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Rapid development of concepts in modern sociology leads to the emergence of a large
number of neological terms. Currently, the academic language of Russian sociology sees an
active expansion of foreign language terminology and translated terms reflecting changes in
the English-language social picture of the world. However, the lack of consistency in intra-
lingual and inter-lingual translation of new terms may complicate the understanding of this
terminology by representatives of multilingual academic schools. This study aims to analyse
modern English sociological terms and translated borrowings in Russian, to explore their
form and conceptual content in two languages, the degree of their conventionality in the sci-
entific thesaurus of multilingual sociological schools and the possibility of an adequate trans-
fer of terminological meaning from English into Russian. The authors view the sociological
term as a cognitive, linguistic and cultural phenomenon, and study its synchronic and dia-
chronic variability. The article is an attempt to illuminate the problem from a purely linguis-
tic and translation point of view and to point out the need for combining efforts to systematise
and harmonise the English and Russian terminologies of sociology.
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1. Introduction

The rapid change in the social sphere and the sociological picture of the
world is a characteristic feature of our time. Today we are witnessing the
rapid development of the categorical-conceptual apparatus of sociology
(Chernetsky, 2015), which is expressed in a constant increase in neological
terms. According to statistics, a new direction in science may entail replen-
ishment of the special vocabulary stock with at least one hundred new con-
cepts. Against the background of “trends of accelerating and increasingly
complex dynamics within Russian sociology” (Kravchenko, 2019, p. 34), there
is a constant exchange and mutual enrichment of ideas between Russian and
foreign (English-speaking) experts, which is accompanied by the active pene-
tration of English terminology into the Russian terminological thesaurus. The
emergence and consolidation of a new term in the recipient language is im-
possible without high-quality translation, which can provide adequate per-
ception of the word by the language system through its speakers.
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Over the past two decades, the systematization of new terminology has
been carried out through compiling the dictionaries of the latest sociological
terminology edited by S. A. Kravchenko (Kravchenko, 2000; 2002; 2003; 2004;
2011; 2012; 2013; Dictionary of the latest sociological terminology with Eng-
lish equivalents, 2019). A tremendous amount of work has been done to cap-
ture the new research tools: dictionary entries give an idea of the dynamics
of the conceptual apparatus of sociology, reflect the nuances of the author-
coined terms, describe the terms of disciplines related to sociology, and re-
veal terminological ambiguity. However, a number of problems still remain
unresolved, among which the following can be highlighted: conceptual in-
stability of terms, terminological synonymy, arbitrary variation of forms,
sound dissonance of terms in the recipient language as a result of tracing, as
well as obvious translation errors when transferring the conceptual content
of the original term. The purpose of this study is to highlight these issues
and offer recommendations for overcoming the challenges.

2. Conceptual and linguistic nature of a sociological term
and its modern representation

The nature of the term as a special linguistic unit is a complex unity of
language, cognition and communication (Cabré, 1999; Faber Benitez, 2009,
p- 112—114). The linguistic understanding of the term proceeds from the
idea that it is “given to us in the form of a unit of language”, which “is a
natural linguistic substrate (basis) of the term” (Leichik, 2007, p. 27). The
term is formalized and functions according to the laws of natural language.
The cognitive component of a term is the content, scope and structure of the
concept that it conveys. The close interaction of these two instances can be
traced in the definitions of the term given by scholars of domestic and for-
eign terminological schools: “Term is a linguistic unit which conveys con-
ceptual meaning within the framework of specialized knowledge texts” (Fa-
ber, Benitez, 2009, p. 112—114). “A term is a nominative special lexical unit
(word or phrase), adopted for the exact naming of concepts” (Grinev-
Grinevich, 2008, p. 30). The communicative aspect of a terminological unit is
expressed in the fact that it is designed to record, accumulate and transmit
professional information, to participate in creating texts of various commu-
nicative purposes (Leichik, 2007, p. 66 —69; Sager, 1990, p. 99—128). In this
sense, the terminology of different branches of knowledge has different spe-
cifics based on how close the connection of a particular science with related
disciplines is, what is the dynamics of its development, and how open it is to
interact with other scientific schools.

A specific feature of sociological discourse is the reflection of methodo-
logical pluralism: the application of various scientific approaches and the
use of various scientific thesauri lead to the destruction of a single cognitive
space, within which it is possible to achieve mutual understanding and ade-
quate interpretation of new terminology. Moreover, “in Russian sociology,
there is still no scientific language adequate for understanding and explain-
ing Russian social specifics, which is why when studying it, many research-
ers are forced to use exclusively the language of Western academic science,
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which was formed in a different cognitive environment for examining other
sociocultural realities” (Lubsky, 2015, p. 131). Thus, cultural context is not
only a defining feature of social science discourse, but also a source of cogni-
tive dissonance within it.

