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Abstract. The article deals with the specificity of semantic distinctions in the terminological system of social
work. The urgency of the study is determined by interdisciplinary relations between various fields of knowledge, by
the role of a certain terminological system in the process of scientific research, and by the need to regulate and clas-
sify the terminological corpus of social work in order to study the semantic word building aspect of the given termi-
nological system. The study is performed on the basis of component analysis of 77 notional terminological opposi-
tions (NOTs). The continuous sampling method was used to select terms from special literature on the basis of no-
tional criterion. The sample makes up a representative and reliable set. The substantiation of antonymic relations
between the terminological units under study rests on the analysis of the semantic content of the terms constituting
the NTO. Being a subsystem of the literary English language, the terminological system of social work undergoes
the same semantic processes, and we can observe NTOs with complementary, contrary and conversive types of an-
tonymy in them. Moreover, word building antonymy dominates over the lexical one. The results of the study can be
of certain interest to specialists in general linguistics and in special terminological studies. They can be used in the
theory and practice of social work and in creation of modern dictionaries on social work.

Keywords: special terminology; special terms; terminological oppositions; terminological studies; comple-
mentary antonyms; contrary antonyms; conversive antonyms; word building models; word building; social work;
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OCOBEHHOCTH CEMAHTHMYECKOTI'O PA3JINIUS .
B KOPITYCE CIIEHMAJIBHON JIEKCUKH (HA IIPUMEPE ITOHATUUHBIX
TEPMHWHOJIOTHYECKHUX OIINIO3UITNH B TEPMHUHOCHCTEME COILIMMAJIBHOM PABOTBI)

Bypcuna O. A.
Bonorozckui rocyzapcTBeHHBIN yHUBepcuTeT (Bonoraa, Poccus)
ORCID ID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3873-2269

Annomayusa. JJaHHOE UCCTENOBAHMUE TIOCBAIIEHO U3YIEHUIO0 0COBEHHOCTEN CEMaHTHUYECKOTO PA3INYUs B KOP-
IyCe TEPMUHOB COLUATBHOM paBOThl. AKTYJIbHOCTb UCCIEA0BAHUS OIPEAENIETCS MEXKAUCIUIIMHAPHBIMU Hay4-
HBIMU CBSI3IMU, POJIBIO OTAEIbHO B3STON TEPMUHOCUCTEMBI B IPOLECCE HAYYHOIO IMO3HAHUS, HEOOXOAMMOCTHIO
JIMHTBUCTUYECKON CUCTEMATU3ALUHY KOPIIYCa TEPMUHOB COLUIBHOMN PaBOThI C LIEIbI0 U3YIEHUS CEMAaHTUIECKOTO
Y CJI0BOOBPABOBATENBHOTO ACTIEKTOB TEPMUHOCKCTEMBI. MCC/Ie0BaHME BBIIOIHEHO Ha MaTepUajle KOMITIOHEHTHO-
0 aHa/IM32 77 MOHATUMHBIX TEPMUHOIOrMYeCcKUX onmnosuuuii (IITO). TepMUHbI ObIIM OTOGPAHBI METOAOM CILIOLI-
HOU BbIGOPKU U3 TEKCTOB CIIEI[UAJIBHOM TUTEPATYPhl Ha OCHOBE MOHATUHHOrO KpuTepud. Uccneayemas Boi6OpKa
[IPEeACTABISETCS pEIPe3eHTaTUBHON U JOCTOBepHOMU. JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO aHTOHUMUYHBIX OTHOLIEHUH MeXIy Tep-
MUHOJIOTMYECKUMU eJUHULAMU CTPOUTCS Ha aHAIM3e CeMaHTUYECKOTO 3HaYeHUs TePMUHOB, Bxoasmux B IITO.
SIBNAACH TIOACUCTEMON OOIIEro IUTEPATYPHOTO AHITIMHICKOTO A3bIKA, TEPMUHOCHUCTEMA COLUATBLHON paboThl me-
PE>XUBaeT Te >Ke CeMaHTUYeCKUe IpoLecchl, 1 Mbl HaxoguM IITO, B KOTOPBIX IIPeCTaBlIeHbl KOMIIEMEHTAPHBbIH,
KOHTPapHBIM Y KOHBEPCUBHbIHA TUIB aHTOHUMUU. CI0BOOOPa30BaTebHasd AaHTOHUMUS Mpeobnaiaer Hajl JIeKCH-
4ecKOM. PesynbTaThl UCCIENOBAHMUS TIPEACTABAIOT UHTEPEC KAK A7 O6LIEro I3bIKO3HAHMS, TAK U [JIsl TEPMUHOBE-
JIEHUS B YACTHOCTH, & TAKXKE MOTYT GbITh MCIIOb30BAHBI B IIPOLIECCE CUCTEMATU3ALMU HAYYHBIX 3HAHUI B TEOPUU
COLUATIBHOM pabOThI U IPU COCTABIEHNH CIIEL{UAIbHbIX CJIOBAPEN U CIOBHUKOB.

