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Promocijas darba visparigs apraksts

Specidla leksika' ir butiska visparigajas divvalodu tulkojo3ajas
vardnicas ietvertas leksikas dala. Specialas leksikas atlase, leksikografiskaja
apstradé un mérkvalodas atbilsmju izv€l€ nepiecieSamas attiecigas nozares
zinasanas un nereti ari nozares specialistu palidziba. Stefans Politovs
(Politov 2005, 164), analizéjot vacu-bulgaru valodas vardnicas, uzsver, ka
vardnicas nav pietieckami parstavéta dazadu nozaru leksika, un tapéc
visparigo tulkojo$o vardnicu lietotajiem netiek sniegts nepiecieSamais
atbalsts nozartekstu tulkoSana.

Specialas leksikas plaSuma un daudzveidibas de€] leksikografijas
pétijuma ietvaros jaaprobezojas ar kadu atsevisku, v€lams pietieckami
nozimigu un apjomigu jomu. Specialas leksikas nosacits dalijums ir $ads:
vienkarsaka (pieméram, kimijas jomas speciala leksika, jo ta ir universala)
un sarezgitaka (piem&ram, augu un dzivnieku nosaukumi, jo tiem vismaz
dalgji ir raksturiga regionala specifika). Botanikas specialas leksikas apjoma
un komplicetibas d€] Saja petijuma nav apliilkota visa botanikas speciala
leksika, bet tas dala — augu nosaukumi. Augi ir botanikas galvena
kategorija, un to optimals atspogulojums visparigajas divvalodu vardnicas
sagada vardnicu sastaditajam daudz problemu. Tas saistams ar augu lielo
skaitu, plaso augu nosaukumu sinonimiju, zinatniskajiem un tauta
lietotajiem augu nosaukumiem un nosaukumu dazadibu dialektos, kas
reiz€m neatbilst zinatniskas klasifikacijas viennozimiguma principam, Kur
svarigs precizs auga nosaukuma lietojums. Specifiskais pétijums ir veikts
vardnicu pétniecibas problematikas ietvaros, jo témas sarezgitibu raksturo
gan objektivo, gan subjektivo faktoru saplidums un augu nosaukumu
grupai raksturigais ieksgjais neviendabigums.

Promocijas darba galvenokart aplikots jautajums par augu nosaukumu
atlasi vid&ja apjoma visparigajai vardnicai. Visparigajas divvalodu
tulkojosajas vardnicas apjoma regulésanas del ir ieklauta tikai dala no plasa
augu nosaukumu klasta, tomér tieSi izlases princips ir viena no leksikografu
lielakajam problémam (Baldunciks 2012, 115; Brjuhovecka, Rozenberga
2015, 97; Denisov 1982, 89; Priedite 1990, 63; Veisbergs 2015, 156).
Jautajums par augu nosaukumu atlasi, konsekventu atspogulosanu vardnica,
problematisko  aspektu  konstatéSanu So nosaukumu atlas€ un
leksikografiskaja apstrade, ka ari piedavatie risinajumi un izstradatais augu
nosaukumu pamatsaraksts (augu optimala izlase) vidéja apjoma visparigajai
vardnicai biis noderigs praktiskaja leksikografija, kas ir cieSi saistita ar
tulkoSanu, jo vardnicas ir viens no tulkotaja darba pamatinstrumentiem.

Y speciala leksika sikak aplukota kopsavilkuma apak$nodala ,,Promocijas darba satura
kopsavilkums” (sk. 13. lpp.)




Metaleksikografiskajas diskusijas jautajums par specialo leksiku
visparigaja divvalodu tulkojoSaja vardnica, tas atlases principiem un
leksikografisko apstradi visparigajas vardnicas netiek plasi iztirzats.
Savukart vardnicu recenzijas viens no galvenajiem vardnicu pozitiva vai
negativa novertejuma kriterijiem ir Skirkla vardu atlase. Henings
Bergenholcs (Bergenholtz 2001, 12-14) analizgjis 252 vardnicu recenzijas,
kuras 22% visu izteikumu attiecas uz skirkla vardu atlasi vardnicas. Vins
atzist, ka nav izstradatas teorétiskas un metodiskas pieejas, kas pamatotu
dazadus risinagjumus attieciba uz atskirigu vardnicu tipu funkcijam, un
H. Bergenholcs uzsver, ka par arjo jeb skirkla vardu atlasi p&tijumu ir
pavisam maz, savukart par iek$€jo jeb informacijas atlasi pétijumu ir tik
daudz, ka neviens leksikografs nespétu ar tiem visiem iepazities. Vims
Honselars (Honselaar 2003, 325) uzsver, ka 1paSa uzmaniba vardnicas
makrostruktiiras izstradeé javelta tematiski saistitam vardu grupam. Par
tematiski saistitiem uzskata vardus, kas ir jédzieniski saistiti un apzimé
kadu ar valodas Iidzekliem izteiktu pasaules dalu, pieméram, kosmosu,
floru, faunu (Cyvin 1982, 116), un tie atlasami un apstradajami Tpasi.

Aktuals ir arT jautajums par anglisko, krievisko un vacisko augu
nosaukumu izvéles un atspoguloSanas principiem latvieSu valoda, lai
vardnicas péc to latvisko atbilsmju ietvertas informacijas, mark&uma un
formas klatu noderigakas to lietotaju vajadzibam. Saistiba ar to
leksikografiskas apstrades un leksiskaja aspekta ir raksturotas un analiz&tas
latvisko augu nosaukumu izmainas un tendences pusgadsimta perioda
petijumam izraudzitajas visparigajas divvalodu tulkojo$ajas vardnicas.

Sis promocijas darbs ir pétijums valodniecibas nozares lietiskas
valodniecibas apakSnozaré. Promocijas darba tiek apliikoti leksikografijas,
terminologijas un leksikologijas jautajumi. Darba teorétiskais pamats
balstas uz leksikografijas koncepcijam, kas saistitas ar vienvalodas un
divvalodu vardnicam. Peétijjuma teorétisko bazi galvenokart veido
leksikografu Berilas T. Sju Atkinsas (Beryl T. Sue Atkins), Jura Balduncika,
Inetas Balodes, Andreja Bankava, Heninga Bergenholca (Henning
Bergenholtz), Valérija Berkova (Barepuii bepxos), Gintera Drozdovska
(Gunther Drosdowski), Reinharda Rudolfa Karla Hartmana (Reinhard
Rudolf Karl Hartmann), Reginas Heski (Regina Hessky), Hemina Juna
(Heming Yong), Lauras Karpinskas, Sandro Nilsena (Sandro Nielsen),
Tamasa Magai (Tamas Magay), Joahima Mugdana (Joachim Mugdan),
Dzjina Pena (Jing Peng), Lienes Rozes, Heinriha Petermana (Heinrich
Petermann), Alberta Sarkana, Martina Starka (Martin Stark), Leva Séerbas
(Jles I]ep6a), Gotfrida Spisa (Gottfried Spies), Svena Tarpa (Sven Tarp),
Maras Soikanes-Trapanes, Marijes Vahkovas (Marie Vachkova), Andreja
Veisberga, Herberta Ernsta Viganda (Herbert Ernst Wiegand) un Ladislava




Zgustas (Ladislav Zgusta) p&tijumos, monografijas un zinatniskajos rakstos
paustas atzinas. Darba izmantoti arT Mara Baltina, Ineses Edelmanes, llgas
Jansones, Benitas Laumanes, Lindas Pietes, Valentinas Skujinas u.C.
valodnieku darbos miné&tie secinajumi. P&tfjuma teorctiskaja dala apkopota
informacija, ko par visparlietojamas un specialas leksikas, tai skaita
botanikas leksikas un augu nosaukumu, atlases, leksikografiskas apstrades
un atspoguloSanas principiem visparigajas divvalodu vardnicas raksta
vadosie leksikografi.

Praktiska pétijuma dala balstas valodas materiala, kas ekscerp€ts no
vidgja apjoma visparigajam anglu-latvieSu, krievu-latvieSu un vacu-latvieSu
vardnicam. Ekscerptus no vardnicam veido angliskie, krieviskie un vaciskie
augu nosaukumi un to latviskas atbilsmes. Sis promocijas darbs ir pirmais
petijums, kura apliikots un analizéts specialas leksikas dalas — augu
nosaukumu — kopums no seSam vidgja apjoma divvalodu tulkojo$ajam
vardnicam. P&tijuma noskaidrots, ka teorGtiskas atzipas atbilst
empiriskajiem rezultatiem, kas iegiiti, analiz€jot p€tamo materialu — augu
nosaukumus.

Pétijuma iecere — izpetit un noskaidrot, kada ir botanikas specialas leksikas
dala — augu nosaukumi, kas ir ieklauti miisdienu vid€ja apjoma visparigajas
divvalodu vardnicas: kadi augu nosaukumi, kas apzimé noteiktas
dzivesformas augus un augu grupas, Ir ietverti vardnicas un kadas augu
grupas nav parstavétas vardnicas, ka ar1 kada ir augu nosaukumu
proporcionala dala attieciba pret analiz€tajas vardnicas noradito ieklauto
Skirkla vardu skaitu. Ar So pétijumu ieceréts pieverst uzmanibu aktualai,
metaleksikografiskajos petijumos maz apliikotai t€mai — specialas leksikas
atlasei. Tadg] pétijuma apkopotas teorctiskas atzipas par visparigas un
specialas leksikas atlasi visparigajai divvalodu tulkojoSajai vardnicai, ka ar1
apskatits jautajums, ka veikta specialas leksikas vienibu leksikografiska
apstrade un kadi ir vardnicu sastaditaju latvisko atbilsmju izv€les principi.
Lai realizé€tu pétjjuma ieceri, sadarbojoties ar botanikas jomas
specialistiem, izstradats optimals augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksts (ar kuru
jasaprot augu ka botanikas nozares un floras parstavju optimala izlase)
vid€ja apjoma vardnicai. Lai veiktu augu nosaukumu kopumu analizi, ka art
salidzinatu latvisko augu nosaukumu izmainas noteikta laika posma (1950—
2000), peétijjumam izvéletas divas vid€ja apjoma divvalodu tulkojosas
vardnicas tris lielako latvieSu valodas kontaktvalodu (anglu-latviesu,
krievu-latviesu, vacu-latvieSu) paros sastatijuma ar latvieSsu valodu, kas
izdotas aptuveni ar pusgadsimta starplaiku. Anglu-latviesSu, krievu-latvieSu
un vacu-latvieSu vardnicas izvélétas, jo metaleksikografiskajos p&tijjumos
nereti tiek pausts viedoklis, ka $ajas avotvalodas skirklu kopums izstradats
labak neka latviesu valoda. So aspektu vairakkart uzsver A. Veisbergs




(2003, 169; 2007, 71; 2012, 105). Vardnicu paru izvele kalpo ari ka
nodro$inajums pret gadijuma kliidam viena izdevuma, ka ar1 papildinajumu
un atlases korigéjumu fikséSanai, jo vardnicas izdotas ar aptuveni
pusgadsimta starplaiku. P&tijumam izraudzitos senakos vardnicu izdevumus
(20. gs. 50. gadi) varetu uzskatit par ,,1. paaudzes” vardnicam, bet jaunakas,
ap 2000. gadu izdotas vardnicas, — par vid&ja apjoma vardnicu ,,2. paaudzi”.
19. gs. un 20. gs. pirmas puses vardnicas pétijuma nav izmantotas dazadu
iemeslu d€]. Pieméram, Saja perioda tika veikta augu nosaukumu aktiva
standartizacija, kas tika pabeigta Iidz 20. gs. vidum. Ar 20. gs. 50. gadiem
sakas vardnicu izdoSana ar musdienu metodém, ar to saprotot, ka vardnicu
sastadisana darbojas autoru kolektivs, redaktori, tick piesaistiti konsultanti
utt. Lidz ar to p&tijumam izraudzitas vardnicas ir savstarp&ji metodologiski
salidzinamas. Ka viens no iemesliem neizraudzities latvieSu-sveSvalodas
vardnicas minams liela un sabalanséta latvieSu valodas korpusa un latvieSu
leksikas dalas tritkums, kas ir pamatprobléma, veidojot vardnicas ari Sodien
(Andronovs 2002, 206; Veisbergs 2012, 105; 2015, 149). Lai ar1 darbs pie
moderna, miisdieniga un lidzsvarota latvieSu valodas korpusa tiek veikts,
tomer leksikografiska prakse liek veikt papildu korekcijas, parskatot
dazadas sistemas un mikrosistémas.

Anglu-latvieSu  vardnicu grupa izraudzita autoru kolektiva
M. Stradinas redakcija sastadita, 1957. gada izdota ,,Anglu-latviesu
vardnica” (ALV 1957), kura ir 45 000 skirkla vardu, un |. Birzvalkas vadiba
sastadita, 2000. gada izdota ,,Anglu-latvieSu vardnica” (ALV 2000), kura
ar1 ir 45 000 skirkla vardu.

Krievu-latvieSu vardnicu grupa izvéléta 1950. gada ,,Krievu-latvieSu
vardnica” (KLV 1950), kura ir 42 000 Skirkla vardu, kas sastadita péc
Ed. Ozolina un E. Ozolinas manuskripta. Manuskriptu papildinajusi
A. Feldhiins, A. Giitmanis, I. Melbarde u.c. Izmantota 1997. gada izdota
autoru kolektiva sastadita ,,Krievu-latvieSu vardnica” (KLV 1997), kura ir
40 000 skirkla vardu.

Vacu-latvieSu vardnicu grupa izraudzita K. Grantas un E. Pampes
1954. gada izdota ,,Vacu-latviesu vardnica” (VLV 1954), kura ir 46 000
Skirkla vardu, un L. Vjateres sastadita, 2002. gada izdota ,,Vacu-latvieSu
vardnica” (VLV 2002), kura ir 42 000 skirkla vardu.

No visam ieprieks uzskaititajam un pétijumam atlasitajam vardnicam
ekscerpéti angliskie, krieviskie, vaciskie augu nosaukumi ar to latviskajam
atbilsmém. Ekscerpétais materials sakartots Microsoft Word tabulas, kas
pievienotas promocijas darba 3. pielikuma.

Petijuma novitati un aktualitati nosaka situacija latvieSu leksikografija —
lidz $im nav veikts detalizéts pétijums par specialas leksikas atseviskas
sadalas izstradi visparigajas vardnicas. P&tijuma aktualitati pamato ari




promocijas darba izraudzitas un analizétas divvalodu vardnicas, kas ir
mazak pétitas neka vienvalodas vardnicas (Hartmann 2001, 132). Sis ir
pirmais pétjjums par augu nosaukumiem ka specialo leksiku visparigajas
divvalodu tulkojoSajas vardnicas; taja apkopots un analizéts no seSam
vid€ja apjoma divvalodu tulkojoSajam vardnicam ekscerpéts augu
nosaukumu kopums. Balstoties uz augu nosaukumu atlases praktiskas
izpetes faktiem, pé&tijuma doti priekSlikumi augu nosaukumu atlases un
leksikografiskas apstrades pilnveidei.

Promocijas darba meérkis ir izpétit specialas leksikas atlases un
leksikografiskas apstrades principus un optimalas, nozari reprezentgjosSas
kopas izveides iesp€jas vid€ja apjoma visparigajam divvalodu tulkojosajam
vardnicam, par pétijuma pamatu nemot vienu no specialas leksikas lielajam
dalam — augu nosaukumus.

Veicamie uzdevumi mérka sasniegSanai

1. Apkopot un iztirzat teoretiskas atzinas par specialas leksikas atlases
un mérkvalodas atbilsmju izraudziSanas principiem un metodém visparigajas
divvalodu tulkojosajas vardnicas.

2. Sniegt Tsu ieskatu botanikas terminologijas attistiba, augu nosaukumu
darinasanas vésturé un nosaukumu sinonimiskaja daudzveidiba.

3. Ekscerpét augu nosaukumus no vidéa apjoma miisdienu
tulkojoSajam anglu-latvieSu, krievu-latvieSu un vacu-latvieSu vardnicam, kas
izdotas ar aptuveni pusgadsimta intervalu (20.gs. 50.gados un ap
2000. gadu).

4. Analizet ekscerpéta pétama materiala atlases principus katra valodu
para vardnicas, ka arT analizét augu nosaukumu latviskas atbilsmes
leksikografiskaja un leksiskaja aspekta parmainu procesa.

5. Apkopot promocijas darba nodalas izklastita un analiz€ta materiala
rezultatus un sniegt ieteikumus augu nosaukumu atlas€ un leksikografiskaja
apstradé visparigajas videja apjoma divvalodu tulkojosajas vardnicas.

Pétijuma izmantotas metodes

Promocijas darba izmantotas $adas datu ieguves metodes:

— terminu ekscerpéSana — lietota anglisko, krievisko, vacisko augu
nosaukumu un to latvisko atbilsmju izrakstiS8anai no pé&tijumam
atlasitajam vardnicam (ekscerpétais materials apkopots tabulas
promocijas darba 3. pielikuma);

— intervija — izmantota, lai apliecinatu informaciju A. Sarkana vardu
atlases aprakstam (2.3. apaksSnodala; skanu ieraksta kompaktdisks
pievienots promocijas darbam).




Teorétisko darba dalu veido galvenokart promocijas darba 1. nodalas 1.1.—
1.3. apakSnodala, 2.un 3.nodala, kur teorétiska materiala izpétei
izmantota deskriptiva metode un kontentanalizes metode. Deskriptiva
metode un kontentanalizes metode izmantota arT p&tijumam izraudzito
vardnicu ievaddalas ietvertas informacijas izp&tei (1.4. apakSnodala).

— Augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta izstradei lietota kombinéta saraksta
izveides metode; ta izmantota galvenokart augu nosaukumu
ckscerpéSanai no specialaja literatira apkopotajiem sarakstiem,
pamatsaraksta papildinasanai, sadarbojoties ar nozares specialistiem un
veicot aktualiz€joSo kontekstu izpeti, ka ari augu nosaukumu
pamatsaraksta papildinasanai, tulkojot augu nosaukumus no sarakstiem
anglu, krievu un vacu valodas. Augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksts ir
pievienots promocijas darba 2. pielikuma).

Ekscerpéta valodas materiala analizei izmantotas $adas metodes:

— statistiska metode (4.1. un 4.4 apaksnodala);

— salidzinama metode — izmantota galvenokart latvisko augu nosaukumu
atlases un leksikografiskas apstrades analizei parmainu procesa ar
aptuveni pusgadsimta intervalu (4.5., 4.6., 4.7. apaksnodala).

Pétijuma objekts ir speciala leksika visparigajas vid€ja apjoma divvalodu
tulkojoSajas vardnicas, bet pétijuma priekSmets ir augu nosaukumi
visparigajas videja apjoma anglu-latviesu, krievu-latvieSu un vacu-latviesu
vardnicas. Ekscerpéto nosaukumu skaits no anglu-latvieSu vardnicam
(ALV) ir sads: 453 angliskie augu nosaukumi ar latviskajam atbilsmém no
ALV 1957 un 579 angliskie augu nosaukumi ar latviskajam atbilsmém no
ALV 2000. No krievu-latviesu vardnicam (KLV) ekscerpéti 398 krieviskie
augu nosaukumi ar latviskajam atbilsmém no KLV 1950 un 429 krieviskie
augu nosaukumi ar latviskajam atbilsmém no KLV 1997. No vacu-latvieSu
vardnicam (VLV) ekscerpéti 436 vaciskie augu nosaukumi ar latviskajam
atbilsmém no VLV 1954 un 408 vaciskie augu nosaukumi ar latviskajam
atbilsmém no VLV 2002. No vardnicam ekscerpéti augu nosaukumi, kas
vardnica ieklauti gan ka Skirkla vardi jeb pamatvardi, gan ari tie augu
nosaukumi, kas vardnicas doti ka iek$skirkla vardi. Saja pétfjuma ar
iekSSkirkla vardu tiek saprasts vardnicas ligzda ietvertais ar Skirkla vardu
saistitais atseviSkais vards vai vardkopa (auga nosaukums).

Promocijas darba teoretiska nozime

Promocijas darba apkopotas atzinas sniedz ieskatu metaleksikografija
maz apliikota t€éma — specialas leksikas atlas€ un leksikografiskaja apstrade.
Apkopotais teoretisko petijumu materials papildina latvieSu leksikografija
veiktos pétijumus par specialo leksiku vardnicas, ipasi par botanikas
specialo leksiku, pieverSoties tieSi augu nosaukumu atlasei un
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atspoguloSanai visparigajas divvalodu tulkojosajas vardnicas. Promocijas
darba izstradats optimals augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksts, kas ir augu
izlases parstavnieciba un ir izmantojams augu nosaukumu atlasei vidgja
apjoma visparigajam anglu-latvieSu, krievu-latviesu un vacu-latviesu
tulkojoSajam vardnicam. Augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta (augu optimalas
izlases) izstrades gaita aprakstita promocijas darba 4.2. apakSnodala.
Pétijuma aprakstitas leksikografu pieejas un principi specialas leksikas
atlas€ un leksikografiskaja apstradé lauj tas salidzinat ar pétijjumam
izraudzito, Latvija izdoto vardnicu sastaditaju tradicijam un principiem
leksikas atlas€ un tas atspogulosana visparigajas vidéja apjoma divvalodu
tulkojoSajas vardnicas.

Pétijuma praktiska nozime

Analizetais botanikas leksikas materials atspogulo konkrétu $is
leksikas daJu — augu nosaukumus - visparigajas divvalodu vardnicas.
Promocijas darba ir izstradats augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksts (augu
optimala parstavnieciba) vidéja apjoma visparigajai vardnicai, un saraksta
1zstrades aprakstu var€tu izmantot par paraugu ari citu Iidzigu sarakstu,
pieméram, dzivnieku nosaukumu saraksta izstrade. Pauls Kostera (Kostera
2001, 296) uzsver, ka, tikai praktiski izmantojot vardnicu tulkoSana, nereti
atklajas, kadi vardi vardnica nav ieklauti. Tade] biitiska ir sist€émiska
specialas leksikas vienibu atlase, un izstradatais augu nosaukumu
pamatsaraksts ir nozimigs augu nosaukumu atlases analizei izraudzitajas
seSas vidgja apjoma visparigajas divvalodu tulkojoSajas vardnicas.
Promocijas darba praktiskaja dala (galvenokart 4. nodala) iegiitie analiz&ta
materiala izpetes rezultati un apkopotie secinajumi var kalpot par pamatu
leksikografu lémumu pienemsanai par augu nosaukumu ieklausanu un
leksikografisko apstradi visparigajas divvalodu tulkojoSajas vardnicas.
Aprakstitais un analizétais botanikas leksikas dalas — augu nosaukumu —
materials |auj izsekot vardnicas sniegto augu nosaukumu latvisko atbilsmju
izmaindm un apstrades principiem to attistiba, jo analiz€ts ekscerpétais
materials no vardnicam, kas izdotas ar aptuveni 50 gadu starplaiku.