Sociological terminology has the same contradictory character. On the one
hand, the formed terminological core with its conventional uses testifies to the
maturity of this terminology. On the other hand, it is a young system in its
making, which is characterized by hypothetical terms, polysemy and synon-
ymy, as well as terminological ambiguity, i.e. the lack of a consensus among
experts on the definition of some concepts (Maikova, 2016, p. 172—173).

Many modern English terms recorded in the dictionaries of the new so-
ciological vocabulary can be classified as terminoids, which are characte-
rized by unstable conceptual content. This results in the inaccuracy of their
meaning, contextual dependence, and often variation in form. According to
S.V. Grinev-Grinevich, “terminoids are usually recorded in descriptive dic-
tionaries indicating different points of view on their content” (Grinev-
Grinevich, 2008, p. 44). Here is an example from “The Dictionary of the latest
sociological terminology with English equivalents”: quantified self — quanti-
tative measurement of oneself — according to V. Mosco, opportunities for
quantifying "self" is now almost ubiquitous... The term is sometimes used to
simply account for a growing tendency to focus on quantifying bodily ac-
tions. It is also used in the dramatic meaning of reducing the amount of “I”
to the amount that turns personal identity into something more than static
reading due to qualitative, subjective and other non-quantifiable dimensions
of life (Kravchenko, 2019, p. 42). This dictionary entry is characterized by a
vague description, even if the dictionary is of an encyclopedic nature.

A special kind of terminoids are pre-terms, which name new, well-
formed concepts, but they often do not meet the requirement of conciseness.
An example of a descriptive pre-term is the following: European Union as
community of fate — a metaphor used by A. Giddens to describe the current
situation in the EU (Kravchenko, 2019, p. 34 —35).

A huge layer of neologisms is represented by the author's coined terms,
which is quite explicable: the newest concepts are introduced into scientific
use by individual authors or by small groups of like-minded people. Such
terms are called individual. According to V.M. Leichik, “as soon as the theo-
ry in which they appear becomes generally accepted, they become a social
phenomenon. Otherwise, such terms remain occasional” (Leichik, 2007,
p- 95). At this stage in the development of sociological terminology, they cer-
tainly fall into the category of author's occasional (coined) words that have
some signs of terminoids. Their further consolidation in the terminology sys-
tem depends on how well the theories behind them are accepted, which, as a
rule, is revealed in diachrony. In the dictionaries by S.A. Kravchenko, “the
introduction of new terms happens while the methodology and the quality
of sociological thinking of its author is disclosed” (Kravchenko, 2019, p. 4).
The list of these authors includes the prominent sociologists M. Castells,
Z. Bauman, U. Beck, J. Urri, W. Vanderburg, J. Alexander, R. Braidotti, A. Gid-
dens, H. Marcuse, V. Mosco, C. Perrow, E. Fromm, A.R. Radcliffe-Brown
and many others. The terms national network safety and network security
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(Kravchenko, 2011, p. 33) can serve as a clear example of the meaningful dis-
crepancy of the term among different authors. The first term was originally
introduced in Russian by S. A. Kravchenko, and then translated into English,
the emergence of the second occurred in the reverse order. As a result, two
practically identical terms appeared in the Russian language (network securi-
ty) with a difference in one definition of “national”. However, their identity
is manifested only in the linguistic shell. Conceptually, we have two differ-
ent terms, the second of which, moreover, is polysemantic, i.e. internally
splits into two meanings: 1) national network safety — according to S. A. Krav-
chenko, it is the state of protection of the country’s national interests, due to
the functional self-sufficiency of each security link... 2) network security is,
1) according to J. Urri. Uri, is a security model based on social networks, al-
lowing to identify those who are considered a source of threat; and
2) according to A. Crawford, it is a form of security relatively autonomous
from national states, which is acquiring a global character. Thus, the concept
“network” in the adjective “network” receives a completely different inter-
pretation: in the first term it means the national security system with all its
links (military-political, informational, social), and in the second — a social
network, which, on the contrary, does not focus on much narrower national
but rather on wider global interests. The coexistence of such lexemes, similar
in form, but different in content, indicates a violation of certain requirements
for the term: meaning-wise, it breaches the consistency of its semantics (here
the lexical and terminological meanings confront to a certain extent), form-
wise, it denies motivation, i.e. semantic transparency, which makes it possi-
ble to form an idea of the concept being transmitted. The elimination of such
contradictions can be facilitated by the concept harmonization and the term
harmonization within the framework of the standardization process, which
can reduce or eliminate differences between concepts, as well as unify the
form of their expression (see http:/ /docs.cntd.ru/document/1200104389).

