of the technical uses of lexical semantics, rather than one of
technicisms. This means that, starting from explanatory sub-indices, it is necessary to create as
many terminological documents as there are different acceptions for each lexicographical entry.
In this article, besides presenting the methodological procedure used for our explanatory model
of terminological representation, as well as the terminological graphic interface the conceptual
relations existing in lexical semantics will be highlighted. These will appear in a terminographic
interface through nodes showing the type of relationship existing among terminological uses.
Our main aim is to prove, by means of the analysis of a series of terms or terminological units,
how the different conceptual relationships constitute a relevant rule for linguistic behaviour in
the identification and establishment of the various uses and sub-uses corresponding to each ter-
minographical entry.

Keywords Terminology, terminography, lexicography, lexical semantics, conceptual relation-
ships, dictionary

1 Introduction

This paper is included in the I+D+i (Research, Development and Innovation Programme)
excellence research project “Specialised communication and terminography: terminological
uses related to the current contents and perspectives of lexical semantics” (TERLEX), funded
by the MINECO (FFI2014-54609-P)!, whose ultimate goal is the compilation of a dictionary
of the terminological uses of modern-day lexical semantics. However, in order to achieve this
objective, we have first dealt with the following aspects from a theoretical standpoint:
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1) defining which aspects of the classical approaches of the traditional lexicology are still
wholly relevant in modern lexical semantics;

2) contrasting the more traditional approaches with recent paradigms, mainly by the compa-
rison of the differing methodological positions regarding lexical semantics; and

3) establishing which new contents have been included in the theory of the discipline and
which of them have achieved autonomy within the framework of semantic disciplines.?

Starting from this theoretical framework and within the field of terminographical praxis, we

can observe in reality many more terminological uses than those we had foreseen at the outset

of this research. This shows the extent of this ambitious and wide-reaching project and gives us
an idea of the necessity and usefulness of this type of specialised dictionary, since it is not a lex-
icon of technicisms or terminological units, but, rather, of the technical uses of lexical seman-
tics. For this reason, starting from explanatory sub-indices, terminological datasheets must be
created, for each acception of the different terms. We must examine numerous units, since it
is not a question of a simple lexicographical analysis of terms, but an analysis of terminological
uses (each one having a different lexical entry). It is, therefore, a terminographical repertoire
whose explanatory methodological model is based on conceptual use rather than on the term,
with the aim of eliminating the ambiguity and the referential plurivocity of this terminology.

After establishing the current contents and approaches of lexical semantics (Casas G6-
mez/Hummel 2017) and creating a multilingual metalinguistic corpus, involving the digiti-
sation of numerous doctrinal, documentary and lexicographical sources relevant to this area,
we are in the process of completing the datasheets assigned to each member of the team, and
the research groups are revising all the entries and terminological uses, in order to prepare for
the publication of the dictionary. However, in order to achieve this general aim, three other
specific objectives need to be addressed requiring detailed analysis:

1) thesolution to questions relating to translatability and the conceptual adaptation of certain
terminological uses, as occurs when we translate, with no further clarification, meaning
by significacion, significado or Bedeutung?®, errors which are made worse the moment we
identify the concepts of significado (meaning) and sentido (sense) in our metalanguage. In
this way, the use of sense for meaning in Lyons’ semantic theory (1977: 174—-229) causes
Cerda (cf. Lyons 1980) to translate the English term by sentido when he should obviously
have used meaning (significado);

In this regard, see the results in the Semdntica Iéxica volume, edited by Casas Gdmez/Hummel (2017), in
which the theoretical and methodological bases of modern lexical semantics are established and whose
contents include the following sections: 1) limitations and new challenges in lexical semantics, 2) the-
oretical and methodological considerations, 3) the interfaces of lexical semantics with other linguistic
disciplines, 4) the contribution of semantic theory in case studies, and 5) current approaches in lexical
semantics: neology and terminology.

3 Consider the different versions of some of Ullman’s works (1952: 22f, 1974: 28f.), in which the deno-
minations meaning or signification are applied indifferently to one single definition. This occurs very
frequently in North American linguistics, where meaning normally refers to what is designated or is used
as a general concept that includes designation and signified. Likewise, this justifies Alcoba’s inclusion, in
an article specifically dealing with this issue (Alcoba 1983: 143-152), of some considerations regarding
the solutions adopted in the translation and adaptation of certain linguistic technicisms.

-3-



Articles/Aufsatze Miguel Casas Gémez Fachsprache Vol. XLII 1-2/2020

2) the unification of denominations in the terminographical repertoire, deriving, above all,
from the widespread contraposition in linguistics of the formal and the semantic (lexico-
semantics, lexicology and semantics, lexicology or lexical semantics; lexical field, semantic
field, lexical-semantic field; lexical change, semantic change, lexical-semantic change; lexi-
cal level, semantic level, lexical-semantic level; lexical analysis, semantic analysis, lexical-
semantic analysis; lexical relationship, semantic relationship, lexical-semantic relation-
ship, etc.) as if a) forms were not the object of semantics and meaning were not a form of
content, and b) lexicology were different from semantics on a lexical level (Casas Gémez
2006a and 2014); and

3) the study of the conceptual relationships presented in this specialised area, which will
appear in the terminological interface using node diagrams indicating the type of relation-
ship existing between terminological uses.

In this research, besides presenting the major advances in this project, we will focus on the
third of the specific aims mentioned above. Our intention is to demonstrate, by means of the
exemplificative analysis of a set of uses corresponding to certain terminological units of lexical
semantics, that the different conceptual relationships are decisive in the determination of the
existence of diverse acceptions. Therefore, they constitute a relevant rule in the identification
and establishment of the different uses corresponding to each terminological entry.

2 Methodological proposal for terminographical representation

In recent years there have been major developments in the field of applied terminology or

terminography with the assistance of auxiliary disciplines (Alcina Caudet 1997, Diaz Negrillo/

Ferndndez Dominguez 2010, Guerrero Ramos/Anguita Acero 2004), such as documentation

and information technology or terminotics, which are crucial in terminographic research.

Likewise, work is being carried out on proposals for representative methodological models for

the creation of the terminological document that is used as technical support for the collection

of the specialised terms relating to certain subjects (specialised lexicons).
The following methodological phases were used for the creation of the data bank and the
development of our project:

1) the formulation of our own model of a terminological database;

2) the creation of a multilingual metalinguistic corpus of texts on lexical semantics starting
from the digitisation of 37 lexicographical repertoires and numerous doctrinal sources,
approximately 6,000 documents chosen within the framework of a bibliographical reposi-
tory of general and applied linguistics consisting of some 25,000 entries (Ramirez Salado/
Alvarez Torres 2018); and

3) the design of a terminological graphic interface in order to facilitate access to a relational
database centralised in a server.

As regards the current state of progress of the project, on the basis of this textual corpus of
doctrinal and documentary sources and after creating certain experimental tests for the se-
lection of potential terms and the existence of doubts regarding the terminological units that
border on lexical semantics, we have carried out an initial selection of terminological units and
uses in lexical semantics (523 terminological units, distributed among the researchers using
a strict criterion of scientific adequacy), as well as a second list, containing 100 doubtful can-
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didates for inclusion as terms and terminological uses, being borderline elements with lexical
semantics.