Kawueeve cro6a: clienuantbHas TEPMUHOJIOTHUA; ClI€NVAJIbHbIE TEPMUHBI; TEPMUHOJJIOIMYECKHE OIIIIO3U-
nuy; TEpMUHOBEAEHNE; KOMIUIEMEHTAPHBIE aHTOHUMBI; KOHTPAPHbI€ aHTOHMMbI; KOHBEPCUBHbIE AaHTOHUMBI;
cn03006pasoBaTeanble MOJZIENIN; CHOBOOGpaSOBaHI/Ie; CoOUAJIbHAA pa60Ta; ]IeKCI/IKOFpa.(I)I/I}I.
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Introduction. The genuine interest in
studying theoretical and applied problems of
Terminologies stems from the mutual
influence of scientific knowledge and discov-
eries on all spheres of human activity. It has
always been necessary to name new special
notions and things, to classify them, to ana-
lyze their functions in a certain field of
knowledge and in the language in general.
Various extralinguistic factors lead to the ne-
cessity of a deeper analysis and a systematic
approach to forms and functions of terms of
social work. The factors are: social economic
changes and reforms in the society in the
20"-21% centuries; the unique interdiscipli-
nary character of the term system of social
work due to the fact that it combines several
spheres of human activity, i.e. psychology,
medicine, education, etc.,

Linguists all over the world have had
various opinions on whether antonymic rela-
tionships occur in terminologies and if they do
whether antonymic relationships have a specific
character. Taking into account the statement
that any term system is part of the literary lan-
guage which helps specialists to communicate
in scientific professional spheres we have to
acknowledge the fundamental truth that terms
being the words of the literary language are
involved in various regular semantic relation-
ships with other words. Nowadays the majority
of linguists studying languages and specialized
languages admit that semantic relationships of
opposition are a frequent phenomenon in
various term systems. Therefore, it is im-
portant to analyze the specificities of forms and
functions of semantic relationships of opposi-
tion within terminologies.

Modern terminology studies prove the
existence of relationships of opposition in all
types of terminologies. V. P. Danilenko claims
that the phenomenon of antonymy, far from
being absolutely excluded from a system of
terms, helps to name and define things and
phenomena in various fields of knowledge

© Bypcuna O. A., 2021
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[Danilenko 1977: 79]. Indeed, scientific notions
describe the reality as a system that is why they
are based on logical opposition. Moreover, to
obtain specialist knowledge and to reach the
high professional level a specialist in any sphere
needs to learn and use a certain specialized lan-
guage including the understanding of semantic
relationships of opposition. A. K. Suleimanova
says that antonymy in terminologies is one of
the most important factors in improving a sys-
tem of terms, classifying and systematizing the
notions. Therefore, it helps a specialist to ana-
lyze the essence of any concept, phenomenon
and process [Suleimanova 2005: 124].
E.G. Khomyakova claims that antonyms are
used to specify the essential differences in ob-
jects and phenomena of the reality; these dif-
ferences are reflected in the language as oppo-
site characteristics of one and the same essence
[Khomyakova 2002: 176].