Another important feature of the terminology in sociology is a close
connection with common vocabulary, the correlation in form with the words
of everyday language. With all the apparent clarity of meaning, such lexical
units tend to “increment” new author’s “immediate” meanings, developing
a polysemy: waste — garbage, according to Z. Bauman, is the main product
of the consumer lifestyle (Kravchenko, 2019, p. 65).

In general, the terminology of the social sciences and humanities can be
characterized by the following features: it has a close connection with the ter-
minology systems of related disciplines, it is marked with semantic branching,
it lacks uniformity, unstable in meanings, it has some certain emotional and
subjective-evaluative connotation, it depends on the context, it is stylistically
marked, it has limited and inefficient forms (Bursina, 2014, p. 9).

2. Development of new Russian terms in translation

Translation of terms can be seen as a compromise activity at the intersec-
tion of translation and terminographic work (Cabré, 1999, p. 115). In view of
the interlingual asymmetry of terminological systems, translation of terms
goes beyond the search for lexical equivalents and includes the stages of
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terminographic work: analysis of the conceptual content of a term, definitions
of terms, determining the degree of equivalence of conceptual systems and
individual concepts within these systems (Achkasov, Kazakova, 2018, p. 104).
However, a huge role in this process is assigned to the “technical” side of re-
producing a term in another language, i.e. translation methods. The form in
which the new lexical formation will appear in the target language largely de-
termines its further functioning in the terminological system.

According to the standard specified in the Practical Guide to Social Ter-
minology, neologisation takes three main vectors: “neologism defines a new
term (unedited form), a new meaning of an already existing linguistic form
or a term borrowed from another field of knowledge. In each language, ne-
ologisms are created according to their own rules, which must be followed”
(http:/ /docs.cntd.ru/document/1200104389). The academic style of the
modern Russian language is characterized by a huge number of English-
language borrowings due to the influx of new concepts and ideas. Some of
them survive well through time and get fixed in the terminological system.
According to S.N. Mayorova-Shcheglova, those that meet specific require-
ments will best take root in the language of sociology. The requirements in-
clude laconic form, use of Russian word-building elements (prefixes, suffix-
es), the absence of negative meaningful associations from other spheres of
life, ease of pronunciation, the presence of complete or partial Russian
equivalents (Mayorova-Shcheglova, 2011, p. 100—101). All this can serve as
a guide for the creation of new sociological terms in translation.

The analysis of dictionaries of the new sociological terms revealed a
wide variety of ways English terms transfer into Russian. Translation-wise,
they can be divided into literal and functional translation. Among the meth-
ods of literal translation, transcription and transliteration take a significant
place: (Eng.) downshifting — (Rus.) maymmmdrmar (daunshifting), (Eng.)
domicide — (Rus.) momwmump, (domicid) (Kravchenko, 2011, p. 92; 2019, p. 32).
At the same time, a tendency towards variability of the phonetic forms of the
term is noted, which indicates the unstable behavior of the borrowed termi-
nology in Russian context. Thus, the term tribalism has two phonovariants —
(Rus.) Tpmubanmsm (tribalizm) n Tpavtdanvsm (traibalizm) (Kravchenko, 2019,
p- 121). Of course, this is explained by the fact that the source for the majori-
ty of the new terminological units are articles and reports of sociological fora
and the latest foreign works on sociology, which have not had time to get
tested by time for successful survival. (The most striking example of such a
tendency, borrowed from Wikipedia, can serve as five (!) Russian variants of
the English term survivalism — cypsuBanmsm (survivalizin), cepBariBaausM
(servaivalizm), cypBaviBarim3m  (survaivalizm), BeDKMBanm3M (vyzhivalizm),
BBDKMBaJIBHMYECTBO (vyzhival nichestvo). Such variants are called ‘complex’,
because they include phonetic, grammatical and lexical variations (the latter
are called ‘multilingual doublets’). These discrepancies in terms of the ex-
pression of new terms, as well as the tendency to include redundant variants
in the dictionary reflecting the occasional use of foreign language terms, can
cause significant difficulties in the work of a translator using such dictionar-
ies. The final choice of the variant should result from active analytical work.
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Another common way of introducing translated Russian sociological
terms is full and partial tracing: (Eng.) kentavr-problem — (Rus.) keHTaBp-
npobiema (kentavr-problema) (Kravchenko, 2011, p. 147). It seems not entire-
ly natural for the target language to use incorporation tracing — the for-
mation of complex compound lexemes with hyphenated spelling: (Eng.)
self-as-player — (Rus.) camompmeHTHMdMKaMA-KaK-UrpoKa (samoidentifika-
cija-kak-igroka); self-as-performer — camMommeHTM(PUKAINA-KaK-VCIIOTHM-
TesiA (samoidentifikacija-kak-isponitelja); self-as-character — camompenTIdMI-
Kanysi-KaK-xapakrep  (samoidentifikacija-kak-harakter) (Kravchenko, 2011,
p- 147). Such constructions are more often used by modern Russian-speaking
authors in fiction as a stylistic device, but they are perceived by the Russian-
speaking community as a foreign element. It would be more natural to leave

