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The article highlights semantic relations (synonymy, antonymy, polysemy) within the terminological system of
specialized language of the U. S. higher education. In the study, the authors utilize the definition of the educational
term of the U. S. higher education as a standard lexical or syntactic nominative unit with a neutral connotation
and communicative, pragmatic and heuristic orientation, denoting a special educational concept and functionally
related to the professional sphere of higher education in the United States. The material for the study was the
websites of the U. S. higher education institutions as specialized texts, which are characterized by their multimodal
nature, providing for various ways of presenting information, including language, graphics, images, sound/music.
Being the most important means of ensuring fast and effective communication of higher education institutions with
the target audience, a university website as a type of professional text has a clearly expressed pragmatic orien-
tation. It is outlined that the analysis of semantic relations plays an important role in the study of paradigmatic
aspects of the nomination of the terminological units of the U. S. higher education. Paradigmatic relations of a term
serve as the basis by which terminological units are organized into certain terminological structures.lt is stated that
the phenomena of synonymy, antonymy, and polysemy, in combination with logical methods of definition and clas-
sification, are considered universals of any terminological system. It is emphasized that semantic relations in the
studied specialized language and in the national language differ significantly. The conclusion is drawn that while
the phenomena of synonymy, antonymy, polysemy are widespread in the lexical system of the commonly used
language, in the terminological system under study these phenomena have their own limitations and specificity,
which is determined by such requirements for the term as unambiguity, stylistic neutrality, etc., ideally excluding
any polysemantic relations.

Key words: U. S. higher education term, specialized language, website, specialized text, multimodal text, semantic
relations, synonymy, antonymy, polysemy.

Y cTaTTi BUCBITNEHO CEMaHTWUYHI BiAHOLIEHHSI (CMHOHIMIS, aHTOHIMisl, nonicemis) B TEPMIHOMOrIYHIN cucTemi
Buwoi ocsiTn CLWA. Y gocnigXeHHi aBTopu NOCAYroBytTbCA BU3HAYEHHSAM OCBITHBOrO TepMiHa BuLoi ocBiTn CLUA sk
CTaHOapTHOI NEKCMYHOI abo CMHTAKCMYHOI HOMIHATUBHOI OAMHWLI 3 HEWTPASIbHOK KOHOTALIE Ta KOMYHIKaTMBHOL,
nparMaTU4yHOK W E€BPUCTUYHOKO CMPSMOBAHICTIO, WO MO3HA4Yae creuianbHy OCBITHIO KOHUEMUilo Ta € (YHKUINHO
BigHeceHow [0 npodecinHoi cdepu Buwoi ocsitn CLUA. Martepianom pgocnigxeHHa cnyrysanu Beb-cantu
3aknagis Buwoi ocsiTn CLUA, dpaxoBi TekcTu uiei ranysi, WO BU3HAYalOTbCA CBOIM MYMbTUMOAanbHUM XapakTepom,
nepenbavaroum pisHi cnocobu npeacTaBneHHs iHopMaLii, 3-NOMiX AKMX MOBa, rpadika, 306paxeHHs, 3Byk/My3uka.
Byoyun HamBaxnueiwmm 3acobom 3abe3neveHHs LWBUAKOI Ta ePeKTMBHOI KOMYHiKauii 3aknagiB BWLLOI OCBITU 3i
CBOEI0 L|iNbOBOK ayAMTOPIEND, YHIBEPCUTETCHKUI BEO-CaNT SIK TUM (DaxOBOro TEKCTY Ma€ YiTKO BUpaXXeHy nparmMaTuyHy
CNpsIMOBaHICTb. 3a3HavyeHo, L0 aHani3 CEMaHTUYHMX BigHOLLEHb Bifirpae BaXNMBY porb Y BUBYEHHI NapaanrmaTnyHmx
acrekTiB HOMiHAUil TepMiHONOriYHNX oguHMLb BUWwoi oceiTu CLUA. MapagnrmaTnyHi BiGHOWEHHA TEPMiHA CNyryTb
OCHOBOI0, 3a LOMOMOrOK KO TEPMIHOMOTIYHI OAMHULI OpPraHi3oBYTbCA B MEBHI TEPMIHOMNOrYHI CTPYKTYpU. Harono-
LUEHO, L0 sIBULLA CMHOHIMIT, aHTOHIMIT Ta nonicemii, y NOegHaHHI 3 NOriYHMMM METOAAMM BU3HAYEHHA Ta Knacudikauii,
BBaXalTbCH YyHiBepcaniamu Ana 0yab-aKoi TePMiIHOMOriYHOi cucTeMu. HaronoweHo, Wo CeMaHTUYHI BigHOLEHHS
y OOCMiZXYBaHil cnewjianiaoBaHiln MOBI Ta B HaLiOHaNbHil MOBI CyTTEBO Biapi3HATLCSA. 3p0bneHo BUCHOBOK, L0, XO4a
ABMLLA CMHOHIMIi, aHTOHIMIi, Nonicemii NOWMPEHi B NEKCMYHOMY CEPELOBULLI 3aranbHOBXMBAHOT MOBU, Y AOCNIAXYBa-
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Hil TEPMIHONOriYHI cucTeMi Li ABULLA MalOTb CBOI OOMEXEHHS Ta cneumndiky, sika BU3HAYa€eTbCA TaKUMU BUMOTraMm 0