Promocijas darba apjoms un struktiira

Promocijas darbam ir ievads, 4 pamatdalas, nobeigums un secinajumi,
promocijas darba aizstaveSanai izvirzitas t€zes, avotu (kopa 107 vienibas)
un izmantotas literatiiras (kopa 206 vienibas) saraksti. Promocijas darba ir
24 tabulas, 4 diagrammas un 7 atteli. Katras nodalas beigas un atseviskos
gadfjumos ar1 apaks$nodalu beigas sniegti isi secinajumi par iztirzato
jautajumu. Petijumam izvéletas vardnicas un no tam ekscerpétais valodas
materials analiz€ts alfab€tiski pa valodu pariem (galvenokart 1.nodalas
1.4. apaksnodala un 4. nodalas 4.4. apakSnodala).
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Promocijas darba satura iss kopsavilkums

Specifiskais pétijums izstradats vardnicu pétniecibas konteksta, un
promocijas darba pirmaja nodala ir aplikotas vardnicu pétniecibas
teorétiskas pamatnostadnes, sniegts ieskats jautajuma par vardnicu
pétniecibas aktualitati un pé€tniecibas virzieniem, ka ari daudzveidigo
vardnicu tipologiju. Saja nodala precizéts apzim&jums tulkojosa vardnica,
kas ir ,,vardnica, kura doti kadas valodas vardiem vai citam leksiskam
vienibam atbilstosi ekvivalenti viena vai vairakas citas valodas” (VPSV
2007, 411), un parasti ar divvalodu vardnicu saprot vardnicu divas valodas,
kur avotvalodas vardam tiek sniegta atbilsme mérkvaloda (Kromann,
Riiber, Rosbach 1991, 2712).

Pétijuma pirmaja nodala apliikotas ari visparigas vardnicas péc to
iekartojuma. Lielaka dala esoSo visparigo vardnicu ir sakartotas péc
alfabétiska principa, bet pretstata alfab&tiskajam vardnicu sakartojumam
vardnicu struktiira var tikt veidota arT péc tematiska vai sisteémiska principa
(Hartmann 2001, 58), ko déve ar1 par semantisko lauku principu (McArthur
1986, 145). ,.Semantisko pieeju” (Yong, Peng 2007 97-99) vardnicu
sastaditaji arvien ir izmantojusi, lai sasniegtu to, ka pietriikst alfabétiski
sakartotai vardnicai. Vardnicas apjoms ir viens no aspektiem, kas ietekmé
Skirkla vardu atlasi attiecigajai vardnicai, un p€c apjoma vardnicas nosaciti
iedala tris grupas: lielas (kuras ir vairak neka 80 000 skirkla vardu), vid€jas
(kuras ir 20 000 lidz 80 000 skirkla vardu) un mazas (kuras ir mazak neka
20000 skirkla vardu) vardnicas (Roze 1982, 94-95). Visas pétijjumam
atlasitas un analizetas vardnicas ir vid€ja apjoma vardnicas.

Saja nodala ir raksturota informacija, Ko izraudzito vardnicu
sastaditaji par Skirkla vardu atlasi sniedz vardnicu ievaddalas, un
salidzinasanas noluka aplukotas ari dazas brivi izraudzitu vardnicu
ievaddalas arpus pétijjuma pamatmateriala. Lai noskaidrotu, kadi ir Sim
promocijas darbam atlasito divvalodu vardnicu autoru deklar€tie principi
attieciba uz vardu atlasi vardnica, aplikota §ada vardnicu ievaddalas sniegta
informacija: 1) sastaditaju sniegtas zinas par vardnicu mérkauditoriju, kam
vardnica paredzeta; 2) vardu atlases principu izklasts un informacija, vai
specialas leksikas atlas€ un apstradé piesaistiti nozaru specialisti; 3)
vardnicu sastadiSana izmantotie leksikografiskie avoti; 4) norades par
vardnica uznemtas botanikas specialas leksikas lietoSanas jomu botanika
(bot.) esamiba vai neesamiba saisinajumu saraksta.

Apkopojot un izvert§jot informaciju par petijjuma analizé€to vardnicu
ievaddalam, secinams, ka pé€tijumam izv€letajas un analiz€tajas miisdienu
divvalodu vardnicas norades par vardnicas mérkauditoriju jeb lietotaju ir
samera visparigas. Informacija par to, ka ir veikta visparlietojamo vardu un
specialnozaru vardu atlase, seSu pétijumam atlasito un analiz€to vardnicu
ievaddalas netiek sniegta. Tomér neviena no S$im vardnicam nav ari
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noradits, ka kada iepriek$ izdota vardnica pemta par pamatu konkrétas
vardnicas sastadiSana. Tas nozimé, ka visas vardnicas vardnica ieklaujamo
Skirkla vardu atlase ir veikta. Ka pozitivs piemérs jamin 2001. gada
izdevnieciba ,,Langenscheidt” izdota liela apjoma vacu-krievu vardnica
“Langenscheidts Grossworterbuch Deutsch-Russisch® (LGDR 2001), kura
ir min€ti vardu atlases kritériji un ar konkré€tiem piemeériem raksturoti
vardnicas sastadiSanas principi. No $is vardnicas labas prakses pieméru
varétu nemt ar1 vid€ja apjoma visparigo vardnicu sastaditaji. Pozitiva zina
pasi jaatzime arT M. Soikanes-Trapanes vardnica “LatvieSu valodas pamata
un tematisks vardu krajums” (Soikane-Trapane 1985). Lai gan $1 ir maza
apjoma vardnica, tomér tas ievaddala sniegta detalizéta informacija par
Skirkla vardu atlasi. Vardnicas sastadiSana leksikografi vienmér izmanto
citas vardnicas vai vardnicu ieprieks€jos izdevumus, ja vien netiek veidota
pirma kadas vienas valodas vai valodu para vardnica (Cermak 2003, 19),
tadel  informacija  par  vardnicas  sastadiSana  izmantotajiem
leksikografiskajiem avotiem, kas sniegta vardnicas ievada, ir pasi noderiga
turpmako vardnicu izstrad€, papildinaSana un uzlaboSana. Informacija par
vardnicas sastadiSana izmantotajiem leksikografiskajiem avotiem nav
sniegta divas jaunakajas pétijuma analiz€tajas vardnicas — ALV 2000 un
KLV 1997, kas iezimé tendenci nenoradit ari vardnicas sastadi$ana
izmantotos leksikografiskos avotus. Pozitiva zina jaizce] KLV 1950, kuras
izstradeé piesaistits botanikas jomas specialists, tomér plasa nozaru
specialistu piesaiste vardnicu izstradé nav raksturiga. Nozaru apzim&jumu
saisinajumi noraditi visads izvéEletajas vardnicas. Verojama tendence
jaunakajas pé€tijuma analiz€tajas vardnicas ieklaut vairak nozaru
saisindjumus, ar kuriem tiek marketa vardnicas ieklauta speciala leksika.

Otraja nodala iztirzats jautajums par visparigas un specialas leksikas
noskirSanas problematiku visparigajas vardnicas. AtbilstoSi promocijas
darba témai Saja nodala ir precizéti termini speciala leksika un
visparlietojama leksika. ,Valodniecibas pamatterminu skaidrojoSaja
vardnica” (VPSV) dots $ads skaidrojums terminam speciald leksika:
»lerobezota lietojuma vardi, kas tematiski saistiti ar kadu zinatnes, tehnikas,
makslas vai tautsaimniecibas nozari, ar cilvéku nodarbosanos kada nozare.
Specialaja leksika ietilpst gan zinatniski termini, gan profesionalismi. Dalu
no specialas leksikas lieto visparlietojama valoda” (VPSV 2007, 370).
Savukart ar visparlietojamo leksiku saprot "vardus, ko lieto (var lietot)
jebkura funkcionalaja stila atSkiriba no vardiem, kurus lieto tikai atsevisSka
funkcionala stila robezas (..)” (VPSV 2007, 456). Starp visparlietojamo un
specialo leksiku pastav savstarp&ja saikne un mijiedarbiba. ,,Visparlietojami
vardi var klit par terminiem, savukart termini — par visparlietojamiem
vardiem” (LPE9 1987, 606). Saja nodala skatits jautagjums par augu
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nosaukumi atbilstibu specialas leksikas pazimém. Augu nosaukumiem ka
specialas leksikas parstavjiem ir div§jada ,,daba”, jo saskaras visparigais un
specialais rakurss. Pieméram, vardi abele, egle un roze ir augu nosaukumi
un ari sarunvaloda biezi lietoti vardi, bet tie ir apliikojami arT ka termini.
Tadgjadi redzams augu nosaukumu divdabigums: visparigais aspekts, jo Sie
vardi ir visparzinamu augu nosaukumi, kurus lietojot, cilvéki nedoma
botanikas taksonomijas kategorijas, un specialais aspekts, jo Sie vardi pilda
ar1 termina funkcijas botanikas zinatnes nozar€, un tie apzimé augus ar
noteiktam pazimeém.

Skirkla vardu atlases metozu izklasts raksturots nelielda skaita
leksikografisko pétijumu. Dazadu tautu leksikografija ir gan zinamas
tradicijas, gan ar1 daudz ka kopiga. Lai gitu daudzpusigu ieskatu,
promocijas darba 2.nodala aprakstitas tadas metodes, kas parstav gan
universalu pieeju, gan art atSkirigos aspektus.

Vardnicu izstrade 21. gadsimta valodas, kuram ir pieejams tekstu
korpuss, priekSroka dodama uz $ada tekstu korpusa bazes veidotai vardnicai
(Atkins, Rundell 2008, 3). Ja vardnicas izstradé nav pieejams tekstu
korpuss, tad skirkla vardu atlases pamatmetode divvalodu vardnicas parasti
ir kada ieprieks izdota vardnicas izdevuma izvéle (Bergenholtz 1992, 52;
Landau 2001, 193; LlpiperoB 2013, 18), un S§is vardnicas skirkla vardu
krajumu papildina ar vardu formam, vardu veidoSanas elementiem un art ar
korpusa materiala neesoSiem vardiem no slegtiem semantiskajiem laukiem
(Bergenholtz 1992, 52-53; Hinton, Weigel 2002, 165; Mosel_, 2004).

Attieciba uz specialas leksikas atlasi visparigajas divvalodu
tulkojo$ajas vardnicas H. Bergenholcs iesaka izmantot biezuma krit€riju un
specialas leksikas vardu sarakstus plaSak izplatita macibu literatiira
(Bergenholtz 1992, 53). T. Magai (Magay 1984, 221-225) 1pasi uzsver vél
kadu aspektu specialas leksikas atlasé — tas ir nozares leksikas vienibu
nozimigums. Lai noteiktu specialas leksikas vienibu nozimigumu, T. Magai
iesaka veikt nozares specialistu aptaujas (Magay 1984, 221-225). Specialas
leksikas atlas€ vid€ja apjoma visparigajai vardnicai biitiska loma ir arT ta
saucamajiem aktualiz€josajiem kontekstiem: tie ir plassazinas lidzekli,
dailliteratura, aktuala speciala un macibu literatiira, reklama u.tml.
Leksikografa uzdevums ir regulari iepazities ar tiem, sekot Iidzi nozaru
terminologijas parmainam un nemt v&ra tas attistibas tendences, un
pierakstit no minétajiem informacijas avotiem vardus, ar kuriem varetu
papildinat vardnica ieklaujamo Skirkla vardu sarakstu (Baldunciks 2012,
134).

Skirkla vardu atlases instrukciju vacu-madagaskarieSu vardnicas
izstradet, kur izmantoti tekstu korpusa dati, apraksta H. Bergenholcs (1992,
49-59). Savukart darba gaitu bez pieejas valodas korpusa materialam
apraksta R. Heski (Hessky 1996, 5-20). R. Heski izklasta vardu atlasi vacu-
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ungaru vardnicai, kuras pamata tiek nemta vispariga vienvalodas vardnica
,Deutsches Universalworterbuch”, kas péc apjoma ir lielaka neka
izstradajama divvalodu vardnica, un taja ietvertais valodas materials tiek
atlasits koncentriskos aplos virziena no arpuses uz centru péc hierarhiski
izstradatiem krit€rijiem.

Jaunako Latvija izdoto vardnicu vidi 1paSi atzim€jama 2011. gada
izdota ,LatvieSu-polu vardnica”, jo $aja vardnica augu nosaukumiem
pievienoti ar1 latiniskie nosaukumi. Lai salidzinatu arvalstu leksikografu
pieredzi ar Latvijas leksikografu praksi, ierakstita intervija ar A. Sarkani
(Sarkanis 2014 [intervija]), kur§ ir vadijis jaunas, 2011. gada izdotas
»LatvieSu-polu vardnicas” sagatavoSanu un izdoSanu. A. Sarkanis norada,
ka augu nosaukumu apstradei izmantotas licla apjoma polu un latvieSu
valodas skaidrojosas vardnicas, augu noteic€ji, enciklopédijas latvieSu un
polu valoda, ka ari I. Edelmanes un A. Ozolas darbs ,,LatvieSu valodas augu
nosaukumi” (LVAN 2003).

,LatvieSu valodas pamata un tematisks vardu krajums” ir vardnica,
kuru izstradajusi M. Soikane-Trapane. Vina raksta, ka vardnicas sastadisana
pamata balstfjusies uz Rietumvacija izdotajam ,Grund- und
Aufbauwortschatz” vardnicu s€rijam, bet vipas vardnica tematu izvéele
pielagota latviesu sabiedribas vajadzibam (Soikane-Trapane 1985, 389).
M. Soikanes-Trapanes vardnica péc biezuma kritérija atlasito vardu
tematiskas grupas papildinatas péc logiska principa, un vispirms tematiska
Skirkla vardu saraksta ieklauti tadi vardi, kas raksturigi tematiski saistitu
vardu centram, nevis periferijai (Soikane-Trapane 1985, 390-392).

Cehu valodniece M. Vahkova (Vachkova 2011, 31-33) apraksta
Skirkla vardu atlasi lielajai akadeémiskajai vacu-c¢ehu vardnicai ,,GroBes
Akademisches Worterbuch Deutsch-Tschechisch”, ar to saprotot visu
vardnicas datu bazes izstradi un tas aprikojumu. M. Vahkova raksta, ka
avotvardnica §1s vardnicas izstradei ir universala vacu valodas vardnica
,Deutsches Universalworterbuch”, no kuras iegiitais Skirkla vardu saraksts
papildinats, izmantojot korpusa materialu un interneta pieejamos resursus.
Specialas leksikas dalas — terminu — saraksti ir apstradati atseviski no
kopg€ja vardnicai atlasito vardu kopuma, un to sakartoSana un papildinaSana
piesaistiti nozares specialisti. Cehu ekvivalentu piemeklé$ana izmantots
¢ehu valodas korpuss, ka ari citas misdienu vacu-cehu vardnicas un citas
tulkojosas vardnicas. Specialas leksikas atlase balstas uz J. Filipeca
izstradato centra un periférijas teoriju, un leksikas atlas€ pieaicinati ari
nozaru specialisti, ka armT nemti talka specialas terminologijas avoti.
M. Vahkova uzsver, ka speciala leksika ir analiz€ta, vadoties péc Cehu
adresata redzéjuma (Vachkova 2011, 90).

Apkopojot iepriek§ aprakstitas vardu atlases metodes, jasecina, ka
visparlietojamas un specialas leksikas atlase ir aktuals jautajums, par kuru
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nav daudz metaleksikografisku pétijumu. Tapat nav detaliz€tu pé€tijumu
tiesi par visparlietojamas leksikas atlasi, ka arT par specialas leksikas atlasi
Latvija izdotajas visparigajas divvalodu vardnicas. H. Bergenholca
izstradatas vardnicas vardu atlas€ izmantoti tekstu korpusi, no kuriem péc
biezuma krit€rija atlasits vardnica ieklaujamo Skirkla vardu pamatmaterials,
kas papildinats ar nozaru terminiem no macibu gramatam. R. Heski vardu
atlas€ par pamatavotu izraugas visparigo vienvalodas vardnicu, no kuras
atlasa vardus mazaka apjoma vardnicai. Specialas leksikas atlasé R. Heski
izmanto specialo literatliru un nozares specialistu konsultacijas. Savukart
A. Sarkanis vardnicai atlasitajiem augu nosaukumiem pievieno latiniskos
nosaukumus, kas, vinaprat, ir biitiska informacija vardnicas lietotajam.
M. Soikanes-Trapanes vardu atlases apraksts ir detalizéti izklastits pasa
vardnica. Butisks ir M. Soikanes-Trapanes vardnicas sastadiSana
izmantotais tematiskais grup&ums, kas pielagots vardnicas lietotaja
vajadzibam. M. Vahkova vardu atlasei lielas akadémiskas divvalodu
vardnicas izstradé izmanto tekstu korpusa datus, bet specidlo leksiku
apstrada atseviSki no paréja vardnicai atlasito vardu kopuma. M. Vahkova
atzimeé, ka butiska ir nozares specialistu iesaiste vardnicas izstrad€, un
uzsver, ka vardu atlas€ un apstradé javadas pec vardnicas lietotaja
redzgjuma. Jauzsver specialas leksikas sarakstu nozime vardnicu izstradg,
no Sadiem sarakstiem papildinams vardnicai atlasitais visparlietojamas
leksikas materials.

Promocijas darba 2. nodalas 2.4. apak$nodala sniegts ieskats vardnicu
mikrostruktiira, 1pasSi pieverSoties specialas leksikas mark&uma
jautajumam. Raugoties no vardnicas lietotaja perspektivas, visai papildu
informacijai, kas tiek sniegta pie Skirkla varda un ta atbilsmes, ir bitiska
nozime, lai maksimali saisinatu nepiecieSamas informacijas mekl&Sanas
celu. Attieciba uz augu nosaukumiem tie varétu biit latiniskie augu
nosaukumi. Promocijas darba autore ierosina atjaunot grafiskos simbolus
specialas leksikas markeSanai, kas bija populari 20. gs. sakuma. Augu
nosaukumu markéSana visparigajas divvalodu tulkojosSajas vardnicas varétu
biit grafisku simbolu lakstauga, krtima, koka (skuju un lapu) vai lianas
forma (sk. 1. att€lu).

woidmd
1. attéls. Augu nosaukumu markeésana vardnica: grafiski simboli (Iakstaugs,
krims, liana, koki: lapu koks, skuju koks) (Neilande 2008)

Sadi simboli atvieglotu turpmaku datorizétu vardnicas materiala
apstradi, papildinasanu un laboSanu, jo viss augu nosaukumu kopums ir
vieglak parskatams pa mazakam grupam, kur grup€Sana veikta péc
apzim&jamo augu dzivesformas, kas ir ,,dzivo organismu klasifikacijas
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vieniba, ko ieglist, grup&jot organismus péc to atseviskam argjam pazimém”
(LPE2 1982, 716). Piedavatais grup&jums ir grup&jums nozares ieksieng, un
informacijas tehnologiju attistibas laikmeta 21. gadsimta jaunajai paaudzei
grafiskie simboli varétu biit pievilcigi un saprotami.

TreSaja nodala ir aplukots jautajums par augu nosaukumiem ka
botanikas specialas leksikas dalu. Botanika ir viena no jomam, kurai
vienmér ir bijusi salidzino$i liela loma sabiedriba. Ar augu nosaukumiem
strada gan specialisti, kuriem ir tieSa saikne ar augu valsti, gan ari
nespecialisti botanikas joma, pieméram, tulkotaji, veicot tulkojumus, vali
vienkar$i dabas draugi. Botanika ir augsti organiz€ta joma, un augu
nosaukumi leksikografija ir apstradajami, nemot ve€ra plaSo augu
nosaukumu sinonimiju, latiniskos nosaukumus, daudzveidigas apzimgjamo
augu izmanto$anas iesp&jas un citus aspektus, kas iztirzati $aja nodala. Saja
nodala sniegts ari neliels ieskats par to, ka tiek veikta augu nosaukumu
standartizé$ana latvieSu valoda, ka ari preciz&ts jédziens auga nosaukums.
Augs ir ,organisms, kas attistas, parasti nemainot vietu, un barojas ar
vielam, kuras uzpem no augsnes, gaisa, Udens vai arl no citiem
organismiem” (LVV 2006, 141). P&tijuma ar augiem tiek saprasti
,paparzaugi un seklaugi” (Prieditis 2009, 6). Japiebilst, ka latvieSu valoda
vards augs ir atvasinats no verba augt, un tas ir Johana Heinriha Karla
Kavala jaunvards, ko popularizgjis Atis Kronvalds (Karulis 2001, 86). Péc
J. H. K. Kavala darba ,,Dieva radijumi pasaulé”, kur vards augs raksturots
darba 2. dala ar nosaukumu ,,Augu valsts” (Kavals 1860, 39-117), tas jau
tiek ieklauts lielakajas publicétajas vardnicas. Savukart ar nosaukumu
pétijuma tiek saprasts ,,vards, vardkopa, garaks vardu savienojums, kada
prickSmets, paradiba vai cits objekts ir nosaukts, lai to atSkirtu no
lidzigiem” (VPSV 2007, 261).

Augu un dzivnieku nosaukumu problematiku visparigajas vardnicas
pétijis G. Spiss (Spies 1982, 221-235), kurs uzsver, ka augu nosaukumiem
specialas leksikas kopuma ir ,,ipaSs statuss”, kas janem veéra leksikografija,
un Sie Tpasa statusa aspekti ir raksturoti turpmak.

1. Augu nosaukumi avotvalodas ka saliktentermini un to latviskas
atbilsmes. Runajot par augu nosaukumiem vacu valoda, G. Spiss norada, ka
Seit nedarbojas tas pats princips ka citas zinatn€s, kur no relativi parskatama
vienibu kopuma var tikt veidoti salikteni un nepiecieSamas vienigi
varddarinasanas pamatprincipu zinaSanas. P&c S§ada principa nedrikst
rikoties ar augu un dzivnieku t.S. tauta lietotajiem nosaukumiem vacu
valoda, kas veidoti p&€c binaras nomenklatiiras parauga, jo tie var biit
maldinosi, turklat, péc So tauta lietoto nosaukumu pamatvarda ne vienmér ir
iesp&jams noteikt apzimeto denotatu.
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2. Plasa augu nosaukumu daudzveidiba, sinonimija un paralélformas.
Plasa augu nosaukumu sinonimija ir raksturiga gan latviskajiem, gan citu
valodu augu nosaukumiem, turklat sinontmiski augu nosaukumi raksturigi
ne tikai terminologiskajiem un t.s. tauta lietotajiem augu nosaukumiem, bet
arT latTniskajiem nosaukumiem. IpaSi plasas augu nosaukumu sinonimijas
apstrades un apkopoSanas pamata ka pamatnosaukums biitu jaizvélas
oficialais termins un janorada arT auga latiniskais nosaukums.

3. Taksonomiskas kategorijas. Leksikografam janem véra
taksonomiskas kategorijas, kas Saja petijjuma ir augu nosaukumu vertikala
dalijjuma pamata. Ja auga nosaukuma attiecigaja meérkvaloda nav, tad
risindgjums biitu visa vardnica konsekventa apraksta veidu kombinéSana,
attiecigi meklgjot nakamo augstako atbilstosas sist€émas taksonomisko
vienibu (pieméram, ginti vai dzimtu), kuras nosaukums ir mérkvaloda
(Spies 1982, 228).

4. Augu nosaukumi ka divu komponentu vardkopas, kas darinatas péc
binaras nomenklatiiras principa. Lielaka dala terminologisko augu sugu
nosaukumu tiek veidoti péc ta saucama binaras nomenklatiiras principa, kur
auga nosaukumu veido divi vardi, viens no kuriem norada ginti, bet otrs ir
sugas nosaukums, kas tuvak raksturo attiecigo augu. Sis aspekts janem véra
gadijumos, ja vardnica ka avotvalodas Skirklis tiek ieklauts auga
nosaukums, kura terminologisko nosaukumu veido divi vardi, piem&ram,
KLV 1950 ietverts auga nosaukums sacunék, kura latviskais apzim&jums ir
dzelzenes (lat. Centaurea), bet cunuii sacunéx savukart ir dzelzenu gints
suga — parastad rudzupuke.

