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SEMANTIC AND PRAGMATIC RELATIONS
BETWEEN COMPOUND TERMS-NOUN IN ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING

Summary. Today, in the era of technological boom and rapid development of state-of-the-
art technological inventions, the lexical level of scientific and technical literature, in particular
on electrical engineering, is actively replenished with new units. These are mainly terms used to
designate objects, devices, names of parts of these objects and devices, processes, phenomena, units
of measurement, names of professions, etc. in the analyzed field. An obligatory component of the
lexical level of electrical engineering texts are compound terminological units, in particular of the
noun type, which we will analyze in the paper from the point of view of semantics and pragmatics and
in the context of their connection or definite distinction. Its goal was to find out what is primary in the
process of creating a new compound noun term: semantics or pragmatics and how they interact in
the structure of the lexical meaning of a terminological unit. The analysis of the theoretical material
convinced us that all scientists can be grouped into three camps regarding their view of this problem.
Representatives of the first of them believe that semantics is the main, dominant one, and pragmatics
is just its extension called post-semantics. Instead, representatives of the second group deny the
existence of any connection between these concepts, justifying their independence from each other.
The third group of scientists insists on the complete interdependence of semantics and pragmatics.
Based on the analysis of noun-type terminological units extracted from English-language scientific
and technical texts on electrical engineering, primarily their semantics and pragmatics, we adhere to
the views of the last group of scientists in our research, are its supporters and consider the semantics
and pragmatics of terms as a single, indivisible monolith. This can be explained by the fact that the
understanding of any lexical unit, in particular a compound noun term, occurs due to the simultaneous
perception, analysis and understanding of the heard reality, that is, due to the simultaneous use by the
recipient of both semantic and pragmatic knowledge.

Key words: compound term, semantics, pragmatics, noun, electrical engineering, scientific and
technical text.
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CEMAHTUKO-TPATMATHYHI BIJHOIIEHHSA MI’K CKJIAJTHUMHA
TEPMIHAMU-IMEHHUKAMM 3 EJEKTPUYHOI IH)KEHEPII

