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CraTTio NPUCBAYEHO akTyanbHin Nnpobnemi ctpatugikalii EkKOHOMIYHOT TepMiHOMOrii 3a kpuTepieM macluTabHocTi Ta Ti
3aCTOCYBaHHI0 Y NekcukorpadiyHin npaktuui. O6rpyHToBaHO HEOOXigHICTb PpO3p06KM 06'EKTUBHOI METOAUKN ANS AndepeH-
Lialii TepMiHiB Ha MiKpo-, Me30- Ta MaKpOEKOHOMIYHI piBHi. Lis noTpeba 3ymoBneHa sik TEOPETUYHUMM BUKIUKaMK (rnmbLue
PO3YMiHHS [lianeKTuKkn 3B'A3Ky MiX iHAMBIAyanbHUMM OiSMU Ta CUCTEMHUMW pesynbTaTamu B eKOHOMILi, noTpeba B cuc-
TemaTtun3alii TepMiHONOriYHOro anapary BignoBiAHO 4O PIBHIB aHanisy), Tak i NpakTUYHUMK 3aBAAHHAMM (BAOCKOHANEHHS
dhaxoBoi KOMyHikaLii, 0cOBNMBO B MiXXAMCLMNNIHAPHOMY KOHTEKCTI; ONTUMI3aLisi CTPYKTYpW Ta 3MICTY NEKCUKorpadivyHmx
NpoayKTiB, 30kpema (haxoBMX CIIOBHUKIB; NiABULLEHHS eheKTUBHOCTI CUCTEM aBTOMaTUYHOT 06POOKM EKOHOMIYHUX TEKCTIB
Ta iHpopmadiiHoro nowwyky). MNpoaHanizoBaHO OCTaHHI AOCHIMKEHHS Y rany3i TEPMiHO3HABCTBA, EKOHOMIYHOI OHTONOTIT
Ta NiHrBicTUKW. [leTanbHO pO3rsiHYTO TeopeTuyHi AebaTty LWOoAO ChiBBIOHOLEHHS MIKPO- Ta MakpOEKOHOMIKM, 30Kpema
KOHLIenLito «Mikpoobr'pyHTyBaHb» MakpoekoHoMiku (K. I'yBep) Ta ii KPUTUKY 3 NO3WLii MOCTKEMHCIAHCTBA, L0 HaromnoLuye
Ha eMeppKEHTHUX BNAcTMBOCTSX MakpocucteMm (P. Kapeanbo, A. Kperenb). [NMpoaHanisaoBaHoO anbTepHaTUBHI NOrNsan Ha
3B'A30K MK PiBHAMM, 30KpEMa iiet0 ropU3oHTanbHUX B3aEMO3B'A3KIB Ta ABOHAMNPAaBNEHol NPUYMHHOCTI (K. KiHr), a Takox
CyvacHi nigxoam A0 TpakTyBaHHs Macwtaby sk GaratoBumipHoro koHcTpykTa (M. BaH geH bepr, . BepboHr). BussneHo
HeBMpILLEHY paHille YacTuHy npobnemu: BiACYTHICTb dhopmaniaoBaHoi, KiflbKicCHO 06r'pyHTOBaHOI, Bi4TBOPIOBAHOI Ta TeO-
PETUYHO BanigHoOi MeToamky cTpaTtudikalii came eKOHOMIYHMX TEPMiHIB 3a MacwTaboM, sika 6 BpaxoByBana CknagHiCTb
deHoMeHy, iCHYBaHHS MPOMIDKHOTO Me30piBHSA Ta byna aganToBaHa Ans nekcmkorpadidHnx notpeb. Metoto cTatTi € pos-
pobka Ta anpobalis Takoi METOAMKN Ha OCHOBI KOMMOHEHTHOrO aHanisy. [letanbHo onMcaHo M'ATMETaNHy METOAMKY, WO