TepMiHa, K OLHO3HAYHICTb Ta CTUMICTUYHA HEWTPAnbHICTb.

KntouoBi cnoBa: TepmiH Buwoi ocsitn CLUA, daxoBa MoBa, Beb-caiiT, (haxoBUn TEKCT, MyNbTUMOAANbHUA TEKCT,

CEMaHTWUYHI BiQHOLLUEHHS, CUHOHIMisl, aHTOHIMIs1, nonicemis.

Problem statement. The continuous development
of science and technology brings significant changes
to the linguistic and conceptual view of the world,
multiplying the specialized vocabulary in the lexi-
cal system of the language several times. At the
same time, in the conditions of rapid technological
development of modern society and increasing
information flows, the need for professional
communication is growing. This explains the interest
in studying problems related to terminological
systems. The relevance of the research is also due to a
number of extralingual factors: first of all, the scale of
transformations that affected the structure and content
of the U. S. higher education at the beginning of the
21st century in connection with the rapid development
of information technologies, diversification and
further pragmatization of this educational sphere. The
dialogue “society —communicators of the professional
sphere” takes place in new conditions and leads to a
specific, functionally directed use of the U. S. higher
education terminology, which contributes to the
optimal solution of the communicative tasks of the
professional community. Active processes of term
formation that occur in the modern terminological
system of U. S. higher education are accompanied
not only by a significant variability of names, but also
by the emergence of new pedagogical technologies,
which necessitates the ordering and unification of
this terminological system, taking into account the
specifics of the genesis of its terminological units.

The choice of the specialized language of the
U. S. higher education as the object of our research
is due to the fact that today the USA is a leader in
the common globalization processes of social devel-
opment not only due to its economic well-being, but
also progressive trends in the development of higher
education, which is simultaneously a specialized lan-
guage, which are constantly developing [11]. The
terminology of the specialized language of the U. S.
higher education has gone through a complex path of
development, the dynamics of which are determined
by both linguistic and extralingual factors. Therefore,
a scholarly understanding of such dynamics in the
light of modern ideas about terminological units is
necessary for the productive work of specialists in
the field of applied linguistics.

Furthermore, today, the expansion of the horizons
of professional activity in the field of the U. S. higher
education in the digital era is due to the activation

of information technologies, which contributed to the
transformation of traditional communicative trends
and the generation of innovative ones, which are
realized through the symbiosis of verbal, nonverbal
and paraverbal means in the modern multimodal
environment of American higher education institu-
tions. At the same time, their websites, character-
ized by thier multimodal nature, serve as significant
conductors of knowledge, combining the use of
various semiotic modes, such as language, graphics,
images, sound/music [18; 19; 21]. Axiomatic in
the new paradigm of education is the statement
about the multimodal nature of communication and
multimodality as a property of all texts without
exception, even those that at first glance appear to be
monocoded [21, p. 269].

Being the most important means of ensuring fast
and effective communication of higher education
institutions with the target audience, a university
website as a type of professional text has a clearly
expressed pragmatic orientation [19]. The purpose of
this type of professional text under study is to create
the image of an “ideal” higher education institution,
attract potential students, researchers, sponsors, and
disseminate the latest achievements in the field of
education and science as well.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
In modern Ukrainian and foreign terminological
studies, attention is focused on the following aspects:
the specifics of the functioning of terms in the lexical
system of the language (I. Barnych (2018), G. Budin
(2001), A. Dyakov, T. Kyyak and Z. Kudelko (2000),
I. Kochan (2004), A. Lipinska (2007) and others);
standardization and unification of terminologies of
various specialized languages (I. Asmukovich (2014),
Yu. Hrybinyk (2015), L. Drozd and L. Roudny
(1980), O. Kaminska (2013), R. Mykulchyk (2016),
L. Symonenko (1991) and others); cognitive aspect
of studying terminologies of specialized languages
(S. Vyskushenko (2012), G. Sadovnikova (2016) and
others).