A number of classifications of antonyms
are offered in various linguistic studies on
antonymy. Each classification is based on the
peculiarities of antonyms relevant for this or
that study: 1) precision of antonymic relation-
ships between two meanings (precise / ap-
proximate antonyms); 2) possibility of combi-
nation of meanings of antonyms (complete /
incomplete antonyms); 3) number of anto-
nymic meanings of two words; 4) morphologi-
cal structure of antonyms (antonyms of the
same / different roots); 5) types of linguistic
units which form antonymic relationships
(grammar / lexical antonymy, antonymic
words / idioms); 6) part of speech of anto-
nyms; 7) functioning in the system of lan-
guage and contexts (usual / contextual anto-
nyms); etc. While studying specialized lan-
guages linguists face some more problems
such as studying any specificities of a term
system, defining the special character of an-
tonymy in terminologies, analyzing the pecu-
liarities of functioning antonymic terms in a
specialist text / context, etc.

Antonymic relationships are quite regular
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in terminologies. There are various views on
the definition and aspects of this phenomenon
among linguists but they all usually come to the
same conclusion. S. Jones proposes to use the
term ‘antonymy’ in its broader sense, referring
to any pair of words which could be intuitively
recognized as ‘opposites’ [Jones 2002: 1].
A. Mettinger introduces a more specific term
‘semantic opposition’ which is also suitable
[Mettinger 1994: 3]. Speaking about antonymic
relationships in terminologies I.S. Kulikova
and D.V. Salmina propose the term ‘notional
oppositions of terms’ (NOTs) [Kulikova, Salmi-
na 2002: 28] and S. E. Nikitina introduces the
term ‘contradictory opposition’ [Nikitina 1987
48]. According to them, units of NOTs or con-
tradictory oppositions help to identify the
boundaries of specialized languages and to
analyze their logical potential for semantic re-
lationships.

It must be noted that the problem of an-
tonymy is not just the problem of finding and
analyzing bipolar oppositions. Such an ap-
proach to studying antonymy is quite a primi-
tive way of perceiving the world around us.
M. Ya. Tsvilling and V. M. Leichik prove this
statement to be relevant and important while
studying terminologies of the social humani-
tarian sphere (e.g. the terminology of social
work) because they have their own specific fea-
tures and are quite a contrast to terminologies of
the sphere of natural sciences and mathematics
[Leichik, 2006; Tsvilling, 1989]. The meanings of
terms of social humanitarian sphere do not just
clarify nature of phenomena and objects of reali-
ty, they also imply professional experience.
Thus, an opposition is not always bipolar; it
may consist of a number of terms organized in
more complex rows of words.

In this research a case of antonymy in the
term system of social work is broadly regarded
as a notional opposition of terms (NOT). Such
an approach to terminological antonymy em-
phasizes its specific aspects: semantic diversi-
ty of terms-antonyms which can be described
as multidirectional; terms-antonyms as quali-
tative opposites, or as comparative / contradic-
tory opposites. Thanks to this approach terms-
antonyms can be regarded not just as words
with opposite meanings but as terms which are
opposed to each other and at the same time
correlate with each other. This research studies
various types of NOTs and their components,
formal morphological structure of terms in-
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cluded in NOTs in order to analyze antonymic
relationships within the specialized language,
to clarify specificities of the terminology of
social work in particular and terminologies of
social humanitarian sphere in general.

Discussion and Results. Undoubtedly, the
basis for antonymy in the terminology of social
work is the basic principles of the literary lan-
guage. However, due to specificities in term
formation, meanings and functioning of the
terms under consideration it seems to be more
convenient, logical and effective to systematize
and analyze terms not as antonymic pairs of
words, but as NOTs which consist of 2 or more
components with multidirectional meanings or
comparative / contradictory meanings.

First, components of a NOT can form a
bipolar opposition. In this case they denote
specialized notions with diametrically oppo-
site meanings. Thus, NOTs can be represent-
ed by contradictories:

(1) able-bodied (adj.) :: disabled (adj.)

NOT (1) represents the contradictory an-
tonyms which are mutually opposed and deny
one another; their meanings say about
presence / absence of the characteristic. It is
seen, first of all, on the morphological level: the
second component of the NOT has the negative
prefix dis- which is used to form the adjective
with the opposite meaning (dis- means the op-
posite of ); and also from the meanings of both
adjectives: able-bodied — having all the physical
abilities that most people have :: disabled — im-
paired or limited by a physical, mental, cognitive, or
developmental condition.

(2) gender-blind (adj.) :: gendered (adj.)