5. Pardomata augu nosaukumu izvéle mérkvaloda (Saja pétijuma —
latvieSu  valoda). Leksikografam latviskas atbilsmes, kas ir
neterminologiskie jeb t.S. tauta lietotie augu nosaukumi, ir japievieno
pardomati un, ja iesp&jams, ar papildu noradém. Nereti augus dazados
regionos sauc atSkirigi un ar vienu un to pasu tauta lietoto nosaukumu var
apzimét divus dazadus augus. Ta ka viena no neterminologisko augu
nosaukumu Tpatnibam ir neviennozimigums, tad kompromisa variants
vardnica bitu specificéjosas norades (pieméram, apvidvards) pievienosana
pie $adam atbilsmém.

Siem aspektiem, ko sava ,KinieSu-vacu vardnica” icklauto augu
nosaukumu analizé mingjis G. Spiss, pievienojami arf turpmak mingtie.

6. Auga nosaukums var apzimét vairakus augus vai augu grupas.
Reizé€m auga terminologiskais nosaukums vardnicas avotvaloda var apziméet
divus vai vairakus dazadus augus, pieméram, ALV 2000 ietvertais
angliskais auga nosaukums marigold saskana ar Roberta Candera (Robert
Zander) augu nosaukumu rokasgramata ,Handworterbuch  der
Pflanzennamen” (Zander 2008) min&to informaciju var apziméet klingerites,
kuru latiniskais nosaukums ir Calendula (Zander 2008, 2009) un samtenes,
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kuru latiniskais nosaukums ir Tagetes (Zander 2008, 788). Tas ir divas
dazadas augu gintis. Sados gadijumos vardnica noteikti biitu jaieklauj augu
latiniskie nosaukumi.

7. Lidzigu augu iz8kirSanas problematika. PlaSaja augu kopuma ir ari
tadi augi, kuri izskatas Iidzigi, un to atSkirSana gritibas rada pat
specialistiem, pieméram, balandas un balodenes, turklat ar t.s. tauta lietotie
nosaukumi $adiem augiem bieZi vien ir vienadi (LVAN 2003, X-XI). Sados
gadijumos leksikografam palidzét var vienigi konsultacija ar nozares
specialistu, ka arT risinajums var€tu bt skaidrojumi un apraksti attiecigajos
jaunakajos specialajos augu noteic€jos abas darba valodas, kas izmantojami
augu nosaukumu apstradé vardnica.

8. Tulkotaja viltusdraugi. Janem ve&ra, ka starp avotvalodas un
mérkvalodas augu nosaukumiem ir ari ta saucamie viltusdraugi, kas,
vadoties péc oficialajos augu noteic€jos dota latiniska nosaukuma, apzimé
pavisam citu augu neka mérkvalodas latviska atbilsme, kas ir burtisks, tiess
avotvalodas auga nosaukuma tulkojums. Sads piemérs ir VLV 1954 un
VLV 2002 ieklautais vaciskais auga nosaukums Nachtviole, kura latiniskais
nosaukums ir Hesperis (Zander 2008, 451), bet latviska atbilsme ir
vakarenes, turpreti vardnicas dota latviska atbilsme — naktsvijole — ir
pavisam cits augs, kura latiniskais nosaukums ir Platanthera, kas apliecina,
ka nepiecieSamas papildu konkretiz€joSas norades un pievienojami augu
latiniskie nosaukumi.

9. .Nepareizie” jeb ,neistie” augu nosaukumi. Atseviski analiz&jami
ar1 tadi ta devetie tauta lietotie nosaukumi, kurus varétu uzskatit par
Lnepareizajiem” jeb ,neistajiem” nosaukumiem un kuru terminologiskie
nosaukumi ir atSkirigi. Pieméram, augam, kura terminologiskais nosaukums
ir filadelfs (lat. Philadelphus), ka otrs nosaukums oficialajos augu
noteic§jos tiek noradits neistais jasmins, ko tauta sauc vienkarSi par
Jjasminu, Nevis par neisto jasminu vai filadelfu. Saja gadijuma vardnica
ieklautajam auga nosaukumam jasniedz papildu paskaidrojumi un norades
par terminologisko un neterminologisko lietojumu, lai izvairitos no
parpratumiem.

Ieprieks aprakstitajos punktos no dazadiem aspektiem sniegts ieskats
augu nosaukumu apstrades problematika leksikografija, bet viena
promocijas darba nav iesp&jams detaliz€ti visus Sos problematiskos
jautajumus atrisinat. Augu nosaukumus dazadas valodas raksturo ari ipasa
attiecigas valodas specifika, un nopietnaka iedzilinaSanas tajos biitu plass
lauks turpmakajiem pétijumiem.

Promocijas darba ceturtaja nodala sniegts no vardnicam ekscerp&to
augu nosaukumu kvantitativs raksturojums (sk. 1. tabulu).
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1. tabula
Vardnicas ietverto augu nosaukumu skaits procentos attieciba pret vardnicas
noradito kopé€jo Skirkla vardu skaitu

Vardnica Augu nosaukumu skaits no Augu nosaukumu skaits no
kopeja vardnica uzradita kopé€ja vardnica uzradita
ieklauto Skirkla vardu skaita Skirkla vardu skaita %

ALV 1957 453 no 45000 1%

ALV 2000 579 no 45000 1,29%
KLV 1950 398 no 42000 0,95%
KLV 1997 429 no 40000 1,06%
VLV 1954 436 no 46000 0,95%
VLV 2002 408 no 42000 0,97%

Tabula procentuali att€lots vardnicas ieklauto augu nosaukumu skaits
attieciba pret vardnicas noradito kop&jo ietverto Skirkla vardu skaitu.
Procentuali vislielakais augu nosaukumu skaits no visam pétijjuma
analizétajam vardnicam ietverts ALV 2000, bet vismazakais — KLV 1950.
Nemot veéra informaciju par vairakam pétijumam izraudzitajam
visparigajam divvalodu tulkojo$ajam vardnicam, vid€ja apjoma vardnica
bitu ieklaujami 450 Iidz 500 augu nosaukumi.

Augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta (augu optimalas izlases) izstrades
gaita Saja promocijas darba kopsavilkuma ir raksturota Tsa parstasta, bet
detalizéts pamatsaraksta izstrades apraksts sniegts promocijas darba
4.2. apakSnodala. Augu nosaukumu atlasg ir jarikojas lidzigi ka izstradajot
visparigas leksikas pamata vardu krajumu, un jaorient&jas péc ta, kadi
varétu bt visparzinami augu nosaukumi, kurus lieto un zina lielaka dala
valodas lietotaju (Spies 1982, 229). Izstradajot augu nosaukumu
pamatsarakstu, izmantots H. Bergenholca (Bergenholtz 1992, 53) ieteiktais
biezuma kritérijs un saraksti specialaja literatiira, ka art T. Magai (Magay
1984, 221-225) ieteiktd nozares specialistu aptauja. Ar biezumu
pamatsaraksta izstrade tiek saprasts augu izmantoSanas, lietoSanas un
sastopamibas biezums, tadgjadi piepemot, ka arT auga nosaukums tiek
lietots biezi. Promocijas darba augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta izstradei
izmantota kombin&ta saraksta izstrades metode un ta saucamais
enciklop@diskais princips: visparzinamu un nozimigako augu nosaukumu
ekscerpéSana no sarakstiem enciklopédijas, vardnicas, specialaja literatiira,
macibu gramatas, interneta pieejamajos resursos, ka ari aptaujajot nozares
specialistus (Baldunciks 1982, 98).

Leksikografiskaja prakseé augu ka botanikas specialas leksikas
parstavju un to nosaukumu atlasi divvalodu vardnicai veido trispakapju
struktiira:
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1) augu (referentu®) kopas atlase,

2) referentiem atbilstigu avotvalodas augu nosaukumu atlase un

3) mérkvalodas augu nosaukumu atlase.

Pamatsaraksta izstradé atlase galvenokart veikta bez tieSas piesaistes
konkrétai valodai, tadé] ta nosaciti dalama 2 darbibas: 1) atlase augu
parstavniecibai optimalaja kopa un 2) atlase vardnicas labaja pusé,
orientgjoties uz augu nosaukumiem latviesu valoda, kas galvenokart ir augu
terminologiskie nosaukumi. Primara ir augu parstavnieciba, bet sekundara
ir parstavniecibu ilustréjosa latvisko atbilsmju atlase.

Par augu nosaukumu atlases pamatavotu nemts dzivas dabas taksonu
latvisko nosaukumu raditajs (turpmak teksta — TNR 1998) no
enciklopédijas ,,Latvijas daba” 6.s€uma (LD6 1998). Pamatsarakstam
atlastti augu ginSu un sugu nosaukumi, un augu ginsu latviskie nosaukumi
tradicionali rakstiti daudzskaitli, bet sugu nosaukumi - vienskaitli.
Pamatsarakstam atlasiti to augu nosaukumi, kurus plasak izmanto
farmacija, kuru auglus, séklas, riekstus un citas auga dalas vai pasSus augus
iespgjams iegadaties lielveikalos vai no kuriem izstradatus produktus
cilvéks lieto ikdiena. Sakotng&ji ekscerpéti visparzinamu augu nosaukumi,
péc tam TNR 1998 caurskatits v€lreiz un ekscerpéti ari mazakpazistamu
augu nosaukumi.

Saraksta papildinasanai ar augu nosaukumiem no darzenkopibas,
auglkopibas, daildarzniecibas, plavkopibas nozarém caurskatita 1973. gada
izdota ,,Agronomijas terminu vardnica” (Term9 1973), no kuras ieprieks
izveidotajam augu nosaukumu sarakstam pievienoti veél tadu augu
nosaukumi, kurus kultivé mazdarzinos, audze pils€tu apstadijumos, parkos,
skveros, ka arT kurus pasus vai to auglus, s€klas vai ogas izmanto partika.
No Term9 1973 ekscerpéti art graudaugu nosaukumi, piemeram, risi, lécas,
ka ar1 darzenu un kirbjaugu nosaukumi. Ekscerp€ti ari vairaku telpas
audz€jamu augu nosaukumi. Atlases krit€rijs no §1 avota ir augu
nozimigums saimnieciski butiskas jomas: no tiem izgatavo saimniecibas
preces un citas ikdiena nepiecieSamas lietas, pieméram, korki, sorgo
slotinas, dZutas auklas. Augu nosaukumu atlases gaita izmantota vides
izpétes metode un saraksta ierakstiti vél vairaki augu nosaukumi, Kuri
sakotn€ji nebija ietverti saraksta. Tie ir tadu augu nosaukumi, kuru augli,
seklas, citas augu dalas vai visi augi nopérkami partikas tirdzniecibas
lielveikalos, pieméram, apelsini, greipfriti un mandarini, kuri gan
uzskatami par eksotiskiem augliem, tomér jau sen Ir pazistami.
Pamatsaraksta papildinasanai izmantota periodika (Blima-Kaulina, Grava,
Zitara 2011; Langenfelds, Ozolina, Abele 1973; Nereta 2007; Nereta 2013;
Purne 2012; Rozkalne 2003; RukSans 2011; Strautina 2005; Zitara 2012),

? referenta definicija sniegta kopsavilkuma sadala par promocijas darba 4.4. apak$nodalu
(sk. 25. Ipp.)
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un sveSzemju augu nosaukumu atlasei izmantota Normunda Priedisa
enciklopédija ,,Augu geografija un daudzveidiba” (Prieditis 2009).

Ideala varianta leksikografam biitu jasadarbojas ari ar specialistiem,
kuriem dzimta valoda ir anglu, krievu un vacu, tade] pamatsaraksta izstrade
izmantoti augu nosaukumu saraksti anglu, krievu un vacu valoda, lai no
tiem papildinatu atlasito augu nosaukumu pamatmaterialu. Atlasitais augu
nosaukumu materials salidzinats ar augu nosaukumu sarakstiem minétajas
valodas. No Fran¢a Dornzeifa (Dornseiff 2004, 15-16) vacu valoda
apkopota biezak lietoto augu nosaukumu saraksta pievienoti vairaku augu
nosaukumi. Izmantots ari alfabé&tisks krievisko augu nosaukumu raditajs
darzkopibas, pukkopibas un ainavu dizaina portala krievu valoda
www.greeninfo.ru (AKANR_) un P. M. Roz¢ ,,Thesaurus of English words
and Phrases” (Roget’s Thesaurus 1992, 215-216); no tiem pamatsarakstam
pievienoti vél dazu augu nosaukumi, kas sakotn&ji nebija icklauti
pamatsaraksta. V@l pamatsarakstam pievienoti ari $adu augu dzimtu
nosaukumi: kaktusi, orhidejas un palmas, ka ari nosaukums papardes, kas
taksonomiski ir paparzaugu nodalijums (lat. Polypodiophyta). Pie $im
taksonomiskajam kategorijam sakartojamas kaktusu, orhideju un palmu
gintis, ka arT paparzaugi.

Izstradatais optimalais augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksts pievienots
promocijas darba 2. pielikuma. Pamatsaraksta augu nosaukumi jasaprot ka
jeédzienu apzimétaji. Lidz ar to valodisko vienibu, kas ir latviskie augu
nosaukumi, pamatsaraksta ir vairak neka apzim&jamo realiju — taksonu
pazimju kopu. Latviskajiem augu nosaukumiem pamatsaraksta pievienoti to
latiniskie nosaukumi, jo tie nodroSina iesp&ju ar izstradato pamatsarakstu
stradat ne tikai latvieSu valoda, un ir iesp&jama apziméta auga neparprotama
identificeéSana. Izveidotais augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksts nepiecieSamibas
gadijuma ir papildinams (piem&ram, ar augu sugu un Skirnu nosaukumiem),
ja veidojamas vardnicas apjoms to atlauj.

Izstradatais pamatsaraksts, kura izmantoti arT augu nosaukumu saraksti
anglu, krievu un vacu valoda, ir optimala augu parstavnieciba, un tas ir
1izmantojams ari vardnicu apvérSanas gadijuma (domajams, nenemot vera
mainigo periferisko dalu). Pamatsaraksta mainigo dalu veido galvenokart
specifisku floras parstavju un savvala augoSu augu nosaukumi, ka ari
zinama dala dekorativo augu nosaukumu, kas saistams ar
komercdarzkopibas attistibas dinamiku. Pamatsaraksta mainigumu ietekmée
ar1 laikmeta aspekts, jo var bt atSkiriga specialas nozares attistiba un
aktualiz€joso kontekstu saturs.

Turpmak pétijuma aprakstits darbs ar izstradato pamatsarakstu. Viens
no terminologiska darba posmiem ir terminu grupés$ana (angliski mapping)
un attiecigas nozares terminu jédzieniskas struktiiras aprakstiSana, kur
izmanto onomasiologisko pieeju (Bowker 2003, 155). Promocijas darba
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4.3. apaksnodala veikts augu nosaukumu vertikals un horizontals dalijums
grupas. Vertikala dalifjuma pamata ir augu taksonomija: nodalijums, klase,
rinda, dzimta, gints, suga, bet horizontals dalijums redzams 2. attéla.

Augi
1 1 1
Lakstaugl Krami Koki Lianas Jauktas
(La) (Kr) . (Ko) (L) dzivesformas
' | augi (Jaukti)
(" 1 T ahhoe ) ( )
1. Labibas 1. Kriimi ar 1. Koki ar ( A !
lakstaugi &damam i 1. Lianas ar —
(LaLab) ogam, ogam, &damam 1. Jauktas
2. Darzeni augliem augliem ogam, dzivesformas
(LaDa) (KrAug) (KoAug) ?E%A‘}ISH; augi ar
3. Lakstaugi ar 2. Krumi, kas 2. Koki, kas . . edamém
e ir garsaugi ir garsaugi 2. Lianas, kas ogam,
augliem (KrGard) (KoGarg) ir garsaugi augliem
(LaAug) 3. Arstnieciba 3. Nozimigi (LiGars) (JauktiAug)
4. Lopbaribas izmantojami koki 3. Nozimigas 2. Jauktas
lakstaugi krimi (KoNoz) lianas (LiNoz) dzivesformas
(LaLop) (KrArstn) 4. Dekorativi 4. Dekorativas (Jgjﬁﬁéglré)
5. Arstniecibas 4. Nozimigi koki lianas (LiDek)
lakstaugi krimi (KoDeKk) 5. Telpas S, JETIAEE
(LaArstn) (KrNoz) 5. Savvala audzgjamas d_Z l\ftegfo%r)nas
6. Nozimigi 5. Dekorativi augosi koki lianas o ‘;Leg .
lakstaugi krtimi (KoSawv) (LiTelp) (JauktiArstn)
(LaNoz) (KrDek) ~—— 4. Jaukt
7. Dekorativi 6. Kriimi, kas dzi'vezgortansas
lakstaugi aug mitras nozimigi augi
(LaDek) vietas, tident (JauktiNoz)
8. Mitras (i=E) k
Vieiﬁsa ident 7. Telpas d?fviggortr?;s
augosi audzgjami dekorativi
lakstaugi kriimi augi
(LaUd) (KrTelp) (JauktiDek)
9. Savx@la \ ) 6. Jauktas
augosi dzivesformas
lakstaugi savvalas augi
(LaSawv) (JauktiSavv)
10. Indigi 7. Jauktas
lakstaugi dzivesformas
(Lalnd) telpaugi
11. Telpas (JauktiTelp)
audzgjami —
lakstaugi
(LaTelp)

2. attels. Horizontals augu nosaukumu dalijums grupas péc apziméto augu
dzivesformas un izmantoSanas

Dalijums mazakas grupas atvieglo parskatu, palielina analizes datu
precizitates Itmeni, ka arT dod iesp€ju salidzinat apkopoto materialu nelielas
grupas. Horizontals dalijums nepiecieSams, lai péc defin€tiem krit€rijiem
atseviski izdalitu noteiktas augu grupas un veiktu augu nosaukumu kopumu
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atlases analizi izraudzitajas vardnicas; tas veikts pe€c principa —
»apzImejamais augs un ta dzivesforma”. Visi pamatsaraksta parstavetie augi
iedaliti piecas grupas: lakstaugi, kriimi, koki, lianas un jauktas dzivesformas
augi. Lakstaugu grupa (La) ietilpst liclaka dala — 320 jeb 63%
pamatsarakstam atlasito augu resp. referentu. Kriimu (Kr) grupa ierindoti 54
jeb 11% pamatsarakstam atlasito augu resp. referentu. Koku grupa (Ko)
kopa ir 72 vienibas jeb 14%, bet lianu grupa (Li) — 15 jeb 3%
pamatsarakstam atlasito augu resp. referentu. Jauktas dzivesformas grupa
(Jaukti) ierindotas 43 vienibas jeb 8% pamatsarakstam atlasito augu resp.
referentu.

Otra dalijjuma limena pamata, kas redzams 2. att€la, ir parstavéto augu
daudzveidigais izmantojums partika, dekorativiem noliikiem, lopbaribai,
arstnieciba, ka garSaugus, telpaugus vai citadi. Sis dalfjums ir biitisks auga
nozimiguma noverteésana. Visas piecas péc augu dzivesformas izveidotajas
grupas izdaliti 26 telpaugi. Lakstaugu grupa visvairak ir darzenu, ka ari
arstniecibas, dekorativo un galvenokart savvala augosu augu. Sis ir Getras
lielakas lakstaugu apakSgrupas, kuras ietverti 17 Iidz 23% no visam S$aja
grupa apkopotajam vienibam.

Nakamais posms darba ar izstradato pamatsarakstu ir dalijums péc
centra un periférijas teorijas. So teoriju apraksta ¢ehu valodnieks J. Filipecs,
kur§ leksikas vienibu centra un periferijas dalifjuma izskir 5 grupas: centru,
parejas posma grupu, perifériju, attiecigas sistemas iekS€jo robezu un
arpussistémas grupu, kura jau ir citas sistemas (Filipec 1996, 23-42; sk. ar1
Filipec 1966, 81-95 un DaneS 1982, 132-173). Promocijas darba
pamatsaraksta vienibu centra un periférijas daljjuma pamata ir
onomasiologiska pieeja, kur valodas vienibu leksiska nozime tiek pétita
,virziena no realijas uz tas nosaukumu” (VPSV 2007, 269), sasaistot
apzimé&jamo augu, ko raksturo ta apraksts un pazimju kopa, kas atspogulota
ta latiniskaja nosaukuma, ar ta latvisko nosaukumu. Augu nosaukumi daliti
tikai 3 grupas: centrs, parejas posms un periferija. Katrs auga nosaukums
tiek izvertets, pieskirot tam koeficientu no 1 lidz 3; péc ta attiecigi augu
nosaukumi tiek iedaliti grupas: centrs, parejas posms un periférija. Lai ar1
centra un periferijas dalijjuma pamata nav izslégts subjektivais redz&jums,
tomer tas veikts péc promocijas darba autores pienémuma — kadi augi un to
nosaukumi varétu biit visparzinami lielakajai dalai cilvéku.

Koeficientu 1 iegiist un centra grupa ierindoti augu nosaukumi, ar
kuriem apzimé visparzinamus vai biezak ikdienas partika vai citadi
izmantojamus augus (pieméram, sipoli, dilles, bietes, kaposti). V&l
koeficientu 1 ieglist plasak zinamu savvalas, arstniecibas un lopbaribas
augu, ka ar1 nezalu nosaukumi (piem&ram, gailbiksites, abolini, garsas).
Koeficientu 2 — savukart mazak pazistamu augu nosaukumi, kuri atrodas ta
saucamaja parejas posma grupa, piemeram, kanepes, mezviteni, vélziedes.
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Parejas posma grupas augu nosaukumiem vardnica pievienojama norade
par piederibu botanikas specialajai leksikai. Koeficientu 3 iegiist periférija
esosie, tikai Saurakam lietotaju lokam zinami augi un to nosaukumi, kuriem
noteikti japievieno norade par piederibu botanikas jomai. Saja grupa ietverti
galvenokart tadu augu nosaukumi, kas apzZimeé sveSzemju floras parstavjus,
palmu dzimtas augus, mazpazistamus augus, pieméram, batate, santalkoks,
tulpjukoks, vistérijas.

Ar koeficientu 1 markéti un centra grupa ierindoti tadi augu
nosaukumi, kas apzimé 160 jeb 32% pamatsarakstam atlasito augu. Ar
koeficientu 2 savukart — augu nosaukumi, kas apzimé 288 jeb 57%
izstradatajam pamatsarakstam atlasito augu, kas veido vislielako grupu.
Periférija esoSie, mazak pazistamie un ar koeficientu 3 ir markéti augu
nosaukumi, kas apzimé 56 pamatsarakstam atlasitos augus jeb 11% no
1zstradataja pamatsaraksta parstavetajiem augiem.