Anomauia. Co0200HI, 8 eNOXy MEXHONO2IUHO20 OYMY mMa CMPIMKO20 pPO36UMKY HAOCYYACHUX
MEXHONO02TYHUX BUHAXOOIB, JIEeKCUYHULL pIBEHb HAYKOBO-MEXHIUHOI Jimepamypu, 30Kpema 3
eNleKMPUYHOI IHJICEeHepii, akMUBHO NONOBHIOEMbCS HOBUMU O0OUHUYAMU. L]e 6 ocHo8HOMY mepMinu,
8IICUBAHI HA NO3HAYEHHs npeomemis, npuiadieé ma Npucmpois, HA38 YACMUH YUx npeomemis ma
npucmpois, npoyecis, s8uly, OOUHUYb BUMIPIOBAHHS, HA38 NPoghecitl Mowo 68 AHANI308aH Il 2ATY3l.
06086 ’13K06UM KOMNOHEHMOM JIeKCUYHO20 CKIA0Y MeKCmi6 3 eleKmpudHoi iHdceHepii € CKIaoHi
MepMIHON02IYHI 0OUHUYI, 30KpeMa IMEHHUKOB8020 MUNY, SIKI AHANI3Y8AMuMemMo 6 NpeocmasieHill
npayi 3 no2s0y CeManmuku i npazmMamuxky ma 6 KOHMeKCmi iXHbOi noe A3aHOCmi 4u YimKo2o
posmedicysanns. Ii memoio Oyno 3’sacysamiu, wo € nepeUHHUM 8 NPOYeCi MBOPEHHS HOBO20 CKIAAOHO20
MepMIHA-IMEHHUKA: CeMAHMUKA YU NpazMamuKa i IK 6OHU 83AEMOO0IIOMb y CMPYKMYPI 1eKCUUHO20
SHAYEeHHS MEPMIHON02IUHOI 00uHuYi. AHaniz meopemuyHo2o mMamepianry 6NneeHU8 HAc y OYMYI, W0
8CIX YUEHUX CMOCOBHO NO2IA0Y HA Y0 NpooOseMy ModcHa 06’ eonamu ¢ mpu epynu. I[Ipeocmasnuxu
nepuioi’ 3 HUX y8axicaromos, Wo CeMaAHmMUKd € OCHOBHOIO, NAHIBHOIO, A NPASMAMUKA — 8CbO20 JIUULE
i1 npodosaicenuam nio Hazeow nocmcemanmuxa. Hamomicmo npeocmasnuxu opyeoi sanepeuyioms
HAABHICMb OYO0b-AK020 36 A3KY MINC YUMU NOHAMMAMU, OOTPYHIMOBYIOMb IXHIO He3ANIedHCHICIb 00He
8i0 o0Hozo. Tpems dc epyna HAyKOBYI6 HANONALAE HA NOBHIU 63AEMO3ANEHCHOCMI CeMAHMUKU ma
npazmamuxu. Onupamqu% Ha npoeeaeuuﬁ AHaNi3 BUNYYEHUX 3 AHSTIOMOBHUX HAYKOBO-MEXHIUHUX
mexcmie i3 efzeKmputmoz iHJHCenepii MepMIHONOTUHUX OOUHUYL IMEHHUKOBO20 MUMNY, Hacamneped
IXHbOI cemManmuxu U npazmamuxu, dompuMyeMoc;z 8 CBOEMY 00CNI0NHCEHHI N02NAdi8 OCMAHHLOI
2PYNU HAYKOBYIB, € i NPUXUTLHUKAMU U YBANCAEMO CEMAHMUKY MA NPASMAMUKY MEPMIHI8 €OUHUM,
HenooibHUM MoHonimom. Lle modxxcna nosacnumu mum, wo po3ymMiHHA 6)0b-AK0I 1eKCUYHOI 0OUHUYI,
30Kpema CKIA0OH020 MepMIHA-IMEeHHUKA, 6i00Y8a€mMbCs 3A805KU  OOHOUACHO20 CHPUUMAHHS,
AHANI3Y8AHHS MA PO3YMIHHA peaiii, mobmo 3a paxyHoK 0OHOYACHOMY 8UKOPUCAHHIO PeYUNICHMOM
SAK CEMAHMUYHO020, MAK [ NPASMAMUYHO20 3HAHD.

Knrouoei cnosa: cxnaonuti mepmin, ceMammuxa, npacMamuxa,
iHOKCeHepIsl, HAYKOBO-MEXHIYHUL MEeKC.

IMEHHUK, €lleKmpudHa

Relevance of the topic. The study and
research of linguistic units, in our case compound
terms-noun in electrical engineering, can not be
carried out only within the framework of lexical
and word-forming semantics, since understanding
the meaning of these linguistic units is possible
only taking into account a certain communicative
situation. That is why the research of modern scien-
tists is based on the desire to establish the relation
between semantics and pragmatics in the structure
of lexical units. In this work, we will try to consider
three points of view of three groups of supporters
of these theories and substantiate the conclusions.

Analysis of recent research and publi-
cations. For decades, there have been contin-
uous discussions among domestic and foreign
scientists about the primacy of two linguistic
phenomena in the structure of the lexical mean-
ing of a lexical unit: semantics and pragmat-
ics. G. P. Gryce, S. K. Levinson, F. Rykanati,
O. S. Aznaurova, R. L. Bezugla, Y. Huang,
F. S. Batsevich, G. O. V. Yemets, N. G. Ish-
chenko, V. V. Kozlovskyi, N. G. Khodakovska
devoted a number of their works to clarifying
this question. In our study, we propose to con-
sider all three points of view of the above-men-
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tioned scientists and determine for yourself what
1S primary.

The purpose of the research is to identify
what appears the first — semantics or pragmatics,
in the lexical structure of the terminological unit in
electrical engineering taking into account different
pragmatic factors and peculiarities of the situation
and how they can correlate in this meaning.

Main tasks of the research are:

— to define what are semantics and prag-
matics;

— to consider different point of views on
the interrelation between semantics and prag-
matics in the lexical meaning of the terminolog-
ical unit;

— to show, based on the example, how
semantics and pragmatics function in the lexical
meaning of analyzed terms;

— to sum up what is the most essential in
the lexical meaning: semantics or pragmatics.

