
Improving compatibiliry of
terminological collections with a bridging
classification of data catesories

I G O R  K U D A S H E V

Uniuersity of Helsinki

I N T R O D U C T I O N

In spite of the er istence of a standardized set of  data categories ( ISO

12620:1999) and standardized methods of terminology work ( ISO

704:2000), it is stil l hard to find two terminological databases created in
two different organizations which could be easily merged without loss of
data or distort ion of the or iginal  pr inciples of compi iat ion of each of the

databases. The most obvious reasons for that are as follows:
- nat ional languages and tradi t ions di f fer;
-  LSP domains di f fer;
- backgrounds and approachc.s of the compilers differ;
-  technical  solut ions di f fer.

At the same t ime, one of the trends in the management of terminologi-

cal  resources and other kinds of data has been towards the aggregat ion of
scattered resol l rces into bigger portals or services, usual ly without merging

them physically. One of the eramples is the EuroTermBank portal (http:/ /
www.eurotermbank.com) which provides search in mult iple internal and
external terminological databases and can make a compilation of the results.

As users'demands and volumes of the data grow, i t  becomes necessary

to provide advanced search which covers all fields of the entry and not
just headwords and to tai lor entr ies according to users'preferences. In this
art ic le,  we propose a classi f icat ion of data categories which can serve as a
bridge between terminological  col lect ions. The classi f icat ion addresses the
fol lowing problems related to the management of terminoiogy col lect ions
with di f ferent sets of data categories:

-  aggregat ion and merging of terminological  resources;
- organizat ion of search which covers al l  f ie lds of the entr ies;
-  tai lor ing the entr ies from mult iple col lect ions in accordance with

users'  oreferences.
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Terminological clatabase may contain different types of data in addition

to ternr inoiogical  data proper,  such as information about sources. users and

terminology management transact ions. In this art ic le we focus on the clas-

si f icat ion of data categories related to the descript ion of LSP expressions.

W H A T  I S  A  D A T A  C A T E G O R Y ?

Different types of data are placed in di f ferent f ie lds in terminological

databases. Data category is the result  of  specif icat ion of a given data f ie ld

( lSO 1087-2:2000: 13).  Terrninologists use di f ferent metaphors in order to

explain the concept of a data category. One metaphor is that of a wardrobe

r,vhere different drawers are usecl to store different types of ciothes. Another

metaphor is a shopping basket rvhere eacl-r kind of goods is wrapped in its

own package so that they do not get mixed.

T Y P I C T \ L  A 4 I S N 4 A T C I I E S  B E T \ V E E N  D A T A  C A T E G O R I E S

Data categories are the result  of  data classi f icat ion. Data can be classi f ied

in many dif{erent ways depending on the views of the classifier and the

needs of the users. Using the u'ardrobe metaphor one can say that clifferent

wardrobes come u'ith different nlrmber of drawers which may be of differ-

ent shape. size, etc.

At least sir types of mismatching are possible between clata categories in

terminological  databases:
- mismatch of the names of data categories;
-  mismatch of the "sizes" of data categories, i .e.  di f ferent "granuia-

t ion" :
-  misrratch of the "places" of data categories. i .e.  their  locat ion in the

classification scheme. :
-  mismatch of the classi f icat ion pr inciples (overlapping);
-  rnismatch of the contents of data catesories;
-  mixed Lrases.

Below are a few examnles which i l lustrate some common mismatches.

Case 1: data categories are named di f ferent ly.

Example: data category is cal led note in one database, comment in another,
remark in the third one and NB in the fourth one.
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Case 2: the name of a data category is r"rsed in different senses.

Example: data category synonym mav correspond to " ful l  synonym",

"near-synonym" or "full or near-synonym'i

Case 3'. names of datzr categories are "false friends'i

Example: English sbbreuiation and acronym as clefined in the ISO standard

(ISO 12620:1999:6-7) and Russian a66peauamypa and oKpoHuM correspond

to each other crosswise (Kudashev & Hajut in 2003:104-105).

Case 4'. granulation of data categories is different.

Example: data category abbreuiated form of term is split into five sub-

classes (abbreuiation. short form of the term, initialism, acronym and clipped

term) in ISO 12620:1999, but there is no such divis ion in ISO 12616:2002

(" Translat ion-or iented terminography").

Case 5: overlapping of data categories.

Example: data categorres example and contexf overlap. Some eramples are

contexts and some contexts may serve as exantples, but the two categories

are not ident ical .

Case 6' .  the same data category is put under di f ferent broader categories.

Example: data category context is considered concept-related data in ISO

12620:1999, apparently because contexts may provide additional informa-

t ion on the concept.  However,  a more conlmon f trnct ion of contexts is to

provide information about term usage and col locat ions, so "many databases

classi fy context as a terrn-related category" ( ISO 12620:1999:25).

Case 7: language, sign systetn or notation of the data differ.

Exarnple'. a part of speech may be coded as noun in one database, n. in

another,  subs/.  in the third one and as a graphical  symbol in the forth one.

Case 8: identical or similar values of data catesories are used in different

meanings and di f ferent connect ions.

Example: value neologism in the ISO 12620:1999 term prouenance d.ata

category sounds l ike a chronological  label n 'hi le in fact i t  refers to the

methodology e.mployed in creat ing the term.
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Case 9: values of semi-closed classes differ due to different classification

of linguistic phenomena in different langtrages and different traditions.

