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HISTORICAL AND FUNCTIONAL
ANALYSIS OF THE CONCEPT
“FICTION” AND ITS TERMINOLOGICAL
EXPRESSION

In the article, the issue of identifying the patterns of
formation of concept “fictional (art) world”
is analysed as well as the peculiarities of
its conceptual-terminological expressions
in Ukrainian and English literary criticism.

world” and the peculiarities of its conceptual-terminological expressions in

Ukrainian and English literary criticism is reviewed in line with the
phenomenological methodology, which external manifestations coincide with the
traditional in philology etymological excursions into the field of lexicography and
terminology. In this case, the historically formed basic requirements for the term are
taken into account and now considered the axioms. The authors of “Fundamentals of
Terminology” (2000) summarize these requirements as follows: “1. The term should
conform to the rules and norms of the language. 2. The term should be regular. 3. The
term should be definitive. That is, each term precisely associates with the definition
that focuses on the appropriate concept. 4. The term can be relatively independent of
context. 5. The term should be accurate, although in sublanguages numerous “false
oriented” (D. S. Lotte) units occur. 6. The term should be short, although this
requirement is often contrary to the requirement of accuracy, that is, the completeness
of the term” [4, p.12]. However, while considering the requirement of “the
terminiqueness”, the authors add a significant caveat that uniqueness “should be
achieved within one terminological sphere” because at some sublanguages the
polysemy of terms is a common phenomenon [ibid].

The above characteristics of the term mainly relate to en vir on mental sciences and
technology. Polysemy of terms prevents mutual understanding between the
professional speakers and the users of scientific results. It is not always easy to
separate the terms from the professional vocabulary and clearly distinguish them from
the nomenclature items. The above authors emphasize, that “the terms are not special
words, but only words in special functions” [4, p.15]. The refore, the issues of
functional-semantic distinction of professional names, nomenclature items, and terms
“do not belong to the competence of linguistic sin general”, they are solved, except
spelling aspects, “exclusively by experts of science and technology’’[ibid].

The translators (interpreters) and translations of foreign texts play a peculiar role in
enriching the terminological systems. If the target language “lacks the necessary lexical
units, it is the translator who creates an appropriate lexical equivalent in the target
language when he/she encounters gaps” [4, p. 18]. In such a case, they have to solve
the problem in dependently: how “to combine the national traditions with positive
international experience more effectively” [4, p. 19]. It is of a great importance
especially in period of total modernization of national terminological systems and their
classification according to the fields of science, and in time of changes of socio-
political status of the nation and the state system. Then the motivation of lexical units
gains its significance [4, p. 74-87]. The issue of motivation of lexical units offered by
the author or translator of scientific concepts is solved taking into account the
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relationship between the inner form of a word, its lexical meaning and origin
(etymology). Modern linguists continue discussions on these issues [4, p.63-69, p.
103-112], as it is possible to use motivation without etymology, or vice versa, to use
etymology without motivation. The specific methodoffillinggapsin sectorial
terminological systems depends on the socio-cultural situation. “Sometimes a language
community, — the authors of “Fundamentals of Terminology” underline, — wants to
express the concept for which there is no corresponding word in a given language. In
such case, the language either borrows the correct word from another language, or
create a new one. So, it is possible to borrow simultaneously the form and meaning of a
word, or the meaning only <...> Thus, the new termscan be created either by direct
borrowing, or through national resources only, or by combined methods ...” [4, p.103].
Then the direct borrowing of terminological lements is based solelyon thee tymology
without motivation; in case of introduction of new terms by tracing, there is motivation
without etymology. For the creating of new words, any motivation is obvious. The
specialists (S. Gajda, 1990) define three types of term motivation: word-formation
(morphological derivation), connective one (derivation by adding bases and
communications) and semantic derivation [4, p. 104].

These and other statements of Ukrainian linguists working in the field of
terminology summarize the major trends of the modern world linguistics. General
linguistic conclusions shed some light on the literary terminology, but they need
further explication through more thorough analysis of literary experience. The Polish
literary theorist J. Slawinski in the article “Issues of Literary Terminology” [20, p.184—
199] explained his point of view on this issue, taking into account the difficulties that
had arisen during the creation of the dictionary of literary terms [18]. He noted that
“the reflection on terminology is always - and it cannot be otherwise —the reflection on
the basic features of the language of correspondent discipline due to which it can
effectively dominate in a certain area of knowledge” [20, p.184].