2.1 Our own model of terminological document

In previous models of terminographical representation (Auger/Rousseau 1977, Cabré 1993 or
Dubuc 1999) or in more recent platforms, such as the TERMINUS station (http://terminus.
iula.upf.edu), we can observe the existence of certain registers that are absolutely necessary for
the elimination of some specific terminological problems but which have not been taken into
account in the creation of the terminological document, which is, in some cases, excessively
simplistic and biased towards applied objectives and the obtention of immediate results.
With regard to the terminological document proposed for linguistic terminology, we have
created our own model, which has been reformulated at different stages of our work (Casas
Gomez 1999a, 2003 and 2006b), and which currently consists of the following registers:

Table 1: Proposal of terminological document

Entry term

Subindex Identification as a technical use with the corresponding expla-
natory subindex.

Linguistic category of term

Source of term Procedence of term: dictionary, written corpus of specialised
texts, oral corpus, etc.

Status of term Standardise, documented in dictionaries or texts, suggested
for a specialist or translator, etc.

Variation mark

Subject area(s)

Etymology Etymological content.

Formation mechanism of | The latter two registers will be included whenever this infor-
the term mation is useful in explaining the concept.

Definition Description of the content corresponding to that terminologi-

cal acception.

Doctrinal source of the | Work or dictionary in which it appears.
definition

Level of metalanguage of the terminological use

Representative It is not a mere testimonial use in which its presence is do-

context(s) of each tech- | cumented in a text, but, rather, a definitory or metalinguistic

nical use context, providing information on the content or giving a
linguistic explanation of its use as a terminological unit of the
discipline.

Source of each context Author and complete reference of the work.

Examples in different Example that help to clarify the concepts concerned.

languages
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Referrals to synonymous
or parasynonymous
terms

As it happens in the terms word-vocable-lexeme-semanteme-
lexical morpheme, etc.

Referrals to hypero-
nymous-hyponymous
terms

As the relations between word-term, moneme-morpheme,
polysemy-synchretism, semantics-semasiology, interdiction-ta-
boo, semantics-axiology, lexical field-terminological field, etc.

Referrals to antonymous
terms

Such as euphemism/dysphemism, onomasiology/semasiology,
etc.

Establishment of terminological coincidences

Their equivalences in
other languages

Indicating the language and establishing a field for each one.

Sources of these equiva-
lences

Likewise, establishing a field for each one, according to the
information contained in some linguistic dictionaries or refe-
rences made by an author.

Documentary sources of
the term

Linguistic dictionaries that may or may not consign the stated
technical use.

Recommended biblio-
graphy

Bibliographic references for each technical use, enabling the
user to supplement the information contained in this lexicon.

Observations and notes

Regarding unforeseen information which turns out to be of
linguistic or technical interest.

Information on the
management of the

Author of the document, identification code and date of
creation.

database

This terminographical model is based not only on the quantitative aspect of including a greater

number of fields in the technical datasheet (a total of 25 registers), but also, above all, from

a qualitative point of view, on the inclusion of a new explanatory procedure that introduces

several relevant innovations regarding the interrelated information that must be registered in

the terminological document. These innovations are as follows:

1) identification as a technical use, specifying, in each article, the name of the author whose
conceptual value is used, by means of an explanatory subindex. In this way, despite the
intended referential univocity of terminological theory, different polysemic specialisations
and ambiguous expressions of linguistic technicisms will all be analysed;

2) level of metalanguage of the terminological use, above all, the school or author to which it
belongs, that is, if it belongs to the general metalanguage of linguistics, to the specific me-
talanguage of a particular school, or to that of the researcher, given the existence of these
levels in our field of study, arising from the publication of general linguistics dictionaries,
of terminological lexicons regarding a particular trend or school or of technical glossaries
regarding certain authors or explaining some linguistic works, all of which provide us
with a notion of the greater or lesser degree of normalisation of the terminological use in
question;

3) conceptual relationships established among different terminological uses (referrals to syn-
onyms, parasynonyms, hyperonyms—hyponyms, meronyms or antonyms);
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4) the establishment of terminological coincidences as an essential aspect of this specialised
lexicon. This refers to equivalents or correlates among the different metalinguistic uses of
the discipline (potential designation by Coseriu = denotation by Lyons, real designation or
denotation by Coseriu = reference by Lyons, Semasiology by Reisig = Semantics by Bréal,
etc.); and

5) an attempt to solve the problems of conceptual adaptation in the translation of certain
linguistic technicisms, within the area of traductological equivalences.

2.2 Terminological graphic interface

One of the many and varied reasons for which terminology has become one of the most at-
tractive and interesting areas of applied linguistics is, undoubtedly, its transdisciplinary na-
ture, together with its political connections, its impact on industrial and social structures,
and its projection in business for knowledge transfer. In this regard, if the relevance of the
role of information technology in human sciences is becoming increasingly evident (Auger/
Drouin/LHomme 1991), terminology shows this interrelation even more clearly (justifying
the denomination of terminotics) as a strategic line of research applied within the field of the
new knowledge society.

Thus, in the sphere of language sciences, terminology has gained importance and influence
in modern linguistics, especially in its applied aspect (Guerrero Ramos/Pérez Lagos 2002), in
parallel with IT development and the creation of terminological databases for the collection
of terms. As Cabré (2005) predicted, the present phase of terminology is characterised by the
use of integrated work platforms that allows the automatic or semi-automatic compilation of a
lexicon or a specialised glossary, from the moment of its conception until its publication. Even
before this, Cabré (1993) had pointed out that the terminographer’s work did not consist of
inventing denominations for a series of previously established concepts, but, rather, identify-
ing and collecting the terms actually used by specialists. Hence, the terminographer has two
options: a) direct consultation with specialists, or b) the detailed study of the linguistic pro-
duction created by specialists to communicate among themselves or with the rest of society (i.
e. in a metalinguistic corpus).

Having put into practice the new model of terminological document, whose representa-
tive database is an attempt to widen and improve previous terminographic procedures, the
terminological graphic user interface for the TERLEX project was created (cf. Figure 1). This
starts from the basis that a single term acquires different terminographic variations and ac-
ceptions, due to the great terminological dispersion of present-day lexical semantics and the
specialised values acquired by its units depending on the conditions of each situation of met-
alinguistic use. Therefore, the terminologist, in order to demonstrate the uses of the corre-
sponding terminological units, has had to resort to marking the semantic terms consigned in
a multilingual metalinguistic textual corpus of doctrinal sources. To this end, we have created
this graphic interface, which structures methodologically the information and the terms and
uses contained in the terminological documents. Although the entry method is semasiologi-
cal, the graphic interface is of onomasiological nature, since it focuses on the description of the
conceptual relationships established among the different terminological uses in this special-
ised lexicon (Tebé 2002). In fact, as Cabré (2005) rightly points out, terminological work is an
onomasiologically-oriented activity, in which the conceptual knowledge of a subject precedes
the selection of the most adequate denominations and the concepts that are to be organised
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systematically by means of relating them to other concepts (Pérez Herndndez 2002). In this
regard, the proposed application allows us to develop an ontology as understood by Gillam/
Tariq/Ahmed (2007) for the conceptualisation of the terminology of lexical semantics.