NOT (2) represents two opposed adjec-
tives denoting different characteristics of
people. It is seen on the morphological level:
the first component of the NOT is a com-
pound adjective formed with the help of -blind
that means that does not make a difference be-
tween people on the basis of the quality mentioned,
or favour one group over another, the second
component of the NOT is formed with the
stem of the noun and the ending -ed which
means that the object / subject has the charac-
teristic expressed in the stem: gender-blind —
not discriminating on the basis of gender, or not
making a distinction between the sexes :: gendered —
reflecting the exverience, prejudices, or orientations
of one sex more than the other; having or making
gender-based distinctions.
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(3) external locus of control (n.) :: internal
locus of control (n.)

NOT (3) represents two opposed nouns de-
noting personality traits. These compound
nouns have the components which are different
in their meanings: external — connected with or
located on the outside of something/somebody and
internal — connected with the inside of your body. In
this NOT the compound terms are contradicto-
ries due to the meanings of their contradictory
components: external locus of control — a person’s
perception, the belief that the environment has more
control over life circumstances than the individual
does. People view the world as the primary contribu-
tor to their life situations and believe forces outside of
themselves are responsible for their misfortunes or
success :: internal locus of control — a belief regarding
responsibility for actions. Individuals with an inter-
nal locus of control generally hold themselves respon-
sible for actions and consequences.

Second, components of a NOT can form a
contrary / gradual / incompatible opposition.

(4) long-term foster care (n) :: short-term
foster care (n)

NOT (4) represents a case of contrary op-
position which is based on the differences in
the meanings of the components included in
the compound nouns: long-term — that will last
or have an effect over a long period of time and
short-term: lasting a short time; designed only for a
short period of time in the future. Thus, long-term
foster care — the intentional and planned placement
of a child in foster care for an extended period of time
:: short-term foster care — a kind of foster care that
is intended to provide short-term care to children
whose parents may be experiencing special or emer-
gency needs of their own. It should be noted that
in the literary language the words long / short,
low / high, etc. have the diametrically opposite
meanings. However, being the components of
the compound words in NOTs they help to
form terms with relatively opposite meanings
but not the absolute terms-antonyms.

(5) stress-freejob (n.) :: low stress job (n.) ::
optimum stress job (n.) :: high stress job (n.)

NOT (5) represents a case of gradual oppo-
sition. This type of opposition shows gradual
change in characteristics, properties or quality
of a person, object or phenomenon. In NOT (5)
gradual opposition is based on the meaning of
the following components: -free — without the
thing mentioned; low — below the usual or average
amount; optimum — the best possible; producing the
best possible results and high — greater or better
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than normal in quantity or quality, size or degree.
Thus, stress-free job — occupation that causes
no stress :: low stress job — occupation that involves
a high level of freedom and control regarding how the
work will be accomplished, no frequent pressing dead-
lines, no routine overtime, no hostile or hazardous
work conditions :: optimum stress job — occupation
with the amount of job-velated stress an individual
can experience :: high stress job — occupation when
work demands exceed the worker’s ability and
she/he cannot cope or control them.

Third, the category of opposition can be
represented in NOTs by means of the relation-
ships of incompatibility.

(6) husband (n.) :: wife (n.)

NOT (6) represents two nouns of different
roots. According to their meanings they are
terms-incompatibles: husband — the man that
somebody is married to; a married man :: wife — the
woman that somebody is married to; a married
woman.

(7) social worker (n.) : client (n.)

Terms-incompatibles are often formed
according to different models of word for-
mation. NOT (7) represents two nouns of dif-
ferent roots, one of them is a compound noun
written with spaces. The relationships of in-
compatibility is seen in the meanings of the
terms: social worker — a person whose job is social
work = client — a person who uses the services or
advice of a professional person or organization.

(8) adoptee (n.):: adopter (n.)

The components of NOT (8) are the terms
of the same root. The relationships of incom-
patibility is proved by the meanings of the
suffixes: -ee — added to a verb to form a noun that
refers to the person to whom the action of the verb is
being done and -er — added to some verbs to form
nouns that refer to people or things that do that par-
ticular activity. Thus, adoptee — a person who has
been adopted :: adopter — a person who adopts a
child of other parents as his or her own child.

(9) cared-for (n.): caregiver (n.)