Presentation of the main research mate-
rial. The meaning of a compound terminologi-
cal unit comes from a combination of semantics,
which is responsible for the lexical meaning of
a word, and pragmatics, which is responsible
for the use of this word in speech, taking into
account certain pragmatic parameters and the
communicative situation. The question of the
primacy and distinction between pragmatics and
semantics in the structure of the lexical mean-
ing of a word is still debatable for three decades.
There are different opinions of scientists regard-
ing this issue.

The first group of scientists H. P. Grice,
S. K. Levinson, F. Rykanati, headed by R. Gibbs,
believed that semantics appeared first, and prag-
matics is its continuation under the name of
post-semantics. They argued that pragmatics
depends on semantics, because there is always
a close connection between what is meant and
what is written “whatever can be meant can be
written”. R. Gibbs argued that in order to under-
stand what the speaker is saying literally, we need
semantic information, and in order to understand
what the speaker is talking about, we need prag-
matic information, which is less clear than seman-
tic knowledge. So, semantics is the first “step” in
the interpretation of a statement, and pragmatics
1s the second, more essential one.

Semantics has a tendency to take what is
written literally, that is why within the limits of

semantics it is impossible to get a complete pic-
ture of the communication process, the attitude
of the speaker to what is said, the impact of the
statement on the recipient of information and
ensuring a reverse reaction to what is heard or
read, that is, the process of understanding both
literal and non-literal literal acts. Non-literal acts
include interrogative, exclamatory, encouraging
syntactic constructions, which are real, integral
components of communication, and within the
limits of logical semantics, the explanation of
such phenomena did not find justification, there-
fore, within its framework, there was a need to
distinguish pragmatics — a science that would fill
these gaps through an in-depth analysis of what
the speaker said and its impact on the recipient
of information. Such a theory in linguistics is
known as an explicit theory, that is, a theory that
allows studying not only literal statements in the
form of syntactic constructions, but also to track
a possible conditional connection that will arise
between the addresser and the addressee in the
course of a certain communicative situation.

The second group of scientists O. S. Aznau-
rova, R. L. Bezugla, Ya. Huang insisted on the
independence of semantics and pragmatics. They
noted that semantics is related to the literal mean-
ing of linguistic units or its fragments in a neutral
context, and pragmatics is related to the interpre-
tation of lexical units in a wider context, which
includes an understanding of the entire discourse,
the beliefs or expectations of the addresser and the
addressee, their social relations, duties, knowl-
edge, etc. So, the pragmatic interpretation of the
statement is focused on the subject of the state-
ment and the entire discourse, and the semantic
interpretation is focused on the statement itself,
this i1s what can explain the autonomy of prag-
matics in relation to semantics.

Proponents of this theory believed that
semantics is focused on linguistic units, and prag-
matics is focused on the speaker who uses these
units; semantics refers to the word, and pragmat-
ics refers to the speaker who formulates thoughts
using certain words; the semantic properties of
the statement can be analyzed outside the context
(within the null context), and the analysis of its
pragmatic properties requires the involvement of
a wide discourse context; pragmatic representa-
tion depends on the cognitive, emotional, mental,
expressive, and psychological states of the recip-



138

MMPOBJIEMU I'VMAHITAPHUX HAYK. CEPIS «®UIOJIOI'f». Bumyck 51

ients, in contrast to pragmatic representation;
semantic phenomena are subject to rules, and
therefore can be included in grammar; pragmatic
phenomena are subject to restrictive principles of
a rhetorical nature; semantic explanations usually
have a formal character, pragmatic ones — func-
tional; the semantic components of linguistic
phenomena report, that is, they have an affirm-
ative character, and the pragmatic components
express (such as emotions, feelings, expressions
of will, etc.) or have the character of a common
fund of knowledge, background knowledge, that
is, they have an exclusively communicative,
interpersonal character. Pragmatic components
cannot be denied, as they relate to the inner world
of a person.