nependavae OuiHKy KOXHOTO TepMiHa 3a N'sTbMa CEMaHTUYHUMMU KOMMOHEHTaMu (OCHOBHMIA CyD'ekT aHanisy, MaclTab
cucTemu, piBeHb arperadii 3MiHHUX, LieHTparnbHa aHaniTu4Ha 3agaya, LOMiHYUUIA IHCTPYMEHT NONiTUKK), BUBIP SIKMX Teo-
peTuyHo obrpyHToBaHO npausmu H. I Metkbto, C. A. IpiHNoy Ta iHWUMK dyHAAMEHTaNbHUMK NPaLsMM 3 EKOHOMIYHOI
Teopii. OUiHIOBaHHS! KOXHOTO KOMMOHEHTa NPOBOANTLCS 3@ TPUOANbHO LIKaNo (1 — HU3bKa BUPAXEHICTb, 2 — cepeaHs,
3 — Bucoka). Cyma 6anis (Big 5 8o 15) BM3Havae iHOeKC MacwTabHOCTI Ta 4O3BONSE BiAHECTU TEPMIH 4O OAHOIO 3 TPbOX
piBHiB: MikpopiBeHb (5-8 6anis), me3opieeHb (9-12 6anis), makpopiseHb (13-15 6anis). MNpoBeneHo anpobaLito MeToanku
Ha BUYEPNHOMY KOpMyCi 3 854 aHMMIiNCbKNX EKOHOMIYHUX TEPMIHIB, BifiOpaHMX 3 «AHMMO-YKPAIHCLKOro TIlyMa4HOro CroB-
HMKa eKkoHoMiYHOT nekcukuy A. Wnmkis. MNpeactaBneHo getanbHi pesynbrati KiflbKiCHOro aHanisy: BUSBNEHO BUPaXKeHe
AOMiHYBaHHS TepMiHiB MikpopiBHs (505 oaunHuup, 59,13%), HasBHICTb 3HAYHOT YacTKM TepMIHIB Me3opiBHS (219 oguHuub,
25,64%), L0 BMKOHYIOTb (DYHKLitO 3B'A3KOBOI NAHKKU, Ta MEHLLOI, ane KOHLeNnTyansbHO BaXuBOI rpynu TEPMIHIB Makpo-
piBHs (130 oguHuup, 15,22%). MNpoaHanizoBaHO ceMaHTUYHI Npodini TEpMiHIB KOXXHOro piBHS. [etanbHO 06rpyHTOBaHO
3HaYeHHs OTPUMaHUX pesynbraTiB Ana nekcukorpadii: 3anponoHOBAHO KOHKPETHI LUMSXM BNPOBAMKEHHS pesynbraTiB
cTpaTtudikaLii y NnpakTUKy yknagaHHs CMOBHMKIB, 30KpEMa BUKOPUCTaHHSI CUCTEM MO3HAYOK PiBHS MacluTabHocTi (Mikpo,
Me3o, Makpo) y Bokabyni, aganTtauito CTPYKTypu Ta 3MICTy AediHiLin BiANOBIAHO 40 BU3HAYEHOrO PIBHS, peneBaHTHUM
niaGip intCcTpaTMBHOrO MaTepiany, NoOKpaLLleHHs CUCTeMMU BHYTPILLHbOCIOBHUKOBKX NOCUMNAaHb Ta CTBOPEHHSA TeMaTUYHNX
nokaxuyukis. OKpecrneHo nepcrnekTMBM NodanbluMx PO3BiAOK: MKMOBHI 3iCTABMEHHS, iHTerpauisi 3 iHLWUMKU KpUTepiamn
cTpaTudikaLii, KopnycHi AOCNIMKEHHSA (PYHKLIOHYBaHHSA TEPMIHIB, PO3po6Ka NPakTUYHUX NeKcukorpadivyHMx pekomeHaa-
uin, 3actocyBaHHsa B NLP Ta angakTuui.