Promocijas darba 4.4. apakSpunkta veikta no vardnicam ekscerp&to
augu nosaukumu kopumu atlases analize. Ta ka izstradataja augu
nosaukumu pamatsaraksta augu dzimtu, ginSu un sugu nosaukumiem ir
pievienoti ari specialaja literatiira min€tie latiniskie nosaukumi, tad ari
ekscerp&to augu nosaukumu sarakstos augu ginSu un sugu nosaukumiem ir
pievienoti latiniskie nosaukumi. P&c latiniska auga nosaukuma, kas definé
pazimju kopu auga sugas vai gints pirmapraksta, promocijas darba
6. pielikuma tabula atziméts, vai attiecigais augs, resp. referents (,,konkréta
realija, ko konkrétaja lietojuma nosauc valodas vieniba” (VPSV 2007,
321)), kura nosaukums ir ieklauts izstradataja pamatsaraksta, ir parstavets
vardnica. Latiniskie augu nosaukumi, augu apraksti un skaidrojumi augu
nosaukumu atbilsmju salidzinasana ir tertium comparationis jeb
metavaloda, kas ,,ir starpniece starp avotvalodu un mérkvalodu (..)” (VPSV
2007, 402) un kas palidz noteikt angliska, krieviska un vaciska auga
nosaukuma atbilsmi latvieSu valoda. No vardnicam ekscerpétais augu
nosaukumu materials analiz€ts parmainu procesa aptuveni 50 gadu posma
starp viena valodu para izdotajam vardnicam. Promocijas darba 4.4.1.,
442. un 4.43. punktos un kopsavilkuma turpmakaja sadala skaitla
gramatiskas formas saskanoSanai sastatitajas valodas augu (gin$u, sugu un
citu taksonomisko kategoriju) nosaukumi lietoti vienskaitli.

Anglu-latvieSu vardnicas (ALV) ietverto augu nosaukumu kopumu
atlases analize

ALV 1957 no kopgja izstradata augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta ir
parstaveti 63%, bet ALV 2000 — 72%. ALV 2000 parstavéto augu ir par 9%
vairak, kas izskaidrojams ar to, ka arT kopgjais ieklauto augu nosaukumu
skaits ALV 2000 ir lielaks. Lakstaugu apaks$grupa pamatsarakstam ir atlasiti
320 augi, resp. referenti, no kuriem ALV 1957 ir parstavéti 59%, bet
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ALV 2000 — 67%. Gandriz pilniba parstaveta labibas lakstaugu grupa,
citadi nozimigu lakstaugu grupa un tadu lakstaugu grupa, kuru ogas vai
auglus izmanto partika. Ja ALV 1957 no $im apakSgrupam vardnicas nebija
pievienots viena auga nosaukums, tad ALV 2000 tas ir parstavétas pilniba.
Gandriz visas lakstaugu apakSgrupas ALV 2000 parstaveto augu skaits ir
palielingjies salidzingjuma ar ALV 1957. No 13 pamatsaraksta
parstavetajiem garsaugiem ALV 1957 ir parstavéti tikai 5, bet ALV 2000 —
10. Tas var€tu biit saistits ar to, ka aktualos kontekstos par &dienu
gatavoSanu, pieméram, periodiskajos izdevumos un televizijas parraid€s
daudz tiek minéti dazadi garSaugi, un to nosaukumi tiek ieklauti vardnicas.
Neviena no analiz€tajam ALV nav parstavéti tadi garSaugi ka marrutks
(angliski horseradish®), kas ieklauts ari COED 1990, un rutks (angliski
Spanish black radish), ar kuru angliskajiem nosaukumiem vargtu papildinat
turpmak izstradajamas ALV.

Darzenu apakSgrupa nav pilniba parstavéta ne ALV 1957, ne arl
visvairak augu nosaukumus ietverosaja ALV 2000. Neviena no vardnicam
nav parstaveti, piemeéram, spargefu kaposts jeb brokolis (angliski broccoli),
Briseles kaposts (angliski Brussels sprouts), kabacis (angliski courgette, art
vegetable marrow) un patisons (angliski pattypan squash, ari custard
marrow), kas ir uzskatami par visparzinamiem un ikdiena partika
izmantojamiem darzeniem (brokola, Briseles kaposta, kabaca angliskie
nosaukumi ir ieklauti COED 1990 un Roget’s Thesaurus 1992 (180-181)).
So augu anglisko nosaukumu ieklausanu vargja apsvert ALV 2000
sagatavoSana. Abas ALV nav pemti véra lapu darzeni lapu biete jeb
mangolds (angliski Swiss chard) un kressalats jeb darza cietkersa (angliski
garden cress).

Abas ALV vismazak ir parstavéta telpas audzéjamu lakstaugu, ka ari
dekorativo un galvenokart savvala augosu lakstaugu grupa. Ja ALV 1957
parstaveti tikai 2 no pamatsaraksta ieklautajiem telpaugiem, tad ALV 2000
telpas audz€jamu lakstaugu grupa ir papildinata, tomer §1 grupa varétu biit
parstavéeta plasak, ieklaujot ar1, piemeéram, spatifilu (angliski peace lily) un
grezno eiforbiju jeb puansétiju (angliski poinsettia).

Dekorativo lakstaugu apaksgrupa no 73 pamatsaraksta ieklautajiem
lakstaugiem ALV 1957 ir parstavets 41, bet ALV 2000 — 54. Pozitiva zina
jaatzim¢, ka ALV 2000 skirkla vardu saraksta ir iek]auti vairaku dekorativo
lakstaugu angliskie nosaukumi, kuru nav ALV 1957. Tomér neviena no
analiz€tajam ALV nav parstaveta, pieméram, glezna gipsene jeb plivurpuke
(angliski baby’s breath), kas ir zinama ar1 ka augs, kuru tirgo griezto ziedu
tirdzniecibas vietas, un ar §1 auga anglisko nosaukumu varétu papildinat
turpmak izstradajamas ALV. Abas ALV nav parstavéta arT dala savvalas
lakstaugu, kas saistams ar floras atSkiribam, tomér turpmak izstradajamas

¥ angliskie augu nosaukumi ALV analizes dala galvenokart nemti no Zander 2008
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ALV varetu ieklaut, pieméram, kamolzali (angliski cocksfoot) un kosu
(angliski horsetail).

Krimu grupu pamatsaraksta parstav 54 augi, no tiem ALV 1957 ir
parstaveti 33 jeb 61%, bet ALV 2000 — 41 jeb 76%. Salidzinot materialu pa
§is grupas apakSgrupam péc apzim&jamo augu izmantoSanas, redzams, ka
tris apakSgrupas — garSaugu, dekorativo krimu un telpas audz€jamu kriimu
— ALV 2000 parstaveto augu skaits resp. Skirklu saraksts ir papildinats.
Tomér krimu grupa neviena no ALV nav ieklauti tadu krimu, kuru ogas
izmanto partika, angliskie nosaukumi: aronija (angliski chokeberry,
ieklauts COED 1990) un smiltsérkskis (angliski sea buckthorn, ieklauts
COED 1990). Abas ALV nav ietverts ari garSauga arstniecibas izops
angliskais nosaukums hyssop, ar ko varétu papildinat turpmak izstradajamas
ALV.

Koku grupu izstradataja pamatsaraksta parstav 72 augi jeb referenti, no
kuriem ALV 1957 ir parstaveti 55 jeb 76%, bet ALV — 61 jeb 85%.
Jaatzime pozitiva tendence, ka salidzinajuma ar ALV 1957 parstavéto koku
skaits ALV 2000 ir palielinajies. Tomér koki, kas nav parstavéti neviena no
analiz€tajam ALYV, ir hurma (angliski persimmon), duglazija (angliski
douglas fir), korkozols (angliski cork oak) un sudrabegle (angliski blue
spruce), un ar to angliskajiem nosaukumiem varétu papildinat turpmak
izstradajamas ALV.

Lianu grupa izstradataja pamatsaraksta kopa ir 15 parstavji, no kuriem
ALV 1957 parstaveti 8 jeb 53%, bet ALV 2000 — 10 jeb 67%. Abas ALV
nav nemta véra Kinas aktinidijas Skirne — Kivi (angliski Chinese gooseberry,
ar1 kiwi fruit), ka arT nav parstaveta neviena no telpas audzgjamam lianam.
Turpmak veidojamajas ALV varétu papildinat, pieméram, ar telpas
audz€jamu lianu filodendra un tfikamas monsteras angliskajiem
nosaukumiem philodendron un Swiss cheese plant.

Jauktas dzivesformas augu grupa kopa izstradataja augu nosaukumu
pamatsaraksta ir parstaveti 43 augi, kuri izraudziti art ALV 1957, ieklaujot
taja 30 jeb 70%, bet ALV 2000 — 37 jeb 86% no pamatsaraksta materiala.
ALV 2000 parstavéto augu skaits salidzinajuma ar ALV 1957 ir
palielingjies, tomér neviena no analiz€tajam ALV nav parstavéta,
pieméram, papaija jeb melonkoks (angliski papaya), pomerance (angliski
bigarade) un telpas audz&jams augs dracéna (angliski dracaena).

Aplukojot no anglu-latvieSu vardnicam ekscerpéto materialu pa centra
un periférijas teorijas dalifjuma grupam, redzams, ka centra grupa
ALV 1957 ir parstavéta, ieklaujot 83%, bet ALV 2000 — 85% no $aja grupa
lerindota materiala. Parejas posma grupa ALV 1957 parstavéta, ieklaujot
49%, bet ALV 2000 ieklaujot 67% §is grupas parstavju angliskos
nosaukumus. Periférijas grupa abas ALV ir parstavéta, ALV 1957 ieklaujot
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50%, bet ALV 2000 — 68% no Saja grupa pamatsaraksta parstavéto augu
anglisko nosaukumu.

Promocijas darba 3. pielikuma 3.1.3. un 3.1.4. tabula apkopoti no
abam anglu-latvieSu vardnicam ekscerp&tic augu nosaukumi, ar kuriem
apzimétie augi nav parstaveti izstradataja pamatsaraksta. No ALV 1957
sadi augu nosaukumi ir 9, bet no ALV 2000 — 31. Liela dala $ajas tabulas
apkopoto nosaukumu apzimé lakstaugus, kas katra no vardnicam paradas
vienu reizi. Ir arT tadi augu nosaukumi, kas ir ieklauti abas ALV, bet ar Siem
nosaukumiem apzimétais augs nav parstavets pamatsaraksta. No §is grupas
jaatztmeé Bibele miné&ts augs mirre (angliski myrrh), kas Latvija apskatams
vien Latvijas Universitates Botaniskaja darza. Attieciba uz $o auga janem
vera laikmeta faktors, jo, izstradajot augu nosaukumu pamatsarakstu,
galvenokart izmantota miisdienu speciala literatiira, tomér augu nosaukumu
pamatsarakstu varétu papildinat ar §1 auga nosaukumu. ALV 2000 ieklauti
ar1 loti specifisku augu avenes un kazenes hibrida (angliski loganberry),
mandarina un greipfrita hibrida (angliski tangelo), kartupelu un tomatu
hibrida (angliski pomato) angliskie nosaukumi, kuri p&c promocijas darba
veikta centra un periferijas dalfjuma biitu ierindojami periferijas grupa.

No ieprieks analizéta secinams, ka ALV 2000 ir parstavéta liela dala
augu, kuru nosaukumi ir iek]auti pamatsaraksta, un tas skaidrojams ar to, ka
vardnica ieklauts vairak augu nosaukumu, un, iesp&jams, to vardnica ir
proporcionali vairak neka citu jomu leksikas. Sis vardnicas sastadi§ana un
augu nosaukumu atlas€ varétu but izvertéts aktualiz€joso kontekstu saturs.
Tomér izmantotie avoti §is vardnicas ievaddala nav noraditi, bet ta bitu
butiska informacija par vardnica ieklauta materiala atlasi. Lai art ALV 2000
ieklauts plaSs augu nosaukumu kopums, tomér tika konstatétas augu grupas,
kuru parstavniecibu vardnica var€tu papildinat (piemeram, darzeni, telpas
audz&jami lakstaugi).

Krievu-latvieSsu vardnicas (KLV) ietverto augu nosaukumu kopumu
atlases analize

KLV 1950 ir parstavets 61%, bet KLV 1997 — 65% no izstradataja
pamatsaraksta atlasitajiem augiem. KLV 1950 ir parstaveti 182 lakstaugi
jeb 57%, bet KLV 1997- 197 lakstaugi jeb 62% pamatsaraksta materiala.
Darzenu apakSgrupa KLV 1997 ir parstavéts par 3 augiem vairak neka
KLV 1950, bet neviena KLV nav nemti véra, piem&ram, stpolaugi maurloks
(krieviski syk-ckopooa®) un laksis jeb meZloks (krieviski aedsexrcuii ayx).
Abas analiz€tajas KLV nav parstavéts art spargefu kaposts jeb brokolis
(krieviski cnapocesas xkanycma, ieklauts KVV 1978), lapu biete jeb
mangolds (krieviski sucmosas csexna) un  topinambirs (Krieviski

“ krieviskie augu nosaukumi KLV analizes dala galvenokart nemti no AKANR_, un
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monunam6yp). S0S augus varéja nemt véra abu KLV sastadiiana. Abas
KLV nav pemti véra ari garSaugi, pieméram, fenhelis (krieviski ¢enxenn)
un estragons (krieviski acmpacon), un S0 augu krieviskos nosaukumus
varétu ieklaut turpmak izstradajamas KLV, jo Sie augi tiek lietoti kulinarija
(arT medicina), un to nosaukumi sastopami, pieméram, edienu receptes.

KLV 1997 saskatama tendence icklaut vairak arstnieciba izmantojamu,
dekorativu un parsvara savvala augosu lakstaugu nosaukumu salidzinajuma
ar KLV 1950. Maz augu nosaukumu ieklauts no telpaugu un indigu
lakstaugu apaksSgrupam, kuras pamatsaraksta parstav 13 un 8 augi, no
kuriem krievu-latviesu vardnicas ir parstavéti vien 3 augi, resp. referenti,
kas ir 23% telpaugu apaksgrupa, bet 4 augi, resp. referenti jeb 50% indigu
lakstaugu apakSgrupa. Turpmak izstradajamas KLV varétu papildinat,
piem&ram, ar telpaugu ifivijas (krieviski xkrusus) un pamislapu dizmeldra
(krieviski ouepedorucmnas coimo) Krieviskajiem nosaukumiem. Neviena no
KLV nav parstavéti tadi nozimigi lakstaugi ka, pieméram, rasaskréslins
(krieviski  manocemra), klingerite (Krieviski  kanendyna), ehindcija
(krieviski oxunaues), raudene (krieviski oyuwuya), naktssvece (krieviski
ociunnux), devipviruspeks (Krieviski xopoesx), kas $aja promocijas darba
ieklauti arstniecibas augu apakSgrupa. Abas KLV dala So augu krievisko
nosaukumu jau vargja but ieklauta, jo to nosaukumi ir medikamentu
sastavdalu aprakstos, un ir nepieciesSami to tulkojumi.

Dekorativo lakstaugu apakSgrupa abas KLV nav parstaveta frézija
(krieviski  ¢pesus) un kurpite (krieviski axonum). Abas KLV nav
parstavéti, pieméram, savvalas lakstaugi garsa (krieviski cueims) un smilga
(krieviski nonesuya), kas varétu but skaidrojams ar kultiirspecifisko
aspektu. Krieviem smilga ir zinamsS augs, bet auga Kkrieviskajam
nosaukumam nozesuya nav tadas funkcionalas slodzes ka latviesu smilgai.

Krimu grupa no 54 pamatsaraksta parstavetajiem kraomiem KLV 1950
ir parstaveti 35, ieklaujot 65%, bet KLV 1997 — 38, ieklaujot 70% S&is
grupas materiala. KLV 1997 ieklauti visu pamatsaraksta parstaveto krimu
ar €damam ogam krieviskie nosaukumi, bet neviena no analizétajam KLV
nav parstavets arstniecibas izops (Krieviski nexapcmeennviii uccon).
Turpmak izstradajamas KLV varétu papildinat, pieméram, ar zeltlieta
(krieviski zo10moti 0oacow), mahonijas (Krieviski maeonus) un forsitijas
(krieviski  gopcuyus) nosaukumiem. Abas KLV nav parstavets telpas
audz&jams krums Kinas hibisks (Krieviski xumatickuti xubuckyc, ari
kumatickas posa) UN istabas acalija (Krieviski azanus, ieklauts KVV 1978).

Koku grupu izstradataja pamatsaraksta parstav 72 augi. KLV 1950 un
KLV 1997 ir parstavéts 51 augs jeb 71% S§1s grupas materiala. Nav nemta
veéra koku grupa, kuru auglus izmanto uztura, jo abas KLV nav, pieméram,
avokado (krieviski asokaoo, ari nepces) un nektarina (Krieviski nexmapun)
krieviska nosaukuma, tomér jaunakaja analizétaja KLV var&ja apsvért S0
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nosaukumu ieklausanu. Abas KLV nav nemti véra kokaugi: ginks (krieviski
eunxeo), duglazija (Krieviski snorcemcyea), sudrabegle (krieviski xoarouas
env) Un Sibirijas ciedrupriede (Krieviski cubupckas xedposas cocha); ar
Siem nosaukumiem var€tu papildinat turpmak izstradajamas KLV.

No 15 pamatsarakstam atlasitajam lianam KLV 1950 ir parstavétas 7
jeb 47% un KLV 1997 — 10 jeb 67%. Jaunakaja KLV ir palielingjies
parstaveéto lianu skaits. No abas vardnicas neparstavetajam lianam
zinamakas ir mezvitenis (Krieviski s1omonoc), vaskapuke (Krieviski
macucmas  xous1) UN  tikama monstera (Krieviski - npuenexamenvnas
moncmepa), un turpmakajas KLV varétu ieklaut S0 augu Krieviskos
nosaukumus.

Abas KLV ir parstavéti 32 jeb 74% no pamatsarakstam atlasitajiem 43
jauktas dzivesformas augiem. Tomér abas KLV nav nemta véra, piemeram,
henomele (krieviski xenomenec). Nav izskaidrojuma jauktas dzivesformas
auga — akmenozols (krieviski ocmponucm, ari naoy6, ieklauts KVV 1978)
krieviska nosaukuma neuznemsanai KLV 1997, lai gan KLV 1950 Sis augs
ir parstavets.

Apliukojot krievu-latviesu vardnicas ieklauto augu nosaukumu
kopumus péc centra un periférijas teorijas, jasecina, ka KLV 1950 ir
parstavéts 81%, bet KLV 1997 — 86% no centra grupas materiala. Saja
valodu parT jaunakaja pétijjuma analizétaja vardnica KLV 1997 no centra
grupas neparstavéto augu skaits ir samazinajies, tomeér vardnicas
neparstavetais centra grupas materials nav vienads. Parejas posma grupa
parstavéta, KLV 1950 ieklaujot 52%, bet KLV 1997 — 57% S§is grupas
materiala. Aplikojot perifSrijas grupas augu nosaukumus, redzams, ka §is
grupas augi abas KLV ir parstavéti, ieklaujot tajas 46% perifeérijas grupas
materiala. Centra grupa salidzinajuma ar perifériju ir primara, un §is grupas
materials vardnica biitu jaieklauj vispirms.

Promocijas darba 3. pielikuma 3.2.3. un 3.2.4. tabula apkopoti no
krievu-latvieSsu vardnicam ekscerpétie augu nosaukumi, ar Kkuriem
apzim&tie augi nav parstaveti izstradataja pamatsaraksta. KLV 1950 tadi ir
10, bet KLV 1997 — 9. Tabulas ietvertais materials liecina, ka dala no Siem
apkopotajiem augu nosaukumiem ir tikai viena no Kkrievu-latvieSu
vardnicam. Ir arT tadi augu nosaukumi, kas ir icklauti abas KLV, bet ar Siem
nosaukumiem apzimétie augi nav parstaveéti pamatsaraksta, pieméram,
adenofora (krieviski 6yoenuux), mirre (krieviski muppa) un salskoks
(krieviski caxcayn). Dalu $o augu nosaukumu autore ierindotu periférijas
grupa, kas liecina, ka vardnicas ieklautie augu nosaukumi tiek nemti no
periférijas, kamér centra grupas augu nosaukumi nav apzinati un ieklauti
vardnica.
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Vacu-latvieSu vardnicas (VLYV) ietverto augu nosaukumu kopumu
atlases analize

VLV 1954 parstaveti 60%, bet VLV 2002 — 59% no pamatsaraksta
ieklautajiem augiem. Jaunakaja VLV parstavéto augu ir par 1% mazak neka
VLV 1954, Iidz ar to vacu-latvieSu valodu grupa salidzinajuma ar ieprieks
analizétajam anglu-latvieSu un Kkrievu-latvieSsu vardnicam nav plasaks
parstaveto augu materials jaunakaja §1 valodu para vardnica salidzinajuma
ar izstradato augu nosaukumu pamatsarakstu.

No lakstaugu grupas vacu-latvieSsu vardnicas parstavéti 56%
(VLV 1954) Iidz 58% (VLV 2002). Izstradataja pamatsaraksta ir parstavéti
67 darzeni, un abas VLV ir ieklauti 47 §is grupas augu, resp. referentu,
vaciskie nosaukumi. No darzenu apaksgrupas neviena no analizétajam VLV
nav parstavéts kabacis (vaciski Gemiisekiirbis®), patisons (vaciski
Patisson), pastinaks (vaciski Pastinak) un topinamburs (vaciski Erdbirne,
ar1 Topinambur), ka art spargelu kaposts jeb brokolis (vaciski Brokkoli) un
savojas kaposts jeb virzinkaposts (vaciski Welschkohl, art Wirsing), kas ir
pazistami darzeni un kurus ieklauj ikdienas partikas groza.

Vismazak parstavéta darzenu apakSgrupa abas VLV ir garSaugi.
Izstradataja saraksta ir atlasiti 13 garSaugi, no kuriem VLV 1954 ir
parstavett 5, bet VLV 2002 — tikai 4. Neviena no pétijjuma analiz€tajam
VLV nav nemti véra $adi samera biezi kulinarija lietoti garSaugi: estragons
(vaciski Estragon) baziliks (vaciski Basilikum, ieklauts Dornseiff 2004, 15—
16), aniss (vaciski Anis, ieklauts Dornseiff 2004, 15-16), kardamonaugs
(vaciski Kardamom) un séjas koriandrs (vaciski Koriander, ieklauts
Dornseiff 2004, 15-16). VLV 2002 nav ari parstavéts fenhelis (vaciski
Fenchel, icklauts IVKV 2004, Welle 1994), artiSoks (vaciski Artischocke),
ka arT nav tada ikdiena plasi lietota un populara garSauga ka dilles vaciska
nosaukuma Dill, kas saskana ar centra un perif€rijas teoriju ierindots centra
grupa un kuram noteikti jabiit videéja apjoma vardnica. Analizes dati layj
secinat, ka garSaugu nosaukumu apaksgrupa abas VLV nav tikusi
caurskatita un papildinata. VLV 2002 nav parstavets ari bananS (vaciski
Banane), jo, iesp&jams, S§is vardnicas sastaditaja uzskatijusi, ka ST auga
vaciskais nosaukums neradis tulkoSanas problémas.

Atseviski aplukojami tie lakstaugi, kas nav parstavéti neviena no
analizétajam VLV. Abas VLV nav atrodams /dcenes vaciskais nosaukums
Moltebeere, kas ir nozimigs lakstaugs, kura ogas lieto partika. VLV nav
nemti v&ra arstnieciba izmantojami lakstaugi rasaskreslinS (vaciski
Frauenmantel), ehinacija (vaciski lgelkopf), vigrieze (vaciski M&desiR),
asinszale (vaciski Johanniskraut) un naktssvece (vaciski Nachtkerze). No
savvalas lakstaugu grupas abas VLV nav parstavéta, pieméram, garsa

® vaciskie augu nosaukumi VLV analizes da]a galvenokart nemti no BW 2000 un Zander
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(vaciski Giersch) un sunburkskis (vaciski Kerbel), turklat So augu vaciskie
nosaukumi ir vieni no biezak lietotajiem augu nosaukumiem vacu valoda
(Dornseiff 2004, 15-16). Lai gan vacisko augu nosaukumu saraksts
publicets tikai 2004. gada un VLV 2002 sastaditaja to veél nevargja
Izmantot, tom&r Sie augi ir pazistami, un to nosaukumi ir zinami jau sen.