Today, individual specialized languages have
become the subject of study by many Ukrainian
linguists, including: L. Vaskovets (2013) (specialized
language of the treasury); S. Vovchanska (2014)
(specialized language of marketing); L. Zapotochna
(2017)  (specialized language of medicine);
M. Kizil (2017) (specialized language of comput-
ing); O. Konstantinova (2004) (specialized language
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of taxation); L. Zhuk (2013) (specialized language of
the agricultural sector); S. Kolosova and S. Radetska
(2016) (specialized language of the fashion industry);
O.Petryna (2016) (specialized language of the banking
sector); M. Salamakha (2016) (specialized language
of environmental protection); L. Khalipovska (2010)
(specialized language of aviation), O. Chuieshkova
(2002) (specialized language of economics), etc.

The study of various aspects of educational
terminology is presented in the works of such
Ukrainian linguists as: T. Bevz (1996) (functional
and stylistic features of pedagogical vocabulary);
L. Verhun (2004) (translational correspondence
of educational vocabulary of English (British
and American national variants) and Ukrainian);
V. Harapko (2018) (structural and semantic features of
English-language pedagogical terms); A. Hudmanian
and G. Yencheva (2021) (structural features of
aviation polylexemic terms); O. Dubinchuk (1994)
(organization of educational terminology); L. Knodel
(2019) (translation of English-language educational
vocabulary); N. Kostenko (2016) (structural and
semantic and functional parameters of English-
language educational terms); N. Stefanova (2004)
(extralingual conditioning of modern English-
language pedagogical terminology); N. Pasichnyk
(2014) (semantic and functional aspects of English-
language didactic vocabulary), S. Fedorenko (2021)
(lexical and semantic features of the terminology
of higher education in the USA), V. Yakovleva
(2007) (problems of equivalence and translation of
pedagogical terminology of education), etc.

K. Sheremeta [16], a Ukrainian linguist, defines
an educational term of the U. S. higher education as
a standard lexical or syntactic nominative unit with a
neutral connotation and a communicative, pragmatic
and heuristic orientation, which denotes a special
educational concept and is functionally assigned
to the professional sphere of the U. S. higher
education. In turn, this Ukrainian scholar considers
the terminology of the specialized language of the
U. S. higher education as a holistic, dynamic system,
the structural elements of which are terminological
units used to denote specialized educational concepts
and are functionally assigned to the professional
sphere of the U. S. higher education, exploited in
various types of specialized texts, and which develops
in accordance with the laws of language and under
the influence of extralingual factors [16].

Setting the task. The purpose of the article
is to characterize semantic relations (synonymy,
antonymy, polysemy) within the terminological
system of specialized language of the U. S. higher
education. Our study sample included the websites

of the following U. S. higher education institutions:
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (https://www.
mit.edu/), Harvard University (http://www.harvard.
edu/), University of Pennsylvania (http://www.upenn.
edu/), Yale University (https://www.yale.edu/),
Princeton University (www.princeton.edu/), Brown
University (https://www.brown.edu/), University of
Virginia (https://www.virginia.edu/), University of
California, Berkeley (https://www.berkeley.edu/),
University of Illinois (http://illinois.edu/).

Presentation of the main material. The analysis
of semantic relations plays an important role in the
study of paradigmatic aspects of the nomination of the
terminological system of the U. S. higher education.
Paradigmatic relations serve as the basis by which
terminological units are organized into certain
terminological structures. In particular, “the unity of
the semantic organization of terminological lexicon
within the semantic field is based on paradigmatic
correlations — synonymous, hyponymic, antonymic,
etc.” [8, p. 179]. In general, paradigmatic relations
are relations where a certain set of lexemes forms
a paradigm, for example, a semantic paradigm,
which consists of members of one grammatical
category, which have common semantic features,
but do not have others, and which confirm the
systemic organization of terminology [24, p. 8].
The following relations between the meanings of
terminological units are distinguished: 1) terms
that have the same form but different meanings
(polysemous and homonymous terms); 2) terms with
a similar meaning but different forms (synonyms and
hyponyms); 3) terms of different forms and meanings
but semantically related on the basis of opposition
(antonyms) [25, p. 3361].