Knto4oBi cnoBa: ekoHOMiYHa TepMiHOMOris, cTpaTudikalis TEepPMIHIB, KpUTEpIi MacluTabHOCTI, MiKPOEKOHOMIKa,
MaKpOEKOHOMiKa, Me30piBEHb, KOMMOHEHTHUI aHari3, nekcukorpadis.

The article addresses the relevant issue of stratifying economic terminology based on the scalability criterion and its
application in lexicographical practice. The necessity of developing an objective methodology for differentiating terms into
micro-, meso-, and macroeconomic levels is substantiated. This need is driven by both theoretical challenges (a deeper
understanding of the dialectics between individual actions and systemic outcomes in economics; the need to systematize
the terminological apparatus according to levels of analysis) and practical tasks (improving professional communication,
especially in interdisciplinary contexts; optimizing the structure and content of lexicographical products, particularly spe-
cialized dictionaries; enhancing the efficiency of automatic economic text processing and information retrieval systems).
Recent studies in terminology science, economic ontology, and linguistics are analyzed. Theoretical debates regarding the
relationship between micro- and macroeconomics are considered in detail, particularly the concept of «microfoundations»
of macroeconomics (K. Hoover) and its critique from Post-Keynesian positions emphasizing the emergent properties
of macrosystems (F. Carvalho, J. Kregel). Alternative views on the linkage between levels are analyzed, including the
idea of horizontal interrelations and bidirectional causality (J. King), as well as modern approaches treating scale as a
multidimensional construct (J. van den Bergh, G. Verbong). An unresolved part of the problem is identified: the lack of a
formalized, quantitatively grounded, reproducible, and theoretically valid methodology for stratifying economic terms spe-
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cifically by scale, which would consider the complexity of the phenomenon, the existence of an intermediate meso-level,
and be adapted for lexicographical needs. The aim of the article is to develop and approbate such a methodology based
on componential analysis. The five-stage methodology is described in detail, involving the assessment of each term based
on five semantic components (main subject of analysis, system scale, variable aggregation level, central analytical task,
dominant policy instrument), the selection of which is theoretically justified by the works of N.G. Mankiw, S.A. Greenlaw,
and other fundamental works in economic theory. The assessment of each component is conducted using a three-point
scale (1 — low expression, 2 — medium, 3 — high). The sum of scores (ranging from 5 to 15) determines the scalability
index and allows assigning the term to one of three levels: micro-level (5-8 points), meso-level (9-12 points), macro-level
(13-15 points). The methodology was approbated on a comprehensive corpus of 854 English economic terms selected
from A. Shymkiv's «English-Ukrainian Explanatory Dictionary of Economic Vocabulary». Detailed results of the quantitative
analysis are presented: a pronounced dominance of micro-level terms (505 units, 59.13%), the presence of a significant
share of meso-level terms (219 units, 25.64%) performing a linking function, and a smaller but conceptually important
group of macro-level terms (130 units, 15.22%) were identified. The semantic profiles of terms at each level are analyzed.
The significance of the obtained results for lexicography is substantiated in detail: specific ways of implementing the strat-
ification results into dictionary compilation practice are proposed, including the use of scalability level labels (Micro, Meso,
Macro) in the vocabulary, adaptation of the structure and content of definitions according to the identified level, relevant
selection of illustrative material, improvement of the internal dictionary cross-referencing system, and creation of thematic
indexes. Prospects for further research are outlined: cross-linguistic comparisons, integration with other stratification cri-
teria, corpus studies of term functioning, development of practical lexicographical recommendations, application in NLP
and didactics.

Key words: economic terminology, term stratification, scalability criterion, microeconomics, macroeconomics, meso-

level, componential analysis, lexicography.