The first publication of this article appeared in 1968, it is included in the second
volume of “Selected Works” by J. Slawinski without any changes (1998). The scientist
is well known due to his main thesis: “Literature, when viewed through the prism of
terminology tools used by researchers, is considered a discipline that has not crossed
the threshold of its methodological awareness. The semantic units of undetermined
status compose the main part of the standard science vocabulary on the literature...”
[20, p. 188]. Besides, the popular since antiquity and the classical era nomenclature
units existing in the poetics and rhetoric, the philosophical categories, general
conceptions and concepts concerning literature, language and culture are used in this
sphere. The situation is complicated by the fact that the “literary practice is not limited
to the following research operations as description, classification, interpretation, but
always largely propagates ideals and values” [20, p. 197]. Therefore, the ideological
bias and pragmatic focus of representatives of many artistic trends, philosophical
concepts, aesthetic doctrine, theoretical and literary schools is perceived in the
meanings of the notions and semantics of the relevant terms. All that mentioned above
must be taken into account by the creators of literary terms. In this regard, the
lexicographers rarely undertake such work.

The difficulties in creating the vocabularies in the humanities (especially aesthetics,
literature, culture) were discussed numerous times by the scientists of our country who
had to take care of the defence of “purity of Marxist-Leninist doctrine”. Here is a
typical example of the preface to “Brief Dictionary on Aesthetics “ appeared in 1983,
edited by Prof. M. Ovsyannikov: “The scientific community has repeatedly discussed
the issue of regulating terms and concepts in literary criticism and aesthetics, as
conceptual and terminological inaccuracy prevents the development of these sciences.
Scientists were unanimous that the problems of reorganizing the terminology used in
the study of art are very important for the development of sciences on literature and art;



292 Ykpaina—€spona—Cairt

and that it is time to do this seriously, and to organize systematic work” [5, p. 3]. These
problems remain unfulfilled not mainly because of ideological or organizational
reasons, but primarily of the theoretical and methodological ones.