NOT (9) represents two compound nouns
formed according to different models of word
formation but sharing one root care- with the
corresponding meaning: the process of caring for
somebody / something and providing what they need
for their health or protection. In the first compo-
nent of the NOT we see the phrasal verb care for
which is transformed into the noun with the
help of the ending -ed and the semi-affix -for
which is written with a hyphen. The meaning
of the phrasal verb is preserved: to look after
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somebody who is sick, very old, very younyg, etc. The
second component of the NOT is a compound
noun consisting of two roots -care and -give
which means to provide somebody with something
and the suffix -er which is added to some verbs to
form nouns that refer to people or things that do that
particular activity. Thus, cared-for — a person
having needed care and attention :: caregiver — an
individual, such as a physician, nurse, or social
worker, who assists in the identification, prevention,
ortreatment of an illness or disability.

The components of NOTs (6) — (9) are the
incompatibles which show the social relation-
ships between two people.

There are various approaches to studying
terms-antonyms. Studying formal morphologi-
cal structure of terms included in NOTs is of
great interest. According to V.P.Danilenko
there are two most frequent major types of
antonymy: lexical and morphological [Danilen-
ko 1977: 801.

Lexical antonymy implies that NOTs con-
sist of terms of different roots. Morphological
structures of such terms-antonyms also differ
from each other. The models of NOTs can be
as follows:

— simple adjectives and nouns of different
roots:

(10) major (adj.) :: minor (adj.)

In NOT (10) there are two simple adjec-
tives: major — of full legal age :: minor — below the
age of legal majority. See also NOT (6).

- simple words and derivatives (nouns
and adjectives) in different combinations:

(11) risky (adj.) :: safe (adj.)

NOT (11) represents terms-adjectives of
different roots. The first component of the
NOT is a derived word formed with the suffix
-y, the second component is a simple word:
risky — involving the possibility of something bad
happening :: safe — not involving much or any risk;
not likely to be wrong or to upset somebody. See
also NOT (8).

— compound words and derivatives (nouns
and adjectives) in different combinations:

(12) colour-blind (adj.) :: racist (adj.)

NOT (12) represents two terms-adjectives
of different roots. The first term is a com-
pound word written with a hyphen. It consists
of two stems: colour-: the colour of a person’s skin,
when it shows the race they belong to and -blind:
does not make a difference between people on the
basis of the quality mentioned, or favour one group
over another. The second term is a derived
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word formed with the suffix -ist which has the
meaning: prejudiced on the basis specified. Thus,
colour-blind — not discriminating on grounds of skin
colour or ethnic origin :: vacist— having the belief that
some races of people are better than others; showing
this through violent or unfair treatment of people of
other races.

(13) commercial (adj.) :: not-for-profit (adj.)

NOT (13) represents two terms-adjectives
of different roots. The first term is formed with
the suffix -al added to the stem of the noun.
The second term is a compound word which
consists of one stem of the noun and two
semiaffixes, one of which is a negative one.
Thus, commercial — making or intended to make a
profit :: not-for-profit— not intended to make a profit,
but to make money for a social or political purpose or
to provide a service that people need.

NOTs (1) - (5), (7), (9) are also the exam-
ples of lexical antonymy.

Morphological antonymy implies that
NOTs consist of terms of the same root. This
type of antonymy is based on the regular usage
of prefixes and semiaffixes added to the oppo-
sites in NOTs. The following models of NOTs
are possible:

— presence / absence of prefixes with the
negative meaning in one component of a
NOT: anti-, dis-, in-, im-, non-, un-.

(14) racist (adj.) — having the belief that some
races of people are better than others; showing this
through violent or unfair treatment of people of other
races :: anti-racist (adj.) — opposed to the unfair
treatment of people who belong to other races;

(15) empower (v.) — to give someone ofﬁcial au-
thority or the freedom to do something :: disempower
(v.) — to deprive of power, authority, or influence:
make weak, ineffectual, or unimportant;

(16) discriminatory (adj.) — treating a person
or group differently from and usually worse than
other people, because of their skin colour, sex, sexuali-
1y, etc. :: non-discriminatory (adj.) — used to de-
scribe a situation in which everyone is treated in the
same way;

(17) abusive (adi.) — using or involving physi-
cal violence or emotional cruelty :: non-abusive
(adj.) — not treating someone badly or cruelly, esp.
physically, not using rude and offensive words;

(18) paid (adj.) — for which people receive
money :: unpaid (adj.) — done or taken without
payment;

(19) earner (n.) — a person who earns money

for a job that they do :: non-earner (n.) — one who is

not earning money;
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— usage of the prefixes with polar meanings
in the components of a NOT: pre- / post-, anti- /
pro-, etc.

