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OWKOHIMIB. MOBeIlb, CBIIOMO YU Hi, MOXE BUKOPUCTOBYBATH (POPMYJIH «IOKPAIICHHS 3HAYCHHS» B

Oy/Ib-IKOMY KOHTEKCTI JJIs1 OMKOHIMIB, SIKI IEPBHHHO MMO3HAYAIOTh HETATUBHI SBUIIA A1HCHOCTI.
IlepcnexTuBa AocaiqkeHHs. BOadaeThcs B yTOUHEHHI SIBUIA €HAHTIOCEMIT, IO TIependadae

rpaayaJbHUN aHAI3 IEPEXOy «+» Ta «-» KOHOTAIIN Y CEMaHTUYHINA CTPYKTYPl OMKOHIMIB.
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MERONYMY IN PROFESSIONAL DISCOURSE TRANSLATION

The present paper is a study of the role of holonyms, in thre professional discourse of architecture in comparison with the discourse
of fiction. The professional discourse of architecture which semantics (lexical and functional), structure, as well ascohesion and
coherence stem from specific, target language uses based on anidentified set of specialized features: style, distinctive features, form,
space. LSPs distinguish themselves as far as choice, use and frequency of nparticular linguistic features of morphology,syntax,
vocabulary and textual or discursive properties are concerned. The professional discourse of architecture which semantics (lexical
and functional), structure, as well as cohesion and coherence stem from specific, target language uses based on an identified set of
specialized features: style, distinctive features, form, space. The content must be focused on the lexemes (modernism, shape,
openness, function, material, etc,), phrases (asymmetrical compositions, general cubic r cylindrical shapes, flat roofs, gothic style,
geometric form, etc.), idioms (public housing, open plan, reinforced concrete, wrap-around porch, Gothic Revival, housing boom,
Norman Architecture, semi-enclosed courtyard, etc.), and sentences in the specific context (As part of the Counter-Reformation the
architecture was an attempt to celebrate the Catholic state [Baroque style]).

Meronyms in the architecture discourse are lexical items denoting a part in respectto lexical items denoting a whole. They vary in
showing how necessary the part is to the whole, for example, a floor as a meronym of a room and further, a room as a meronym of a
house others are usual but not obligatory, like belfry as a meronym of a house; still others are optional like a weathercock for a roof"
[Saeed 2003]. Hyponymy, antonymy, and meronymy reflect different aspects of the organization of a lexical glossary and they all
differ from synonymy.

Due to the definitional analysis of the dictionary entries it is proved that the referred three doors are differentiated by their location in
the wall of the house. And the additional component of the lexical meaning of the phrase front door is “facing the road”.

The difference lies in the English culture “front for the guests or head of the family,” side “for the family on ordinary days” and back

for “servants, beggars and tramps’.

The function of architects is much beyond their creating buildings. They must not ignore the community’s traditions, beliefs, and
culture which are mainly hidden in details [Cromley 2008, p. 391]. And the translator’s task is to specify all these details with the
help of meronyms which can retain the smallest item of culture.

Key words: meronym, holonym, semantics, professional discourse, translation, concept.

Mmuxaiinenko B. B. MeponiMu y mnepekiaaai mnpodecilinoro aumckypey. JlaHy CTaTTIO NPHCBAYECHO [ESIKUM AaCIEKTaM
MDKKYJIBTYpPHOI KOMYHIKalil Ha mOpukiani nepexnany npogeciiHoro (apXiTeKTypHOro) IHMCKypcy. BcTaHOBIEHO ceMaHTH4HI
po36ixkHOCTI y mpodeciitHuX HOMIHALIH 3a JOMOMOTr0OI0 MEPOHIMIB Ta IXHIX MPOTHUIISKHOCTEH — XOJIOHIMIB — Y MOBH OpHTiHAIY Ta
nepexiagy

Knrwouosi cnosa: mepoHim, X0I0HIM,ceManmMuKa, npogeciiinuii OUCKYpc, nepekiad, KOHYenm.
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INTRODUCTION. The vocabulary plays a pivotal role in the LSP theory and practice — it
is its major distinct feature among some other features of morphology, syntax and discourse/text
structure [Malmkjaer 2017; Mykhaylenko 2018, p. 64-68]. And the vocabulary is a driving engine
for the LSP learners because they understand the referential and distributional characteristics of the
terms much better than their English instructor due to their background knowledge of the area
represented by the given LSP or professional discourse. LSPs distinguish themselves as far as
choice, use and frequency of particular linguistic features of morphology, syntax, vocabulary and
textual or discursive properties are concerned.