In  modern linguistics, the phenomena
of synonymy, antonymy, and polysemy, in
combination with logical methods of definition
and classification, are considered universals of any
terminological system. As the Ukrainian philologist
O. Konstantinova states, “the systemic result of the
process of semantic development of a sign is the
simultaneous emergence of synonymy (and, subject
to their semantic polarization, antonymy) relations
for some words and polysemy for others” [4, p. 193].
Let us begin the consideration of these phenomena
within the framework of the terminological system
under study with synonymy.

Regardless of such basic requirements for terms as
unambiguity and consistency, today’s terminological
systems do not exclude the phenomenon of synonymy.
The nature of synonymy is based on human associative
thinking and “is determined by the processes that
occur in language and society” [7, p. 210]. The
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emergence and widespread use of new technologies,
and with them the emergence of innovations in the
field of education, is accompanied by the creation of
variable nominations to designate these realities. As
A. Mishchenko claims, the extralinguistic factor of
synonymy is scientific and technological progress,
which “presupposes the creation and further
evolution of the lexical composition” [7, p. 211].
So, as T. Mykhailova summarizes, the phenomenon
of synonymy in terminology is due to linguistic and
extralinguistic factors, including:

1) the constant development of science,
accompanied by the emergence of new concepts and
the desire to give each concept the most accurate
name;

2) the lack of wuniformity of
terminological systems;

3) the functioning of outdated names in parallel
with new ones;

4) the parallel use of borrowed and autochthonous
terms;

5) preference for short forms convenient for
oral communication and writing, which generates
synonymy at different structural levels [6, p. 18].

According to J. Lyons, any two lexical units
are synonyms if the “true semantic” meaning does
not change when replacing one word with another
[22, p. 428]. Synonyms in the terminological system
are represented by terminological units that belong to
the same denotation, but differ in conceptual content,
semantics of word-forming elements, etymology,
level of modernity and specifics of functioning (e.g.,
agency — proactivity, autonomy, ability to exercise
choice; civic engagement — civic participation;
public engagement).

As for the classification of synonym terms, in
modern linguistics there is no generally accepted
classification. For instance, the Ukrainian philologist
T. Mpykhailova distinguishes three types of
synonymous relations between terms according to
the semantic criterion: absolute synonyms (terms-
doublets); relative (differing in seme) and complex
synonyms (the synonymic series includes absolute
and relative synonyms) [6, p. 11].

In general, synonymy is based on the identity of
the semantic components of the semantic structure of
terminological units. The invariant implementation of
the meanings of lexical units belonging to the level of
linguistic abstraction is implemented in synonymous
variants — units of the linguistic level. This approach
to synonymy allows us to distinguish synonymous
series taking into account the different proximity
of the meaning of their components, conceptual
essence and stylistic nuances at the functional level.

individual

Therefore, synonyms form series of words that are
distinguished by establishing the similarities and
differences of their meaning based on the analysis of
the components of the semantic structure of terms.

Taking into account the fact that in the literary
language the presence of words that completely
coincide in meaning and use is doubtful, at the
level of terminological systems absolute synonymy
is mainly widespread, which gives grounds to call
this phenomenon terminological doublets — words
or combinations of words that are connected by a
special terminological correlation with one scientific
concept and subject of reality [8, p. 67].

O. Pryimachok, analyzing the works of researchers
on the issue of doublet and variant within the
phenomenon of synonymy in terminological systems,
concludes that “the concept of a variant focuses on
the formal side of differences, and the concept of
a doublet is directed to the semantic (conceptual)
plane, which makes it possible to talk about variant
and doublet as different scientific phenomena and to
study them separately” [9, p. 131]. In the terminology
under study, the most common type of synonymy is
doublet, which can be traced in [16]:

1. The use of synonymous core components of
terminological phrases. Mostly these are such pairs of
term elements as: education/learning, skills/literacy,
competencies/skills (e.g.: environmental education —
environmental learning; core competencies —
fundamental skills).

2. The use of synonymous attributive components
of terminological phrases. Attributive term
elements-synonyms can be of different etymology
(borrowed/autochthonous) or different structure
(word/abbreviation), which arise as a result of
fixing different characteristics of a certain object or
phenomenon, e.g.: first-year seminar (FYS) — first-
yvear launch, freshman seminar, first-year experience,
orientation seminar; mobile learning — M-learning,
e-learning, mobile classes.