TERMINOLOGIA ADMIN|STRACION

USOS TERMINOLOGICOS DE LA SEMANTICA LEXICA

Mostrar| 10 ¥ |registros Buscar

il Términos 1k

abusion

| accesibifidad

acomodacion

! acumulacion sémica

adecuacion

| afectvidad

afectva

| aliceracién

ambigledad

| argat

Mostrands registros dei 1 al 10 de un tatal de 67 registros | Anteriar -i| 3 | 1 | 5|6 | 7 | Sigiente

Figure 1: Main user interface of the TERLEX database

The TERLEX interface is an application, whose usability will be measured in terms of effec-
tivity, efficiency and satisfaction (ISO 9241, 1998), which will be accessible using any internet
browser, so that the terminologist will only need a computer terminal to start work. This plat-
form, which fulfils the technical requirements of the University of Cadiz, aims to be easy to
use and appropriate for the users’ needs (cf. Figure 2). Furthermore, it speeds up the process of
documentation and terminological formalisation, as it enables the terminologist to combine
his onomasiological and semasiological processes. In order to guarantee an effective adapta-
tion to these final users, terminologists are involved in the design and creation processes of
the work station, which means that the platform will undergo constant evaluation and mod-
ification arising from the observation of problems and incidents, so that the final result will
be fully adapted to the users’ (terminologists’) needs and this knowledge will be adaptable to
future experiences (Hornbaek 2006).
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US0S TERMINOLOGICOS DE LA SEMANTICA LEXICA
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Cateporia linguistica
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documentado

lexicograficamente

Areas tematicas Nivel de metalengua

semantica

semantica |éxica

Figure 2: Example retrieved from the TERLEX platform

3 Conceptual relationships and terminological uses

We begin from the hypothesis that lexical semantics has experienced a considerable increase
in content and approaches for study (Casas Gémez/Hummel 2017, 'Homme 2019), even
though there is no up-to-date lexicographical work including all these new terminological
uses. There is, therefore, a need for an updated lexical work containing these new terms and
uses, functioning as an actualisation of the different terminological acceptions of all the terms
and semantic concepts related to this extended lexical semantics. In this regard, lexical seman-
tics can be understood mainly from four specialised contents:

1)

2)

as a synonym for semantics in the origin and historical tradition of studies on meaning.
Being defined as the science of the meaning of the word, it is limited to a lexical level:

Lexical Semantics, = Semantics

as a synonym for lexicology, which has, in theory, given rise to certain inappropriate dis-
tinctions, represented by conceptual labels such as lexicology and semantics or lexico-se-
mantics, when in fact there is no difference between lexicology and semantics on a lexical
level:

Lexical Semantics, = Lexicology

as a hyperonym of lexematics as used by Coseriu (1977), in which its action is reduced
to a series of intrinsic characteristics that separate it from lexical semantics or lexicology
in its broadest sense, by means of limits regarding what belongs or does not belong to
linguistic structure, and, above all, to the concept, valid in theory, but restricted and fruit-
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less in practice, of “functional language’, as a syntopic, synstratic and synphasic discourse
technique. This means it is homogeneous and unitary from a single point in space, a single
level of language and a single style of language:

Lexical Semantics,

Lexematics (Coseriu)

4) asa general discipline which includes, as well as all the aspects studied in traditional lexi-
cology (semantic changes, signification relationships, explanatory models of the sign, its
components and the essence of meaning, semantic features and oppositions, units of con-
tent, lexical fields, onomasiological and semasiological perspectives, levels of signifying,
etc.), the new contents and recent perspectives of current lexical semantics. These include
the wide field of word formation, the extensive range of aspects that fall within the scope
of linguistic variation from a semantic standpoint, the well-deserved attention given to
the syntagmatic aspect of the lexicon (lexical-syntactic interface), the conceptual bases of
terminology (terminological units) and the methodological techniques of terminography,
semantico-phraseological study and phraseographic treatment of idioms as equivalent
units to words, the creation and analysis of neologisms, research into the neurocognitive
dimension of the lexicon (neurosemantics), and the relationship between lexicon and text,
some of which are fully integrated in their own right as semantic disciplines:

| Lexical Semantics |

Traditional | New contents and current perspectives |

tents in

the study of rl Iaﬁc'msh:ps Sem;mﬁc Tezmj.rl;:-lc ical [dnl}ms enlol istms Neumc‘ljgﬂiﬁ"e Rzlaﬁclmships

the lexicon & W Oifon between the | |1orovon u_uitsg] | | |N b | di jon of | | between the
ey lexicon and of the the lexicon lexicon and

I
syntax lexicon syntax

Semantic
chanpes,
relationships of
signification,
analysis of the
esgence of
meaning,
semantic
features and
oppositions,
units of content,
lexical fields,
onomasiological
and
semasiological
perspectives,
levels of
signifying,
conceptions of
the sign and its
fcomponents, etc.|

Figure 3: Contents and new perspectives of Lexical Semantics,
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All these terminological uses can be represented in the following conceptual node:

Lexical Semantics

| ] | ]
1 2 3 4
Semantics = Science of the Lexicology Lexematics (Coserin) A discipline in it;d'r;.‘;i_doztl
meaning of the word (Synonymous with Lexical : seflse COVering tr;
. " . Semartics: (Hyponym of Lexical Lexicology as well as the
(deahgnz]l:\- SYRONYMons : . Semantics or Lexicology) e et
with Semeantics) —Lexicology and Semantics perspectives of current
— Lexico-Semantics) Lexical Semantics

Figure 4: Conceptual node of Lexical Semantics

As we have already explained in our methodological proposals, the compilation of this termi-
nological lexicon is based on use rather than terms, since, in general, each terminographical
entry acquires different acceptions which require the creation of their corresponding termino-
logical datasheets. In linguistic terminology it is quite common for one single term to have two
acceptions, one hyperonymic and the other hyponymic, as occurs with the term terminology
itself. It has, on the one hand, a general content, as the denomination of the discipline, inte-
grating theoretical, methodological and practical components in the analysis of specialised
languages, and, on the other, a specific content, indicating only the aspects of language theory
and the conceptual bases of terminological units as a complementary correlate of terminogra-
phy being the area dealing with other methodological and practical problems relative to these
specialised languages. Thus, terminology is differentiated from terminography in a comple-
mentary manner, in that the former covers the theoretical aspects and epistemological bases of
specialised language, whereas the latter deals with methodological and practical aspects, more
specifically the criteria used in the treatment of terminological data and in terminological doc-
umentation (creation of terminological documents and specialised lexicons).

The different conceptual relationships that are established in both terms depending on
each acception or use, of hyperonymy—hyponymy, in the first case (terminology,/terminogra-
phy), and of complementary antonymy (terminology,/terminography), in the second, can be
represented in the following graphics:

Terminology
I Temminclogy: / Temminography
Terminography

Figure 5: Conceptual relationships between Terminology and Terminography

We can observe how the examples of lexical semantics, terminology and terminography show
that conceptual relationships underpin the existence of different terminological uses, and,
more specifically, how they constitute a rule for the linguistic behaviour of these uses. In other
words, the identification of a certain use or acception of the term analysed corresponds to a
certain established conceptual relationship, as occurs, very clearly, with the seven terminolog-
ical uses of semasiology:
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1) Semasiology,: science dedicated to the study of meaning and the principles that govern

3)

its development (Reisig 1839, Bréal 1897), a general acception in which there is a synony-
mous relationship between Semasiology, = Semantics, and a terminological coincidence
between Semasiology, (Reisig) and Semantics, (Bréal). Two further sub-uses arise from the
German vision of this content: Semasiology, (Stern 1931) and Semasiology, (Firth 1935):

Semasiologyl (Reisig) = Semantics] (Bréal)