The third group of scientists F. S. Batsevich,
0. V. Yemets, N. G. Ishchenko, V. V. Kozlovskyi
and N. G. Khodakovskaya, believe that prag-
matics and semantics are mutually conditioned
and interconnected, thus their cannot be divided.
They spoke about the functional correlation of
these phenomena, because the understanding of
a lexical unit occurs due to its simultaneous per-
ception, understanding and analysis, that is, the
use of both semantic and pragmatic knowledge.
Accordingly, N. G. Ishchenko and F. S. Batse-
vich insist on the simultaneous correlation of
semantics and pragmatics, since the modeling of
the meaning of a lexical unit is closely related to
the process of its nomination, that is, the stage of
word formation is characterized by the choice of
a lexical unit, which is a letter sign (sound for-
mula) of the depicted reality based on the con-
tent, meaning, meaning that this lexical unit will
convey. The addressee, having received the mes-
sage, immediately interprets it, receives informa-
tion about the intentions, strategies and motives
of the addressee and reacts to this message.

In the study, we get the opinion that seman-
tics and pragmatics are indivisible and condition
each other, because the meaning of a word cannot
be clearly formulated and fixed without referring
to pragmatic factors, that is, the conditions of
the speech act, which are oriented to its partici-
pants, place and time, that is, semantics studies
the meaning of a linguistic unit, while pragmatics
realizes this meaning in certain communicative
situations.

Since our work is focused on establishing
the relationship between semantics and pragmat-

ics, we suggest considering compound termino-
logical units in electrical engineering as a kind
of unity of nomination and influence on the inter-
locutor and ensuring communication. Based on
this, the study of compound noun terms requires
addressing the aspect of nomination, the develop-
ment of nominative units and the aspect of com-
munication, pragmatic functioning. Naming an
object or situation is not only a process of nomi-
nation (designation), but also a process of cogni-
tion and communication.

The relationship between semantics and
pragmatics in the structure of lexical meaning
is that in the communicative process contextual
adaptation of lexical meaning and real prag-
matic differentiation of lexical units are carried
out. Semantics answers the question: “what
meaning is encoded in the lexical meaning of a
terminological unit?”, and pragmatics — “what
do you want to say/convey to the addressee
(what information) using this particular termi-
nological unit?”

To explain and confirm our opinion about
the unity and relationship of semantics and prag-
matics in the structure of the lexical meaning of
a compound terminological unit, let’s consider
the compound noun term circuit-breaker — an
automatic switch. The lexical meaning of a com-
pound noun term is formed from a subject-logical
component (denotation), which is determined by
the need (necessity) for a newly formed word that
will correlate the very name of the depicted real-
ity with its content (semantic content). Nomina-
tion of a compound noun term occurs according
to certain established word-formation patterns in
the language based on analogy and association.

That is, first the author turns to the means
of the lexical system of the language to express
a new nomination and to lay down new mean-
ings or meanings in it, choosing and combining
the lexical units circuit and breaker, which corre-
sponds to the following word-formation model N
+ V (-er) = CN. The combination of these terms
allowed the author to include a somewhat broader
meaning to explain a certain device, namely a
contact switching device capable of turning on,
conducting and turning off the current when
the electric circuit is in a normal state, as well
as turning on, conducting for a certain set time
and turning off the current when certain abnormal
state of the electric circuit.
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The pragmatic meaning of the compound
noun term circuit-breaker is based on the author’s
intention to convey coded semantic information
in the term for communication in the field of
electrical engineering, taking into account such
pragmatic factors (parameters) as the purpose,
conditions of communication, personal data of
information recipients, etc.

Based on this, the author can use the termi-
nological unit circuit-breaker in a certain com-
municative situation, for example, to publicize
the results of research at a symposium, a confer-
ence between fellow scientists; for communica-
tion in the production and technical sphere with
colleagues-specialists; for explaining theoretical
material (certain processes) to students of tech-
nical specialties, etc. Accordingly, this termino-
logical unit will be used taking into account such
pragmatic parameters of the addressee as age,
social and professional status. Therefore, the use
of the compound noun term circuit-breaker is
limited by industries, the author’s intention, the
communicative situation and the addressee.