Introduction. Understanding the «micro-
macro» dichotomy is fundamental to economic
science, yet its boundaries and interrelation are
subjects of ongoing academic debate. Traditionally,
microeconomics is defined as the analysis of the
behavior of individual economic agents (households,
firms), while macroeconomics studies the economy as
a whole, operating with aggregate indicators (GDP,
inflation, unemployment). This division, although
convenient for teaching and initial knowledge
structuring, conceals the complex dialectic between
individual actions and systemic outcomes, where
macroeconomic phenomena are not always a
simple sum of microeconomic processes [1, p. 15].
This inherent complexity is reflected in economic
terminology. There are terms clearly associated with
one level (e.g., cost of goods sold, EBITDA — micro;
unemployment rate, public debt — macro), yet a
significant part of the terminology system functions
at both levels or acts as a link between them (e.g.,
price, market, competition, tax).

The lack of clear, objective criteria for stratifying
terms according to their scalability level creates
several problems. In the theoretical aspect, it
complicates the systematization of the terminological
apparatus and can lead to conceptual confusion when
describing the interrelations between micro- and
macrophenomena. In the practical aspect, difficulties
arise in professional communication, especially
in interdisciplinary research, where ambiguous
interpretation of a term's scale of application can
become a source of misunderstanding [2, p. 275].
This problem is particularly acute in lexicographical
practice. An analysis of existing English-Ukrainian
explanatory dictionaries of economic vocabulary,
including the one that served as the source of

empirical material for this study, shows the absence of
a consistent system for marking terms by scalability
level. Assigning a term to the micro- or macro-
level is often implicit, unclear, or entirely missing.
This significantly reduces the informativeness and
didactic value of dictionaries for the target audience —
students, translators, researchers. Furthermore, this
uncertainty complicates the development and
functioning of automatic economic text processing
(NLP) systems, where correct identification of a
term's level is crucial for understanding the context
and semantic analysis of the text. Thus, developing
a scientifically sound methodology for stratifying
economic terms based on the scalability criterion
emerges as a relevant scientific and practical task at
the intersection of terminology studies, economic
theory, and lexicography.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The issue of the relationship between micro and macro
levels in economics has a long history of debate,
dating back to classical political economy. In modern
economic theory, these debates have gained new
resonance, especially after the 2008 global financial
crisis, which revealed the limitations of many
macroeconomic models. The discussion around the
concept of «microfoundations» of macroeconomics
has intensified. Proponents of this approach, mostly
belonging to the neoclassical and new classical
schools, argue that any valid macroeconomic theory
must be logically derived from models of rational
individual agents maximizing their utility or profit
[3, p. 337; 4, p. 1146]. This approach aims to ensure
the internal consistency of economic theory and
avoid ad hoc assumptions at the macro level.

However, this reductionist approach is criticized
by representatives of other schools, particularly Post-
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Keynesianism. F. Carvalho and J. Kregel argue that
macroeconomics deals with emergent properties of the
system (e.g., level of aggregate demand, inflationary
expectations) that cannot be simply summed up from
individual actions due to complex interrelations,
uncertainty, and institutional factors. They emphasize
that macroeconomics requires its own, historically-
grounded, inductive method, distinct from the logico-
deductive approach of microeconomics [5, p. 483].
This viewpoint underscores the ontological autonomy
of the macro level.

An alternative perspective is offered by
J. King, who views micro- and macroeconomics
not as a hierarchical structure («foundation» and
«superstructure»), but as horizontally linked
disciplines between which complex bidirectional
causality exists: micro behavior influences macro
outcomes, and macro conditions, in turn, shape the
context for micro decisions [6, p. 591]. This approach
acknowledges the importance of both levels and their
interaction.

The complexity of delineating levels is also
confirmed by research in related fields. In the theory
of socio-technical systems and innovations, the
concept of scale is viewed not as a binary opposition
(«small-large»), but as a multidimensional construct
including aspects of size (number of elements), level
(organizational hierarchy), and relation (connections
between elements) [7, p. 1]. This indicates the need for
a comprehensive, multi-factor approach to analyzing
scalability in economic terminology as well. Although
fundamental classifications of terms based on
specialization degree exist in Ukrainian terminology
studies, developed by 1. Kochan [8, p. 50], they do
not provide specific tools for quantitative assessment
based on the scalability criterion within the economic
terminology system itself.