Semasiology2 (Stern)  Semasiology3 (Firth)

Figure 6: Use and sub-uses of Semasiology,

Semasiology,: the linguistic study of meaning, as opposed to the extralinguistic concep-
tions of semantics (attempt by the Swedish linguist, Stern [1931], to make a conceptu-
al separation between semasiology and semantics), as a specific sub-use of the previous
acception in which an antonymous relationship is established between Semasiology,/Se-
mantics.:

Semasiology]l (Reisig)

I

Semasiology? (Stern) / Semantics? (Stern)

Figure 7: Antonymous relationship between Semasiology, and Semantics,

Semasiology,: a historic discipline dedicated to the study of semantic change, in that se-
mantics is defined as the science of meaning, albeit from a pragmatic standpoint (Firth’s
attempt [1935] to make a conceptual separation of the identification between semasiology
and semantics), as another specific sub-use of the first acception in which we observe a
hyperonymous—hyponymous relationship between Semantics, and Semasiology,:

Semasiologyl (Reisig) Semantics3 (Firth)

Semasiology3 (Firth)

Figure 8: Hyperonymous—hyponymous relationship between Semantics, and Semasiology,
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4)

Semasiology,: a semantic methodology which studies significations based on the signi-
fier or material form (development of the content of a particular sign or semasiological
field or field of significations), in a sense that is correlatively complementary to that of
onomasiology or the study of signs starting from the concept or the thing (multiplicity
of designations of a particular concept that form a set or an onomasiological field or a
field of designations). Here, according to Baldinger’s concept (1970, 1984), a relationship of
hyperonymy—hyponymy is established between Semantics,—Semasiology, which, in turn,
is hyperonymous with Semasiology, (Heger 1974) and antonymous with Onomasiology,:

Semantics4 (Baldinger)
L

L ]
Semasiologyv4 (Baldinger) / Onomasiology2 (Baldinger)

L
Semasiologyd (Heger)

Figure 9: Relationships arisen from Semantics,

Semasiology,: semasiology starts from meaning (for which reason onomasiology cannot
be considered as a simple inversion of the semasiological method) and examines the diffe-
rent significations or sememes differentiating the semes or differentiae specificae, as a sub-
stantial modification towards Heger’s structural approach (1974), with regard to Baldin-
ger, especially concerning this semasiological procedure, which corresponds exactly with
the method used by Pottier, as a hyponym (Semasiology,) of Semantics, and Semasiology,,
which are, respectively, hyperonyms on two hierarchical levels of classification. Thus, in
Hegerian theory, Semasiology, constitutes a hyponymous relationship with Onomasiolo-
gy, which is, in turn, a hyponym of Onomasiology,:

Semantics4d (Baldinger)

I

Semasiology4 (Baldinger) / Onomasiology2 (Baldinger)

Onomasiology3 (Heger)

./‘,f—o

Semasiology5 (Heger)

Figure 10: Other relationships arisen from Semantics,
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6) Semasiology,: in analyses of the general theory of the communication act, semasiology,
contrary to onomasiology (from speaker to hearer), is understood as the communicative
process or path from hearer to speaker, in which the hearer carries out a significative inter-
pretation or decodification of the message (Casas Gémez 2011), in which we can observe
an antonymous relationship between Semasiology, and Onomasiology,:

Communicative Process

Semasiology6 / Onomasiologyd

Figure 11: Antonymous relationship between Semasiology, and Onomasiology,

7) Semasiology.,: as an application to the lexicographical field, the term semasiology is used
as a method of metalexicographical analysis, which is complementary to onomasiology,
and is used in the compilation of semasiological dictionaries containing both formal mac-
rostructures and microstructures. Therefore, they start from the alphabetical ordering of
lexical entries in order to analyse the different significations or acceptions of their corres-
ponding lemmas or lexicographical units (Casas Gémez 2011), establishing a relationship
of hyperonymy between Lexicography — Metalexicography (on two hierarchical levels) and
Semasiology,, and of antonymy between Semasiology,/ Onomasiology,:

Lexicography

Metalexicography

Semasiology7 / Onomasiology5

Figure 12: Relationships arisen from Lexicography

These seven terminological uses of semasiology can be synthesised in the following conceptual
node:
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Semasiology
[ I 1 I 1
Bemusislies: Senm?mlng)q Semasiologys Semasiologyy
(Discipting) {Semantic method) (Communicative process) (Metalexicographical
) ) i (Antonym of Onomasiologyz) (Antomym of analysis)
(Synonym of Semantics [Bréal]) : Onomasiologys) v
(Hyperonym of Semasiclogy; and Eyper of Semasiologys) =
h Semasiologys) :
Semasiologys Lexicography
_ (Heger)
Semasiology; (Hyponym of
(Stern) Onomasiologys) -
(Antonym of Semepitics:) it ography
Semasiologys Semasiologyy
(Firth) (Antomym of Onemarsiolagys)
rponym of Semarti {(Hyponym of
(o icss) Metalexicography and
Lexicography)

Figure 13: Conceptual node of Semasiology

In contrast to these terminological uses of semasiology, observe the following five correspond-

ing uses of onomasiology:

1) Onomasiology,: a discipline dedicated to the study of concepts and their methodological
research (Tappolet 1895, Quadri 1952) as a hyponym (Onomasiology,) of Semantics, (Bal-
dinger) and a hyperonym of Onomasiology, and Onomasiology., respectively:

Semantics4 (Baldinger)
[ ]

L
Onomasiology1 (Tappolet)
®

®
Onomasiology2 (Baldinger)

Onomasiology3 (Heger)

Figure 14: Relationships from Semantics,to Onomasiology,

2) Omnomasiology,: semantic methodology focusing only on the study of signs starting from
the concept or the thing (a multiplicity designations of a particular concept constituting
a set or onomasiological field or field of designations) in a sense that is correlatively com-
plementary to that of semasiology or the study of significations starting from the signifier
or material form (development of the content of a particular sign or semasiological field

-15-



Articles/Aufsatze Miguel Casas Gémez Fachsprache Vol. XLII 1-2/2020

3)

or field of significations) (Baldinger 1970) as a hyponym, on two hierarchical levels, of
Onomasiology, and Semantics,, an antonym of Semasiology,, and, in turn, a hyperonym of
Onomasiology:

Semantics4 (Baldinger)

Onomasiologyl (Tappolet)

Onomasiology? (Baldinger) / Semasiology4 (Baldinger)

Onomasiology3 (Heger)

Figure 15: Other relationships from Semantics, to Onomasiology,

Onomasiology,: the study of conceptual systems, independent of a language, and the de-
signations used for them in different linguistic systems. As a substantial modification to-
wards Heger’s structural focus (1974), onomasiology can no longer be considered as a
simple inversion of the semasiological method, given that the distinction between mean-
ing and sememe has no relevance, since both are linked to the concept by the same rela-
tionship of species to genre. Rather, this requires the pre-existence of a partial pyramid of
concepts or some other logical system of relationships, as a hyponym of Onomasiology.,,
Onomasiology, and Semantics, (at different hierarchical levels of classification) and a
hyperonym, in Hegerian theory, of Semasiology,:
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4)

5)

Semanticsd (Baldinger)

Onomasiologyl (Tappolet)

Onomasiology2 (Baldinger) / Semasiology4 (Baldinger)

Onomasiology3 (Heger)

Semasiology3 (Heger)

Figure 16: Relationships from Semantics, to Semasiology

Onomasiology,: in analyses of the general theory of the communication act, onomasiology;,
which works in the opposite direction to semasiology (from hearer to speaker), is under-
stood as the communicative process or path going from the speaker to the hearer, in which
a communicative choice or codification of the message is made by the speaker (Casas
Goémez 2011), where a relationship of antonymy is established between Onamasiology,
and Semasiology,:

Communicative Process

!