(20) antinatal (adj.) - velating to the medical
care given to preqnant women :: postnatal (adj.) -
connected with the period after the birth of a child;

(21) pre-partum (adj.) - velating to the period be-
fore parturition: before childbirth :: post-partum (adj.) -
connected with the period after the birth ofa child;

(22) antisocial (adi.) - hostile or harmful to
organized society, especially being or marked by
behavior deviating sharply from the social norm ::
prosocial (adi.) - relating to or denoting behaviour
which is positive, helpful, and intended to promote
social acceptance and friendship;

—usage of the semiaffixes with polar
meanings in the components of a NOT: out- /
in-, etc.

(23) outpatient (n.) — a person who goes to a
hospital for treatment but does not stay there :: in-
patient (n.) — a person who stays in a hospital while
receiving treatment.

The components of NOTs (14) — (23) are
either simple or derived words. Each NOT
includes the components of the same root.
The meaning of each prefix or semiaffix can
change, specify and / or supplement the
meaning of this or that term.

This research shows that morphological
antonymy is characteristic of the terminology
of social work. 60,8% of NOTs represent the
cases of morphological antonymy. It is reason-
able because, adding affixes to the beginning or
end of a word is a productive way of word for-
mation in modern English. Suffixes, prefixes
and semiaffixes are popular among specialists
and non-specialists, their meanings are quite
clear, they are available and easy to use not
only in the literary language but especially in
specialized languages. They are quite func-
tional in forming oppositions of terms. From
the logical and cognitive points of view in any
professional sphere it is easier to form, recog-
nize, identify and use terms-antonyms which
are of the same root. The meanings of such
terms are obvious and easy to understand, es-
pecially when it comes to international com-
munication and cooperation of specialists. Be-
sides, it is characteristic of the terms of social
work to form word families. It is common
knowledge that word families can assist with
deriving related words via affixes, along with
decreasing the time and effort needed to de-
rive and recognize such words.
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Conclusion. Studying the phenomenon
of antonymy in specialized languages we con-
clude that it has certain specificities in the
system of terms of social work in comparison
with the literary language. Antonymic rela-
tionships are represented in the research as
notional oppositions of terms (NOTs). In the
terminology of social work multidirectional
character and difference in meanings of terms
are the results of the predominance of morpho-
logical antonymy over lexical antonymy. This
predominance is predictable and reasonable
because it is easier to form the second compo-
nent of a NOT with the same root as the first
component has. It is convenient to use prefixes
with polar meanings, prefixes with a negative
meaning, semiaffixes with opposite or sup-
plementary meanings, etc. As a result both
components of a NOT are recognizable and
understandable within the specialist field due
to one and the same root and an affix with the
clear meaning.

This research proves that notional words
of three parts of speech (nouns, adjectives and
verbs) can form notional oppositions. Simple
terms, derivatives and compound terms in
different combinations can form NOTs. It is
also of great interest to study terms-
collocations or terms-combinations of words.
It is the topic for further consideration.

The components of NOTs can define no-
tions with diametrically opposite meanings or
notions with various meanings that correlate
with each other multidirectionally. The latter
help to realize the boundaries of a term system,
to consider the logical relationships within a
term system and to specify additional notions
and meanings which are close to this or that
term system and the corresponding sphere of
knowledge. Therefore, NOTs are necessary and
even obligatory from the point of view of regu-
lation and systematization of the terminology
of social work. They improve the quality of
terms and make terms clear, easy to form and
use. That is why the phenomenon of antonymy
is characteristic of terminologies and proves
the fact the any terminology is part of the
literary language and the same linguistic pro-
cesses and principles occur in the systems of
terms. However, these processes and princi-
ples are transformed according to the needs of
a specialized language.
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