Vacu-latvieSu vardnicas vismazak ir parstavéti dekorativie un
galvenokart savvala augosie lakstaugi. Dekorativo lakstaugu nosaukumi
abas VLV, domajams, ir atlasiti péc nejausibas principa, jo atseviski
dekorativie lakstaugi ir parstavéti vai nu viena, vai otra vardnica, pieméram,
dalijas vaciskais nosaukums Dahlie ir ieklauts VLV 1954, bet nav
VLV 2002, vai, pieméram, rudbekija nav parstavéta VLV 1954, bet $i auga
vaciskais nosakums Sonnenhut ir ieklauts VLV 2002. Turklat abu So
lakstaugu nosaukumi ir biezak lietoto vacisko augu nosaukumu saraksta
(Dornseiff 2004, 15-16). Neviena no VLV nav parstavéti tadi dekorativie
lakstaugi ka begonija (vaciski Begonie vai Schiefblatt, ieklauts IVKV
2004), cinerarija (vaciski Zinerarie), pukzirnitis (vaciski duftende
Platterbse), frezija (vaciski Freesia) un glezna gipsene jeb plivurpuke
(vaciski Gipskraut, ari Schleierkraut, ieklauts Dornseiff 2004, 15-16).
Lidzigi ka ieprieks analiz&tajas anglu-latviesu un krievu-latviesu vardnicas
maz parstavéta telpas audz€jamu lakstaugu grupa.

Kriimu grupa no izstradataja pamatsaraksta parstavétajiem 54 augiem
VLV 1954 ir 35 jeb 65%, bet VLV 2002 — 32 jeb 59% $is grupas materiala.
Abas VLV nav pilniba parstaveti kriimi ar @damam ogam un augliem, jo
nav ieklauti korintes (vaciski Felsenbirne) un aronijas (vaciski Apfelbeere)
vaciskie nosaukumi. Abas VLV nav parstavéts ari kapers (vaciski
Kapernstrauch) un arstniecibas izops (vaciski gewohnlicher Ysop, ieklauts
IVKV 2004).

Maz parstavéta ir ari dekorativo kriimu grupa: VLV 1954 ir parstavéeti
kopuma 10, bet VLV 2002 — tikai 7 no visiem izstradataja pamatsaraksta
atlasttajiem dekorativajiem kramiem. Nav izskaidrojuma kazenes (vaciski
Brombeere, icklauts Welle 1994), parastas miltenes (vaciski echte
Barentraube, ieklauts Welle 1994) un dievkocina (vaciski Eberraute)
vacisko nosaukumu neieklausanai VLV 2000, jo VLV 1950 Sie augi ir
parstaveti. lespejams, ka So augu nosaukumus izkonkurgjis citas specialas
leksikas materials.

Koku nosaukumu grupa no pamatsaraksta esoSajiem 72 kokiem
VLV 1954 ir parstavéeti 44 jeb 61%, bet VLV 2002 — 50 jeb 69%. Koku
grupa VLV 2002 ir nedaudz palielinajies parstavéto augu, resp. referentu,
skaits salidzinajuma ar VLV 1954. Tomér abas VLV nav parstavéeti koki,
kuru auglus izmanto partika, pieméram, avokado (vaciski Avocado),
greipfrits (vaciski Grapefruit), hurma (vaciski Lotuspflaume), pampelmiize
jeb pomelo (vaciski Pampelmuse, ieklauts IVKV 2004), laims (vaciski
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Romische Limette). Ja VLV 1954 sastadiSanas laika, iesp&jams, Sie augi
vargja vel nebit aktuali, tad VLV 2002 to vacisko nosaukumu ieklausanu
jau var€ja apsveért. Abas VLV nav nemta véra ari duglazija (vaciski
Douglasie) un sudrabegle (vaciski Blaufichte), un ar So koku vaciskajiem
nosaukumiem vartu papildinat turpmak izstradajamas vacu-latvieSu
vardnicas, jo SO augu vaciskie nosaukumi ir ieklauti biezak lietoto augu
nosaukumu saraksta (Dornseiff 2004, 15-16).

Lianas izstradataja pamatsaraksta ir 15, no kuram katra no
analizétajam VLV ir parstavétas 8 jeb 53%. Neviena no analizétajam VLV
nav parstavétas lianas Kivi (vaciski Chinesische Stachelbeere, ari
Kiwipflanze) un pasiflora (vaciski Passionsblume). Sie augi varbiit nebija
aktuali senakas analizétas VLV sastadiSanas laika, tomér jaunakaja vardnica
to vacisko nosaukumu ieklauSanu vargja apsvert.

Jauktas dzivesformas augi, kuru nosaukumi ir ieklauti izstradataja
pamatsaraksta, kopa ir 43. VLV 1954 no tiem ir parstaveti 33 jeb 77%, kas
ir lielakais kopgjais parstaveto augu skaits VLV grupa, bet VLV 2002 - 20
jeb 47% no Sis grupas materiala. No §Ts grupas vacu-latvieSu vardnicas
vismazak ir parstavéti tadi 9 pamatsarakstam atlasitie augi, kuru auglus
izmanto partika, no kuriem VLV 1954 ir parstavéti 5, bet VLV 2002 — tikali
2. Neviena no VLV nav ieklauts henomeles jeb kramcidonijas vaciskais
nosaukums Scheinquitte. VLV 2002 butu bijusi apsverama kizila (vaciski
Hartriegel, ieklauts Welle 1994), ka ari istas datelpalmas (vaciski
Dattelpalme, ieklauts IVKV 2004) un erksku plimes jeb dzelonpliimes
(gewdhnliche Schlehe, ieklauts IVKV 2004) vaciska nosaukuma ieklausana.
Jauktas dzivesformas grupa atlasitais materials liecina, ka atlase nav veikta
sistémiski, jo ciprese (vaciski Zypresse) un akmenozols (vaciski
Stechpalme) ir ieklauti VLV 1954, bet VLV 2002 So augu vacisko
nosaukumu nav, turklat abu S0 augu nosaukumi ir ieklauti biezak lietoto
vacisko augu nosaukumu saraksta (Dornseiff 2004, 15-16).

Aplukojot augu nosaukumu kopumus péc dalijuma saskana ar centra
un periferijas teoriju, jasecina, ka centra grupa VLV 1954 ir parstavéta,
ieklaujot 86% Sis grupas augu vacisko nosaukumu, bet VLV 2002 ieklauti
89% S§1s grupas materiala, tom&r neparstavétie augi abas vardnicas nav
vienadi. Parejas posma grupa abas VLV parstaveta, ieklaujot tajas 49%
(VLV 1954) un 48% (VLV 2002) s§is grupas augu vacisko nosaukumu.
Periférijas grupa VLV ir parstavéta, ieklaujot VLV 1954 38%, bet
VLV 2002 - 30% S§1s grupas materiala. Centra grupas valodas materialam
vardnica noteikti jabiit parstavétam, un nevajadzeétu atteikties no taja
esoSajiem augu nosaukumiem par labu kadam periférija esoSam auga
nosaukumam, pienemot, ka centra grupa esosais auga nosaukums vardnicas
lietotdjam var€tu biit zinams. Vardnicas lietotajs var biit ari, pieméram,
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skoléns vai cilvéks, kuram svesvalodas priek§zinasanu nav, un tieSi centra
grupas materials ir biitisks.

Promocijas darba 3. pielikuma 3.3.3. un 3.3.4. tabula apkopoti augu
nosaukumi, kuri ir ieklauti kada no pétijuma analizétajam vacu-latviesu
vardnicam, bet Sie augi nav parstaveti izstradataja augu nosaukumu
pamatsaraksta. VLV 1954 §adi augu nosaukumi ir 4, bet VLV 2002 - 10.
Acimredzot vardnicu sastaditajam bijusi savi apsve€rumi, kapéc So augu
nosaukumi ieklauti vardnicas, jo biezak lietoto augu nosaukumu saraksta
vacu valoda (Dornseiff 2004, 15-16) So augu vacisko nosaukumu nav.

Rezultati un secinajumi
2. tabula apkopoti dati par to, cik procentu no pamatsaraksta ieklauta
materiala ir parstaveti katra vardnica.
2. tabula
Analizétajas vardnicas kopé€jo parstaveto augu skaits procentos salidzinajuma ar
izstradato pamatsarakstu

Vardnica Parstavéetie augi (%) salidzinajuma ar pamatsarakstu
ALV 1957 63%
ALV 2000 72%
KLV 1950 61%
KLV 1997 65%
VLV 1954 60%
VLV 2002 59%

Visvairak augu, resp. referentu, ir parstavéts ALV 2000 (72%),
savukart vismazaka atbilstiba pamatsaraksta parstavéto augu kopumam
konstateta VLV 2002 (59%). Jaunakaja no katra para analizétajam
vardnicam atbilstiba izstradatajam augu nosaukumu saraksta ieklautajam
materialam procentuali ir palielinajusies ALV un KLV, bet pret€ja tendence
ir VLV parf.

Statistikas dati par horizontala dalijjuma grupam visas se$as
analizétajas vardnicas apkopoti 3. tabula.

3. tabula
Divvalodu tulkojosSajas vardnicas parstaveto augu grupu atbilstiba izstradatajam
augu nosaukumu pamatsarakstam procentos

Vardnica Lakstaugi | Kriimi Koki Lianas Jaukti
ALV 1957 | 59% 61% 76% 53% 70%
ALV 2000 | 68% 76% 85% 67% 86%
KLV 1950 |57% 65% 71% 47% 74%
KLV 1997 | 62% 70% 71% 67% 74%
VLV 1954 | 56% 65% 61% 53% 77%
VLV 2002 | 58% 59% 69% 53% 47%
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Lakstaugu, koku un lianu apakSgrupa visu tris valodu paru vardnicas
parstavetais augu, resp. referentu, skaits jaunakaja analiz&taja valodu para
vardnica ir vai nu vienads, vai palielinajies. Kriimu un jauktas dzivesformas
augu grupas procentudlie dati liecina, ka vacu-latvieSu vardnicu grupa
jaunakaja VLV 2002 parstavéto augu skaits ir iev€rojami mazaks.
ALV 2000 ir parstavéts visvairak horizontala dalijuma grupu augu, resp.
referentu, jo Saja vardnica ir visplaSakais augu nosaukumu skaits
salidzinajuma ar pargjam analiz€tajam vardnicam. No 3. tabula
apkopotajiem datiem secinams, ka katra atseviSka vardnica ietvertais augu
nosaukumu kopums ir atSkirigs un aptuveni vienada apjoma vardnicas
satura zina var biitiski atskirties.

Turpmak apliikotas lielakas lakstaugu apakSgrupas pec apzime&jamo
augu izmantoSanas katra no analizétajam vardnicam: dekorativo (LaDek),
galvenokart savvala augoso (LaSavv), darzenu (LaDa) un galvenokart
arstnieciba izmantojamo lakstaugu (LaArstn) apak3$grupa (sk. 4. tabulu).
Pamatsaraksta parstavéti 73 dekorativie lakstaugi, 67 darzeni, 58
galvenokart savvala augosi un 55 arstnieciba izmantojami lakstaugi.

4. tabula
Analizétajas vardnicas parstaveto lakstaugu lielako apaksSgrupu atbilstiba
izstradatajam augu nosaukumu pamatsarakstam procentos

Lakstaugu ALV ALV KLV KLV VLV 1954 | VLV
dalijums 1957 2000 1950 1997 2002
apaksgrupas

LaDek 56% 74% 49% 62% 55% 53%
LaDa 66% 70% 66% 70% 69% 69%
LaSavv 43% 52% 40% 48% 41% 53%
LaArstn 56% 65% 65% 55% 51% 53%

Tabula apkopotie dati rada, ka vismazak parstavéto augu, resp.
referentu, ir savvalas lakstaugu grupa, kas skaidrojams ar floras atskiribam.
Lai gan jaunakajas analizétajas vardnicas parstavéto darzenu skaits
salidzinajuma ar senakajam vardnicam attiecigaja valodu pari parsvara nav
mainijies (VLV) vai ir palielingjies (ALV un KLV), tomér turpmakajas
vardnicas biitu vélams ieklaut vairak §is grupas augu atbilstoSo anglisko,
krievisko un vacisko nosaukumu. Jauzsver dekorativo lakstaugu grupas
nozimigums, jo tie parstav komercdarzkopiba piedavato klastu, kas strauji
izplatas tirghi, Iidz ar to ir nepiecieSami S0 augu nosaukumu tulkojumi
latvieSu valoda. Ari savvala augoSu un arstnieciba izmantojamu lakstaugu
grupa ir biitiska, jo arT So augu nosaukumi sastopami tulkoSanas prakse,
pieméram, aprakstos par graudaugu baribu majdzivniekiem.

Secinams, ka visas promocijas darba analiz€tajas vardnicas maz
ieklauti telpas audz€jamu augu nosaukumi. Ta izskaidrojums varétu biit
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nesistematiskums augu nosaukumu atlasé, jo nav izvertéta ar Siem
nosaukumiem apzim€jamo augu izmantoSana. Pilniba nav parstavétas ari
par&jas horizontala dalijuma grupas. Tas saistams ar nesistematisko pieeju
augu nosaukumu atlas€, floras atSkiribam, atSkirigu leksikografisko avotu
izmanto$anu, ka ari ar subjektivo faktoru augu nosaukumu atlasé. Ipasi
nozimigas ir tadu augu grupas, kurus paSus vai to auglus, s€klas vai ogas
izmanto partika, vai art Sie augi ir citada zina nozimigi.

Viena no turpmaku pétljumu jomam ir vardnicas ietverto sinonimisko
anglisko, krievisko, vacisko un latvisko augu nosaukumu izpéte

(sk. 5. tabulu).
5. tabula
Analizetajas vardnicas ietvertie sinonimiskie angliskie, krieviskie un vaciskie augu
nosaukumi attieciba pret vardnicas ieklauto kop&jo augu nosaukumu skaitu

Vardnica Kopéjais vardnica Sinonimisku (ari identisku vairakas
ieklauto augu reizes vardnica ieklautu) augu
nosaukumu skaits nosaukumu skaits attieciba pret kopéjo
augu nosaukumu skaitu vardnica
ALV 1957 453 203 jeb 45%
ALV 2000 579 259 jeb 45%
KLV 1950 398 110 jeb 28%
KLV 1997 429 105 jeb 24%
VLV 1954 436 187 jeb 43%
VLV 2002 408 123 jeb 30%

Vismazak sinonimisku krievisko augu nosaukumu, kas veido 24% visu
vardnica ieklauto avotvalodas augu nosaukumu, icklauts KLV 1997,
Savukart visvairak sinonimisko avotvalodas (attiecigi anglisko un vacisko)
augu nosaukumu ieklauts abas ALV — 45%, ka arT1 VLV 1954, kura tie ir
43% no kop€jo augu nosaukumu skaita. Plasa augu nosaukumu sinonimija
saistama ar anglu, krievu un vacu valodas plaSo izplatibu, jo visas ir desmit
izplatitako valodu saraksta saskana ar statistikas portala (sk. Statista.)
datiem, kur lidera poziciju ienem anglu valoda. Lidz ar to vienus un tos
pasus augus dazadas vietas apzimé ar dazadiem nosaukumiem, un Sie
nosaukumi tiek ieklauti vardnicas. Turpmak biitu jaturpina pétijumi ari
vertikala dalfjuma Iimenos salidzindgjuma ar pamatsaraksta ietverto
materialu; vardnicas ieklauti augu sugu nosaukumi, ja pamatsaraksta ir
parstavéta attieciga gints.

P&tama materiala dati liecina, ka ne vienmer ir nemts véra promocijas
darba veiktais dalijums p&c centra un periferijas teorijas. Lai arT periférijas
un centra dalfjuma janem veéra laikmeta aspekts, kas lauj pienemt, ka daudzi
centra grupa ierindotie augu nosaukumi ap 1950. gadu izdotajas vardnicas
nevargja biit centra, tomer peéc centra un periferijas teorijas veikta dalijjuma
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grupu materiala analize lauj secinat, ka $ads atlases princips vardnicas ir
nemts vera tikai dalgji.

No horizontala dalfjuma grupam atseviski aplikojami tie augi, kuru
attiecigie angliskie, krieviskie, vaciskie un latviskie nosaukumi nav ieklauti
neviena no seSam analizé€tajam vardnicam. Tadi kopa ir 43, kas parstav 11
augu grupas péc to izmantoSanas veida. Promocijas darba 3. pielikuma
3.4.2. tabula apkopoti $o augu nosaukumu angliskie, krieviskie un vaciskie
ekvivalenti; aiz tiem iekavas ir So nosaukumu biezuma dati
parlikprogramma Google. Parlikprogrammas dati ir viens no veidiem, kas
palidz leksikografam lemuma pienemsSana par attiecigd auga nosaukuma
ieklausanu vardnica. Tomeér tikai uz Sadiem biezuma datiem palauties
nevajadzetu, jo mekletie vardi var apzimét arT citus objektus, ne tikai augus.
Atskiriga ir arT katra valoda runajoSo zemju kultiirspecifika attieksmé pret
apzimeéto augu, jo augs var biit zinams attiecigaja kultlira, tomeér ta
nosaukuma lietoSanas izplatiba nav plasa. Turpmako pétijumu temats ir
iepriek§ miné€to augu anglisko, krievisko un vacisko nosaukumu izpéte, jo
katrai valodai raksturiga sava specifika. Saja pétijuma galvenokart
raksturotas augu grupas ka optimala augu parstavnieciba vardnica, veicot
parstaveto augu analizi bez tiesas piesaistes konkrétai valodai.

Augu nosaukumu neieklausana vardnicas saistama ar metodologisko,
kulturspecifisko un valodisko aspektu, un ka iemesli augu nosaukumu
neieklauSanai vardnica minami Sadi:

1) vardnicu sastaditaji nav apzinati veidojuSi optimalu augu
nosaukumu sarakstu (nav apzinajusi potenciali atlasamas vienibas),
un augu nosaukumu kopums nav parbaudits atseviski no par&jiem
Skirkla vardiem (nav veikta tematiski saistitas vardu kopas
parbaude, un nav izvertéts auga utilitdrais nozimigums, ta
izmantoSana (maz ieklauts darzenu, telpaugu, garSaugu
nosaukumu));

2) atlas€ nav izmantoti aktualiz&josie konteksti;

3) plasais vardnica uznpemto viena auga sinontmisko augu nosaukumu
skaits liedz uznemt vairak dazadu atSkirigu augu ginSu vai sugu
nosaukumus;

4) floras atskiribas anglu, krievu un vacu valoda runajosajas zemgs,
pieméram, savvala augo$o augu grupa;

5) augu nosaukumus vardnica izkonkurgjis citas specialas leksikas
materials;

6) auga nosaukums katra valoda atskiras morfologiski (pieméram, tas
var bit veidots ka divu vardu vardkopa vai saliktenis, un ta
meérkvalodas atbilsme ir atsevisko ta dalu tulkojums), un vardnicas
sastaditajam nav Skitis, ka §1T nosaukuma tulkojums radis problémas
tulkojot;
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7) auga nosaukums uzskatams par internacionalismu, kas identiskas
formas d€] nerada problémas tulkoSana;

8) vardnicu sastaditaju subjektivais viedoklis augu nosaukumu atlasg;

9) laikmeta faktors, jo katra vardnicu izstrades laika ir atSkiriga
nozares attistibas specifika, kas ietekmeé aktualiz€joSo kontekstu
saturu, pieméram, mainigums dekorativo augu grupa senakajos un
jaunakajos vardnicu izdevumos;

10) mainigums botanikas nozares augu sistematika (pieméram,
pasugu un varietaSu augu nosaukumi nereti netiek ieklauti videja
apjoma vardnica);

11) citi aspekti: atSkirigie valodu kontakti (pieméram, domingjosas
kontaktvalodas maina), lingvistiskas un kultiiras tradicijas.

Augu nosaukumu materials, kas ietverts promocijas darba 3. pielikuma
3.13., 3.1.4., 3.23,, 3.24., 3.3.3. un 3.3.4. tabula liecina, ka tadi augu
nosaukumi, kuri ir ieklauti analiz&tajas vardnicas, bet ar Siem nosaukumiem
apzimé&tie augi nav parstaveti izstradataja augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta,
ir 4 Tidz 10, vienigi ALV 2000 sadu augu nosaukumu skaits ir 31, kas
izskaidrojams ar to, ka Saja vardnica ir vislielakais vardnica ietverto augu
nosaukumu skaits salidzinadjuma ar par¢jam analiz€tajam vardnicam. Tads
augs, kas nav parstavets izstradataja pamatsaraksta, bet kura atbilstosais
angliskais vai krieviskais nosaukums ir ietverts cetras no analiz&tajam
vardnicam ir mirre (abas ALV un KLV). Ar §1 auga nosaukumu
papildinams izstradatais pamatsaraksts. Augs koksagizs ir parstavéts trijas
no analizétajam vardnicam — VLV 1954, KLV 1997 un ALV 1957 —, bet ta
nosaukums nav ieklauts pamatsaraksta. Koksagizi tika plasi kultivéti péc
Otra pasaules kara, no to sakném izgatavoja gumiju, tomer ap 2000. gadu
1zdotajas vardnicas S§T auga un lidz ar to ta nosaukuma aktualitate ir zudusi.
Pargjie $1 pielikuma tabulas apkopotie augu nosaukumi ir icklauti viena vai
divas no visam se$am pétijumam izraudzitajam un analiz€tajam vardnicam.

Analizetais materials apliecina, ka no petijuma izraudzitajam
vardnicam ekscerp&tos augu nosaukumu sarakstus var salidzinat ar
izstradato augu nosaukumu pamatsarakstu un caurskatit pa horizontala
dalijuma grupam, ka ar1 saskana ar dalijumu péc centra un periférijas
teorijas. Sada veida var vienkarak papildinat augu nosaukumu sarakstus pa
nelielam grupam salidzinajuma ar alfabétiska seciba sakartotu materialu.
Vienas specialas leksikas dalas, kada ir augu nosaukumi, ietverSanas
lespejas vidéja apjoma vardnica nav neierobezotas, un katra atseviSska
specialas leksikas dala jebkura gadijuma vid&ja apjoma vardnica ir izlase,
kas veikta vairak vai mazak veiksmigi, tomer atlase veicama sistemiski.