Example: in ISO 12620:1999 labels for descr ibing LSP erpressions be-

longing to the "lower styie" include slang register and uulgar register. They

roughly correspond to labels npoQ ecc uoua nauarit )Kap zoHtL3 M (professional

slang) and npoc!eccuoHanbHoe npocmopeque (professional colloquialism) in

Russian. In Finnish, however,  there is only one category, ammatt is langi

(professional slang; see Sanastotyon k:isikirja 1,989: 12).

It should also be noted that some data rnay be expressed implicitly in

terminological  col lect ions.

Example l : the presence of the label obsolete in some cases and i ts

in others in a terminological  col lect ion impl ies that terms which

marked with the label.  belong to the act ive LSP stock.

Example 2: if two or more terms are put in the same entry, this

implies that they are synonyms or equivalents.

absence

are not

usually

Data exchange or aggregat ion of terminoiogical  resources nray require

that such implicit data is made explicit. For example, if data is stored in

the form of ontology rather than static entries, then implicit information

about synonyms and equir,alents mentioned above has to be made explicit

and saved during the "dissembl ing" of the entr ies.

I S O  I N V E N T O R I E S  A N D  C L A S S I F I C A T I O N S

O F  D A T A  C ] A T E G O R I E S

ISO 12620:1999 specif ies a set of  data categories for recording termino-

logical  information. I t  does not prescr ibe what data categories should be

used but rather serves as an inventory. This set of data categories is being

broadened in the ISOcat project (rvw'w.isocat.org) which documents widely

accepted l inguist ic data categories.

While the ISOcat project is undoubtedly useful for linguists who get a

chance to better categorize and def ine l inguist ic concepts and for designers

of term banks who can pick ready data categories from a vast inventory. it

is unlikeiy to bring relief to the problem of data exchange, aggregation and

full-entry search in multiple databases.

First ly,  i t  can' t  prevent compi lers of terminological  products from
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classifying data in a different way and from using their or,l,n data categories.
Secondly, the more data categories are used in terminological collections, the
rnore diverse they becorne, making data exchange even more chai lenging.

The l ist  of  data categories is inf ini te in theory and quite vast i r r  pract ice.
For example, the list of data categories reiatecl to terminology in the lSOca/
inventory already exceeds 500 i tenrs. one of the pract ices used in the
ISocat project can increase this number rnany times. We refer to presenting
values of c lo.sed and semi-closed classes as indiv. idual data categorles.

For example, values of the data category register,  sr ich as uulgarRegister.
s/cngRegrs/er. etc. are now presented as data categories in tlieir own right.
Likewise, data category reliabilityCode is split into reliabilityCoclel, relia-
bilityCode2, etc. There carn be different opinions whether this is reasonable
from the practical point of vierv, blrt data can be organized in many differerrt
\\'ays, so there are no formal restrictions for splitting data categories ail t|e
way to the primitive classes which can only accept values 1,r:s and no. It is
clear.  however,  that this realm of data categories needs proper structur ing
and classi f icat ion in order to remain rnanageable and lyel l -organizeC.

Meanwhi le.  c lassi f icat ion of data categories proposed in ISC i2520:1g99
is problernat ic in several  respects. To start  with,  there are -somc incolsisten-
cies concerning the pr incipal div is ion of the data. Accorcl ing io sect ion 6.2
(Ty'polog1, of data categories). data categories are divicied intc three najor
groups: term and tertn-related information. c lescr ipt ive Cata 3nd adnt inis-
trative data. However. in Annex D (Svstematic listing of da.to cafegor-res) the
second group is called Data categories related to concept tiescriS:tion. At t|e
satne t inte, this group coutains st tbgrclup Nole whicl i  "stands a. ioire trecanse
it  can be associated with any one of the other categories and lherefore can-
not  be  subord ina ted  to  any  o ther  spec i f i c  subgroup"  ( ISo i? .0? ,a : r999:4) .

If we assunre tl-rat the intended division included four er,:ups; ierrn ancl
term-related information, concept-related inforrnation, administratiye cl;rta
and No/e, this classification stil l raises many questions. Tc. naii:e a {e.lv;

- why examples and contexf.s are concept-relatecl data and not term-
related data? cf.  the descript ion of the context data category:, 'A text
or part  of  a tert  in which a terrn occurs" ( ISo 12620: l  999: 25).

- \Arhy svnonym and equiualence are terrn-related dat.:r ,uhilc otirer-
wise everything related to the meaning is concept-reretec-r data? cf .
descr ipt ion of the data category degree of equiualence: "The extent
to which the intensions of two or nlore concepts i - ."" ,er iap" ( lso
72620:1999:21).
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- \trhy antonym and homograph are adrninistrative data and not term- or

concept-related data?
- Why audio, uideo, etc. are (jr-rst) concept-related data?
- What is the exact clefinition of administrative data? Whv this class

includes such heterogeneoLls categories?