Considering an example of a text from sci-
entific and technical literature, namely a textbook
on electrical engineering: A circuit-breaker is a
mechanical switching device, capable of making,
carrying, and breaking currents under normal cir-
cuit conditions and also making, carrying for a
specified time, and breaking currents under spec-
ified abnormal circuit conditions such as those of
short circuit. In normal operating conditions, a
circuit-breaker is in the closed position and some
current flows through the closed contacts. The
circuit-breaker opens its contacts when a tripping
signal is received. We can talk about the possi-
bility of the compound noun term circuit-breaker
to have a pragmatic meaning. Since this termino-
logical unit is often used by the author in the text
presented above in order to explain to the reader/
listener what it will be about, what invention,
and what functional characteristics are inherent
in the depicted invention, to convey information
and to ensure communication. The author’s use
of such a compound noun term is aimed at the
target audience, say specialists or students of a
technical specialty.

As we can see, semantics and pragmatics
interact in the structure of the lexical meaning
of a compound noun term, because pragmatic
information encoded in the semantics of a termi-

nological unit turns on associative mechanisms
that contribute to the recognition of the speaker’s
intention, pragmatics indicates the rules for using
a new lexical unit in the context, as well as con-
ditions of its use.

Based on this, the statement that “prag-
masemantics” is a special type of semantics that
is “focused exclusively on the participants of
communication, and therefore semantics studies
the meanings expressed in each language tra-
ditionally, that is, with the help of unmotivated
language signs; pragmatics is non-traditional
addition to language signs in communication.
Semantic components of the language code are
figuratively imagined, and pragmatic compo-
nents are experienced, recognized on the basis of
common experience and use of one idio-ethnic
language by the participants of communication.
That is why we share the opinion that the bound-
aries between semantics and pragmatics can dis-
appear, since semantics without pragmatics lacks
certainty, pragmatics without semantics is point-
less. The starting point for both semantics and
pragmatics is the concept of meaning, but each of
them interprets this phenomenon in its own way.

For semantics, meaning is a clearly organ-
ized attribute of the language system, where
each of the elements of language as a bilateral
sign enters into structural relations and acquires
significance. In objective semantics, meaning is
defined as objective reality based on truth, while
in pragmatics we see the displacement of mean-
ing from objective reality to the consciousness of
the speaker. Pragmatics indicates the rules and
conditions of adequate use, the use of a new lexi-
cal unit and, depending on its stylistic affiliation,
reveals both typical and atypical speech situa-
tions for it.

We consider the correlation of semantics
and pragmatics in the structure of the lexical
meaning of a compound term-noun as the func-
tioning of language units (compound terms-
noun) in language and speech, which is aimed at:
the semantics of a compound term and its ade-
quate use in a specific communicative situation;
the influence of such a lexical unit as a means of
communication in oral and written speech; taking
into account the pragmatic situation and prag-
matic parameters of the language unit in the com-
munication process. Compound terminological
units are the result of the activity of the speaker,
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a formal operation that establishes various types
of relationships between phenomena and objects
of objective reality, all this fixes the content of a
compound term-noun, which is a means of trans-
mitting knowledge in the field of scientific tech-
nologies.

The distinction between semantics and
pragmatics is reduced not to the distinction
between different entities, but to the distinction
between different (objectivist and subjectivist)
interpretations of the same entities.

Conclusions and prospects for further
research on this topic. Therefore, we follow
a semantic-pragmatic, that is, a compromise
approach, according to which pragmatics and
semantics are interconnected and interact, com-
plementing each other. Pragmatic information

encoded in the semantics of compound noun
terms activates associative mechanisms that
contribute to the recognition of the speaker’s
thoughts (intentions). The perspective of further
research is to analyze semantics and pragmatics
not only on the basis of the structure of the lexical
meaning of compound terms noun, but this mate-
rial can be involved in the study of other parts
of the language that function in other fields of
science and technology. On the basis of seman-
tics, we can classify terminological units in sci-
entific and technical literature due to their mean-
ing. On the basis of pragmatics, we can consider
the pragmatic value of the analyzed units taking
into account pragmatic factors and try to analyze
terminological units according to the pragmatic
meaning.
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