Identification of unresolved aspects of the
problem. The literature review reveals the absence
of a formalized, quantitatively grounded, and
reproducible methodology for stratifying economic
terms specifically based on the scalability criterion,
adapted for lexicographical needs. No system of
clear semantic criteria and procedures for their
quantification has been developed that would allow
for an objective assessment of a term's affiliation to a
certain level of analysis, account for the existence of
a significant layer of intermediate, meso-level terms
functioning at the intersection of micro- and macro-
analysis, and provide lexicographers with a practical
tool for consistent term labeling in dictionaries.
This methodological gap limits the possibilities for
systematizing terminology and creates obstacles for
its effective use.

Objectives of the article. The aim of this article
is to develop and approbate a scientifically sound
methodology for stratifying economic terms based
on the scalability criterion using componential
analysis, and to demonstrate its potential for
improving lexicographical practice. The tasks are:
1) to justify the selection of semantic components
(semes) for assessing the scalability of terms; 2) to
develop a quantitative scoring scale and an algorithm
for classifying terms into micro-, meso-, and
macro-levels; 3) to approbate the methodology on
a representative corpus of English economic terms;
4) to analyze the obtained results and determine the
structure of the studied terminology system based
on the scalability criterion; 5) to substantiate the
practical application of the developed methodology
in lexicography.

Exposition of the main research material.
Considering the complexity of the phenomenon, its
multidimensionality, and the need for an objective
methodology, componential analysis was employed.
This method involves decomposing the lexical
meaning into minimal distinctive semantic features —
semes [9, p. 15], allowing for a structured semantic
representation and comparative analysis based on
clear criteria. Applying this method to the concept
of «Scalability» in economic terminology enabled
the identification of five key semantic components
(semes), reflecting various aspects of a term's
belonging to the micro-, meso-, or macro-level
of analysis. The choice of components is based on
generalizing theoretical approaches to delineating
the subject matter, objects, and typical analytical
tasks of micro- and macroeconomics, presented in
fundamental works [10, p. 10; 11, p. 8].

The first component, main subject of analysis,
reflects the central subject whose behavior, state, or
activity the term describes. Low expression (1 point)
corresponds to a focus on an individual economic
agent (e.g., firm, factory, employee's wage). Medium
expression (2 points) indicates interaction between
agents or a market mechanism (e.g., supply and
demand, price, banknote). High expression (3 points)
means the term denotes the economy as a whole, its
aggregate state, or national institutions (e.g., GDP,
fiscal policy).

The second component, scale of the system,
shows the size of the economic system within
which the concept functions. Low expression (1
point) relates to a specific market for a particular
good, service, or resource (e.g., car market, labor
market for engineers). Medium expression (2 points)
covers a set of markets or describes a phenomenon
with manifestations at different levels (e.g., natural
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resources, banknote). High expression (3 points)
characterizes terms describing the system of all
markets within a national economy (e.g., inflation,
economic growth).

The third component, level of variable
aggregation, indicates whether the concept is
a primary, individual indicator or the result of
generalization and aggregation of a large amount
of data. Low expression (1 point) corresponds to a
variable at the level of a single agent or transaction
(e.g., individual wage, price of one good). Medium
expression (2 points) denotes a class of objects or a
standard concept requiring some generalization but
having clear individual manifestations (e.g., factory,
banknote, supply and demand). High expression
(3 points) is characteristic of aggregate indicators
calculated based on statistical data for the entire
economy (e.g., GDP, inflation rate).

The fourth component, central analytical task,
characterizes the typical theoretical problem for
which the term is used. Low expression (1 point)
is associated with problems of resource allocation,
consumer/firm choice, and market equilibrium
[10, p. 12]. Medium expression (2 points) means the
task can be viewed from both perspectives (e.g., the
impact of taxes on a firm and on the state budget). High
expression (3 points) relates to problems of economic
fluctuations, long-term growth, unemployment, and
inflation at the national level [11, p. 15].