Division of terminological  data into concept-related ancl term-related

may be useful from the technical point of vieru because it supports the

concept-oriented approach which rednces the number of relations between

terms by linking synonvlnous tenns to the sarn€. concept. How-ever, such

divis ion in general  and i ts implementat ion in ISO 12620:1,999 in part icular

mav present a chal lenge for common users of terminological  databases -

translators aird domain erperts.  Indeed, i t  is not easy to comprehencl

why synon),ms should be searched in term-related data, bt antonyms in

administrative data and examples in concept-related data.

Common users work with terms - words and word combinations, so for

them i t  is rrore natural  to speak about the meaning of a term, synonyms

of a term, exampies of term usage. etc.  This i rnpi ies t i rat  c lassi f icat ion of

data categories aimed at providing ftrll-entry search in multiple collections

should be term-oriented, intuitively clear and based on common linguistic

categories.

R R I D G I N G  M I S M A T C H E S  B E T W E E N  D A T A  C A T E G O R I E S

The problem of mismatches between data categories can be solved with

the help of mapping. I f  nr ismatches are nominal,  for example, i f  names of

data categories di f fer or the same contents are presented di f ferent ly,  direct

mapping between data categories can be used. Once the direct mapping is

applied, the data in the aggregated resource can be searched with the same

precision as in the or iginal  databases.

More substantial differences between data categories require finding a

common denominator through the rnapping between classifications of data

category sets.  The use of a common denominator somewhat decreases the

precision of the search, but this is the only way to provide cornrnon search

for terminological resotlrces with different structure. If the user is not ready

to sacrifice the precision of the search, he has to perform separate search in

each individual col lect ion.

As with data erchange in general .  t rs ing an intermediate format,  i .e.

some br idging classi f icat ion of data categories, is more effect ive in the long
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run than mult iple mappings between di f ferent classi f icat ions. The general

pr inciples of the classi f icat ion of data categories intended for serving as a

common interface between other classifications are as follows:

1. Since classes of the classi f icat ion are supposed to serve as comlnon

denominators. they have to be on a higher level of abstraction than most
"pr imit ive" data categorie 's which are not subdivided further.  At the same

time the level of  abstract ion may not be too high because the users would

not be interested in a classi f icat ion which is too general .  In pract ice a clas-

sification with two levels of abstraction is sufficient.

2.  The classi f icat ion shotr ld cover al l  types of LSP expressions which are

typical ly descr ibed in terminological  c latabases, including term elements,

proper names, nomenclature, set phrases, etc.

3. The classi f icat ion should contain only those data categories which

are direct lv related to the clescr ipt ion of LSP expressions. Descript ion of

technical  and adrninistrat ive aspects (e.g. nredium, encodings, sources. rel i -

ability, etc.) is a different task.

4. The classification should be hierarchical, but several bases of division

should be al lowed on the same level of  abstract ion.

5. The ciassi f icat ion should be extensible. i .e.  i t  should contain cateqorv
"other" on each level of the hierarchy.

These pr inciples have to be combined with the requirement of user-

fr iendl iness mentioned above. In our opinion classi f icat ion based on l in-

guistic functions of the data is a particularly strong candidate in the latter

respect.

In the br idging classi f icat ion basecl on the l inguist ic funct ions the focus

is shi f ted from the names of data categories to the funct ion or funct ions of

the data they contain. A comparison which can be made here is a l ibrary

with i ts alphabet ic and subiect director ies.

Search by the names of data categories is simi lar to t t re search with the

help of an alphabetical directory. Thc' title gives sorne clue about the con-

tents of the book, but sometimes i t  can be misleading. Besides, users cannot

guess all the possible titles which cover a certain topic. Alphabetic direc-

tory is useful in cases when the users knolv for sure what item(s) they want

to locate. Most l ibrarv Lrsers, however.  start  their  search with the subf ect

directory because they do not know before'hand what i tems cover the topic

they are interested in.

Terminological  portal  which aggregates mult iple tern-r inological  col lec-

.1 -) Igor Kudashev \ Improuing Contpatibi l i ty of Terminological. .



t ions lv i th di f ferent sets of data categories poses the same problem to users

as the realm of books on the shelves of a librarl'. Users know what kind of

information they are interested in (grammar. meaning, Lrsage, etc.) ,  brr t

they do not necessari ly know in what data categories this information can

be found. In di f ferent terminological  col lect ions simi iar types of data mav

reside in different data fields. For exarnple, information about the areal

status of an LSP expression can be found in such iields as usage, regional

label, language symbol, etc.

I f  the search is based on the l inguist ic funct ions of the data. users don' t

need to care aborrt  the eract names of data categories. They just specify

that they are looking for information about areal status, meaning or syno-

nyrns, and the terrninology management system locates and displays full or

abridged entr ies in di f ferent databases which contain the specif ied type of

information. Search by the funct ion may and should be complemented by

search by the name of the fields for those lrsers who knor,l exactly in what

f ields they want to search.

Data f ie lds, l ike l ibrary i tems, may contain di f ferent kinds of l inguist ic

information. For instance, example is a typical  mult i funct ional f ie ld which

may contain information about form, meaning and usage of a term, in

di f ferent proport ions. Each clata category may be described as having one

or several  iunct ions. I t  should also be possible to specify the degree to

rvhich a part icular data categorv ref lects certain funct ions. This charac-

ter ist ic may be verbal (e.g. pr imary and secondary funct ion) or nl tmerical

( e . g .  0 - 1 0 0 % ) .