them without a hyphen.
Functional translation is presented in the following ways: a) full equiva-
lents: path dependence — 3aBucMMOCTB OT Kojew (zavisimost' ot kolei)

(Kravchenko, 2011, p. 116); b) partial equivalents: healthism — 3goposasa
XXn3Hb (zdorovaja zhizn’) (Kravchenko, 2011, p. 114); c) lexical addition:
throwaway society — o0mIecTBO 0OIZHOPa30BBIX/BEIOpaCkIBaeMBIX IIpeIMe-
TOB (obshchestvo odnorazovyh/vybrasyvaemyh predmetov) (Kravchenko, 2011,
p. 224); d) functional analogue: folk theories — crmoHTaHHas comyoaormsa
(spontannaja sociologija) (Kravchenko, 2004, p. 311); e) modulation: culture ac-
cumulation — KyaeTypHOe oboramienue (kul’turnoje obogashchenije) (Krav-
chenko, 2004, p. 248). There are also hybrid terms formed as a result of
mixed types of translation: simulmatics — momenemaTuka (model ' matika) —
equivalent and transliteration (Kravchenko, 2011, p. 197).

Foreign language borrowings entail deviations from the grammatical
norms of the Russian language. In the English academic language of sociol-
ogy, especially in the author's terminology, there is a tendency to use abstract
plural nouns, which is traced in Russian: silences — momgauws (molchanija),
mobilities — mo6wiIbHOCTH (M0bil nosti), risk-solidarities — pyck-commap-
Hoct (risk-solidarnosti) (Kravchenko, 2011, p. 195, 201, 282). Rendering some
English abstract nouns violates one of the pragmatic requirements for the
term, i.e. its euphony. As a result, such Russian terms can number up to seven
syllables and contain several difficult to pronounce consonants in a row: gov-
ernmentality — raBepHMeHTaTBHOCTE (gavernmental’nost’) (cf. also deriva-
tives of raBepHMeHTa/IbHOe 00IecTBO (gavernmental’noje obshchestvo), raBe-
PHMeHTaJIbHasI PallMOHAJIBHOCTD (gavernmental naja racional’nost’), informa-
tional city — mndopmanonansHEII TOpPOR, (informacional nyj gorod) (Krav-
chenko, 2011, p. 64, 220, 269, 81). The euphony of the term also lies in the fact
that it should not evoke unwanted associations, such as mondialisation —
MoHgmanm3anms (mondializacija) (Kravchenko, 2011, p. 201) or heroinism —
repouHM3M/TepoHOMaHMs  (geroinizm/geroinomanija) (Kravchenko, 2004,
p. 75). The latter term means “adoration of heroes” and “cult of heroes of the
past”, but it has a strong association with drugs in the Russian translation. In
such dialexemes, there is an interlingual asymmetry of the content plane,
which consists in the mismatch of the volume of meanings, stylistic, emotion-
al-evaluative connotations, in various denotative correlations, etc. This linguis-
tic phenomenon is also known in translation theory under the name of "false
friends of the translator."
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The analyzed group of terms can also include an environmental term
which has entered the usage. Its incorporation into the language of sociology
is evidenced by its systematic and derivational ability: environmentology —
MHBaVIpOHMeHTOJI0IMA (invaironmentologija), environpolitics — wmHBarpo-
HMeHTa/IbHasA NOoJINTHKa (invaironmental naja politika), paleoenvironment —
nasleMHBaIpOHMeHT (paleinvaironment) (Kravchenko, 2004, p. 136, 297, 273).
However, being fixed in the Russian language, it still shows variability of
form: in the 2019 dictionary (Kravchenko, 2014, p. 12), the term environmental
refugees is used without one letter “n” (the same tendency is observed in so-
ciological Internet articles). Initially, when creating these terms in Russian, it
should have been better to turn to a more laconic root "eco".