Onomasiologys'Semasiologys

Figure 17: Antonymous relationship between Onomasiology, and Semasiology,

Onomasiologyy: as an application to the area of lexicographics, the term onomasiology is
used as a method of metalexicographical analysis, a complement to semasiology, for the
compilation of onomasiological dictionaries containing both conceptual macrostructures
and microstructures which start from an ideological or conceptual organisation of the
entries for the corresponding lexicographical units (Casas Gémez 2011), as a hyponym of
both Lexicography and Metalexicography, and an antonym of Semasiology.:
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Lexicography

Metalexicography

Onomasiology? / Semasiology 7

Figure 18: Relationships arisen from Lexicography

These five terminological uses of onomasiology can be synthesised in the following conceptual
node:

Onomasiology
I
[ I | ]
On jol i
(Do::im]:n:g)ﬂ Onumgﬁ Ompmaniingys Onomasiologys
L (Semantic method) (Communicative process) 2 ph.lc:glr alysis)
i X \MvIetalexicogra; analysis
(Antonym of Semasiologys) (Antonym of Semasiologye) -3
(Hyperonym of Onomasiologys)
: Lexicography
Onomasiology;
(Heger)
(Hyperonym of Semasiologys)
‘ Metalexicography
Semasiologys [
(H)mf Serrsgio n’;g:w Onomasiologys
masion
i (Antonym of Semasiology7)
ypomym of
Metalexicography and
Lexicography)

Figure 19: Conceptual node of Onomasiology

All these cases demonstrate the existence of a direct link, in the plurivocal establishment of
polysemic contents, between the conceptual relationship and the terminological use. Seman-
tic studies of common language (Casas Gomez 1999b, 2008, Gutiérrez Ordénez 1981, 1989,
Munoz Nuiez 1999) have shown the existence of different types of criteria (basically mor-
phological, lexical or syntactic) in the determination of different meanings of polysemic signs,
this being especially prevalent with adjectives.* Consider, for example, the semantic changes of

4 Itis quite usual for the polysemic signifiers of adjectives to belong to different semantic paradigms. In

both cases we can establish the existence of various signs using the criteria for determining the meaning
indicated by Gutiérrez Ordoiiez (1981: 159 and 1989: 53 f.). In the case of agudo [sharp] we find two
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application as the polysemic source of adjectives such as agudo [sharp], which maintains both
synonymous and antonymous relationships with different signs:

agudo, = afilado/romo (“palo agudo”) [sharp, = keen/blunt (“sharp stick”)]
agudo, = inteligente/tonto (“persona aguda”) [sharp, = intelligent/stupid (“sharp person”)]
agudo, = intenso, fuerte/débil (“dolor agudo”) [sharp, = intense, strong/faint (“sharp pain”)],

or seco [dry] which forms antonymous relationships with different signs:

seco, / mojado; seco, / graso; seco, / verde; seco, / gordo; seco, / agradable; seco, / dulce; seco,
/ hiimedo; seco, / jugoso; seco, / fértil; seco,, / juicioso; seco,, / caudaloso; seco,, / suave, etc.
[dry, | wet; dry, | greasy; dry, | greew; dry, | fat; dry | pleasant; dry, | sweet; dry, | wet; dry,
[ juicy; dry, [ fertile; dry,, | wise; dry,, | copious; dry,, | soft, etc.]®

According to Gutiérrez Ordoéiiez (1981: 82), these examples show that “synonymy and antony-
my are themselves semantic acts, but in these cases they can also be considered as acts created
by the language in order to differentiate homonymic signs”.

Likewise, just as in the common lexicon semantic relationships constitute an important lin-
guistic factor in the identification and semantic determination of meanings as a rule used to
solve the problem of polysemy, as occurs with the synonymous and antonymous contents of the
adjectives analysed, the same applies in the terminological lexicon, despite the fact that some
authors, starting from the principle of the [non-]contradiction of nomenclatures, have insisted
that these connections do not exist. For this reason, we have long been expressing our disagree-
ment (Casas Gomez 1994: 100-104 and 1999b: 192-195) with Coseriu’s idea (1966: 182, 1977:
97, 1987: 177 f.) of not establishing conceptual relationships other than exclusion in the area
of terminology, which means that he did not contemplate the existence of relationships of hy-
peronymy-hyponymy or antonymy. According to Coseriu, in terminological classifications the
elements are exclusive in accordance with the application of this principle, since 1) at each level
of classification each term is different from all the rest and 2) it is inconceivable that one term
should be the opposite of another, and, at the same time, subsume said term.

”

different linguistic signifiers which form“synonymous relationships with different signs of the language
[“relaciones de sinonimia con signos diferentes de la lengua”]: agudo, = dfilado / agudo, = inteligente
[sharp, = keen / sharp, = intelligent] whereas in the case of seco [dry] we can observe meanings that“have
antonymous relationships with different signs that are lexicalised in Spanish”[“mantienen relaciones de
antonimia con diferentes signos lexicalizados por el castellano”] (Gutiérrez Ordéiez 1981: 82).
> We can observe the wide range of antonymous relationships of this adjective, to which we could add a
considerable number of figurative uses (dejar seco ‘to kill somebody; estar seco alguien de alcohol ‘to be
dry, not drinking alcohol’, dejar seco a alguien 'to leave somebody high and dry’ or estar seco alguien de
dinero 'to be broke; etc.), other changes of application (one of the sources of polysemic creation in “tra-
ditional” semantics; cf. Ullmann 1964: 159-161) according to the contextual use of this adjective (such
as seco/jugoso [dry/juicy], seco/juicioso [dry/wise], seco/caudaloso [dry/fast-flowing), seco/suave [dry/soft],
seco/fértil [dry/fertile], etc.).
“sinonimia y antonimia son en si hechos seménticos, pero en estos casos pueden considerarse asimismo
hechos conformados por la lengua para diferenciar signos de expresién homonimica”.
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This author’s postulate, which he holds to be a general feature for the technical-scientific
sphere, that terminological ‘oppositions” are exclusive according to the principle of [non-]contra-
diction is identified in its characterisation with the inadequate Saussurean formulation of value®
applied to the signs of the linguistic system. Thus, Coseriu distinguishes technical language from
common language in which oppositions are frequently inclusive, that is, the unmarked element
can encompass the marked one (as occurs with day/night). Nonetheless, Trujillo (1974: 207 £.)
has rightly suggested that this distinction “does not formally establish a clear border™, since it
is only one feature that linguistically characterises many, but not all, lexical oppositions, as there
are exclusive oppositions that are “strictly linguistic’, in the structured lexicon (this is the case of
the semantic relationship between pairs like bueno/malo [good/bad), alto/bajo [tall/short], etc.).