3. The use of non-synonymous lexical units as
attributive term elements in terminological word
combinations that characterize different aspects of
the highlighted object; comparison of such terms is
possible only on the basis of definitions or their parallel
use in the same context, e.g.: general education —
liberal education, broad-based education, broad-
minded education, open-minded education; hard
skills — specific occupational competencies, specific
job competencies, hard proficiencies.

4. Parallel functioning in the analyzed
terminological system of terms with different
structures — terminological word combinations
and monolexemic units. Such doublets arise if the
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attributive component of the terminological word
combination is omitted, e.g.: elective — elective
course, elective unit, optional unit.

5. The functioning of terms not related by
derivational relations, e.g.: higher education —
postsecondary education (in the USA); doctorate —
third level of education, PhD education.

Taking into account the last example mentioned
above, itshould be emphasized that the phenomenon of
synonymy is sometimes difficult to differentiate from
hyper-hyponymic relations between terminological
units within a certain terminological system. Let us
consider the synonymous terms education and learn-
ing. The former term, education, has the following
meanings: 1) the act or process of acquiring
knowledge, esp systematically during childhood and
adolescence; 2) the knowledge or training acquired
by this process; 3) the act or process of imparting
knowledge, esp. at a school, college, or university;
4) the theory of teaching and learning, e.g., a course
in education; 5) a particular kind of instruction or
training, e.g., a university education [17)].

Concerning the latter term learning, it is used to
denote: 1) knowledge gained by study; instruction
or scholarship; 2) the act of gaining knowledge;
3) in psychology, any relatively permanent change in
behaviour that occurs as a direct result of experience
[17].

Quite interesting is the phenomenon of synonymy
ofterms of American higher education, on the example
of the nomination of students studying in various
courses in higher education institutions in the USA in
general and at the University of Virginia in particular
[16]. Thus, the terminological units freshman,
sophomore, junior, senior in the specified meaning
are marked in dictionaries of modern English with
the US mark. It should be noted separately that the
term freshman in American English is used not only
to refer to a freshman, but also to a person in his or her
first year of performing certain duties or professional
activities in a particular institution, including a
higher education institution [17], i.e., in this case it
also captures the phenomenon of polysemanticity of
the terminology under study. Therefore, the indicated
terms function within the terminological systems of
all higher education institutions in the USA, which
is also confirmed by the definitions of these lexemes
in glossaries on the official websites of American
universities.

Along with the above, it is interesting to note
that the University of Virginia website uses the
term “fourth-year student” instead of “senior,” since
the latter of the two terms implies that students
have reached the final stage of their education.

However, Thomas Jefferson, one of the authors of
the Declaration of Independence, the 3rd President of
the United States from 1801 to 1809, and the founder
and first president of the University of Virginia,
considered the use of the term “senior” inappropriate.
It should be noted that even at that time he expressed
the opinion that learning is a lifelong process.
Following Thomas Jefferson, the University of
Virginia administration still does not exploit the term
“freshman”, “sophomore,” “junior” or “senior” used
in other American institutions of higher education
[16].

Thus, taking into account the aforementioned,
we can argue that in the studied specialized texts,
synonymy serves primarily as a means of eliminating
information gaps, performing a semantic, system-
orienting function. In addition, synonymous repetition
acts as a mechanism for increasing the status of the
addressee, a signal of his professional competence,
as well as a signal of special communication between
specialists in the educational sphere and persons who
use the services of a particular educational institution.

As for antonymic relations, they are characteristic
of almost all terminological systems, and the
educational terminological system is no exception.
In terminology, as in general literary language,
antonyms are used to name opposite concepts, which
generally helps to identify and lexically represent
the logical possibilities of a certain terminological
system [14, p. 368].

Antonyms, unlike synonyms, which are
characterized by the formation of synonymous rows,
form a group of words from two units opposite in
meaning. In such elementary antonymic microfield,
oppositional relations are established, based on
differences within one phenomenon. Usually, the
logical basis for the phenomenon of antonymy is the
opposition of specific concepts that are included in
the scope of the corresponding generic concept [2].
At the same time, only lexemes belonging to the same
grammatical category can be antonymic. Antonyms
are linguistically conjugated pairs of words belonging
to the same part of speech, are elements of a unique
binary opposition [3, p. 15].

According to the structural organization,
antonymic pairs of terms are divided into two groups:
lexical, the differential semantic character of which is
carried out through the semantic opposition of roots
(state university — private university), and word-
forming (education — miseducation, conscious —
unconscious, schooling — unschooling, synchronous
learning — asynchronous) [15].