The easiest way to do the rnapping of a particular clata category set to

the intermediate classi f icat ion is to consider the contents of data f ie lds of

a part icular type uniform and make a simple table of correspondence. A

more precise but also more cornplicated mapping would allow the compilers

to specify cleviations of individual data fields from the valttes used in the'

global table of correspondence. For example, contexts usual ly provide

information about term usage and meaning. I t  is reasonable to include

these types of information in the global table of correspondence as they

pertain to every contL'xt field. Holr,'ever, some contexts may also contain

encyclopedic information. This occasional use of encyclopedic information

may be markecl local l -v.  otr  the f ie id level.
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C L A S S I F I C A T I O N  O F  D A T A  C A T E G O R I E S  B A S E D  O N

L I N C } U I S T I C  F U N C T I O N S  O F  T H E  D A T A

Since LSP expressions are l inguist ic signs, information about them can
be divided into information about their form, meaning, Ltsage, relations
to other units.  or igin and development.  Below each of these classes is de-
scribed in detail and some examples of the data belonging to them are. pro-
vided. Please see Appendix 1 for the compact version of the classification.

Data related to forrn

LSP expressions have two forms - written and oral. Besides, data related
to the form of an LSP expression may be subdivided into three classes:

- data related to the canonical  forn;
- data related to the formation of the unit;
- data related to the inflection of the unit.

D A T A  R E L A T E D  T O  C A N O N I C A L  F O R ] V l

Canonical form is the form in which the headword is given in the da-
tabase. I t  serves as "representat ive" for other forms. For example, in most
European lirnguages the canonical form for nouns is nominative singular
and for verbs inf ini t ive presence. However,  rules for choosing canonical
form vary in different language's and lexicographical traclitions.

Here are a few exarnples of the data related to written canonical form:
- type of expression by its written form (e.g. full forrn, abbreviated

form, syrnbol,  formula. etc.) ;
-  spel l ing of the form:
- spel l ing var iants of the form;
- hyphenat ion.

Examples of data related to oral canonical form:
- type of expression by i ts oral  form (e.g. in i t ia l ism, acronym);
-  pronunciat ion;
- pronllnciation variants of the form;
-  sy l lab i f i ca t ion .

As one can see. some data categories may relate to both wri t ten and oral
forms. For example, indicat ing that a part icular expression is an ini t ia l ism,
i .e.  an abbrc.viated form made of in i t ia l  let ters of the ful l  term, in which
these le t te rs  a re  p ronounced ind iv idua l l y  (e .g .  Un i ted  Nat ions  -  UN) ,
provides information about both wri t ten and oral  forms. Besides, i t  may
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be said to provide infornat ion about term formation, or igin and develop-

ment .

D A T A  R E L A T E D  T ' O  T E R M  F O R M A T I O N

Eramples of the data related to the formation of LSP expressions:
-  term components and term elements;
-  morpheme structure;
-  syntact ical  model;
-  model of  term formation;
-  method(s) of term formation;
-  morphologicalvar iants;
- derivatives.

D A T A  R E L A T E D  T O  I N F I , E ( ] T I O N

Eramples of the data relatecl  to the inf lect ion of LSP expressions:
-  grammatical  parameters (number, gender,  animacy, etc.) ;
-  complete or part ial  paradigm of the forms;
- rnodels of inf lect ion, conjugat ion, etc.

Data related to rneaning

This part  of  the classi f icat ion starts with a rather marginal category in

order to keep in l ine with other sect ions. LSP erpressions may be cl iv ided

into several  c lasses depending on how much their  inner form ref lects their
meaning. For example, a set expression is a unit ,  the meaning of which

cannot be deduced from the combined sense of the words making up the

expression.

Apart  f rom that,  data related to the meaning of LSP expressions can be

divided into two big categories. The first one is logical meaning - description

of the logical  concept denotecl  by an LSP expression. This tvpe of informa-

t ion is usual ly provicled in terminological  def ini t ions and def ini t ion- l ike

descript ions.

The secotrcl category incltrcies rather heterogeneorls cornponents of meall-

ing which can be cal led induced meaning. These components include, for

example:
-  di f ferent connotat ions, i .e.  evaluat ive components of the meaning;
- inner form of the erpre.ssion ( i ts " l i teral" ,  morpheme-by-morpheme

meaning);
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-  other LSP or LGP meanings of the same expression;
- colnponents of meaning result ing from antonyntous. synonymous,

paronymous and other systematic relat ions of the expression;
- di f ferent kinds of associat ions;
-  conlponents of meaning result ing fronr consonance! rhymes, etc.
\A/e cal l  these components of meaning " induced" be'cause they result

f rorn the att i tude of language users towards the objects denoted by LSP
erpressions, f rom associat ior-rs of the users or from relat ions of an LSP
erpression with other language units.  In this sense addit ional components
of meaning are " indrrced" on the LSP erpression by language users, other
language units or both. For more information about the presentat ion of
induced rneaning in LSP dict ionaries see (Kr.rdashev 2006; Kudashev 2007:
254-2s8) .