Promocijas darba 4.5. apaksSnodala apliikots jautajums par anglisko,
krievisko un vacisko augu nosaukumu latvisko atbilsmju izraudziSanos
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pétijuma analizétajas anglu-latvieSu, krievu-latviesu un vacu-latvieSu
vardnicas. Lai analiz€tu latviskas augu nosaukumu atbilsmes visas
pétijumam izraudzitajas vardnicas, Sim nolikam izveidotas divas tabulas
(katra 10 brivi izveéleéti visparzinamu un 10 mazak pazistamu augu
nosaukumi), kas pievienotas promocijas darba 4. piclikuma. Latviskie augu
nosaukumi apliikoti, salidzinot tos visu analizé€to valodu paru senakajas
vardnicas ar jaunakajas visu valodu paru vardnicas dotajam latviskajam
atbilsmém. Analiz€tais visparzinamu augu nosaukumu materials liecina, ka
katra atseviskaja vardnica augu nosaukumu atspogulojums ir atsSkirigs.
Veérojama tendence jaunakajas vardnicas visparzinamiem  augu
nosaukumiem nepievienot noradi par varda lietojuma jomu. Papildu
norades, kas raksturo vai specificEé sveSvalodas auga nosaukumu,
pievienotas abas krievu-latvieSu un anglu-latvieSu vardnicas. Analiz€tais
mazak pazistamu augu nosaukumu materials liecina, ka nav saskatamas
noteiktas vadlinijas, p&c kuram vardnicu sastaditaji ir vadijusies,
pievienojot papildu noradi par lietojuma jomu botanika. Dalai anglisko,
krievisko un vacisko augu nosaukumu vardnicu sastaditaji piedava divus
vai vairakus latvisko atbilsmju paral€los nosaukumus, kas apliecina plaso
augu nosaukumu sinonimiju latvieSu valoda. AtseviSkos gadijumos, dodot
divas latviskas atbilsmes, papildu noraZzu pievienoSana bitu loti vélama.
Vairaki iepriek$ analizétie pieméri lauj secinat, ka vardnicas ietvertie augu
nosaukumu kopumi nav redigeti atseviski no visa par€ja vardnica ieklauta
leksikas materiala, jo pat vienas vardnicas ietvaros konstatéts latvisko
atbilsmju nekonsekvents atspogulojums.

Viens no leksikografa uzdevumiem ir fiksét un atspogulot valodas
parmainas, un pétijuma 4.6. apakSnodala sniegts parskats par latvisko augu
nosaukumu izmainam varddarinasanas aspekta. Visas analizétajas vardnicas
veérojama tendence vardkopu (senakajas vardnicas) apvienot salikteni
(jaunakajas vardnicas). Promocijas darba 4.7. apaksnodala sniegts parskats
par latvisko augu nosaukumu ortografiskajam izmainam, kas ir saistitas ar
Latvijas PSR Ministru padomes 1957. gada 26. decembra pienemto 1€mumu
par latvieSu valodas pareizrakstibas noteikumu daléu groziSanu
(sk. LPSR MP Lemums Nr. 602 1957). No vardnicam ekscerpétaja valodas
materiala visu valodu paru vardnicas novérota 1so patskanu (senakaja
vardnica) aizstasana ar garajiem patskaniem (jaunakaja vardnica).

39




Nobeigums

P&tijuma ir apkopota leksikografu pieredze par specialas leksikas atlasi
visparigajam vardnicam, kas ir viens no sarezgitakajiem jautajumiem
leksikografija. Ta ka petijumu par $adu t€ému nav daudz, darba teorctiska
nozime ir svariga ne tikai latvieSu, bet ari citu valodu leksikografija.
P&tljumam izraudziti augu nosaukumi, kas veido sarezgitako specialas
leksikas dalu, kurai bez visparzinamas dalas piemit ari regionala savdabiba.
Lai izpétitu specialas leksikas atlases praksi 50 gadu posma, pétijuma
analizétas 6 vardnicas anglu-latvieSu, krievu-latviesu un vacu-latviesu
valodu paros.

Teoretiska materiala izp€t€ secinats, ka butiska ir péc alfabé&tiska
principa sakartotu Skirkla vardu sarakstu papildinaSsana ar tematisko
(semantisko) lauku vienibam. Leksikografam vardnicas izstrades laika ir
javeido specialas leksikas vienibu saraksti, kuru izstrade butiska ir
aktualizéjoSo kontekstu izp€te: izstradatie saraksti jaaktualiz€ un
jasalidzina ar jaunakajiem dotumiem specialaja literatiira, vardnicas un
periodiskajos izdevumos, ka ari jakonsultéjas ar nozaru specialistiem.
Vardnicu sastaditajam ir nepiecieSami vairaki tematiski saistttu leksikas
vienibu saraksti, ar kuriem papildinams vardnicai atlasitais
visparlietojamas leksikas materials.

Raksturojot pétijumam izraudzitas vardnicas, secinats, ka nav
izveidojusies tradicija vardnicu ievaddalas dot norades par vardu atlasi
vardnica, taCu $ada informacija bitu nozimiga ne tikai vardnicas
lietotajiem, bet arT turpmakajiem metaleksikografiskajiem p&tijumiem.

Promocijas darba 3. nodala ir apkopoti tie aspekti, kas leksikografam
janem veéra darba ar augu nosaukumiem vardnica. Secinats, ka, nenemot
vera iepriekS minétos aspektus attieciba uz augu nosaukumiem, vardnicas
lietotajs ne vienmér var sanemt korektu risinajumu mérkvaloda.

Petijuma ir noteikts seSu p&tijumam atlasito vardnicu augu nosaukumu
kopumu apjoms, kas ir 0,95 Iidz 1,29% no vardnicas uzradito skirkla vardu
skaita. Sadarbojoties ar botanikas nozares zinatnieku un botanikas
skolotaju, izstradats augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksts, ka arT pétijuma ir
aprakstita optimala augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta izstrades gaita vidgja
apjoma visparigajai vardnicai. Izstradatais augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksts
ir nozari reprezentéjoSu augu izlase bez piesaistes konkrétai valodali.
Latviskie un latiniskie augu nosaukumi pamatsaraksta ir jasaprot ka
botanisko jédzienu apzimetaji. No vardnicam ekscerpéto augu nosaukumu
saraksti salidzinati ar izstradato augu nosaukumu sarakstu, vadoties péc
noteiktajiem latiniskajiem augu nosaukumiem. Ar $adu promocijas darba
Izmantoto augu nosaukumu kopumu analizes metodi iesp&jams veikt atlases
analizi vardnicas, kur latvieSu valoda ir mérkvaloda. Augu nosaukumu
pamatsaraksts ir veidots pé&c t.s. enciklop&diska principa, izmantojot
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kombiné&tu saraksta sastadiSanas metodi: augu nosaukumu ekscerpéSanu no
enciklopédijam, specialas literatiiras, vardnicam, periodikas un macibu
gramatam; augu nosaukumu tulkoSanu no sarakstiem anglu, krievu un vacu
valoda, kas pétijuma praktiskaja dala analiz&tajas 6 vardnicas ir avotvaloda;
augu nosaukumu pierakstisanu, veicot aktualiz&joso kontekstu izp&ti; augu
nosaukumu nozimiguma noteik$anu péc apzim&jamo augu izmantosanas;
léemumu pienemSanu par augu nosaukumu ieklauSanu pamatsaraksta,
piesaistot nozares specialistu un konsultgjoties ar botanikas skolotaju.
Pamatsaraksta izstrade ir Joti darbietilpigs process, tomér $ads izstradats
saraksts atvieglo katra nakama vardnicas izdevuma sastadiSanu un
papildinasanu. Lielaka dala augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta ieklauta
materiala ir kopiga visas analiz€tajas vardnicas, tomér ir ari ta saucama
specifiska augu kopuma dala, kas ir raksturiga katra valoda parstavéto
kultiru florai. Floras atSkiribas veido pamatsaraksta mainigo dalu, ko
galvenokart parstav savvalas augi un dalgji ar1 dekorativie augi.

Izstradataja augu nosaukumu pamatsarakstd ietvertais materials
grup€ts, piedavajot vertikalu dalfjumu (pec augu taksonomiskajam
kategorijam), horizontalu dalfjumu (péc apziméto augu dzivesformas:
lakstaugi, koki, krtimi, lianas un jauktas dzivesformas augi) un dalijumu péc
centra un periferijas teorijas (centra grupa, parejas posma grupa un
periferijas grupa). Leksikografam ir janem véra visi Sie ieprieks uzskaititie
dalijumi, jo 1pasi, papildinot un aktualiz€jot i1zstradato pamatsarakstu.

No seSam pétijumam izraudzitajam vardnicam ekscerpétais augu
nosaukumu materials analizets, salidzinot to ar izstradato pamatsarakstu.
Petijuma analitiskaja dala raksturotie dati liecina, ka lidziga apjoma
vardnicas var saturiski atSkirties un ietvertais augu nosaukumu kopums
tajas nav vienads, kas izskaidrojams ar floras atSkiribam vietas, kur runa
visu analizéto valodu paru vardnicu avotvalodas, t.s. leksikografiskas
parrakstiSanas tradiciju vardnicu sastadiSana, no §1 pétijuma atSkirigu
leksikografisko avotu izmantoSanu, vardnicu sastaditaju nesistematisko
pieeju un leksikografu subjektivo viedokli augu nosaukumu atlasé. ALV un
KLV veérojama tendence jaunakajos vardnicu izdevumos ieklaut vairak tadu
augu nosaukumus, kuri ir parstaveti izstradataja pamatsaraksta, tacu VLV §1
tendence nav v€rojama.

Analizgtais ekscerp&tais materials Jauj secinat, ka p&tijumam atlasito
vardnicu izstrades gaita darba ar augu nosaukumu sarakstiem, apstradajot
tos atseviski no visa kop€ja vardnicai atlasito vardu kopuma, ar nozares
specialistiem nekonsultgjas visos jautdjumos. So secindjumu pamato
analizes rezultati, kuros redzams, ka viens un tas pats augs vienas vardnicas
ietvaros atspogulots atSkirigi. Nav saskatama vienota un konsekventa
sistéma, ka vardnicu sastaditaji pievienojusi atlasitajiem augu nosaukumiem
noradi par to lietoSanu botanika.
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P&tijuma analitiskaja dala konstatéts, ka visas vardnicas ietverto augu
nosaukumu kopums ir atskirigs, kas atseviskos gadijumos nelava izsekot
latvisko augu nosaukumu izmainam konkrétaja laika perioda. lezimgjas
tendence vardnicas dotas latviskas atbilsmes, kas senakajos vardnicu
izdevumos bijuSas divu vardu vardkopas, jaunakajos vardnicu izdevumos
apvienot saliktenos. Visu valodu paru vardnicas konstatétas latvisko augu
nosaukumu parmainas ortografiskaja aspekta, kas izskaidrojamas ar
1957. gada 26. decembri Latvijas PSR Ministru padomé pienemto 1€mumu
par latvieSu valodas pareizrakstibas noteikumu daléju groziSanu.

Lai gan vardnica ietveramo vardu atlases kriteriji nav vienkarSi un
zinama meéra atkarigi arm no vardnicu sastaditaju subjektiva viedokla,
pétijuma autore uzskata, ka vairak uzmanibas vajadz&tu veltit Skirk]a vardu
atlases principiem un kritérijiem. Nemot véra analizéto vardnicu de facto
stavokli, rodas pardomas, vai iespiesto divvalodu tulkojoso vardnicu
nopietnakais konkurents nakotn€ nebiis lidzigas elektroniskas vardnicas,
kuru papildinaSana ar aktualiem augu nosaukumiem ir paveicama atrak.
Jau darba apkopotais teorctiski metodologiskais materials apliecina
pétijuma pamatjautajuma komplicetibu. Viena promocijas darba nav
iesp&jams detalizeti atrisinat visas problémas, tade] Sis darbs ir solis atlases
jautajuma risinasana.
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Tezes

Promocijas darba izpétitais un secinatais lauj izvirzit aizstavéSanai
turpmak minétas tézes.

1. Metodologiskais jautajums par specialas leksikas atlasi nav
pietieckami izpétits un ir viena no centralajam probléemam
leksikografija. Saja promocijas darba tiek talakvirzita un apzinata
specialas leksikas atlases jautajuma teorétiska doma, kam ir tieSa saikne
ar leksikografijas praksi, nakamo vardnicu sastadiSanu. Augu
nosaukumu analize promocijas darba uzskatama par specialas leksikas
atlases ilustréjosu izstradni; ta var kalpot par metodologisku paraugu
citu lielu specialas leksikas grupu atlase.

2. Specialas leksikas dalas — augu nosaukumu — uzpemsanas iespéjas
vidéja apjoma vardnica ir ierobeZotas, tapéc veiksmigai izlasei
jabalstas uz zinatniski pamatotiem principiem, kas izmantoti augu
nosaukumu pamatsaraksta izstrade. Promocijas darba, sadarbojoties
ar nozares specialistiem, izstradats optimals augu nosaukumu
pamatsaraksts vidéja apjoma anglu-latviesu, krievu-latviesu un vacu-
latvieSu vardnicam, kas jasaprot ka augu kopuma izlases parstaviba.
Izstradataja pamatsaraksta parstavéto augu vairakums ir kopigs visas
vardnicas, tomér zinama dala ir specifiska, kas saistita ar attiecigo
valodu paru kultiru un floras atskiribam. Sis atskiribas pamatsaraksta
veido ta saucamo mainigo dalu, kas janem v&ra, stradajot ar valodas
materialu sastatitajas valodas. Izstradatais pamatsaraksts ir butisks augu
nosaukumu parbaudé un turpmaka to leksikografiskaja apstrade.
Pamatsaraksta icklautie augu nosaukumi grupéti vertikali péc
apzimgjamo augu taksonomiskajam kategorijam, horizontali péc
apzim&jamo augu dzivesformas, ka arT péc centra un periferijas teorijas.
Visi Sie grup&jumi ir bitiski, un vardnicu sastaditajiem tie ir janem vera.

3. Nav izveidojusies tradicija vardnicu ievaddalas sniegt informaciju
par visparlietojamas un specialas leksikas atlases principiem un
proporcijam. To apliecina pétfjumam atlasito vardnicu ievaddalu
satura analize. Izplatita ir prakse, ka informacija gan par
visparlietojamas, gan specialas leksikas atlasi ievaddalas ir nekonkréta.
Tomér ta nav pardomata pieeja, Un nepiecieSams nopietns to satura
1zvertéjums, jo vardnicu ievaddalas sniegtd informacija ir biitiska ne
tikai vardnicu lietotajiem, lai novert€tu vardnicas izmantojamibu
tulkoSana, bet ari turpmakajiem leksikografiskajiem pé&tijumiem un
vardnicu sastaditajiem, kas izmanto eso$as vardnicas jaunu vardnicu
sastadiSana. Ta ka jautajums par specialas leksikas atlasi ir sarezgits, ir
saprotama leksikografu nostaja vardnicu ievados to neizklastit.

4. Analitiskie dati par augu nosaukumu atlasi liecina, ka vardnicu
sastaditaju principi attieciba uz vienas jomas specialas leksikas
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atlasi nav sistémiski. Vardnicu specialas leksikas atlaseé un apstradé
nozaru specialistu iesaiste nav raksturiga vai ar nozares parstavjiem nav
bijuSas konsultacijas visos jautdjumos, tOmér pieaicinato nozaru
parstavju konsultacijas ir bitiskas. To apliecina petijuma analiz€tais, nO
vardnicam ekscerpétais augu nosaukumu materials.

5. Anglisko, krievisko un vacisko augu nosaukumu latvisko atbilsmju
analizes dati liecina, ka nav saskatamas noteiktas vadlinijas, péc
kuram vardnicu sastaditaji ir vadijuSies, izvéloties angliskajiem,
krieviskajiem un vaciskajiem augu nosaukumiem latviskas
atbilsmes. Ar1 vienas vardnicas ietvaros konstatéta latvisko atbilsmju
nekonsekventa atspogulosana un latvisko atbilsmju piedavajums, tas
neparbaudot specialaja literatura.

6. Pétitais materials rada, ka viena no problémam ir sinonimiskie augu
nosaukumi gan latviesu valoda, gan ari anglu, krievu un vacu valoda.
Vardnicu sastaditajiem jarisina jautajums, kuru no latviskajiem augu
nosaukumiem ka meérkvalodas atbilsmi vardnica piedavat ka pirmo.
Sados gadijumos lémums reizém japienem katra gadijuma individuali,
turklat dodot papildu norades, kas palidzetu vardnicas lietotajam
iz8kirties par vienu vai otru piedavato latvisko atbilsmi. Perspektiva
biitu nepiecieSams pétit sinontmiskos augu nosaukumus gan latvieSu
valoda, gan ar1 anglu, krievu un vacu valoda. Neizpétits palicis arl
citu nozaru specialas leksikas procentualais sadalijums vidéja
apjoma vardnicas, kas biitu nepiecieSams Ilidzsvarotas vardnicas
izstrade. Turpmakajos leksikografiskajos péetijumos bitiska biitu
atgriezeniska saikne ar vardnicu sastaditajiem par Saja promocijas darba
izstradata pamatsaraksta izmantosanu vardnicu izstrad€, augu nosaukumu
kopumu parbaudé un papildinasana vardnicas.
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Promocijas darba aprobacija

Par promocijas darba tematiku ir nolasiti 12 referati viet§ja un
starptautiska méroga zinatniskajas konferences.

1. ,,Augu nosaukumu atlases analize misdienu visparigajas divvalodu
vardnicas”. Ekonomikas un kultiiras augstskolas, Alberta koledzas un
VolSas koledzas organizéta starptautiska zinatniska konference Kopigas
vertibas radisana zinasanu sabiedribd: pieredze, inovdcijas un pécteciba.
Riga, Ekonomikas un kulttiras augstskola 2015. gada 16.—17. aprili.

2. ,Speciala leksika visparigajas divvalodu tulkojoSajas vardnicas: augu
nosaukumi”. Ventspils Augstskolas organizéta Ziemassvétku konference
Ventspili, Ventspils Augstskola 2014. gada 18. decembr.

3. ,,Augu nosaukumi visparigajas divvalodu tulkojoSajas vardnicas: atlase”.
Latvijas Universitates Humanitaro zinatnu fakultates, Ventspils Augstskolas
TulkoSanas studiju fakultates un Valsts valodas komisijas rikota
starptautiska zinatniska konference Latviesu leksikografija: mantojums un
nakotnes redzejums Riga, Latvijas Universitates Humanitaro zinatgu
fakultate 2014. gada 27. oktobri.

4. ,Selection of Plant Names for an Average Size Bilingual Dictionary”.
2. Baltijas valstu studentu starptautiska zinatniska konference Bridges in the
Baltics Riga, Latvijas Universitaté 2014. gada 3.—4. oktobrT.

5. ,,General Bilingual Dictionaries as the Reflecting Mirror of Language
Contacts and Language Shift” Tartu Universitates organiz€ta starptautiska
zinatniska konference Baltic Languages and White Nights Tartu, Tartu
Universitaté 2014. gada 13.-14. jiinija.

6. ,Botanikas speciala leksika visparigajas divvalodu tulkojoSajas
vardnicas: no teorijas uz praksi”. Ekonomikas un kultiiras augstskolas
organiz€ta starptautiska zinatniska konference Parmainas un iespéjas: pétot
sasaisti starp teoriju un praksi Riga, Ekonomikas un kultiiras augstskola
2014. gada 10. aprili.

7. ,,Comparison of Informative Content of Introductions to the Bilingual
Dictionaries of Latvian, Lithuanian and Estonian”. Tartu Universitates
organiz€ta Baltijas valstu studentu starptautiska zinatniska konference
Bridges in the Baltics Tartu, Tartu Universitate 2013.gada 27.-28.
septembrf.
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8. ,,Botanikas terminu skaitla kategorija divvalodu tulkojoSajas vardnicas”.
Ekonomikas un kultiiras augstskolas organizeéta starptautiska zinatniska
konference Uznéméjdarbibas un kultiiras ilgtspejigas attistibas vadiba Riga,
Ekonomikas un kultiiras augstskola 2013. gada 11.-12. aprili.

9. ,Botanisko nosaukumu salikteni miisdienu vacu-latvieSu vardnicas”.
Ventspils Augstskolas un Liepajas Universitates organizeta 2. starptautiska
jauno lingvistu konference VIA SCIENTIARUM Il Liepaja, Liepajas
Universitaté 2013. gada 7.—8. marta.

10. ,PaScilmes un aizgitie latvieSu botanikas termini vacu-latviesu
vardnicas”. Latvijas Zinatnu akadémijas organizéta E. Drezena (1892-1937)
120 gadu pieminai veltita 3. starptautiska zinatniska konference Aktualas
tendences terminologijas teorija un praksé Riga, Latvijas Zinatnu akadémija
2012. gada 25.—26. oktobri.

11. ,,Divvalodu vardnicu ievaddalu informativa vértiba: Latvijas prakse”.
Ekonomikas un kultiiras augstskolas organizeéta starptautiska zinatniska
konference Uznéméjdarbibas un kultiiras ilgtspéjigas attistibas vadiba Riga,
Ekonomikas un kultiiras augstskola 2012. gada 29. marta.

12. ,lespiesto vardnicu un interneta resursu izmantoSanas iesp€jas speciala
lietojuma (botanikas) leksikas tulkoSana no vacu valodas latvieSu valoda”.
Konference Latvijas skolu i-Tehnologiju FEkspozicija (LatSTE’2011)
Ventspili, Ventspils 1. gimnazija 2011. gada 27.—28. oktobr.

Promocijas darba izstrades gaita iegitie secinajumi un atzinas ir
apkopotas 10 publikacijas un 1 konferences t€zu un anotaciju krajuma.

1. Svike, S. Latvian Equivalents of Foreign Plant Names in Modern
Bilingual Dictionaries. Economics and Culture. 2015, Vol. 11. Eds. in chief
S. KeiSs, V. Vévere. Riga: Ekonomikas un kultiiras augstskola, 2015,
131.-140. Ipp.

2. Svike, S. Augu nosaukumu atlase vid€ja apjoma visparigajai vardnicai.
Vardnicas un valoda. Valsts valodas komisijas raksti. 7.s&. Red.
J. Baldunciks, A. Veisbergs. Riga : Zinatne, 2015, 100.-121. Ipp.
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3. Svike, S. Botanisko nosaukumu salikteni musdienu vacu-latvieSu
vardnicas. Starptautiska jauno lingvistu konference ,,Via Scientiarum”:
rakstu krajums II. Sast. S. Svike, Z. Veidenberga. Ventspils, Liepaja :
Ventspils Augstskola, Liepajas Universitate, 2014, 159.-168. Ipp.

4. Svike, S. Special Botanical Lexicon in General Bilingual Dictionaries:
from Theory to Practice. Economics and Culture. 2014, Vol. 10. Eds. in
chief S. Keiss, V. Vevere. Riga : Ekonomikas un kultiiras augstskola, 2014,
7.-14. lpp.

5. Svike, S. Botanikas jomas speciala leksika divvalodu tulkojosajas
vardnicas: Latvijas prakse. Multidisciplinary Translation: From Science to
Arts. Ed. K. UzZule. Riga: Baltic International Academy, 2014, 142.—
152. Ipp.

6. Svike, S. Botanikas termini vacu-latviesu vardnicas. Aktudalas tendences
terminologijas teorija un praksé:. rakstu krajums. Riga: LU LatvieSu
valodas instittts, 2013, 93.-107. Ipp.

7. Svike, S. Botanical Terms in German-Latvian Dictionaries: Grammatical
Category of Number. Economics and Culture. 2013, Vol. 8. Eds. in chief
S. KeiSs, V. Vévere. Riga : Ekonomikas un kultiiras augstskola, 2013, 125.—-
133. Ipp.

8. Svike, S. Informative Value of Introductions to Bilingual Dictionaries:
Latvian Practice. Economics and Culture. Vol. 6. Eds. in chief S. Keiss,
V. Vévere. Riga: Ekonomikas un kultiiras augstskola, 2012, 269.-
279. lpp.

9. Svike, S. Leksikografiskie avoti botanikas terminu tulkoSanai no
sveSvalodas uz latvieSu valodu. LatSTE 2012 rakstu krajums. Latvijas
Skolu informdcijas tehnologiju ekspozicija 2012. gada 1.—2.novembris,
Plavinas. Red. kol. A. Bérce, A. Cunska, D. Kiima u. ¢. Riga : Latvijas
Universitate, 2012, 39.-45. Ipp.