In turn, the phenomenon of polysemy consists
in the internal kinship of the meanings of a specific
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terminological unit, which convey the essential
features of two or more concepts of a certain field
and have the same special semantics [6, p. 178]. In
this case, the term is used in different meanings, and
its syntactic, morphological and semantic features
remain unchanged [20, p. 6]. In modern linguistics,
polysemous relations are considered as internally
related meanings of a terminological unit that denote
essential features of two or more concepts of a
certain field of knowledge and have the same special
semantics [6; 10]. According to M. Salamakha,
the phenomenon of polysemy is inevitable in any
terminological system, serving as a manifestation
of “a general tendency to economize on means of
verbal expression and professional competence”
[10, p. 145].

The emergence of polysemy in terminological
systems of various fields is associated with the
processes of metaphorization and metonymization,
as well as with the tendency of human thinking to
systematize and generalize knowledge about the
world around us, discover new knowledge, and with
the need to ensure effective communication [5]. This
indicates that polysemy of terms is a manifestation of
both linguistic and extralingual factors.

An analysis of the websites of the U. S. higher
education institutions has shown the presence of
polysemic terms, within which the following types of
polysemy have been identified, such as:

1. Intra-branch polysemy, which involves the
presence of two or more meanings of the same term
in the field under study. An interesting example
in this case is the polysemic term faculty, which is
used to denote an innate mental or physical strong
quality of a person, as well as all the teaching staff of
a university or college, or of one department [17].

We also consider it necessary to refer to such
important, in our opinion, concepts of American
higher education as intra-branch polysemic terms,
such as school, college, and academy. The term
“school”, with regard to higher education in the
USA, has the following meanings: 1) a faculty or
group of faculties of a university; 2) a separate group
of students who receive higher education; 3) a group
of scientists united by common scientific ideas and
developments [26, p. 1328].

The term “college” in the US higher education
system is used to refer to both an independent
institution of higher education (with a two- or four-
year term of study) and an analogue of a university
faculty that trains specialists in any field of knowledge
and has a certain autonomy [12, p. 103].

In turn, the term “academy” has the following
basic meanings: 1) an institution or society for the

advancement of literature, art, or science; 2) a high
school or college in which special subjects or skills
are taught; 3) higher education institution for training
in a particular profession, e.g., the US Military
Academy, the US Air Force Academy, the US Naval
Academy, the US Coast Guard Academy, and the
Merchant Marine Academy [23].

2. Inter-disciplinary polysemy, when the
meanings of a polysemic term function not only
in the field of higher education in the USA, but
also in other professional languages. For example,
the terms “audit” and “credit”, in addition to
the analyzed terminological system, are also
used in economics, and the term “agency” was
borrowed by the educational sphere from the field
of sociology. The latter is used today in the field
of American higher education to denote the free
will of a student. In turn, the term “audit” has the
meaning of “attending classes in a discipline or a
set of disciplines as a free listener”, and the term
“credit” is a unit of measurement of the amount
of educational workload of a higher education
applicant necessary to achieve the expected
learning outcomes).

3. General linguistic polysemy, when the terms
are recorded both in the sphere of American
higher education (with a special meaning) and in
general use [1]. For example, the polysemantic
noun ‘“course” has the following dictionary
definitions:1) the route or direction followed by
a ship, aircraft, road, or river; 2) an action or a
series of actions that you can do in a particular
situation; 3) one part of a meal; 4) refer to the
way that events develop; 5) a series of lessons or
lectures on a particular subject [17]. Only the last
in the above list of meanings of the word course
is associated with the sphere of American higher
education, denoting a certain academic discipline
or educational component.

This group also includes the term “workshop”,
which in common usage means “workroom”,
and within the educational sphere (a usually brief
intensive educational program for a relatively small
group of people that focuses especially on techniques
and skills in a particular field [23]).

Another example of general linguistic polysemy
within the analyzed terminology is the lexeme “unit”,
which in the professional language of education is
used in the following meanings: 1) an amount of
work used in education in calculating student credits;
2) a part of a school course focusing on a central
theme [23].

Conclusions. Thus, taking into account all of the
above, we can conclude that semantic relations in
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the studied specialized language and in the national
language differ significantly. While the phenomena
of synonymy, antonymy, polysemy are widespread in
the lexical system of the commonly used language, in
the analyzed terminological system these phenomena
have their own limitations and specificity, which is

determined by such requirements for the term as
unambiguity, stylistic neutrality, etc.

The scope for further research lies in studying
the specifics of translating the U. S. higher education
terms, taken from from different types of specialized
texts.
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