Indlrced components are welcorne and even cultivated on purpose when
they create posit ive associat ions aud connotat ions or al low Lrsers ro express
their  at t i tude to the subject in informal communicat ion. However,  in most
cases they only distract the users'at tent ion from the logical  meaning which
is supposed to be at the core of LSP cornmunicat ion. This is probably
one of the reasons rvhy components of induced meaning have to a great
extent been neglected in terminology theory. However,  taking them into
considerat ion is an important prerequisi te for successful  terminological
nonrination and effective LSP conrmunication.

Data related to encyclopedic description
Encyclopedic descr ipt ion provides information about objects denoted

bv LSP erpressions. and in nrost cases this information is ertral ingtr ist ic.
However, sometimes it is not easy to draw the line between the description of
the concept and the description of the object denoted by an LSP expression.
Many terminological databases already contain information which accounts
as e'ncyclopedic descr ipt ion, and the share of such information is erpected
to grow in the future as different types of reference products tend to draw
closer to each other (cf .  Hartmann 2001: 5).  To acknowledge this fact we
have decidecl to include encyclopedic clescr ipt ion into the classi f icat ion of
the data categories related to the descript ion of LSP erpressions.

Data related to usage

Information related to usage appears to be the most asked-for type of
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terminological data (Kudashev 2007: 207).

big categories:
-  restr ict ions in usage;
-  { r . n r r p n r ' r -  n l  r 1 5 9 .

I t  can be subdivided into two

I ) A T A  R E L A T E D  1 O  R E S T R I C  I O N S  I N  U S A G I ]

Usage of anv LSP expression is restr icted to at least some nat ional lan-

guage, domain and chronological  per iod. In addit ion to this t lsage may be

restr icted to certain geographical  area, professional group, organizat ion,

register,  etc.  Belolv is the l ist  of  the most frequent restr ict ions of usage with

a few-erarnple's in brackets:
-  nat ional language (en, f i ,  ru);
-  domain and srrbdomain (physics -  atomic physics -  high energy

physics);
-  scient i f ic school/ theory (Newton's physics. Einstein's physics; Danish

stnrctural ism in l inguist ics);
-  chronological  restr ict iorr  (obsolete, neologisrn. used during WWII):
-  geographical  restr ict ion (en-US, en-GB, dialect erpression);
-  otganizat ional restr ict ion ( terrn rrsed inlby Nokia. Microsoft .  UN,

wHo);
-  proprietary restr ict ion ( trade mark. t rade name);
-  register restr ict ions (off ic ial  term. inforrnal term. professional s lang)l
- professional group restrictions (p\sicians, nurses, nredical assistants):
-  combinatory restr ict ions ( to carry out/conduct/make/ launch an in-

vest igat ion):
- cornpliance restrictions (standardized, preferred. recornrnended, non-

recon-rmended term).

The tlvo latter types of restrictions probably need to be comrnented on

in more detai l .

Data related to cornbinatory restr ict ions

Combinatory power is the abi l i ty of  l inguist ic uni ts to form bigger units.

Combinatorv power can be divided into semantic,  lexical  ancl  s; ' -ntact i -

cal .  Semantic combinatory power suggests that erpressioirs do not have

controversial  components in their  meaning. Lexical  combinatory power

manifests i tsel f  in the abi l i ty of  erpressions to combine- rvi th certain other

lexical means. Syntactical combinatory power is the ability of an e-rpres-
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sion to colnbine lv i th certain grammatical  forms of other expressions and
attxi l iary words. Combinatory restr ict ions are usual ly descr ibed r. t i th the
help' ,  of  svntact ical  models,  examples and contexts.

Data related to cornpl iance restr ict ions

Te.rminoiogical  products tend to be more or less prescr ipt ive in nature.
This normativeness may range from recommendations by the compilers or
domain experts whom they have consulteci to normative authorization. In
any case the quest ion is about the compl iance of an LSP expression with
a "good" or "correct" style ( from the cornpi lers 'point of  v iew), and in the
case of staudards -  also with some normative document.

D A I A  R E I - A T E D ' I ' O  F R E Q U E N C Y  O F  U S E

Information about the frequency of use may be based on corpus evidence
and erpressed numerically or it may be a more or less subjective estimate
expressed verbal ly (e.g. commonly used - infrequent ly used - rarely used).

Data related to systernatic relations

By systenratic relations we mean ontological relations (relations containing
knowledge about the world), systematic lexical relations and cross-language
equivalence relat ions. Belou, are exatnples of the most common systenat ic
re la t ions :

-  svl tonymousrelat ions;
-  a n t o n y m o u s r e l a t i o n s :
-  homonymousrelat ions;
-  paron)  mous re la t ions :
-  generic relat ions;
-  part i t ive relat ions;
-  non-hierarcl-r ical  ontological  relat ions (associat ive, sequent ial ,  tem-

poral .  causal,  etc);
-  (cross- language) equivalence relat ions.
Relat ions pertaining to word formation, inf ler ion and combinatory

power of expressions do not belong to this category because they are not
systematic lexical relations.

Data related to origin and development
This type of data is close to etymological  data but not l imited to i t .  I t

may include. for example:
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-  information on the forms from which a specif ied LSP erpression is
bel ier.ed to or iginate;

-  information on the stages of developrnent of a specif ied LSP expres-
sion:

-  information on earl ier forrn(s),  meaning(s).  usage, etc.  of  a specif ied
LSP expression.