However, here we are providing numerous examples of inclusive relationships in language
science, which could, at first, appear to be another characteristic of linguistic terminology.
But the partial modification of the aforementioned postulate of [non-]contradiction is by no
means exclusive to this metalanguage, since it also affects other fields of science. In fact, with
reference to this idea that technical-scientific vocabulary is organised according to logical
distinctions based on exclusive oppositions, Wolf (1974: 58) had already pointed out, using
examples from the linguistic field and, above all, material taken from his thesis on the termi-
nological vocabulary of the printing press in French (Wolf 1979), how extremely problematic
this affirmation is. This is because, on the whole, inclusive oppositions are also documented
within the terminological sector. Likewise, he insists that the absence of inclusive oppositions
or the sole presence of exclusive oppositions cannot be considered as a characteristic of special
terminologies, and so these must not be identified with the so-called enumerative nomencla-
tures, which are based on exclusive differentiations. In this regard, Jacobson (1984: 355-361)
has tried to show that the limits established by Coseriu between terminologies and common
language do not really exist. What we do have is a “continuum where we find lexemes based
strictly on extralinguistic reality at one pole and lexemes based on purely linguistic structuring
(as when day includes night) at the other” (Jacobson 1984: 356). Among the many examples
included in the three types of terminologies that he proposes, he cites some further cases of
inclusive relationships in the technical lexicon, such as terminological field as a hyponym of
lexical field, the four levels of use of the term antonymy, represented in a table that is analo-
gous to Palmer’s (1981: 86) diagram for the hierarchical classification of the lexeme animal in
common language:

We use single marks when Coseriu refers to this type of oppositions in terminology because, in fact, if,
in his conception, the terms possess no values or meanings, we cannot speak strictly of significative
oppositions, but rather of designative relationships or logical classifiers of ‘objects’

8 Infact, the Saussurean concept of value is not correctly characterised (Casas Gomez 1999b: 42, n. 11), as
is shown by the fact that its formulation for the signs of the system actually coincides with this Coserian
principle, which is generally applied to technical-scientific terminology. In fact, neither does this postu-
late function in the sphere of terms, as we are attempting to explain in this research.

“no llega a establecer formalmente la frontera de una manera precisa”
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antonymyl]

(= lexo-semantic contrast)

o

antonymy? non-binary contrast
antonymys \ complementarity CONVETSSHess
(= gradable opposition) (e.g. single-married) (e.g. hushand-wife)
antonymy4 other gradable opposition (as in
{only applying to inherent He is a good/bad person)

qualities of nouns
expressing a function, as in
This is a sharp/blunt knife)

Figure 20: Terminological uses of Antonymy

Another possible example could be this one, taken from the field of electrical energy, repro-
duced graphically by the terms electron,, electron, (with its synonym negatron) and positron,
in which the first term can be used as a hyperonym or unmarked term that covers the rest of

the marked terms:

P/_J..-""'g st
electronz posiiron
negatron

Figure 21: Conceptual scheme for Electron

Similarly, in different articles published in Langages (compiled by Mortureux 1990) on the
monographic theme of Lhyponymie et I'hyperonymie, Lerat (1990: 79-86) and Jacobi (1990:
103114) highlighted the importance of hyperonymy—cohyponymy—hyponymy, as well as other
logical and semantic relationships, in the general structure of terminologies and in the dis-
course of scientific vulgarisation, with examples from such diverse fields as “forestry develop-

710

ment” and “cellular immunology”.

Finally, the relevance and typologisation of conceptual relationships have played a central
role in the analysis of specialised knowledge from the standpoint of the communicative theory

0 Lerat takes his model of analysis from Auger/Rousseau (1977: 18).
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of terminology (Cabré 1993, 2002, Felit 2000, 2004), as Garcia Antuiia (2017) has recently
shown in her review of different attempts to classify the relationships that are established be-
tween terms, in particular, as well as the aforementioned studies belonging to the widespread
theory of Cabré’s school, and the proposals of Wiister (1979), Arntz/Picht (1995) or Casas G6-
mez (2005, 2014), and their application to specific examples taken from the specialised corpus
related to the language of leather goods (Garcia Antuiia 2011).

To sum up, all the examples that have been analysed here are more than enough to show
that the strict limit proposed by the Romanian linguist regarding the nature of the oppositions
formed by these two types of signs has not been proved to be a prerequisite in all linguistic ter-
minology, at least in that which concerns certain terminological sectors in which hyperonymy
ranks a whole superordinate series of successive inclusive relationships among certain tech-
nical or scientific lexical units. As regards the principle of [non-]contradiction in particular,
we maintain our critical position, but can, however, observe, after the practical analysis of the
cases examined here, that Coseriu was right in the first part of his axiom, that is, in his intuitive
affirmation that each terminological unit is different from the rest on each level of classifica-
tion. This feature acquires greater relevance the moment the function of the conceptual uses
differs, as has been shown in the examples, according to a certain hierarchy and a different
level of classification.

4. Conclusions

As its main contribution to scientific knowledge, this project aspires to compile a digital-
ly-supported dictionary that will serve as a virtual tool for the management and distribution
of semantic terminology. This lexical repertoire will represent a major innovation with re-
gard to existing ones, not only for its contents, but also because of the possibility of accessing
it through an online server, which will enable specialists and teachers in national and inter-
national universities to consult it. Furthermore, the results will contribute to the theoretical
classification and normalisation of the use of semantic terminology, since they will fill an im-
portant gap in repertoires of linguistic terminology, as there is no existing specific lexical work
on the terminological questions of semantics. They will also help to solve problems related to
translation, terminological variation and neological creation, among others. It is, therefore, a
solid and innovative scientific challenge for applied research in lexicography, terminology and
lexical semantics, responding to the need for a rigorous study that covers the wide termino-
logical field of lexical semantics, reflecting its current contents and perspectives and giving a
global vision which is superior to the incomplete nature of the works carried out thus far.

As well as these results and general applications, regarding the specific theoretical, meth-
odological and practical aims of this work, we can draw the following conclusions:

1) From a theoretical point of view, modern lexical semantics is very different from traditi-
onal lexicology, with the addition of new contents and updated perspectives, which form
the theoretical base for semantic disciplines such as word formation, terminology, neology
and, at least in part, phraseology (such as the field of idioms).

2) From the methodological standpoint, we have proposed a model of terminographical re-
presentation, starting from explanatory sub-indices and including relevant information
which is not present in previous models. In this method, we start, not from the term, but
from the use and, therefore, there must be as many datasheets as there are uses, with the
aim of clarifying polysemic ambiguity and the lack of referential univocity.
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3) By applying this theoretical-methodological perspective, we believe that we have proved,
by means of illustrative examples (terminology, terminography, lexical semantics, sema-
siology, onomasiology or antonymy), that there is a direct link between conceptual rela-
tionship and terminological use, to the point that there will be a different significative
relationship (Casas Gémez 2005, 2014) that determines the existence of a new acception
of the term. Consequently, conceptual relationships are a decisive factor in the existence
of various acceptions: they constitute a rule for linguistic behaviour in the identification
and the differential establishment of their conceptual functioning — on different levels of
hierarchical classification — of the respective terminological uses and sub-uses of the dif-
ferent lexical entries, represented in conceptual nodes in the terminological user interface.