4. Terminological synonymy: good or evil?

Synonymy in terms is one of the most urgent issues in terminology and
is associated with the redundancy of a concept naming means (Grinev-Gri-
nevich, 2008, p. 102). According to the reseracher, the terminological syno-
nym and the variant are similar in the sense that they serve to name one
concept, therefore, synonymy and variability can be considered as equiva-
lent concepts.

The analysis showed that terminological synonymy develops in two
ways: 1) several Russian equivalents correspond to one English term (reci-
procity — penumpoKanms/penuIpoKHOCTE (reciprokacija/reciproknost’)) and
vice versa: 2) several English synonyms are translated into one Russian
equivalent (negationism/negativism/nihilism — mwrwmsm (nigilizm)). As
part of our research, we will touch upon the problem of synonymy only in
Russian terminology. So, most examples are morphological variants of the
source English term: participatory demography — mapTunumnaropHas me-
MoOKpatusa (partcipatornaja demokratija) (complete tracing of a foreign lan-
guage suffix), mapTununaTMBHaA geMoKpaTus (participativnaja demokratija)
(half tracing with a Russian suffix — iv) (Kravchenko, 2004, p. 98). In mod-
ern academic discourse, several more variants of this adjective are actively
used, with the replacement of the Russian voiceless hard (m) (ts), followed by
(e1) (y), by a softer (palatalized) consonant (s) — mapTHUcUIaTUBHBIV V1 HIap-
TUCHIIATOPHBIV (partisipativnyj/partisipatornyj). Thus, in diachrony, there is
not a reduction in the morphovariants of the term, but their obvious in-
crease. It should be noted that in terms of content, they are absolute syno-
nyms. Such an inconsistent picture indicates the absence of a centralized
terminological work to streamline the terminology of sociology.

Among other variants of terms, some quite natural for the Russian lan-
guage can be found: decentring — mnemenTpM3M/arieHTpU3M (decen-
trizm/acentrizm) (Kravchenko, 2011, p. 99), where there is a variability of Lat-
in prefixes, which are equivalent and productive in the Russian language; as
well as multilingual doublets such as dissemination — paccensanme/mycce-
MymHanys, the simultaneous use of which is quite acceptable.

All of the above assumes that synonymy hinders the construction of a
coherent system of concepts in the sociological branch, therefore, its aboli-
tion is a striving for the unity of the interpretation of basic concepts. Even
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when trying to normalize the emerging terminology, i.e. fixation in the sys-
tem of terminoids, it is necessary to avoid their variability, so as not to seri-
ously damage the development of this field of knowledge.

5. Transformation of translated terms in diachronic aspect

An analysis of the dictionaries of the new sociological terminology made
it possible to trace how the form and meaning of borrowings changed over a
decade, i.e. follow their diachronic variation. Rita Temmerman, in particu-
lar, focuses it in her work, and connects the lack of uniqueness of the term
with the development of concepts and categories, because most of them
have a flexible intension and extension (Temmerman, 2000, p. 130). Dia-
chronic analysis is also important because “when developing terminology, it
should be possible to revise the selected options and adjust the implemented
terminology depending on the reaction of target users and, as a rule, taking
into account the evolution of word usage” (http://docs.cntd.ru/document/
1200104389).