The pragmatic definition of domain-specific communication as an inherent feature of
discourse and knowledge system forms a bridge that leads to the scrutiny of communication and the
limits of the human mind in acquiring and managing knowledge [Pelikan, Roelcke 2017, p. 680;
Baker 1996, p. 9]. Steehbergen suggests four principles of the semantic domain formation, he writes
that a semantic domain must meet the following principle:

(1) the meaning of the word is to be established on the basis of a pure semantic analsis
only;

(2) the lexical meaning of the word is to be explained in the form of a definition covering all
relevant semantic features of that word;

(3) the meaning of a word only be understood well if is studied in relationship with other
word belonging to the same semantic domain;

(4) only a structural semantic analysis of a language can help us discover which semantic
domains are relevant for that language [Steenbergen 2006, p. 175; Allan 2009].

The objective of our research aims at exploring the role of the semantic relation of
meronymy (the part-whole relationship) in the discourse of architecture and revealing the ways of
rendering its meronyms from English into Russian employing dictionary definitions, componential
structure of the meronym lexical meaning, semantic taxonomies and active context of meronymes.

DISCUSSION. The professional discourse of architecture which semantics (lexical and
functional), structure, as well as cohesion and coherence stem from specific, target language uses
based on an identified set of specialized features: style, distinctive features, form, space. The
content must be focused on the lexemes, (modernism, shape, openness, function, material, etc,),
phrases (asymmetrical compositions, general cubic or cylindrical shapes, flat roofs, gothic style,
geometric form, etc.), idioms (public housing, open plan, reinforced concrete, wrap-around porch,
Gothic Revival, housing boom, Norman Architecture, semi-enclosed courtyard, etc.), and sentences
in the specific context (As part of the Counter-Reformation the architecture was an attempt to
celebrate the Catholic state [Baroque style]; In Germany in the early 1900s the movement held the
idea that all art and technology would be unified under the idea of simplistic design and mass-
production [Bauhaus]; Inspiration was taken from the classic styles of Ancient Greek and Roman
buildings and design [Neo-Classical]; The cabin features a translucent white mesh facade, while the
interior is lined with plywood punctuated with a series of circular cut-outs, which allows light to
pass in and out of the structure [Chinese architecture], etc.).

According to Strevens, the essential characteristics of specific purpose curriculum is: its goal
to meet specified needs of a member of the professional community; related in content in our case,
to architecture; focused on the language appropriate to those activities, in syntax, lexis, semantic
taxonomies, word distribution, idiomaticity, discourse, etc. [Strevens 1988, p. 1-2; see also
Mykhaylenko 2018, p. 64-68].

Meronyms in the architecture discourse are lexical items denoting a part in respect to lexical
items denoting a whole. They vary in showing how necessary the part is to the whole, for example,
a floor as a meronym of a room and further, a room as a meronym of a house others are usual but
not obligatory, like belfry as a meronym of a house; still others are optional like a weathercock for a
roof" [Saeed 2003]. Hyponymy, antonymy, and meronymy reflect different aspects of the
organization of a lexical glossary and they all differ from synonymy.
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Van Sterkenburg specifies that meronymy is a hierarchical sense relations between concepts
linking a lexical item denoting a whole and a lexical item denoting a part [Sterkenburg 2003,
p- 405]. A meronym denotes a word or other element that together with other elements constitutes a
whole, like, a floor, a ceiling, a roof, a wall, a window, a door can constitute a house, compare a
hyponym, on the other hand, denotes a word that belongs to a subset whose elements are
collectively summarized by a hypernym. In traditional literary studies there are the two
commonly acknowledged variants of synecdoche, part for the whole (and vice versa) and genus for
species (and vice versa), find their correspondence in the linguistic concepts
of meronymy/holonymy and hyponymy/hypernymy. A meronym denotes a word or other element
that together with other elements constitutes a whole.