10. Svike, S. Iespiesto vardnicu un interneta resursu izmanto$anas iespejas
speciala lietojuma (botanikas) leksikas tulkoSana no vacu valodas latviesu
valoda. LatSTE’2011 rakstu apkopojums. Red. kol. A. Bérce, D. Bonka,
A. Cunska u. c. Riga : LU, 2011, 70.-79. Ipp.
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TEzes un anotacijas

Svike, S. Pascilmes un aizgttie latvieSu botanikas termini vacu-latviesSu
vardnicas. E. Drezena (1892-1937) pieminai veltitas 3. starptautiskas
terminologijas konferences ,, Aktualds tendences terminologijas teorija un
prakse” (2012. gada 25.—26. oktobri) referatu anotacijas. Riga . LZA, LU
LaVl, 25.-26.10.2012., 37.-38. Ipp.

Pateicibas

Promocijas darba autore izsaka sirsnigu pateicibu

— darba zinatniskajam vaditajam Ventspils Augstskolas TulkoSanas studiju
fakultates profesoram Dr. philol. Jurim Baldunéikam par atbalstu un
atsaucibu visa promocijas darba tapSanas laika;

— promocijas darba recenzentiem Dr. habil. philol. Dacei Markui,
Dr. philol.  Lienei Markus-Narvilai, Dr. habil. philol.  Andrejam
Veisbergam;

— Dr. philol. Albertam Sarkanim par atsaucibu un sniegto interviju;

— Dr. biol. Edgaram Vimbam par ieinteresétibu, atsaucibu, palidzibu un
konsultacijam augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta sastadiSana;

— botanikas skolotajai Arijai Hrustalovai par sarunu un konsultacijam
augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta sastadisana un grupésana;

— par ieteikumiem un palidzibu pé&tijuma izstrades procesa — Dr. philol.
Guntaram Dreijeram, Dr. philol. Agnesei Dubovai, Dr. habil. philol.
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General Overview of the Promotional Paper

Special lexis® is an essential part of the lexis included in general
bilingual dictionaries. The selection of special lexis, its lexicographic
processing, and choosing the equivalents in the target languages require
special knowledge in a specific field, so often domain specialists’ assistance
is needed. Stefan Politov (Politov 2005, 164), when analysing German-
Bulgarian dictionaries, emphasizes that they lack special lexis in different
fields, therefore the users of general bilingual dictionaries do not receive an
adequate informative support when dealing with domain-specific text
translation.

As special lexis is very broad and diverse, lexicographical studies
dealing with this part of vocabulary should focus on separate domains,
preferably sufficiently significant and extensive. For the purposes of the
study, special lexis can be divided into relatively simple, for instance, in
chemical discourse because it is rather universal, and more complex, like in
botany or zoology (plant and animal names are frequently characterized by
regional specificities). Thus, the lexicographic research of special lexis
would be more convincing within a complex area, e.g. botany; however,
due to the above-mentioned constraints of complexity, not all but only one
part of the domain-specific lexis — plant names — is studied in the
Promotional Paper. Plants are the main category of botany, and its optimal
representation in general bilingual dictionaries raises a lot of concerns to the
dictionary compilers. The problems are connected with a great variety of
plant names, wide synonymy, differences between scientific names and
vernaculars, as well as dialectisms, which sometimes do not comply with
the principle of monosemy in scientific classification when a precise usage
of plant names is essential. This research is basically carried out as a
dictionary study, reflecting that the complexity of the topic is largely based
on the unity of both objective and subjective factors; the group of plant
names is characterised by internal diversity.

The main emphasis within the Promotional Paper is laid on plant
names selection for a medium-sized general dictionary. As general bilingual
dictionaries have a limited volume, only a part of the wide variety of plant
names can be included, therefore the selection principle is one of the
greatest lexicographers’ concerns (Baldunciks 2012, 115; Brjuhovecka,
Rozenberga 2015, 97; Denisov 1982, 89; Priedite 1990, 63; Veisbergs
2015, 156). The problem of selecting plant names encompasses a multitude
of intertwined issues like assertion of problematic aspects in the selection,
lexicographical processing of these names and their consistent

®special lexis is discussed in more detail in the subchapter “Summary of the Content of
the Promotional Paper” (see p. 60)
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representation, as well as formation of the basic list of plant names
(optimum selection of plants, i.e. plant names) for a medium-sized general
dictionary. The above-mentioned issues are important in the empirical
lexicography that is closely related to translation, as dictionaries are one of
the basic tools in the translators’ work.

The questions of including special lexis in general bilingual
dictionaries and the principles of selection as well as lexicographical
interpretation have not been extensively discussed in the course of meta-
lexicographical discussions. But the dictionary reviews show that the
selection of entry words is one of the main criteria for a positive or negative
evaluation. Henning Bergenholtz (Bergenholtz 2001, 12-14) analysed
252 dictionary reviews and educed that 22% of all the remarks are
connected with the selection of entry words. He admits that there are no
theoretical and methodological approaches that would give ground for
different solutions related to functions of the dictionaries of different types,
however, a so-called external selection (of entry words) and internal
selection (of information types) can be distinguished. Bergenholtz
emphasizes that there is a lack of studies about external selection, i.e. the
selection of entry words. On the other hand, there are so many researches
on the internal selection that no lexicographer would be capable to get
acquainted with all of them. Wim Honselaar (Honselaar 2003, 325)
emphasizes that in the process of development the dictionary’s micro-
structure, a special attention should be paid to thematic word groups. These
are the groups of words thematically and linguistically related to one
specific field, for example, outer space, flora, fauna (Cyvin 1982, 116)
which are selected and processed differently.

The question concerning the principles of choosing and representing
equivalents of English, Russian, and German plant names is also of great
topicality, as it is important to make the information on the Latvian
equivalents (including marking and forms) useful for the needs of
dictionary users. Considering this need, the lexis and its lexicographical
processing are characterised and analysed taking into account changes in
Latvian plant names equivalents and observable tendencies in six general
bilingual dictionaries published during the half-century period.

This Promotional Paper includes a research in the applied linguistics —
an interdisciplinary field of linguistics — providing the discussion of
lexicographical, terminological, and lexicological questions. The theoretical
part is based on lexicographical theories and concepts connected with
monolingual and bilingual dictionaries. It is mostly based on the
conclusions made in the studies, monographs and scientific papers by such
lexicographers as Beryl T. Sue Atkins, Juris Baldunciks, Ineta Balode,
Andrejs Bankavs, Henning Bergenholtz, Valeriy Berkov (Bazepuii bepxos),
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Ginther Drosdowski, Reinhard Rudolf Karl Hartmann, Regina Hessky,
Heming Yong, Laura Karpinska, Sandro Nielsen, Tamas Magay, Joachim
Mugdan, Jing Peng, Liene Roze, Heinrich Petermann, Alberts Sarkanis,
Martin Stark, Lev Scherba (Jles 1l]ep6a), Gottfried Spies, Sven Tarp, Mara
Soikane-Trapane, Marie Vachkova, Andrejs Veisbergs, Herbert Ernst
Wiegand and Ladislav Zgusta. On more specific issues, the contributions of
Maris Baltins, Inese Edelmane, Ilga Jansone, Benita Laumane, Linda Piete,
Valentina Skujina and other linguists have been used. The theoretical part
of the research summarises information given by leading lexicographers
about the selection, lexicographic processing, as well as representing
general and specialized lexis, including botanical lexis and plant names, in
general bilingual dictionaries.

The practical part of the Paper is based on the language material
excerpted from English-Latvian, Russian-Latvian, and German-Latvian
general dictionaries. The excerpts from the dictionaries are English,
Russian, and German plant names with their Latvian equivalents. This
Promotional Paper is the first research analysing an important part of
special lexis — plant names — excerpted from six medium-sized bilingual
dictionaries. The research has shown that the theoretical conclusions
correspond to empirical results received after the analysis of the subject
matter.

The underlying intention of the research is to study and ascertain what
part of special domain lexis (i.e. plant names) is included in the
contemporary medium-sized general bilingual dictionaries, inquiring into
inclusion or not inclusion of particular items: what plant names denoting
some specific plants and plant groups are included in the dictionaries, and
what groups of plants are not represented in the dictionaries, as well as what
is the proportion of plant names compared to the overall word number
included in the dictionaries. This study is intended to invite attention to the
topical yet not enough researched from metalexicographical aspect theme —
selection of special lexis. Therefore, the study summarizes theoretical
conclusions about selection of general and special lexis for a general
bilingual dictionary, addresses the issue of conducting lexicographical
processing of special lexical units, and discusses the principles of selecting
Latvian equivalents of plant names when compiling a dictionary.

To accomplish the aim of the research, the author, in collaboration
with specialists in the field of botany, compiled the basic list of optimum
plant names (meaning the optimum selection of plants as the representatives
of botany and flora) for a medium-sized dictionary. To undertake the study
of the plant names’ body, as well as to detect changes in using Latvian plant
names during the specific period of time (from 1950s to 2000s), two
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medium-sized bilingual dictionaries were chosen in three pairs of most
common contact languages in Latvia (English-Latvian, Russian-Latvian,
German-Latvian) published with an interval of approximately 50 years.
English-Latvian, Russian-Latvian, and German-Latvian dictionaries were
chosen, as in the metalexicographical studies it is often stated that the body
of entries in these source languages is elaborated better than in the Latvian
language. The deficiency of Latvian corpus has been repeatedly emphasised
by A. Veisbergs (2003, 169; 2007, 71; 2012, 105). Although work on the
creation of modern and balanced corpus of the Latvian language continues,
the lexicographical experience forces to introduce additional corrections
when overviewing different systems and microsystems.

Moreover, the choice of two dictionary editions is a sort of guarantee
against random errors within one edition, as well as it helps to record
changes and corrections of selection. The older dictionaries chosen for the
research, which were published approximately in 1950s, can be taken as the
“1% generation” dictionaries, but more recent, published around 2000, can
be taken as the “2" generation” medium-sized dictionaries. Dictionaries
published in the 19" century and the first half of the 20™ century were not
used due to several reasons, e.g., during this period an active
standardisation of plant names took place, which finished in the middle of
the 20™ century. Beginning with 1950s the dictionaries were published by
using contemporary methods, i.e. a group of authors, editors, consultants
and others were involved in the process of compilation. Therefore, the
dictionaries chosen for the research are methodologically comparable.

In _the group of English-Latvian dictionaries the “English-Latvian
Dictionary” compiled by a team of authors under the editorship of M.
Stradina in 1957 (ELD 1957 (in the list of sources ALV 1957)), that
includes 45,000 entry words, was chosen. As to the newer edition in this
language pair, the “English-Latvian Dictionary” (ELD 2000 (in the list of
sources ALV 2000)) compiled by a team of authors under the editorship of
I. Birzvalka and published in 2000, also including 45,000 entry words, was
used for the research.

In the group of Russian-Latvian dictionaries the “Russian-Latvian
Dictionary” published in 1950 (RLD 1950 (in the list of sources
KLV 1950)) was chosen. The manuscript was written by Ed. Ozolins and
E. Ozolina, and supplemented by A. Feldhiins, A. Giitmanis, I. Melbarde et
al. This RLD includes 42,000 entry words. The second dictionary is
“Russian-Latvian Dictionary” with 40,000 entry words published in 1997
by a team of authors (RLD 1997 (in the list of sources KLV 1997)).

In the group of German-Latvian dictionaries the edition published by
K. Granta and E. Pampe in 1954 (GLD 1954 (in the list of sources
VLV 1954)) was chosen (this “German-Latvian Dictionary” includes
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46,000 entry words), as well as the dictionary by L. Vjatere compiled in
2002 — “German-Latvian Dictionary” (GLD 2002 (in the list of sources
VLV 2002)) with 42,000 entry words.

From all the above-mentioned dictionaries selected for the research,
English, Russian, and German plant names with their Latvian equivalents
were excerpted. The excerpted material is presented in a Microsoft Word
table attached to the Promotional Paper in the Appendix 3.

The novelty and topicality of the Promotional Paper lies in the fact that
there was no detailed research undertaken in Latvia before concerning a
separate part of special lexis in general dictionaries. The topicality of the
research is also supported by the bilingual dictionaries selected and
analysed, as they are less studied than monolingual ones (Hartmann 2001,
132). This is the first study on plant names taken as a special vocabulary of
a general bilingual dictionary, in which a wide range of plant names is
excerpted from six medium-sized bilingual dictionaries and analysed. The
study provides suggestions on how to improve plant names’ selection and
lexicographical processing based on the facts provided by the case study
conducted in the form of selecting plant names.

The aim of the Promotional Paper is to analyse the principles of selecting
and lexicographic processing of special lexis, as well as to create an
opportunity to compile an optimum selection of lexis representing one field
for the general bilingual dictionaries by taking as a basic research material
one of the large parts of the special lexis — plant names.

In order to reach the aim the following objectives have been set:

1) to organize and discuss theoretical conclusions on the principles and
methods of selecting special lexis and choosing equivalents in the target
languages in general bilingual dictionaries;

2) to provide a brief overview of the botanical terminology
development, the history of forming plant names and the synonymy of plant
names;

3) to excerpt plant names from contemporary general medium-sized
English-Latvian, Russian-Latvian, and German-Latvian dictionaries
published with an interval of about 50 years (1950s and apprx. 2000s);

4) to analyse the principles of selection of the excerpted material in
each dictionary, as well as to analyse Latvian plant names in the
lexicographical and lexical aspects in the process of change;

5) to summarise the results discussed and analysed in the Promotional
Paper in order to give recommendations on selection of plant names and
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their lexicographical processing in general medium-sized bilingual
dictionaries.

Research Methods
Data collection methods used in the Promotional Paper:

— term excerption — used for selection of English, Russian, German plant
names and their Latvian equivalents from the dictionaries chosen for the
research (the excerpted material is presented in the Appendix 3),

— interview — used as a proof of the information provided in the
description of words selection by A. Sarkanis (Subchapter 2.3; a CD with
an audio recording is attached to the Promotional Paper).

The theoretical part is mostly represented in Chapter 1, Subchapters
1.1-1.3, Chapters 2 and 3, where for the research of theoretical material the
descriptive and content analysis methods are used. The descriptive
method and content analysis are also used for studying the information
presented in the introductory parts of the dictionaries chosen for the
research (Subchapter 1.4).

— For compiling the basic list of plant names the combined list-compiling
method was used; mostly it was applied for the excerption of plant
names from the lists presented in special literature, complimenting the
basic list alongside with cooperation with field specialists, as well as
including additional plant names in the result of the actual research of the
content and translation of plant names from the lists in English, Russian,
and German. The process of compiling the basic list of plant names is
described in Subchapter 4.2 (the basic list is attached as the Appendix 2).

The research methods used in the analysis of the excerpted material:

— statistical (Subchapters 4.1 and 4.4),

— comparative — mostly used for the analysis of the selection of Latvian
plant names and lexicographical processing in the time period of about
50 years (Subchapters 4.5, 4.6, 4.7).

The object of the research is special lexis of medium-sized general
bilingual dictionaries, and the subject of the research are plant names in
medium-sized general English-Latvian, Russian-Latvian, and German-
Latvian dictionaries. The number of plant names excerpted from English-
Latvian dictionaries (ELDs) is 453 in English with Latvian equivalents
from the ELD 1957 and 579 plant names in English with Latvian
equivalents from the ELD 2000. As to the Russian-Latvian dictionaries
(RLDs), 398 plant names in Russian with Latvian equivalents were
excerpted from the RLD 1950, and 429 plant names in Russian with
Latvian equivalents — from the RLD 1997. In the pair of German-Latvian
dictionaries (GLDs), 436 plant names in German with Latvian equivalents
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were excerpted from the GLD 1954, and 408 plant names in German with
Latvian equivalents — from the GLD 2002. Plant names excerpted from the
dictionaries were both entries, or main words, and subentries. The term
“subentry” should be understood as a word or a collocation (plant name)
connected with the entry word and included in the group of words within
the same net.

Theoretical Significance of the Promotional Paper

The conclusions discussed in the Promotional Paper provide an insight
into a metalexicographic theme that has not been enough researched yet —
selection of special lexis and lexicographical processing. A detailed review
of the theoretical research supplements the studies conducted in Latvian
lexicography on special lexis of botany, going deeper into the selection of
plant names and their representation in general bilingual dictionaries.
Within the research an optimum list of plant names (an optimum selection
of plants) was compiled, that can be used for selection of plant names to be
included in the general medium-sized English-Latvian, Russian-Latvian,
and German-Latvian dictionaries. The process of compiling the basic list of
plant names (optimum selection of plants) is described in Subchapter 4.2.
The lexicographical approaches and principles of selecting special lexis
discussed in the Promotional Paper allow comparing them with traditions
and principles of selecting and representing lexis in general medium-sized
bilingual dictionaries used by the compilers of the dictionaries published in
Latvia.

Practical Significance of the Promotional Paper

The analysed material including the special lexis in botany represents
one specific part of this field — plant names selected for general bilingual
dictionaries. In the process of writing the Promotional Paper the basic list of
plant names was compiled (optimum selection of plants) for a medium-
sized general dictionary; the description of the process of compiling the
basic list can serve as a model for compiling other similar lists, for instance,
of animal names. Paul Kostera (Kostera 2001, 296) emphasises that only
through the practical use of a dictionary for translation purposes one can
discover which words are not included in the dictionary. Thus, systematic
selection of special lexical units and compilation of a basic list are essential
for the analysis of the plant names included in six general bilingual
dictionaries chosen for this research. In the practical part of the Promotional
Paper (mostly Chapter 4), the results obtained after the analysis of the
material and drawing conclusions can serve as a basis for decision-making
on selection and lexicographical processing of plant names in general
bilingual dictionaries. The lexical material discussed and analysed allows
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following the changes of the Latvian equivalents given in the dictionaries
and the development of processing principles, as the material was excerpted
from the dictionaries published within a 50 years’ interval.

The Volume and the Structure of the Promotional Paper

The Promotional Paper consists of the introduction, 4 chapters,
conclusions, theses put forward for the defence, lists of sources (107 units)
and literature (206 units). The Promotional Paper includes 24 tables, 4
diagrams and 7 pictures. In the end of each chapter and in some other cases,
I.e. in the end of subchapters, the conclusions are also given about the
issues discussed. The dictionaries chosen for the research and language
material excerpted are analysed in the alphabetical order within different
language pairs (mostly in Subchapters 1.4 and 4.4).
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Summary of the Content of the Promotional Paper

The present study is conducted in the context of a dictionary research,
and the first chapter of the Promotional Paper describes the theoretical
guidelines on dictionary research, gives an insight into its topicality and
essence, as well as discusses the varied typology of dictionaries. This
chapter specifies the definition of atranslating dictionary, that is “a
dictionary containing words or other lexical units in one language with their
equivalents in one or several other languages” (VPSV 2007, 411), and a
bilingual dictionary is normally understood as a two-language dictionary
where a word in the source language is given with its equivalent in the
target language (Kromann, Riiber, Rosbach 1991, 2712).

The first chapter also describes general dictionaries according to the
arrangement of entries. Mostly, in general dictionaries the entries are
arranged in alphabetical order, but the structure of dictionaries can be also
formed according to thematic, or systemic principle (Hartmann 2001, 58)
called a semantic field principle (McArthur 1986, 145). The “semantic
approach” (Yong, Peng 2007 97-99) is used by dictionary compilers in
order to discover whatever is missing in the dictionary arranged in the
alphabetical order. The volume of the dictionary is one of the aspects
affecting selection of entry words for a respective edition, and, as to
volume, dictionaries are divided into three groups: large (with more than
80,000 entry words), medium-sized (with 20,000-80,000 entry words) and
small (with less than 20,000 entry words) (Roze 1982, 94-95). All the
dictionaries selected and analysed for this research are medium-sized.

The chapter analyses information about the selection of entry words
which the compilers of the selected dictionaries provide in the introductory
parts of their dictionaries, and, for the purpose of comparison, some
introductions of freely selected dictionaries are viewed alongside with the
basic material of the research. In order to clarify the principles declared by
the authors of the bilingual dictionaries, the following information provided
in the introductory parts was analysed: 1) information given by dictionary
compilers about the target audience; 2) summary of the principles of word
selection, or the list of field experts’ names involved in the selection and
processing of special lexis; 3) lexicographic sources used in the process of
dictionary compilation; 4) inclusion or non-inclusion of a reference to the
domain of using specific botanical lexicology included in the dictionary —
botany (bot.) — in the list of abbreviations.

After summarizing and evaluating the introductions to the dictionaries
analysed, it has been concluded that information about the target audience,
or users of modern bilingual dictionaries is rather general. The introductory
parts of all six dictionaries do not discuss the ways of selecting general
words or words of a special field. However, none of the dictionaries
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indicate that a specific dictionary issued before has been used as a basis for
compiling a new edition. That means that the selection of words has been
carried out in the process of compiling all the dictionaries. As a positive
example the German-Russian dictionary issued by “Langenscheidt” in 2001
“Langenscheidts Grossworterbuch Deutsch-Russisch” (LGDR 2001) should
be mentioned, where the criteria for word selection are mentioned alongside
with specific dictionary compilation principles. The compilers of medium-
sized general dictionaries should follow the example of a good practice of
the above-mentioned dictionary. One more dictionary should be mentioned
in the positive way — “LatvieSsu valodas pamata un tematisks vardu
krajums” (“Basic and Thematical Vocabulary of the Latvian Language”,
Soikane-Trapane 1985). Although this is a small dictionary, the
introduction includes detailed information about word selection.

In the process of dictionary compilation lexicographers always use
other dictionaries or the dictionaries of previous editions, unless a
completely new dictionary is being compiled (Cerméak 2003, 19), therefore
information about lexicographic sources used in the process of dictionary
compilation provided in the introductory part is of vital importance when
compiling, improving and supplementing future dictionaries. There is no
information given for the lexicographic sources in the two newest
dictionaries analysed within the present Paper — the ELD 2000 and the
RLD 1997, showing the tendency of not indicating the lexicographic
sources used in a dictionary compilation. In this sense, the RLD 1950
should be marked out — a botanical expert has been involved in the
compilation of this dictionary. However, a broad involvement of field
experts in dictionary development is not common. The abbreviations of
field denominations are indicated in all selected dictionaries. There is a
tendency observed in the newest dictionaries to include more field
abbreviations that mark a specific lexis included in the edition.

The second chapter considers a problem of separating general and
special lexis. According to the theme of the Promotional Paper, where the
special lexis is analysed in the context of general dictionaries, the terms
special lexis and general lexis are specified in more detail. In
“Valodniecibas pamatterminu skaidrojosaja vardnica” (“The Explanatory
Dictionary of Basic Linguistic Terms”, VPSV) there is the following
definition of the term special lexis given: “Words of limited use that are
thematically connected with some scientific, technical, artistic, or economic
fields, or with peoples’ occupation in a specific field. Scientific terms as
well as professionalisms are parts of special lexis. One part of special lexis
Is used in general language” (VPSV 2007, 370). The general lexis means:
“Words that are used (can be used) in any functional style different from
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words that are used within the margins of a separate functional style [...]”
(VPSV 2007, 456). There is a common connection and interaction between
general and special lexis as well. “General lexis may become terms, and
terms, on the contrary, — general lexis” (LPE9 1987, 606). This chapter
discusses the correspondence of plant names to the characteristics of special
lexis. Plant names as representatives of special lexis have a split
“personality”, as general and special dimensions come into contact. For
example, the words abele (apple-tree), egle (spruce) and roze (rose) are
plant names often used in speech, however, they are looked upon as terms.
Thus, the duality of plant names can be seen: 1) in a general aspect, as these
words are generally known plant names by using which people do not think
in the categories of plant taxonomy, and 2) in a special aspect, as these
words have a terminological function in the field of botany as a science and
denote plants with definite characteristics.