The diachronic variability of the terms of sociology is expressed in two
planes: the plane of content and the plane of expressing concepts. The
change in the conceptual content of the term occurs through the develop-
ment of polysemy — mainly, the expansion of meaning. A striking example
is the term alcoholism, the former meanings of which are (1) a chronic disease
caused by alcohol abuse; 2) social anomie, expressed in massive alcohol
abuse; 3) personal and behavioral characteristics of an individual who abus-
es alcohol (Kravchenko, 2004, p. 22). Recently a narrow author-coined mean-
ing was added defining “the deformation of social time with the effect the
past that is slipping away, suspending the present, experiencing the future
as the future accomplished” (Kravchenko, 2011, p. 16). The concept of un-
derclass, which is transliterated into Russian as aumepkitacc (anderklass), has
also expanded strongly in author's interpretation: cf. one definition in the
dictionary of 2004 (a discriminated ethnic group compactly living in the
ghetto — (Kravchenko, 2004, p. 29)) versus six author's definitions in the dic-
tionary of 2019 (Kravchenko, 2019, p. 8—9). This term is distinguished by the
instability of meaning at the present stage of development: in the definition,
the authors (both Russian and foreign) point to various reasons for the de-
velopment of such a social class (adherence to certain value orientations,
discrimination in relation to integration into society, failure to perform a
function in the social whole, behavior, social passivity and negative self-
identification). These blurred boundaries between the author's definitions
certifies to the need for both intra-lingual and inter-lingual unification of
such terms.

The formal expression of some terms in the Russian language has un-
dergone no less significant changes. The form developed along two main
vectors: simplification and complication. A more compact form was
achieved in different ways: 1) the transition from descriptive translation to
tracing: phatic communication — xommysuKanma pagu obmenns (kom-
munikacija radi obshchenija) — ‘communication for the sake of communica-
tion) (Kravchenko, 2004, p. 169) — daTndeckast komMyHMKaums (faticheska-
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ja kommunikacija); 2) the transition from a descriptive translation to a full
equivalent: available population (Kravchenko, 2004, p. 233) — HanudaHOe
Hacesermne (nalichnoje naselenije); 3) restructuring of the syntactic structure of
the statement: midlife crisis — Kpw3wuc B cepenmne >xn3am (krizis v seredine
zhizni) — ‘crisis in the middle if life (Kravchenko, 2004, p. 184) — xpwmusmc
cpennero Bo3pacra (krizis srednego vozrasta). It is also interesting to note the
phenomenon of “domestication” of foreign terms in the process of develop-
ment, which is quite rare for the modern Russian language as a transition from a
borrowed form to a more natural Russian equivalent: light pollution — cBeto-
BasA mosuronus (svetovaja pollucija) (Kravchenko, 2004, p. 299) — cBetoBoe
3arpsisHeHMe (svetovoje zagrjaznenije). In this case, it is explained by the per-
sistent association of the word “pollution” with the physiological male phe-
nomenon among the speakers of the Russian language. As for the complica-
tion of the form, it was noted only in terms that were initially dissonant and
acquired a more natural sound: twenty-statements test — mBagmaTmoT-
BeTHBIN TecT (dvadcatiotvetnyj test) (Kravchenko, 2004, p. 444) — Tect nBa-
IOraTv BeIcKasbIBaHUM (test dvadcati vyskazyvanij).

Thus, these examples clearly showed the main trends in the develop-
ment of the formal-meaningful structure of sociological terms, which are to
be taken into account while systematizing terminology.

6. Translation Challenges

Apart from formal interpretation of the meaning, the main problem of
translating the term lies in the adequate transmission of its conceptual con-
tent in the recipient language. The American sociologist Immanuel Waller-
stein in his work "Concepts in the Social Sciences: Problems of Translation"
outlined the basic postulates of the interlanguage transmission of sociologi-
cal concepts: “In order to translate a concept well, the translator must know
(a) the degree to which any concept is in fact shared (and by whom), both at
the time of writing and at the time of translation, and (b) the variations of
sharing-communities in each of the two languages. The translator should
also be able to infer the author’s perception of the degree of sharing — that is,
whether or not he is aware of or willing to acknowledge the legitimacy of
debate over the concept itself” (Wallerstein, 1981, p. 88 —98).

The analysis found a number of translation errors in the dictionaries of
the new sociological terminology. So, the translation of the term dataism as
penpeccust (repressija) — ‘suppression seems to be quite controversial and
unfounded (Kravchenko, 2019, p. 98). The term was first used by David
Brooks in 2013 in The New York Times to describe the thinking or philoso-
phy created by the new understanding of big data. In 2016, Yuval Noah Ha-
rari in his book “Homo Deus. A Brief History of Tomorrow” expanded this
term by calling it an ideology or even a new form of religion in which “in-
formation flow” is the “highest value”. The conceptual content of the terms
“penpeccust” (repressija) — ‘suppression and "dataism" clearly do not coin-
cide. In this regard, the transliterated version of "datatism" seems to be legit-
imate by analogy with the names of religions formed with the suffix -ism.
Moreover, it can be considered quite well-established in the Russian lan-
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guage, as indicated by its active use (see, for example, Yu. Kalenkov "Who
professes datatism, and how robots became priests" (https:/ /te-st.ru/2019/
11/20/ who-professes-datism-and-how-robots-became-priests) and deriva-
tional ability: datatist — a person preaching datatism.