With the analysis of these units and their terminological uses of the linguistic field, the materi-
als of which form part of the future dictionary of the terminology of lexical semantics that we
have presented in this article, we have examined certain conceptual relationships in this termi-
nological sphere, with the aim of reflecting on the semantic aspects that are characteristic of
this technical lexicon in relation to the governing principles of other scientific terminologies.
Therefore, with regard to a science of culture such as linguistics, we can highlight that, apart
from its capacity for synonymy, which is common to other types of nomenclatures, its peculiar
characteristic of establishing inclusive relationships among technical terms and, above all, its
conceptual ambiguity and polysemic specialisation (which cause problems of adaptation in
the translation of its technical uses) reveal that this type of terminologies very frequently is
situated half-way between general language and univocal terminology [“se trouve a mi chemin
entre le langage général et la terminologie univoque”] (Baldinger 1984: 195), an idea held by
this author for all scientific terminologies in general'’, although his examples refer exclusively
to linguistic nomenclature, or, as Hummel (2009: 112) states, referring to social sciences, “de-
scriptive terminology has to deal with almost the same vagueness or diversity of concepts as
common language”

For all the above reasons, terminographical praxis shows 1) that these designative connec-
tions of a terminological nature function as identifying elements of different terminological
uses and 2) that their conceptual functioning varies according to the established “level of clas-
sification’] that is, there are terminological uses and sub-uses that maintain different concep-
tual relationships on each hierarchical level.

References

Alcina Caudet, Maria Amparo (1997):“Soportes de almacenamiento y formas de difusion de datos terminold-
gicos. Las fuentes de informacién en terminologia.” RESLA 12: 221-233.

Alcoba, Santiago (1983):“La adaptacion de tecnicismos linglisticos.” Cuadernos de Traduccidn e Interpretacion
3:143-152.

Arntz, Reiner/Picht, Heribert (1995): Introduccién a la terminologia. Madrid: Ediciones Pirdmide, S.A.

In his opinion, only artificial languages contain univocal units, in contrast (by definition) to scientific
terminologies which are based on natural languages [“seules les langues artificielles contiennent des
unités univoques, a 'opposé (par définition) des terminologies scientifiques qui se servent des langues
naturelles”] (Baldinger 1984: 195).

-23-



Articles/Aufsatze Miguel Casas Gémez Fachsprache Vol. XLII 1-2/2020

Auger, Pierre/Drouin, Patrick/L'Homme, Marie-Claude (1991): “Automatisation des procédures de travail en
terminographie!” Meta 36.1: 121-127.

Auger, Pierre/Rousseau, Louis-Jean (1977): Méthodologie de la recherche terminologique. Québec: Régie de la
langue francaise.

Baldinger, Kurt (1970): Teoria semdntica. Hacia una semdntica moderna. Madrid: Alcala.

Baldinger, Kurt (1984): Vers une sémantique moderne. Paris: Klincksieck.

Bréal, Michel (1897): Essai de sémantique. Science des significations. Paris: Librairie Hachette.

Cabré, Maria Teresa (1993): La terminologia. Teoria, metodologia, aplicaciones. Barcelona: Antartida-Empuries.

Cabré, Maria Teresa (2002): “Textos especializados y unidades de conocimiento: metodologia y tipologiza-
cién.” Terminologia y Traduccién. Eds. Joaquin Garcia Palacios/Maria Teresa Fuentes Moran. Salamanca:
Ediciones Almar. 15-36.

Cabré, Maria Teresa (2005): “La Terminologia, una disciplina en evolucién: pasado, presente y algunos elemen-
tos de futuro.” Debate Terminoldgico 1(1), Paris: RITERM.

Casas Gomez, Miguel (1994):“Relaciones y principios lexematicos en el dmbito de las terminologias.” Pragma-
lingdiistica 2: 79-122.

Casas Gomez, Miguel (1995):“En torno a algunos problemas semanticos de la terminologia.” Acta Universitatis
Carolinae - Philologica 2. Translatologica Pragensia 6: 85-95.

Casas Gomez, Miguel (1999a): “El proyecto de un Diccionario de terminologia semdntica.” Lingliistica para el
siglo XXI. Actas del Ill Congreso de Lingliistica General (Salamanca, 23, 24y 25 de marzo de 1998). Eds. Jesus
Fernédndez Gonzéalez/Carmen Fernandez Juncal/Mercedes Marcos Sdnchez/Emilio Prieto de los Mozos/
Luis Santos Rio. Salamanca: Ediciones Universidad de Salamanca. 399-407.

Casas Gémez, Miguel (1999b): Las relaciones léxicas. Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fiir romanische Philologie, Band
299. Tiibingen: Niemeyer.

Casas Gémez, Miguel (2003): “El documento terminoldgico: su estructura a propésito de la terminologia lin-
glistica.” Actas - 1. VIll Simposio Internacional de Comunicacién Social. Santiago de Cuba, 20-24 de enero
de 2003. Eds. Leonel Ruiz Miyares/Celia E. Alvarez Moreno/Maria Rosa Alvarez Silva. Santiago de Cuba:
Centro de Linguistica Aplicada, Ministerio de Ciencia, Tecnologia y Medio Ambiente. 137-142.

Casas Gomez, Miguel (2005): “Relaciones ‘significativas; relaciones semdanticas y relaciones léxicas. Lingliistica
Espariola Actual 27.1: 5-31.

Casas Gomez, Miguel (2006a): “Semantica de formas materiales y semdntica de formas de contenido.” Actas
del V Congreso Andaluz de Lingtiistica General (Granada, 17 al 19 de noviembre de 2004). Homenaje al pro-
fesor José Andrés de Molina Redondo. Ed. Juan de Dios Luque Durén, vol. 2. Granada: Granada Lingvistica.
829-844.

Casas Gémez, Miguel (2006b): “Modelos representativos de documentacion terminogréfica y su aplicacién a
la terminologia linglistica.” Revista de linglistica y lenguas aplicadas 1: 25-36.

Casas Gomez, Miguel (2008): “El concepto de significante en el funcionalismo semantico.” Romanische For-
schungen 120.3: 283-306.

Casas Gomez, Miguel (2011):“Linguistische Dimensionen der Semasiologie und Onomasiologie.” Neuphilolo-
gische Mitteilungen. Bulletin de la Société Néophilologique. Bulletin of the Modern Language Society 4.112:
453-483.

Casas Gomez, Miguel (2014):“A typology of relationships in semantics.” Quaderni di Semantica. Rivista interna-
zionale di semantica e iconomastica/An International Journal of Semantics and Iconomastics 35.2: 45-73.

Casas Gdmez, Miguel/Hummel, Martin, eds. (2017): Semdntica Iéxica. NUmero monogréfico extraordinario de
RILCE. Revista de Filologia Hispdnica 33.3. Pamplona: Universidad de Pamplona.

Coseriu, Eugenio (1966) “Structure lexicale et enseignement du vocabulaire.” Actes du premier Colloque Inter-
national de Linguistique Appliquée (Nancy, 1964). Nancy: Université de Nancy. 175-217.

_24-



Fachsprache Vol. XLII 1-2/2020 Conceptual Relationships Articles/ Aufsétze

Coseriu, Eugenio (1977): Principios de semdntica estructural. Madrid: Gredos.

Coseriu, Eugenio (1987):“Palabras, cosas y términos.” In memoriam Inmaculada Corrales, I. Estudios lingdiisticos.
La Laguna: Universidad de La Laguna. 175-185.

Diaz Negrillo, Ana/Dominguez Ferndndez, Jesus (2010): “Corpus terminoldgico.” Bases para la terminologia
multilingiie del aceite de oliva. Ed. Mercedes Roldén Vendrell. Granada: Comares. 37-50.

Dubuc, Robert (1999): Manual prdctico de terminologia. Traduccién de lleana Cabrera. 32 ed. corregida y actu-
alizada. Providencia (Santiago de Chile): Unién Latina, RiL editores.