C O N C L U S I O N S

In this article u,e have discussecl the principles of data classification aimed
at br idging structural  mismatches between data categories in di f ferent ter-
minological  col lect ions. Intended appl icat ions of the classi f icat ion include
aggregat ion and merging of terrninological  data, organizat ion of ful l -entry

search in mult iple ternr inological  col lect ions and tai lor ing the entr ies in
accordance with users'  preferences.

Two latter tasks recluire that the classification shoulcl be rather simple and
intui t ivel .v clear to common users of terminological  products. Classi f ica-

t ion based on l inguist ic f t rnct ions of the data sc'ems to be one of the best
candidates in this respect.  Search based on the l inguist ic funct ions of the
data effectively supplements the search by the names of data categories and
has the same funct ion a-s subject directorv in a l ibrarv.

In this art ic le we have focused on the classi f icat ion of data related to
the descript ion of LSP e,rpressions as i t  is the most importar l t  type of data
presented in terminological  databases. Classi f icat ions of other types of data,
such as information about sor lrces, users and terminology managenlent
transactions, will be available in the specifications of the ContentFactory
project which is aimed at designing an ontology-basecl plat form for
distr ibuted col laborat ive terminologv work. The project ends in 2010 and
a large part  of  i ts internal docurnentat ion rvi l l  be made publ ic.
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A P P E N D I X  1 .  C L A S S I F I C A T I O N  O F  T E R M I N O L O G I C A L

D A T A  B A S E D  O N  I T S  L I N G U I S T I C  F U N C T I O N S

Valtres in angle brackets are candidates for the formal representat ion of
the categories. These values are used in Appendix 2 for the sake of brevity.

1. Data related to forrn. <termForrn>

1.1. Type of LSP expression by its form. l,termForm: termType)
1.2.1. Data related to rvr i t ten form. <termForm: wri t tenl-orm>

L2.2. Data related to oral  form. <terrnForm: oralForm>
1.3.1. Data related to canonicai  form. <termForm: canonicalForm>
1.3.2. Data related to term fornrat ion. l termForm: termFormotion>
1.3.3. Data related to inf lect ion. <termForm: termlnf lect ion>
2.Data related to rneaning. ltermMectning>
2. i .  Type of LSP expression by correspondence of i ts meaning to i ts form.
< t ermM eaning: ter mTy p e>

2.2. Data related to logical meaning. <termMeaning: logicalMeaning>
2.3. Data related to inducecl meaning. ltermMeaning: inducedMeaning>
3. Encyclopedic de scriptio n. 1 terrnEncy cI opedi cD escripti on >
4. Data related to usage. ltermUsage>

4.1. Data related to restr ict ions of usage. <,termUsage: restr ict ions>
:1.1.1. Data related to nat ional language restr ict ions. <termUsage: restr ic-
tions: language>

4.L2. Data related to domain restr ict ions. l , termusage: restr ict ions: domein>
4.L3. Data related to scient i f ic school or theory restr ict ions. <term(Jsage:
r est ric tions: sc hoolO rT h eory>

4. i .4.  Data related to chronological  restr ict ions. <terrn(Jsage: restr ict ions:
chronological>

4.f  .5.  Data related to geographical  restr ict ions. { termUsage: restr ict ions:
geographical>
'1 .1 .6.  Data related to organizat ional restr ict ions. { termUsage: restr ict ions:

organizational>

4.I .7.  Data rel :r ted to proprietarv restr ict ions. l term(Jsage: restr ict ions: pro-
prietarv)
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4.1.8. Data related to register restrictions. <term(Jsage: restrictions..regisler)
4.7.9. Data related to professional group restr ict iorrs.  <termlJsage: restr ic-
tion s : p r of e s si onal G r ou p>
4.1.10. Data related to combinatory restr ict ions .  l term(Jsage: restr ict ions:
combinatory)

4.1.11. Data related to compl iance restr ict ions. t termt-Jsage: restr ict ions:
compliance>

4.2. Data related to frequency of use. ltermLlsage: frequencv>
5. Data related to systematic relations. <termRelotions>
5.1. Data related to synonymous relat ions. <termRelat ions:
synonymousRelation)

5.2. Data related to antonymous relat ions. l termRelat ions:
antonymousRelation>

5.3. Data related to homonymous relat ions. <termllelat ions:
homonymousRelation>

5. '1.  Data related to paronymous relat iorts.  <termRelat ions:
paronymousRelation)

5.5. Data related to generic relations. <termRelations: generic.Relation)
5.6. Data related to part i t ive relat ions. <termRelat ions: r tqrt i t iaeRelet ion>
5.7. Data related to non-hierarchical  ontological  relat ions. <termRelat ions:
non- hi e r ar c hic alO ntologic alR el q t ion>
5.8. Data related to equivalence reiat ions. <termRelat ions:
equiualenceRelation>

6. Data related to origin and developrnent. (terrnoriginAndDeuel-
opment)

7. other types of data related to the description of an LSp expres-
sion <ferm OtherRelat e dD at a >

A P P E N D I X  2 .  E X A M P L E  O F  M A P P I N G  O F  S O M E  I S O
1 2 6 2 0  1 9 9 9  D A T A  C A T E G O R I E S  I N T O  T H E  I , U N C T I O N A L
C L A S S I F I C A T I O N  O F  T E R M I N O L O C ; I C A L  I ) A T A

See Appendix 1 for the decryption of the formal representation of the
categories which are used for the sake of brevity. euestion mark after a data
category means that the presence of the specif ied kind of data is subject
to the interpretat ion of the data category. I f  subcategories can be mapped
in the exact same way as tl-reir parent category, only the parent category is
describecl .
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Drre to space lirnitations only the first subgroup of clata categories from
the ISO I2 ( t20 :1999 s tandard  is  covered.