Meronymy is a semantic relation used in linguistics and it is the opposite of holonymy. A
closely related concept is that of mereology, which specifically deals with part/whole relations and
is used in logic. It is formally expressed in terms of first-order logic. A meronymy can also be
considered a partial order. Iris Litowitz and Marta Evens [Litowitz, Evens 1988] explain that
meronymy is not a single relation but a collection of four different part-whole relations with
different transitivity behaviour.

These four schemata of meronymic relations [Litowitz, Evens 1988, p. 272-275] express the
functional component (i.e., the part is a functioning unit of the whole), the segmented whole (i.e.,
the whole is divided into pieces), the collection member (i.e., a physical collection or aggregate of
objects), and the set-subset aspects of part-whole (i.e., a set is a subset of another set).

In our world of specialization and sub-specialization with partly still existing traditional
division into arts and sciences with sacrosanct and institutionally defended barriers between them,
we desperately need bridges, like architecture, civil engineering, geology, material resistance study,
and ethnography. Objective reality is one, and so should be the knowledge of it [Dodigovic 2017,
p. 4-5].

Lothar Hoffmann defined special language as language used by specialists in a certain field of
knowledge [Hoffmann 1997]. From the semiotic point of view, says Marina Dodigovic, is a special
language emerges as a result of interference of another system of signs introduced by the speaker to
communicate with his/her fellow experts on the issues of their special field of knowledge.
[Dodigovic 2017; Sterkenburg 2003, p. 405]

Meronymy is a hierarchical sense relations between concepts linking a lexical item denoting
a whole and a lexical item denoting a part. Along similar lines, Litowitz and Evens explain that
meronymy is not a single relation but a collection of four different part-whole relations with
different transitivity behavior. These four schemata of meronymic relations [Litowitz, Evens 1988,
p. 272-275] express the functional component (i.e., the part is a functioning unit of the whole), the
segmented whole (i.e., the whole is divided into pieces), the collection member (i.e., a physical
collection or aggregate of objects), and the set-subset aspects of part-whole (i.e., a set is a subset of
another set).

CORPORA ANALYSIS. There are two broad ways to think about meaning: (1) as a
relation between language and the world, or in terms of truth; (ii) as a relation between the language
and its users, or in terms of understanding [Dowty 1979, p. 375-377].

First we suggest an algorithm of translating meronyms of the domain of architecture used in
the discourse of fiction in the parallel texts. For the analysis of meronymy I resorted to the
descriptions of the houses in the novel of “Of Human Bondage” by W. Somerset Maugham and its
Russian translation, and, then I will precede employing the English textbooks in architecture and
their Russian translations with the aim to reveal the typology of rendering models with meronyms

Mlustration 1.1. A woman servant came into a room in which a child was sleeping and drew
the curtains. She glanced mechanically at the house opposite, a stucco house with a portico, and
went to the child's bed. She pulled down the bed-clothes, took him in her arms, and carried him
downstairs.
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Room is a part of the inside of a building that is separated from other parts by the walls,
floor, and ceiling. So the definition points out that the room in the given context is a holonym but
the lexical meaning of downstairs includes it and turns it into a meronym. House is
“a building that people, usually one family, live in. It is supposed to have a floor, a ceiling, walls,
roof, a door, a window; it is divided into rooms.” In the English tradition the house is a two-storey
building, i.e. there is upstairs and downstairs.

Accordingly, these parts are meronyms in respect to house, though again in respect to the
room both of they are holonyms: downstairs - to or on alower floor of
a building, especially the ground floor; upstairs — towards or on the highest floor or floors of
a building. Portico — c. 1600, borrowed from Italian portico,which came from Latin porticus
"colonnade, arcade, covered walk, porch," from porta "gate, and earlier came from PIE root *per-
(2) "to lead, pass over," especially of the painted porch in Athens.

In Modern English it is a covered entrance to a building, usually a large and impressive
building, that is supported by columns (Cambridge) or a porch or covered walk, consisting of a
roof supported by columns, often at the entrance or across the front of a building; colonnade
(Collins); a meronym — a part of the whole — of a house on the opposite site [see also Castoriadis
1993; Oliver, 2007; Cromley, 2008].