Feliy, Judit (2000): Relacions Conceptuals | Variacié Funcional: Elements Per a Un Sistema De Deteccié Automati-
ca. Dissertation. Barcelona: Universitat Pompeu Fabra.

Felid, Judit (2004): Relacions conceptuals i terminologia: analisi i proposta de deteccié semiautomatica. Tesis
doctoral. Barcelona: Universitat Pompeu Fabra.

Firth, John Rupert (1935):“The Technique of Semantics.” Transactions of the Philological Society. 36-72.

Garcia Antuia, Maria (2011): La variacién especializada: caracterizacién terminoldgica del léxico especifico de la
piel. Tesis doctoral con mencién europea. Cadiz: Universidad de Cadiz.

Garcia Antuiia, Maria (2017): “Las relaciones conceptuales en terminologia.” Semdntica léxica. Namero mo-
nogréfico extraordinario de RILCE. Revista de Filologia Hispdnica, 33.3. Ed. Miguel Casas Gomez/Martin
Hummel. Pamplona: Universidad de Navarra: 1359-1384.

Gillam, Lee/Tariq, Mariam/Ahmad, Khurshid (2007): “Terminology and the construction of ontology.” Applica-
tion-driven terminology engineering. Eds. Fidelia Ibekwe-SanJuan/Anne Condamines/Maria Teresa Cabré.
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: Benjamins. 42-73.

Guerrero Ramos, Gloria/Anguita Acero, Juana Maria (2004): “La terminologia hoy: problemas y necesidades.”’
Actas del V Congreso de Lingliistica General (Leén, 5-8 de marzo de 2002), vol. Il. Ed. Milka Villayandre Lla-
mazares. Madrid: Arco Libros. 1479-1492.

Guerrero Ramos, Gloria/Pérez Lagos, Manuel Fernando (2002): Panorama actual de la terminologia. Granada:
Editorial Comares.

Gutiérrez Orddnez, Salvador (1981): Lingdiistica y Semdntica. (Aproximacion funcional). Oviedo: Universidad
de Oviedo.

Gutiérrez Ordéiez, Salvador (1989): Introduccion a la semdntica funcional. Madrid: Sintesis.

Heger, Klaus (1974): Teoria semdntica. Hacia una semdntica moderna Il. Madrid: Alcala.

Hornbaek, Kasper (2006): “Current practice in measuring usability: Challenges to usability studies and re-
search! International Journal of Human-Computer Studies 64: 79-102.

Hummel, Martin (2009): “Semantics, terminology, and the impact of history and culture on socioeconomic
terms.” Fachsprache 31.3-4: 109-125.

ISO 9241-11 (1998): Ergonomic requirements for office work with visual display terminals (VDTs.) - Part 11:
Guidance on usability. Genf: 1SO.

Jacobi, Daniel (1990): “Les séries superordonnées dans les discours de vulgarisation scientifique.” Langages
98:103-114.

Jacobson, Sven (1984): “Three types of terminologies.” LEXeter’83 Proceedings. Papers from the International
Conference on Lexicography at Exeter, 9-12 September 1983. Eds. Reinhard R. K. Hartmann/Henri Vernay.
Tubingen: Niemeyer. 355-361.

Lerat, Pierre (1990): “L'hyperonymie dans la structuration des terminologies.” Langages 98: 79-86.

L'Homme, Marie-Claude (2019): Lexical Semantics for Terminology. An introduction. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Lyons, John (1977): Semantics. Cambridge/London/New York/Melbourne: Cambridge University Press.

Lyons, John (1980): Semdntica. Version castellana de Ramoén Cerda. Barcelona: Teide.

Mortureux, Marie-Francoise ed. (1990): Langages, 98: L'hyponymie et I'hyperonymie. Paris: Larousse.

-25-



Articles/Aufsatze Miguel Casas Gémez Fachsprache Vol. XLII 1-2/2020

Mufoz Nunez, Maria Dolores (1999): La polisemia léxica. Cadiz: Servicio de Publicaciones de la Universidad
de Cadiz.

Palmer, Frank Robert (1981): Semantics. 2nd ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Pérez Hernandez, Chantal M. (2002): Explotacion de los cérpora textuales informatizados para la creacién de
bases de datos terminoldgicas basadas en el conocimiento. Niumero monogréfico de Estudios de lingdiistica
del espanol 18. elies.rediris.es/elieshtml.

Quadri, Bruno (1952): Aufgaben und Methoden der onomasiologischen Forschung. Eine entwicklungsgeschicht-
liche Darstellung. Bern: Francke.

Ramirez Salado, Mercedes/Alvarez Torres, Vanesa (2018): “Métodos y técnicas de deteccion de unidades ter-
minoldgicas.” Actas do Xlll Congreso Internacional de Lingdiistica Xeral. Eds. Marta Diaz/Gael Vaamonde/
Ana Varela/Ma Carmen Cabeza/José Maria Garcia-Miguel/Fernando Ramallo. Vigo: Universidad de Vigo.
744-749.

Reisig, Karl Christian (1839): “Semasiologie oder Bedeutungslehre!” Professor K. Reisig’s Vorlesungen (iber la-
teinische Sprachwissenschaft. Ed. Friedrich Haase. Leipzig: Verlag der Zehnhold’schen Buchhandlung.
286-307.

Stern, Gustav (1931): Meaning and Change of Meaning. With Special Reference to the English Language. Gote-
borg: Géteborgs Hogskolas Arsskrift

Tappolet, Ernst (1895): Die romanischen Verwandtschaftsnamen. Mit besonderer Berlicksichtigung der franzési-
schen und italienischen Mundarten. Ein Beitrag zur vergleichenden Lexikologie. Dissertation. Zirich, Strass-
burg.

Tebé, Carles (2002): “Los conceptos revisitados: una perspectiva cognitiva” Panorama actual de la termino-
logia. Ed. Gloria Guerrero Ramos/Manuel Fernando Pérez Lagos. Granada: Editorial Comares. 359-371.

Trujillo, Ramon (1974):“El lenguaje de la técnica!” Doce ensayos sobre el lenguaje. Madrid: Rioduero/Fundacion
Juan March. 197-211.

Ullmann, Stephen (1952/1974): Précis de sémantique frangaise. Bern: Francke. Traduccién y anotacion por Eu-
genio de Bustos Tovar. Madrid: C.S.I.C.

Ullmann, Stephen (1964): Semantics. An Introduction to the Science of Meaning. Oxford: Blackwell.

Wolf, Lothar (1974): “Zur Diskussion {iber Terminologie und Semantik.” Ubersetzer und Dolmetscher. Theoreti-
sche Grundlagen, Ausbildung, Berufspraxis. Ed. Volker Kapp. Heidelberg: Quelle & Meyer. 50-61.

Wolf, Lothar (1979): Terminologische Untersuchungen zur Einfiihrung des Buchdrucks im franzésischen Sprach-
gebiet. Tlibingen: Niemeyer.

Wiister, Eugen (1979): Einfiihrung in die Allgemeine Terminologielehre und Terminologische Lexikographie. Wien:
Springer.

Miguel Casas Gémez

Instituto de Lingiistica Aplicada (ILA)
Grupo de investigacion “Semainein”
Universidad de Cddiz

Facultad de Filosofia y Letras

Avda. Gémez Ulla s/n

11003 Cddiz (Espana)
miguel.casas@uca.es

-26-