These reasons are always mentioned when there is a need for any systematization in
aesthetics and literary criticism. This fact can be illustrated by an otherexample that is
close to our issue, which has to beconsideredina crucial period of spiritual life, in time
of smart reorientations. Namely, this is an article of the famous philosopher and
aesthetics V. Asmus, who studied literary criticismin the 20" of the last century. In the
article “The Protection of Fiction. Literature of Factand Facts of Literature”(1929), the
author wrote:” Revaluation in the arts has long been coming fast pace. It covers a large
range of issues varying from wide, heavy and delicate ones concerning the meaning,
value, and feasibility of existence of art in general, and ending the speculative
problems of the individual forms and elements. <...> Current debates about art, even
when they relate to specific matters, issued a whole series of fundamental problems.
Such historical period has no random or minor problems. Even peripheral
consideration of the smallest issue immediately causes — because of dialectical law of
interdependence — posing the most acute problems of primary importance” [1, p. 12].
This statement does not only explain the complexity of the system presentation of
observations on the nature of art expression, but also shows how in theoretical
reflections on ficti on the important philosophical and aesthetic, psychological and
semantic and linguistic issues concentrate; they are updated due tothe practical needs
and in concrete historical situation. V. Asmus concludedthe chapeau in such words: “In
the current theoretical and critical literature on issues of art, always and again there is a
dispute about the cultural value of fiction (emphasis added by the authors), about the
value that in the current situation (1929 — authors) the fiction can have as a special
categoryan daspeciale lement of fictional works”(emphasis added by the authors)
[ibid]. It should be noted that this fiction is treated here primarily as a special category.
Now another reasoning of Russian literary critic V. Novikov should be considered,
who developed the problem of “fictional truth™. In 1974, this scientist wrote: “Debates
on the problem of true depiction of reality are strongly controversial, and this fact is
not accident. When we start talking about fictional truth, we involuntarily confront
with the entire amount of issues related to a particular form of knowledge inherent in
the art and those regularities, which characterize the interaction of art with reality and
determine its social function. The way the theorist or artist responds these issues
related to the overall understanding of art, depends on his/her understanding of
fictional truth” [8, p.7]. The Soviet theoretician immediate lynoted two alternative
approachest ounderstanding the problem: some consider the fictional truth as an
organic feature of realisticart and opposeto the modernism. Others, however, interpret
the fictional truth toonarrow, reducingitto “the truth of fact”, “documentary”, and
“reliability”,and bringthe nonfiction genres to the high estlevel because they
lackfiction. Moreover, V. Novikov added: “I'm not talking about the widespread in the
Westview that refuses the art in all cognitive functions and denies the notion of
fictional truth” [8, p.8].So, in the works of Asmus (1929) and Novikov (1974) the
similar understanding of concepts “fiction” and “fictional truth” can be traced. The
basis of this logic is the opposition of “dialectical materialistic” and “idealistic-
subjectivist” methodologies. Therefore, we penetrate the famous “hermeneutic circle”.
To understand the lexical meaning of the word “fiction” and the phrase “fictional
truth” as equivalents to “fiction”, one must know the intellectual context and
methodological principles that enabled the sense-creating processes and word-building
capacity of our predecessors. Moreover, to penetrate the hidden and distant from us
spiritual (cognitive-creative) processes, we should follow the verbalization of relevant
texts created for us in our native language or translated from the originals or
intermediate language. It turns out that lexical item “fiction” is not alien to Ukrainian
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language, but has long been and remains on the periphery of the vocabulary without
fixed semantic status in Ukrainian terminology. This fact is proved by the texts of the
auth ors of poetic sandrhetoric of XVII-XVIII centuriesas well as by the researches
dedicated to the setexts (G. Syvokin’, I. Ivanio, V. Masliuk, J. Ushkalov).In this case,
the terminological system of literary-critical works of Ivan Franko should be
mentioned, which was commented by S. Pinchuk and Y. Rehushevskyi. In our further
researches, we’ll try to reveal the chronology of “fiction” in the Ukrainian texts and the
original timeline and the vicissitudes of their later perception (translation, commentary,
interpretation).
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Hapnis Jlenuciok, Tersna CaBuus
ICTOPUYHUM I (I)YHKIIIOHAJIBHI/Iﬁ AHAJII3 “BEJIETPUCTUKHU” ITIOHATTS 1

HUOI'O TEPMIHOJIOTTYHOI'O BUPAKEHH S
Y cmammi BWCBITNIOETECSA Npobrnema BUBYEHHS 3aKOHOMIPHOCTEN CTaHOBIEHHS KOHLUENTYy
“XYOOXHiN (MUCTELbKUIA) CBIT” Ta 0COOGNMBOCTEN MOr0 MOHSITTEBO-TEPMIHOMOMNYHOro
BMPaXXEHHS B YKpaiHCbKOMY Ta aHIMOMOBHOMY IiTepaTypO3HaBCTBI.
Knrodosi cnoBa: XyOoxXHin CBiT, nepeknag, KoHUenT, TepMiHONOrisd, TePMiH, NniTepaTypo3HaBCTBO.



294 Ykpaina—€spona—Cairt

Hanexna Jlenuncrok, Tarbsana CaBunH .
HCTOPUYECKHIMA U ®YHKIIMOHAJIBHBINA AHAJIN3 “BEJIJIETPHCTUKN”

MOHATHUS U EI'O TEPMUHOJOTNMYECKOI'O BBIPAJKEHU S

B cmambe ocBeljaetcss npoGrema U3y4eHWsi 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEN CTAHOBMEHUsI KOoHUenTa
“XyOOXECTBEHHbIN MUP” U OCOGEHHOCTEW €ro MOHATMIAHO-TEPMUHOSIOTMYECKOTO
BbIPaXEHWSI B YKPAUHCKOM W aHIMOSA3bIMHOM NUTepaTypoBeaeHUM.

Knrouesnbie cnoea: XY[OXECTBEHHbIN Mup, nepeeog, TEpPMUHOSIOTVS, TEPMUH,
nuTepaTtypoBefeHue.