[lustration 1.2. B xomxamy, e0e cnan pebenox, 8oulad CLYHCAHKA U PA30GUHYIA WUMODDbL.
Ona no npugvluke OKUHYIA 83211A00M hacad 0oMa HanpoOmue — OUMyKamypeHubitl, ¢ NOPMUKOM —
u nodowina Kk demckoti kposamxe. OmKUHY8 00es10, OHA 8351A €20 HA PYKU U CHEeCld 6HU3.

The correlation of a sub-set of English meronyms with a sub-set of holonyms coincides
with the Russian translation. The rest parts of the room — floor, walls, ceiling are implied as well as
the stairs from the first floor to the ground floor. The window of the room was implicitly expressed
by the idiom drew the curtains [Lyons 1977], otherwise called 'canonical' and 'facilitative' [Cruse,
1986]. Here is an example of a necessary meronym — a window is a necessary condition of a room,
and in case it is not expressed, it is a part of a room. While a curtain is an optional meronym, a
room remains a room without it [Allan 2009].

The translator added one more meronym ¢acan “facade” of the house as a specification of
the part of the house the servant saw. However, it is redundant, because the house cannot exist
without it, the Russian reader would rather need a clarification of the room — “nursery,” which is
usually upstairs according to the English tradition. Such specification is necessary for the EFL or
LSP learners to study language as a part of civilization

Mlustration 2.1. They walked through the garden to the front-door. This was only used by
visitors and on Sundays, and on special occasions, as when the Vicar went up to London or came
back. The traffic of the house took place through a side-door, and there was a back door as well for
the gardener and for beggars and tramps. It was a fairly large house of yellow brick, with a red
roof, built about five and twenty years before in an ecclesiastical style. The front-door was like a
church porch, and the drawing-room windows were gothic.

Front door — “the main entrance to a building, especially a house,usually facing the road”
(Cambridge), or “the front door of a house or other building is the main door, which is usually in
the wall that ” (Collins).

Side door “an indirect or less conspicuous means of entrance” (Merriam-Webster), or
a door at the side of a building” (Collins)

Back door ‘“adoor at the back orside of abuilding, or at the back of a vehicle”
(Cambridge), “a door at the rear or side of a building” (Collins)

Due to the definitional analysis of the dictionary entries it is proved that the referred three
doors are differentiated by their location in the wall of the house. And the additional component of
the lexical meaning of the phrase front door is “facing the road”. The difference lies in the English
culture ”front for the guests or head of the family,” side “for the family on ordinary days” and back
for “servants, beggars and tramps’
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Mlustration 2.2. Murnosas caod, onu nodouiiu k napaonoi ogepu. Yepes smy 06epb 6xo0uu
eocmu; obumamenu 0oMa NOIL3OBAIUCH €H0 MOJbKO NO 80CKPECEHbAM U 8 OCOOCHHbIX CLYYasX, —
Ko20a cesiujeHHuK e3oun 6 JIonoon unu sozspauwiaics ommyoa. QObluHo dce 8 00M 8XOOUNU Hepe3
O0K08YI0 08epb. boln mym u uepHvlli X00 — 015 CAO0BHUKA, HUWUX U Opoodsie. JJom, 00801bHO
NPOCMOPHBIU, U3 HCENMO20 KUPRUYA, ¢ KPACHOU Kpbvluiel, Obll NOCMpoeH Jiem 08aoyams nsamb
Hazao 6 yepxosHom cmune. [lapadnoe Kpoulibyo HANOMUHALO NANEPMb, A OKHA 8 20CMUHOU ObLIU
V3KuUe, KaK 6 20mu4eckom xpame.

[Tapagnas nBepp “front-door” is used to mean for special occasions. As for mapamnoe
kpbubilo “front-door” I believe it is an example of domesticizing the English concept. Besides, the
comparison of the front door of the house with the church porch “maneptp” makes the Russian
Kpwiivyo inappropriate due to the Gothic style, neither fits the meronym napaowuwiii nooveso
because it would imply a rich mansion house. But Mr Carey had a modest income, he was thrifty by
inclination and economical by necessity, and he could not afford to build a portico to his house. The
translator employing the noun phrase napaonoe kpwiivyo violates the Gothic architectural style.

The translation of side-door by the analogue Gokogas 0gepw corresponds to the English
definition.