Another example of a bad translation, in our opinion, is touring poverty —
OemHOCTP B KOHTeKcTe Typm3sMa (bednost’ v kontekste turizma) — ‘poverty in
the context of tourism — which is defined as a type of tourism that invites
visitors to examine the living conditions of poor peoples (Kravchenko, 2019,
p- 12). First, “poverty” cannot be viewed as a type of tourism (violation of
the definition of the superordinate concept). Secondly, the Russian term
does not convey the completeness of a foreign language concept. To under-
stand all this, let's turn to the term “slum tourism”, which has been known
for a long time. It was first mentioned by the Oxford English Dictionary in
1884, describing the desire of wealthy Londoners to visit poor neighbor-
hoods such as Whitechapel to entertain themselves by contemplating the
lives of poor fellow citizens and imbuing with the spirit of the "real" city, its
lower classes. At the end of the 19th century, the same phenomenon, de-
scribed by the same term, was noted in the United States, where citizens
with a fulfilled American dream began to get interested in how "others" live.
Later, the phenomenon was noted in many other countries, embedded in
international tourism, when travelers chose to visit the poorest neighbor-
hoods of the third world countries as their main vacation entertainment. In
the 1980s, black South Africans began arranging tours to poor districts of
cities for their white fellow citizens and tourists, demonstrating poverty and
terrible living conditions there. Such tours attracted a large number of for-
eign tourists who could personally get acquainted with such a phenomenon
as apartheid. Of course, slum tourism itself has been openly criticized be-
cause it “turned poverty into entertainment,” but the fact that, as an eco-
nomic activity, it provided poor communities with jobs and some souvenir
income should not be forgotten.

The term “touring poverty” was actively explored in G. Sarmento’s work
“Touring Poverty”, where the author refers to this growing phenomenon
and analyzes its manifestations in the context of different countries. The
Russian-language equivalent of the term sounds like “6emrocTs B KOHTEKCTe
typmsma”, which in itself hardly reflects the multidimensionality of this
phenomenon. The definition for the term states that residents of these areas
not only introduce tourists to everyday life, but also “produce material sou-
venirs and demonstration practices of poverty,” while the main content of
the term remains undisclosed. In our opinion, the “slum tourism” option
would be the best choice, since in it the conceptual focus is shifted to the
standard of living in the places visited by tourists, and not to poverty as an
element of the “context” of tourism.

No less controversial is the term hypermodern society, which is defined
in the dictionary of sociological terms in 2011 as a rumepMogHOe 00IIECTBO
(gipermodnoje obshchestvo) (Kravchenko, 2011, p. 221). A corpus analysis of
both terms in English and Russian shows that their content is quite different.
In English, hypermodern is, rather, something ultramodern, reflecting the
high level of development in the modern society (compare Kravchenko,
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2011, p. 226) the term postmodern society and its translation mocrcospe-
MeHHoOe 001IecTBo (postsovremennoje obschestvo)). It is technology and vari-
ous media that give the development of society a hyper-speed and a hyper-
character, making social contacts more and more intense. The main function
of such a society is hyper-consumption, which captures more and more new
spheres of public life, pushing each member of society to consume for their
own pleasure, and not only in order to raise their social status. Hedonism
and pleasure become the main guidelines, freeing from stereotypes, but, at
the same time, depriving confidence in a certain value system: “And the hy-
permodern individual, while oriented towards pleasure and hedonism, is
also filled with the kind of tension and anxiety that comes from living in a
world which has been stripped of tradition and which faces an uncertain
future. Individuals are gnawed by anxiety; fear has superimposed itself on
their pleasures, and anguish on their liberation. Everything worries and
alarms them, and there are no longer any beliefs systems to which they can
turn for assurance. These are hypermodern times.” (Lipovetsky, 2005).

The term included in the 2019’s dictionary sounds like a "runepmonHoe”
(“hyper-fashionable”) society, which actualizes a completely different aspect
of meaning — the tendency of society to acquire fashionable things and
demonstrate its knowledge of the level of fashion development (for example,
the modern concepts of "hyper-fashionable stylist", "hyper-fashionable area”
have nothing to do with the rate of society development or its innovative
nature).