A. I terrn
Nofe: term (headu..ord) lies outside thc- scope of classification which covers
data categories related to the descript ion of LSp expressions. However,
technicall-v data category term is iclentical to the written form of the term.
Functional classification: not applicable or <rterrnForm: writt enForm>
4.2.I terrn type
Note'.in the ISo 72620:1999 standard this caregory includes various kinds
of LSP erpressions and may contain different types of data. see subcate_
gories for more information.
A.2. l . l  main entry terrn
Nofe: information about the structure of the entry is not data relatc.d to the
descript ion of LSP erpressions. However,  this category indirect ly ref lects
preferent 'e.

Functional classification: not applicable or <termLlsage: restrictions: compli_
0nce>

4.2.1.2 synonym
Note: when opposed to main e.ntrv term, this categorv ref lects preference.
I ts pr imary frrnct ion is,  howeve'r ,  ref lect ion of svnonymous relat ions.
Functional classification: ltermRelations: synonymousRelation>; (termlJsage:
restric tions: complianc e> |
4.2.1 . 3 quas i-synon).rn
No/e: sanre as previous.
Function,l classification: <termRelations: srnonymousRelation>; <termI)sage:
res tric tions: contpliance>?
4.2.1,4 internat ional scient i f ic terrn
Note: depending on the interpretat ion of this category and i ts co' tents.
this data category nray pro' ide information about cornpriance, la 'guage
restr ict ions. or iginat ion and development.
Functional classi.fication: <termLlsage: restrictions: compliance); < term(Jsage:
r es tr ic tion s : lan guage> ? i < t er m () r iginAn d D eu elop m ent> |
4.2.1 .5 cornmon name
Nofe: common name is a sy'onynr of an internat ional scient i f ic tc.rm that
is 'sed in general  c l iscourse. This data category rnay provide information
about restr ict ions related to register,  compl iance and professionai group.
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Functional classification'. <termUsage: restrictions: register> ; <t ermUsage: re-

sfriclions: compliance> : <t ermusage: restric tions: professionalGroup>?

A.2.I .6 internat ional isrn

Nofe: depending on the contents this data categorv nrav provide informatiot-r

related to language restr ict ions, ternl  formation, or iginat ion and develop-

ment.

Functional classification: <termUsage: restrictions: Ianguage>i <termForm:

t e r nt F o r m a t i o n > l', < t e r m() r i gi n An tl D eu e I o p m e n t > ?

A.2,L.7 ful l  forrn

No/e:this data category provides information about the type of term by i ts

form.

Fu nc t ional c Ia s si fic at ion'. < t e rmForm : t e r m Ty p e'>

A.2.1.8 abbreviated forrn of term

No/e:depending on the contents, this data category and al l  i ts subcategories
(A.2 .1 .8 .1  abbrev ia t ion .  A .2 .1 .8 .2  shor t  fo rm o f  te rm,  A .2 .1 .8 .3  in i -

t ia l isrn, A.2.1.8.4 acronyrn and A.2.1.8.5 cl ipped terrn) may provide

information related to type of term by i ts form, oral  form: term formation,

or igin and development.

Functional classification: <termForm: termType> ; <termForm: oralForm>? ;
<. t erm Form: t ermFormat i on>'/'. <,t erm() riginAnd D ett elopm en t>

A.2 . I .9  var ian t

Nofe: depending on the contents, this data category may provide informa-

t ion about preference, term formation, or igin ancl deveiopment.

Functional classification: <termUsage: restrictions: compliance>; <termForm:

t ermFor ma t io n> ? ; < t e r mO r iginAntl D eu elopment> ?

A.2. 1.  10-A .2.1.I4 ( transl i terated forrn, t ranscr ibed forrn, rornan-

ized form, syrnbol and formula)

No/e: these data categories provide inforrnation about the type of term b,,,-

i ts form.

Functional classification: ltermForm: termType)

A. 2. 1.  I  5-A .2.L.I7 (equat ion, logic al  expression, rnater i  als rnanage -

ment categories)

Nofe: these units can not be headwords in terminolosical  c lzrtabases.

Functional classification: not applicable.

A.2.1. 18 phraseological  uni t

Note: in ISO 12620:1999 this category is spl i t  into three strbcategories:col-

locat ion, set phrase and, synonymous phrase. Col locat ion cart  not be counted
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as a phraseological  uni t  as i t  does not correspond to the def ini t ion of a

phraseological unit prorrided in the standard. synonymous phrase seems to

be an unltecessaly catc.gorli The same information can be expressed with

two other data categories: se/ phrase and synonym.

Functionsl classit' ication: not applicable.

A.2. 1.  18. f  col locat ion

Nofe: this data category provides information about combinatory restr ic-

t ions.