The fifth component, dominant policy
instrument, reflects the level at which policy
intervention related to the term usually occurs. Low
expression (1 point) pertains to the regulation of
specific markets (e.g., antitrust legislation). Medium
expression (2 points) indicates policy with both
micro- and macroeconomic dimensions (e.g., policy
regarding natural resources). High expression (3
points) characterizes instruments of general economic
regulation (e.g., fiscal and monetary policy).

To obtain a quantitative measure of scalability,
each term is assigned a score from 1 to 3 for each of
the five described semes. The sum of scores (ranging
from 5 to 15) determines the term's Scalability
Index according to a three-level scale: micro-level
terms (5-8 points), meso-level terms (9-12 points),
macro-level terms (13—15 points). This methodology,
analogous to point-based scoring systems used for
classifying complex objects [12, p. 7], allows for the
objectification of the stratification process.

The methodology was approbated on a
comprehensive corpus of 854 English economic
terms selected from A. Shymkiv's «English-Ukrainian
Explanatory Dictionary of Economic Vocabulary»
[13]. The analysis yielded the following quantitative

distribution: micro-level terms — 505 units (59.13%),
meso-level terms — 219 units (25.64%), macro-level
terms — 130 units (15.22%).

Theanalysisresults demonstrate the methodology's
ability to differentiate terms by scalability level.
Micro-level terms (e.g., wage, factory, price,
supply and demand, natural resources [13]) scored
between 5 and 8, showing low intensity across most
components. Meso-level terms (e.g., banknote [13],
scoring 11 points) reflect a dual nature, connecting
micro and macro aspects. Macro-level terms (e.g.,
GDP, inflation, economic growth, fiscal policy [13],
scoring 15 points) indicate affiliation with the macro-
level across all five dimensions.

The analysis of the full corpus shows the
dominance of the micro-level, confirming the
primacy of studying individual agents' behavior.
Meso-level terms serve as connecting links. Macro-
level terms form the conceptual core for analyzing
the economy as a whole. The obtained results are
significant for lexicographical practice, allowing
for objective entry labeling (Micro, Meso, Macro),
structuring definitions, selecting relevant illustrations,
and optimizing cross-referencing in economic
dictionaries. The approbation confirmed that the
proposed methodology based on componential
analysis allows not only assigning an economic term
to a certain scalability level but also characterizing
its semantic profile across key dimensions. This
contributes to a deeper understanding of its place
within economic theory and its potential use for
improving lexicographical works.

Conclusions and prospects for further
research. The conducted research resulted in the
development and approbation of a scientifically
sound methodology for stratifying economic terms
based on the scalability criterion using componential
analysis. The methodology proved its validity by
enabling the quantitative assessment of the affiliation
of each of the 854 terms to the micro-, meso-, or
macro-level. The analysis of the results revealed a
clear hierarchical structure of the studied terminology
system: it is based on a broad foundation of micro-
level terms (approx. 60%), supplemented by a
significant layer of meso-level terms (approx. 26%)
that ensure inter-level connections, and crowned by
a compact core of macro-level terms (approx. 15%).
This structure reflects the logic of economic science
itself. The developed methodology holds significant
potential for improving lexicographical practice,
particularly through the introduction of objective
labeling of terms by scalability level, optimization
of definition structure, and selection of relevant
illustrative material.
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Prospects for further research include: approbating
the methodology on terminologies of other languages
to identify universal and language-specific features
of stratification; integrating the scalability criterion
with other stratification criteria (abstractness,
ontological nature, disciplinary differentiation) to
build a comprehensive multi-dimensional model
of the economic term's semantic profile; in-depth
investigation of the functioning of terms of different

scalability levels in specialized texts using corpus
linguistics methods; developing detailed practical
recommendations for lexicographers onimplementing
the stratification results in compiling next-generation
dictionaries; exploring the possibilities of using the
developed methodology in automatic economic
text processing systems and in teaching economic
disciplines for better structuring of educational
material.
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