Thus, we can conclude that the term runepmomaen (gipermodnyj), given
by the dictionary of new sociological terms as an equivalent to the term hy-
permodern, does not coincide with it in its actualized meaning and cannot be
considered acceptable.

Conclusion

The current stage in the development of sociological terminology is
characterized by its flexibility and growth both conceptually and systemical-
ly. Fixing new concepts in a language and transferring them in another lan-
guage results in a number of issues. The analysis showed that modern dic-
tionaries of new sociological terminology fix terms characterized by concep-
tual and linguistic instability (variability). This instability is reflected in the
translated versions of terms in the Russian language, which is expressed in
the variability of forms and the distortion of the conceptual content of the
original term.

To systematize terms in sociology and to avoid mistakes in the creation
of new terms in the Russian language, it is necessary to collaborate with so-
ciologists, terminologists and professional translators. At the initial stage, it
can focus on normalizing the emerging terminology in order to streamline
the system of new, emerging concepts. In the future, this activity should be-
come centralized and systematic, include such aspects of terminological
planning as the development, improvement (harmonization of terms and
concepts) and the introduction of new terminology into the subject area of
Russian sociology.
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TTEPEBO/T HOBOW COLIMOJIOTMYECKOV TEPMUHOJIOT M:
TTPOBJIEMBI 1 PEIITEHVT

H. B. Pyno6al, T. B. ®ypmenxobal, H.IO. JTunebuu?

1 Bayrruiickun defepaibHbI yHUBepcuTeT vM. V1. Kanra
236016, Poccus, Kayimnavmrpan, yii. Anexcangpa Hesckoro, 14
IMocrynmia B pepaxmyio 19.09.2020 r.
doi: 10.5922/2225-5346-2021-2-6

Cmpemumenvtoe pasumue noHAMUIH020 annapama cofpemeHHotl coyuoioeuu npubo-
oum k noabBaenuto 60AbUL020 HUCAA HEOA0UUECKUX mepMUHO0B. B nacmosaujee Bpemsa 6 nayu-
HOM A3bike POCCULICKOTL Coyu0A0eul HAbA00aemcs axmubHaA FKCNAHCUA UHOA3BIYHOU mep-
MUHOAO02UY U CO30aHUe NepeBoOHbIX MEePMUHOB, OMPAKAIOUUX USMEHEHUS B AH2A0A3bIUHOT
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coyuarvHoll kapmute mupa. O0naxo Hex6amxa kavecmbeHHOU nepe6o0HOU AUmMepamypsl U
omcymcmBue Brympusaszeikoboil u MexwsA3biKoBoll Yrupukayuu Hobbix mepmunob neeamub-
HO cxasviBatomes Ha Bsaumononumanuu npedcmaBumenetl pasHOABIUHBIX HAYUHBIX WIKOA.
Leavio 0annoeo ucciedobarnus A615emea aHasu3 coBpeMenHbIX AHAUTICKUX COUUOA0SUHUECKUX
mepmunob u nepeBoonbix 3aumcmbobanuil 6 pycckom A3vike ¢ MOUKU 3peHUA UX POPMbL U
KOHUeNnmyaibsHoeo codepkanus 6 0Byx A3vikax, ceneHu Uux 3aKpenieHHOCHu 6 Hay4HOM
me3saypyce pasHOAIbIUHBIX COYUOAOLUHECKUX UAKOA 1 B03MOMHOCHIU adexBammotl nepedau
MEPMUHOA02UHECKO20 3HAYEHUS C AH2AUTICK020 A3bika Ha pycckutl. Coyuoioeudeckuil mep-
MUH paccmampubaemcs kax KOeHUMubHwill, AuneBucmudeckuii U KyAbmypHbil (peHomeH,
AHAAUSUPYEINCA ee0 CUHXPOHUHeckas U Ouaxponuuecxkas Bapuamubrocmo. [Ipednpumsama
nonvimxa ocbemums npobiemy c cyeybo sunebucmuueckoi u nepeodueckoi mouex 3peHus
U YKA3ams HA HeOOXOOUMOCHTb 00BeOUHUMb YCUAUSL 1O CUCTIEMAMUSAYUU U 2APMOHUSAUULL
AH2A0A3bIUHOU U PYCCKOA3LIUHOU MEPMUHOA02UU COUUOAORUU.

KarouebBote caoba: COL;MO/LOZMH@CKMI/? MepMUH, COZ/;MOAOZL{HECKMI;[ KoHyenm, mepmuHo-
Joecuveckasn cucmema coyuosoeuu, HeoA02u3M, nepeﬂob
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