The back door is synonymous to the kitchen door, but its English-Russian dictionary
translation does not reflect the English definition: “6x00 6 xyxuio ¢ 3agHETO ABOpa TOIBKO IS
cBoux.” So the translation of back door by uépnsiit xox renders the intended meaning of the author
[Castoriadis 1993, p. 300; Davaninezhad 2009].

[lustration 3.1. Modernism is a blanket term given to a movement at the turn of the 20th
Century and can include styles such as Futurism, Post-modern and New Classical. Forms were
intended to be free of unnecessary detail and focus on simplicity and there is an honouring of the
materials used rather than concealing them.

In the professional discourse of architecture represented by the given English text most of
concepts are expressed by holonyms, for instance, modernism, blanket, movement, style, futurism,
post-modern, new classical, each of them can be modeled into a semantic taxonomy where
meronyms are able to differentiate their own subset, for instance, decorative-free, low building,
modern materials, interaction of spaces, sun and shading, human comfort, natural light.

[Mustration 3.2. ApxuTeKkTypHBbIH cTUiIb MOJepH B EBporie 1 Amepuke npuxoautcs Ha 1890—
1914 romsl. HoBoe HampaBieHHE KapAMHAIBHO H3MEHWJIO IPEACTABICHHE O IPEKPaCHOM B
rpaduke, au3aiiHe, CKYJIBNTYpe, My3bike, Oanere. M300peTaTeibHbIe apXUTEKTOPHI CO3/IaBalid HE
MIPOCTO BBIPA3UTEIBHBIE COOPYKEHHUSI C HEOOBIYHBIM BHEIIHUM W BHYTPCHHHM OOJIUKOM, HO H
OCBOMJIM HOBBIE MaTepHalibl — OETOH, CTallb, cTeKiI0. COBpEMEHHBIC MPOEKTHI JOMOB B TEXHUKE
MOJIEpH UCTIOIB3YIOT UCTOPUIECKUE DIIEMEHTHI H30MPATEIBHO, OTKA3bIBASICh OT IMBIIIHOTO JIEKOpa U
Ype3MEPHO aCHMMETPHH B TIOJIB3Y O0JIee pallMOHATBHBIX PEIICHUH.

The translator uses holonyms as nodes representing subsets of meronyms, for example,
“HampaBiICHUN": epaghuka, Ou3aiiH, CKYIbnmypd, My3vlKd, Oaiem; “MaTepHasbl’: OemoH, cmalb,
cmexo.

Experimenting with formats of bilingual glossaries [Sin-way 2010] and initiating a new
philosophy in applied lexicography we believe that there can be two possible approaches to the
entry structure:

(1) from meronym to holonym for the beginners in professional discourse translation;

(i1) from holonym to meronyms for the experts.

FINDINGS & PERSPECTIVES. The function of architects is much beyond their creating
building. They must not ignore the community’s traditions, beliefs, and culture which are mainly
hidden in details [Cromley 1976, p. 391]. And the translator’s task is to specify all these details with
the help of meronyms which retaim the smallest items of culture.

We suggest the pre-translation algorithm which includes:
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Step 1. Selecting holonyms (nominations of the “wholes” and their counterparts meronyms
(nominations of the parts of the “wholes”) from the text marked with intertextuality [Oliver 2007,
p-138011]

Step 2. Modeling the componential structures. The semantic structure of a lexeme is a
system of its components. A lexeme can be analyzed and described in terms of its semantic
components to define different lexical relations.

Step 3. Defining overlapping componentsforming a semantic net [Sterkenburg 2003;
Steenbergen 2006].

Step 4. Mark optional meronyms. Many parts are optional and the same part names often
apply to many different wholes. Meronym relations can be helpful in defining words [Murphy 2010,
p-123].

Step 5. Undertake culturalization or localizatiom [Hermans 2003; Calloway 2005; Bassnett
2007; Cromley 2008; Davaninezhad 2009; Concha 2010; Sakellariou 2014].

Note: The addressee’s level of acquisition of the target text requires either the use of
holonyms to generalize the text, or meronyms to make it more detailed.

Note: The addressee’s level of acquisition of the target text requires either the use of
holonyms to generalize the text, or meronyms to make it more detailed [Bassnett 2007; Cromley
2008; Davaninezhad 2009; Concha 2010; Sakellariou 2014].
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