Functional classification: 1t erm[Jsage: restric tions: combinatory>

A.2.1.I8.2 set phrase

Nofe; this clata category provides information about the type of term by

correspondence of i ts mc-aning to i ts form.

Furtctional classificat ion'. ltermMeaning: t errnType>

A.2.18.3 synonyrnous Phrase
No/e: as was stated above, this category is probably unnecessar,v. If used.

i t  provides information about the tvpe of term by correspondence of i ts

meaning to i ts form and aiso about synonymous relat ions.

Ftrnct ionct l  c lassi f icat ion' .  <termMeaning: termType>; <termRelat ions:

synonymousRelation>

A.2 .1 .19  s tandard  tex t

Nofe: staldarcl  terts can not be headwords in terminological  databases.

Functional classiiicatior?: not applicable.

T E R M I N I J O S  R I N K I N I l J  S U D E R I N A M U M O  G E R I N I M A S  T A I K A N T  D U O M E N l l  K A I E G O R I J \ l  K I A S I T I K A ( I J 4

Vie na i i  inforlraci jos ir  vpac: terminologi jos iStekl iq pldtros tendenci iq yra atskirq

duomenq baziq jur.rgirnas ididcl ius portalr,rs ir  sqsaiq tarp tokiq portzrlq ktrr imas. To

pavyztlvs gal i  buti  Eurt>TermBankas (http:, / i rvw$rourotermbank.com). Dideiant in-

formaci jos apint i iai  1r vartotoiq tokierls produktanrs kel iantienrs relkalavimams, auga

poreikis lZt ikr int i  i i lpist ing paieik4, apirnandi4 visus iodyntl  straipsniq laukus. ir  gal i-

rr-rybg pateikt i  t ik tas inforrnaci jos katcgori jas, kurios tuo metu clomina vartotoi4. Siems

uZdaviniams sprqsti  reikal inga duomentl kategori i t l  klasif ikaci ia, kuri4 butq gal ima

t2ikvt i  kaip rern.r inologiniq baziq, turindiq skirt ingq struktr.1r4. , ,b.-n.1rq I 'ardikl i ' l  Svarbus

tokios klarsif ikaci jos reikalar. imas jos paprasttrmas ir aiSkunras paPrastienls t tr tninolo-

gi jos prodLrktr l  \-artotojanrs. Straipsr.ryle aptrrr iana l ingvist inernis duomenq funkci iornis

paremta klasif ikaci ia galtrtq tapti  tokiu . .bendru vardiki iu' l
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ncn0n  b30BAH 14  E  MTTAK ' lA (C0B  AAH H  b lX  KAK  (  PEACTB0  yny ' r  i l r  EH  148

C () B M E C T 14 M O C T 14 T E P M 14 H OII O T 14 II E C K 14 X K ON T E K U }.I R

O.qnoir  i l  3 TeH,4eHr1xr i  pa:nulrzr  uHQopuar luoHubrx pecvpcoB B r leroM r-r  ' repMrlHo-

/rorur iecKux B qacrnoclu cra;ro o6re; lurrcHr4e'pa3po3HCHHhrx 6a:  rasHmx R r(pyrrHbr€r

roprarrbl r  co3AaHI4e o6l1ux uHlep<|ei icon K HuM. I lpur ' repor ' r  Moxer cnvxcurr '  Enpo-

TepuEaux (ht tp: / /wwr ' r ' .eurotermbank.com).  f lo r , repe pocla o6ne-uou r lur lopr ' raqurr  l r

rpe6oraHui i  f lo . r rb3oBarerrei i  r  nogo6Hr,rM npoi lyK'raM pacrer norpe6Hocrr  s o6ccne--

qeHrru paci l rupeHHofo nor, rcKa, oxBaTbrBaro[ Icfo Bce rro l r {  cronaPrrr , rx c l l re i ,  .1 TaKxc

Bo3Mo)KHOcru oro6paxeu:r,tr nt4lth lex r(arefopl.{ii trrr(ropruraqlr[! I{olopr]re n 4aHnr,rii

MoMeHT 14HTepecyior nonbioBare,'rrr. 3ru :a.r1a-rlr rpc6r'rur rrul;rr.rarnfl xaaccuc],lrxaqllrr

nur lop.uaqnorrHbrx Kareroplr i i .  xor tp.r l  ,vor ; ra 6r , r  c / ry l<r l r ' l ,  <o6rqr ' r rn l  3Haruenarc, ' reMD

.qrq repMuHo,'rorr,rqecKux 6a: c pa:nuuHoii clpyrrvpoii. He-rtranona)Kr{r,rM rpe6oBaHr'reM

r nogo6rroi r<naccr.rcfuxaqun ,rBrr.sercr cc frpoclo'ra 14 rrorrrrrr]ocrh xrrr npocrblx rroJrrr-

sonarerreii 'r'epMr.rHorrorr.rrtecKI4x rlpoAyKToB. B crarne o[rrcbrBaercrr or'IlrH r.r3 BO:lMo)K-

HblX KaHAr.rAaTOB Ha pOni' uO6rqero 3HaMerra'r'elao - xnaccn{rr4Karlr4-fl. ocHoBaHHar rra

JrlrHrRr{crr{rrecrux <f yHrrlr.rrx .{aHHbr\.
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