The exposition of word selection methods is described in a few
lexicographic surveys. There are some traditions in the lexicography of
different nations, as well as a lot of common things. In order to get a full
view, the second chapter includes the description of methods that represent
both universal approach and diverse aspects.

In the compilation of the dictionaries of the 21% century, if the
language has a corpus, priority is given to the dictionary based on the
corpus (Atkins, Rundell 2008, 3). If the compilation of the dictionary does
not have an access to the corpus data base then the basic method for word
selection is to use a previously issued dictionary (Bergenholtz 1992, 52,
Landau 2001, 193; Lisiperos 2013, 18); the entries of this dictionary are
supplemented with word forms, word formation elements, as well as words
from closed semantic fields that are not present in the corpus (Bergenholtz
1992, 52-53, Hinton, Weigel 2002, 165; Mosel . 2004).

In connection with the selection of specific lexis for bilingual
dictionaries, H. Bergenholtz suggests to apply criteria of most frequent
usage and lists of special entry words in broadly used educational literature
(Bergenholtz 1992, 53). T. Magay (Magay 1984, 221-225) particularly
stresses another aspect in the selection of special lexis — the significance of
lexical units of the specific field. In order to indicate the significance of the
field terms, T. Magay suggests addressing field experts (Magay 1984, 221—
225). A very significant role in the selection of special lexis for a medium-
sized dictionary also plays a so-called updated context: these are mass
media, fiction, modern specific and education literature, advertisements,
etc. The task of a lexicographer is to be familiar with the lexis of the news,
to follow the changes and developments in terminology, as well as to record
new words from the mentioned sources in order to supplement future
dictionaries with new entries (Baldunciks 2012, 134).
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The instructions for the selection of German-Madagascar dictionary
entries, where the corpus data is used, are described by H. Bergenholtz
(1992, 49-59). In its turn, the work without having access to the language
corpus is analysed by R. Hessky (Hessky 1996, 5-20). The latter describes
the selection of words for a German-Hungarian dictionary, where a general
monolingual dictionary “Deutsches Universalworterbuch” is taken as a
basis that is of a larger volume than a bilingual dictionary, and is reduced in
conceptual circles in direction from outside to the centre according to the
hierarchic criteria.

Among the newest Latvian editions, one should pay attention to the
Latvian-Polish dictionary of 2011, because there are Latin names given
after the names of the plants. In order to compare the experience of foreign
lexicographers with the Latvian ones, the interview with A. Sarkanis has
been carried out and recorded (Sarkanis 2014 [intervija]), who managed the
compilation and publishing of a new Latvian-Polish dictionary in 2011. As
A. Sarkanis indicates, for processing new plant names a lot of explanatory
dictionaries both in Latvian and Polish were used, as well as a number of
scientists were involved, and encyclopaedias were studied, including the
work by I. Edelmane and A. Ozola “LatvieSu valodas augu nosaukumi”
(“Plant Names in Latvian”, LVAN 2003).

“Latviesu valodas pamata un tematisks vardu krajums” (“Basic and
Thematical Vocabulary of Latvian Language”) is a dictionary compiled by
M. Soikane-Trapane. As the compiler indicates, she took as a basis the
series of dictionaries “Grund- und Aufbauwortschatz” issued in Eastern
Germany, but the choice of topics to be included in the dictionary depended
on the local Latvian society needs (Soikane-Trapane 1985, 389). In the
Soikane-Trapane’s dictionary the thematic groups of the words selected by
the frequency criteria are supplemented by the principle of logics and some
entries are included, firstly that refer to the centre of the word, not its
periphery (Soikane-Trapane 1985, 390-392).

A Czech linguist M. Vachkova (Vachkova 2011, 31-33) describes the
selection of entries for the large academic German-Czech *“GroRes
Akademisches Worterbuch Deutsch-Tschechisch” by using different tools.
The author says the source dictionary for her work was the universal
German dictionary “Deutsches Universalwérterbuch”, the entries of which
were supplemented by using the corpus and Internet sources. The lists of
special parts of the lexis — terms — were processed separately from the
general list of vocabulary used in the dictionary, and in the process of
compiling some experts of particular fields were involved. For the search of
Czech equivalents the native language sources were used, as well as other
modern German-Czech dictionaries. The selection of specific vocabulary
was based on the theory of centre—periphery developed by J. Filipec, also
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the experts of the specific fields have been involved and additional
terminological sources were studied. M. Vachkova emphasises that special
lexis was selected by taking into account the needs of Czech addressee
(Vachkova 2011, 90).

After summarizing the previously described word selection methods,
one must conclude that the selection of general and specific lexis is a
topical issue which, unfortunately, has not received enough attention from
metalexicographical researchers. In the same way, there are not enough
detailed metalexicographical studies on general lexis, as well as on
selection of special lexis for bilingual dictionaries issued in Latvia. When
selecting the words to be included in the Bergenholtz’s dictionary, the
corpus was used, from which — according to the frequency criteria — the
basic material of words to be included in the dictionary was selected and
supplemented with field terminology from textbooks. R. Hessky uses a
general monolingual dictionary for the selection of words for a small-sized
dictionary. As to the selection of special lexis, R. Hessky uses a specialised
literature and consultations with field experts. Accordingly, A. Sarkanis
adds Latin names to the plant definitions in his dictionary, which, in his
opinion, is important for users. The description of word selection for the
Soikane-Trapane’s dictionary is particularly given in the dictionary itself.
The thematic groups of words suitable for the reader are of great
importance in the compilation of the dictionary. M. Vachkova uses corpus
data for the selection of words for larger academic bilingual dictionaries,
but special terms are processed separately from the general lexis.
M. Vachkova stresses the importance of involving field experts in the
compilation of the dictionary, and also the opinion of the end user of the
dictionary must be taken into account. The significance of the lists of
special lexis in the process of dictionary compilation is of great importance
as they complement general lexical material selected for the dictionary.

Subchapter 2.4 gives an insight into the microstructure of the
dictionaries, paying more attention to marking special lexis. From the
perspective of a dictionary user, it is very important to diminish the time
needed for getting the right meaning of the word after reading the full
information about the entry. As to the plant names, they might be Latin
names. The author of the Promotional Paper suggests using graphic
symbols — so popularin the beginning of the 20" century — for marking
special lexis. Marking plant names in general bilingual dictionaries can be
done by using graphic symbols for herbaceous plants, bushes, trees
(broadleaved, conifer) or lianas (see Picture 1).
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Picture 1

Marking plant names in dictionaries: graphic symbols (herbaceous plants,
bushes, lianas, trees, broadleaved, conifer) (Neilande 2008)

wotad

These symbols would be simplify the subsequent computer processing,
supplementation and correction of the dictionary material, as it is easier to
view all the plant names in smaller groups where grouping is done
according to a life-form, that is “an organism classification unit acquired by
grouping organisms according to their specific external features” (LPE2
1982, 716). The grouping offered is done within the plant science, and in
the information technology age, graphic symbols could be more attractive
and understandable for the new 21* century generation.

The third chapter discusses plant names as a part of botanical lexis.
Botany is one of the fields that has always played a comparatively
important role for various communities and societies. Both experts and non-
experts, like translators or simply plant lovers, use botanical terms. Botany
Is a highly-organised field, and plant names should be processed taking into
account the broad spectrum of synonymy, Latin names, variable plant
terminology and other aspects that are discussed in the given chapter. This
chapter also slightly touches upon the standardisation of plants names in
Latvian, as well as discusses the meaning of a term plant name: a plant is
“An organism that develops, without changing the original place, and
nurtures with the substances taken from the soil, air, water, or other
organisms” (LVV 2006, 141), and in the research by plant one shall
understand “pteridophytes or seeds” (Prieditis 2009, 6). It should be noted
that the Latvian word augs (plant) is derived from a Latvian verb augt
meaning to grow, vegetate and this is a relatively new word created by
Johann Heinrich Karl Kavall in 1860 and popularised by Atis Kronvalds
(Karulis 2001, 86). In its turn, the word name in the research means “A
word, collocation, longer combination of words by which an object or thing
is called to distinguish from other things or objects” (VPSV 2007, 261).

The problem of the plant and animal names included in general
dictionaries has been also analysed by G. Spies (Spies 1982, 221-235), who
stresses that the names of plants in the field of special lexis have “a specific
status” that should be taken into account in lexicography and that is
described further.

1. Plant names as compound terms and their Latvian equivalents.
Speaking about plant names in German, G. Spies indicates that here a
different principle applies comparing to other sciences, where from
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relatively known units new compounds can be formed and only the
knowledge of basic principles of word-formation is required. It is not
advisable to adhere to this principle when dealing with so-called “common”
German names of plants and animals formed after the binomial
nomenclature sample, since they can be misleading; and it is not always
possible to distinguish the denotation from those “common names”.

2. Vast diversity of plant names, synonymy, and parallel forms. Vast
synonymy of plant names is characteristic to many languages; in addition,
synonymic plant names are typical not only to the national terminological
and so-called “common” plant names, but also to scientific Latin names.
For processing and analysing a particularly synonymous plant name an
official term should be chosen and a Latin equivalent should be indicated.

3. Taxonomic categories. A lexicographer should take into account
taxonomic categories which are the basis of the vertical division of plant
name list within the present research. In case there is no name for the plant
in the target language, the solution should be found in combining different
types of consistent description in the whole dictionary, correspondingly
searching for the next highest taxonomic unit (i.e. genus or family) the
name of which can be found in the target language (Spies 1982, 228).

4. Plant names as a collocation of two components made after
binomial nomenclature principle. Mostly species names are formed by a so-
called binomial nomenclature principle where the plant name consists of
two words, one of which indicates the origin and the other — family, that
more closely describes the specific plant. This aspect should be taken into
account in situations when the plant name is taking a position in the
dictionary as an entry in the source language, the terminological meaning of
which is formed by two words, for example, the RLD 1950 comprises a
plant name sacunék, the English equivalent of which is knapweed (Latin
Centaurea), but cunuii sacunéx is a knapweed family plant — a cornflower.

5. The deliberate choice of a plant name in the target language
(Latvian). A lexicographer must include Latvian references to the non-
terminological or “commonly” used plant names thoughtfully indicating, if
possible, additional information. Often some plants have different names in
different regions, but one and the same non-terminological or “commonly”
used name may indicate two different plants. Since one of the peculiarities
of non-terminological names of the plants is their non-ambiguity, the
compromise lies in adding specific references in the dictionary. Besides the
aspects analysed by G. Spies, when dealing with plant names to be included
in Chinese-German dictionary, the aspects mentioned below should be
considered as well.

6. One plant name might indicate several plants or plant groups.
Sometimes a name of a plant in the source language might indicate two
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different plants or plants of different origins, for example, a term included
in the ELD 2000 is marigold, that according to Robert Zander’s handbook
“Handworterbuch der Pflanzennamen” (Zander 2008) means plants
Calendula (Zander 2008, 2009) and Tagetes (Zander 2008, 788), these two
are of different genus. In such occasions a dictionary must include Latin
names for the terms.

7. The problem of mixing similar plants names. There are plants that
look similar and their distinction is a hard task even for the experts, for
example, balandas (Latin Chenopodium) and balodenes (Latin Atriplex) —
goosefoot and orache in English. In addition, “commonly” used plant
names sound similarly but need to be distinguished (LVAN 2003, X-XI). In
such occasions a lexicographer should consult with the expert of a specific
field, as well as give explanations and descriptions of the terms in both
languages used for the processing.

8. False friends. One should take into account that there might be so-
called false friends among the names of the plants in both source and target
languages, which according to the official plant name in Latin might mean a
completely different thing in the target — Latvian — language. Such an
example can be found in the GLD 1954 and the GLD 2002: German
Nachtviole in Latin is Hesperis (Zander 2008, 451), but in Latvian it should
be vakarenes (dame’s rocket, also dame’s violett in English), however the
equivalent in Latvian language given in the dictionary is naktsvijole
(butterfly-orchid in English) which is another plant — Platanthera in Latin.
This example proves the necessity of providing more detailed description.

9. “Incorrect” or “false” plant names. Separate analysis is needed for
the so-called “commonly” used names which might be considered as
“incorrect” or “false” terms and whose official and terminological terms are
different. For example, a plant under a terminological name of filadelfs
(mock orange in English, Latin Philadelphus) has a second designation in
official lexis neistais (false) jasmins, but commonly is called simply
jasmins (jasmine in English), not neistais jasmins or filadelfs. In this case
the term should include additional definitions and explanations, as well as
references to the terminological and non-terminological usage in order to
avoid misunderstanding.

In the previous paragraphs an insight has been given into the problems
of distinguishing different plant names in lexicography, although one
should acknowledge that all the problems cannot be viewed and solved
within a framework of one Paper. The names of plants in different
languages also characterise the specifics of the language and more thorough
immersion into subject might be a new field for further investigations.
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The fourth chapter provides the quantitative description of the
excerpted plant names. Table 1 shows the number of plant names included
in the dictionaries (in %) as compared to the number of all entries in the
editions. The largest number of plant names in all the dictionaries analysed
within the Paper was found in the ELD 2000, the smallest — in the
RLD 1950.

Table 1
The number of plant names included in the dictionaries in percentage comparing to
the total number of the entry words in the dictionary

Dictionary The number of plant names The number of plant names
comparing to the total comparing to the total number

number of the entry words of the entry words included in
included in the dictionary the dictionary %

ELD 1957 453 from 45000 1%

ELD 2000 579 from 45000 1,29%

RLD 1950 398 from 42000 0,95%

RLD 1997 429 from 40000 1,06%

GLD 1954 436 from 46000 0,95%

GLD 2002 408 from 42000 0,97%

Considering data used in the bilingual dictionaries analysed, the
average dictionary includes 450-500 plant names. In this Summary, the
process of compiling the basic list of plant names is explained only briefly,
but a more detailed description is given in Subchapter 4.2. The fourth
chapter deals with the process of creating the basic list of plant names
(optimum selection of plants, i.e. plant names). In the selection of plant
names one should act the same as when compiling a general glossary and
orientate oneself to what might be common plant names that are used and
known by the largest number of targeted people (Spies 1982, 229). In
developing the basic list of plant names a suggested frequency criteria by
H. Bergenholtz (Bergenholtz 1992, 53) have been used, as well as the lists
in the special literature and interviewing field experts suggested by
T. Magay (Magay 1984, 221-225). The frequency in compiling the basic
list should be understood as the usage, appliance, and appearance of the
plants, thus considering that the names of these plants are also frequently
used.

An encyclopaedic principle, as well as a combined method of
compiling a list of the plant names has been used in the given Promotional
Paper: the excerption of most common and important plant names from the
lists in encyclopaedias, dictionaries, special literature, textbooks and
internet sources, as well as consulting field experts (Baldunciks 1982, 98).
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In lexicography, the selection of representatives of plants as a special
botanical lexis and their names to be included in the bilingual dictionary has
a three-stage structure:

1) selection of plants (referents’);
2) selection of plant names denoting the referents;
3) selection of equivalents in the target language.

In the process of compiling the basic list, the selection was mostly
conducted without a direct reference to one language, thus it can be
relatively divided into two actions: 1) selection of plants to be represented
in the optimum Isit of plants, i.e. plant names and 2) selection on the right
side of the dictionary, focusing on plant names in the Latvian language that
mostly are terminological. Therefore, first and foremost is the
representation of plants, next is the selection of equivalents in Latvian.

An index of the taxonomic Latvian wild-life names (further in the text
— TNR 1998) in the encyclopaedia “Latvijas daba” (“The Nature of
Latvia”), 6th edition (LD6 1998), has been used as a basic source for plant
names selection. The names of the genus and species have also been
selected, and, according to Latvian grammar rules, the genus names are
written in the plural form, but the species — in singular. The basic list also
contains plants more frequently used in pharmacy, as well as seeds, plants,
nuts and other parts available in the supermarkets or used by people daily.
Initially, the general plant names have been excerpted, after that the
TNR 1998 has been reviewed for the second time and less popular plant
names have been excerpted as well.

In order to supplement the list with the names of the plants from
vegetable gardening, fruit growing, decorative gardening and grassland
management, “Agronomijas terminu vardnica” (“Dictionary of Agronomy
Terms”) published in 1973 (Term9 1973) has been used, adding such names
of the plants that are cultivated in allotments and city green areas, as well as
which are used for food. The names of cereals have also been excerpted
from the Term9 1973, such as rice, lentils, names of vegetables and
cucurbitaceous plants. The reason for such selection is the importance of
these plants in daily life: the produce of household goods, like corks, sorgo
brushes, jute cords, etc. In the process of selecting plant names a method of
environmental research has been used and more plant names were added to
the list, which haven’t been included before: these are the names of plants,
seeds, fruits, etc. available in the supermarkets — oranges, grapefruits,
tangerines — exotic but so well-known fruits.

To supplement the basic list some periodical publications were used
(Blima-Kaulina, Grava, Zitara 2011; Langenfelds, Ozolina, Abele 1973;

7a definition of the term referent will be given in the paragraph about Subchapter 4.4
herein (see p. 72)
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Nereta 2007; Nereta 2013; Purne 2012; Rozkalne 2003; RuksSans 2011;
Strautina 2005; Zitara 2012), and for the selection of foreign plant names —
the encyclopaedia “Augu geografija un daudzveidiba” (“The Geography
and Variety of Plants”) by Normunds Prieditis (Prieditis 2009).

Ideally, a lexicographer should cooperate with experts who are the
native speakers of English, Russian, and German; therefore, in the process
of compiling the basic list, the names of the plants are used in the
mentioned languages thus supplementing the basic material with additional
information about the plants. The selected material for the plant names is
compared with the list of their equivalents in source languages (i.e.,
Dornseiff 2004, 16-16). Additional plant names have been added to the list
of plant names provided by F. Dornseiff. Also a Russian alphabetical index
of plant names has been used — a Russian website of gardening, floriculture
and landscape design www.greeninfo.ru (see AKANR,) - and
P. M. Roget’s “Thesaurus of English Words and Phrases” (Roget’s
Thesaurus 1992, 215-216). The basic list has been supplemented with such
terms as kaktuss (cactus), orhideja (orchid) and palma (palm), as well as
paparde (fern), which is included in the list as a subdivision pteridophytes
(Latin Polypodiophyta). These taxonomic categories include the families of
palms and cactuses, as well as pteridophytes.

A sample optimum list of plant names is provided in the Appendix 2
of the Promotional Paper. The plant names included in this list should be
understood as attributes to the concept. Therefore, there are more language
units or plant names in Latvian than denotation realia — taxonomic phylums.
The Latvian names have their equivalents in Latin thus enabling to work
with the terms not only in Latvian and also ensuring undisputable
identification of the plant name. The sample list may be complimented (e.g.
with the names of plant species or varieties) if the volume of the dictionary
compiled allows.

The basic list, in which the plant names in English, Russian, and
German languages are included, is an optimum selection of plants, i.e. plant
names, and it can be also used in case of dictionary reversion (that is,
excluding a variable peripheral part). The variable part of the basic list is
mostly formed by the names of specific floral forms and wildlife plants, as
well as a large part of ornamental plant names due to the connection with
the dynamics of commercial gardening development. The variability of the
basic list is influenced also by the aspect of time, since the development of
a specific field as well as the content of relevant topics may be different as
well.

One of the stages of terminological work is mapping and describing
the conceptual term structure of a respective field that is based on
onomasiological approach (Bowker 2003, 155). Subchapter 4.3 of the
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research shows vertical and horizontal division (see Picture 2) of plant
names that simplifies the overview, increases the level of analysis accuracy,
as well as provides the comparison of the material in smaller groups.

Picture 2

The horizontal division of plant names into groups according to their life-

forms and usage
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The basis of vertical division of plant names is taxonomy: division,
class, order, family, genus, species. A horizontal division of plant names is
necessary for separating definite plant groups according to the criteria
defined and for providing selection analysis of plant names in the chosen
dictionaries. The horizontal division has been carried out according to the
principle “a labelled plant and its life-form”. All the plant names included
in the basic list are divided into five groups: herbaceous, bushes, trees,
lianas, and mixed life-form plants. The group of herbaceous plants (La) is
the most multitudinous and includes 320 plants, that is 63% of the total
number of the plants represented in the basic list. In the group of bushes
(Kr) there are 54 plants or 11% from the whole list. The group of trees (Ko)
includes 72 plants or 14% of the basic list respectfully, but the group of
lianas (Li) consists of 15 units or 3% of the plants represented in the basic
list. The group of plants of mixed life forms (Jaukti) contains such plants,
the family or species of which can be both bushes and trees — these are 43
units or 8% of the plants represented in the basic list.

The second division level shown in Picture 2 is based on the usage of
plants: for food, ornamental purposes, as medical plants, forage, spices,
indoor plant, plants growing in water, etc. This division is of great
importance for evaluating the significance of plants. In all five groups
formed according to their life-forms, a group has been separated with such
plant names that label plants grown basically indoors — in the list there are
26 of them. The herbaceous plant group includes the most of vegetables,
medical plants, ornamental plants, and wild plants. These subgroups are the
four largest ones that include 17% to 23% of all the units comprised in the
given group.

The next stage is a division according to central-peripheral theory. It is
described by a Czech linguist J. Filipec who distinguishes five groups for a
central—peripheral division of lexical units: centre, transition period group,
periphery, a group of integral margins, as well as an outside system that
already has other systems (Filipec 1996, 23-42; see also Filipec 1966, 81—
95 and Danes 1982, 132-173). The basis of central-peripheral division of
basic units is an onomasiologic approach, where the lexical meaning of
language units is researched “in the direction from realia to the name”
(VPSV 2007, 269), connecting a denoted plant with its description and a set
of features, reflected in the Latin name, with its Latvian equivalent.

Plant names are divided into only three groups: centre, transition
period, and periphery. The name of each plant is evaluated by adding an
indicator from 1 to 3 according to which the respective plant names are
divided into above-mentioned groups. Although a subjective factor cannot
be excluded in central-peripheral division, the following basic principle is
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taken into account — which of the plants and their names might be
commonly known.

The indicator 1 is obtained and plant names are placed in a central
group if they and their names are generally known or daily used as food (for
example, onion, dill, beetroot, cabbage), as well as broadly-known wild
plants used in medicine, fodder procession or otherwise well-known to
general public, or even weeds (for instance, cowslip, clower, goutweed).
The indicator 2, in its turn, is given to less popular plant names included in
the so-called transition group, like hemp, clematis, autumn crocus. Plant
names from a transition group have a reference of affiliation to a specific
botanical lexis in the dictionary. The indicator 3 is given to the names
included in a peripheral group and known to a limited number of people;
such plant names must have a reference of affiliation to botanical field. This
group mainly includes plant names representing foreign flora, palm trees
family, plant names of less familiar origin, for example sweet potato,
sandalwood, tulip tree, wisteria.

Plant names, which represent 160 plants (referents) or 32% of a total
number of plants included in the basic list, are marked with indicator 1.
These plant names are classed into the central group. 288 plants (referents)
representing plant names have been allocated indicator 2; that is 57% of the
total number of plants in the basic list thus forming the largest group. The
ones allocated in the periphery, less popular and having indicator 3,
are 56 plant names or 11% of the plants selected for the basic list.

Subchapter 4.4 of the Promotional Paper includes the analysis of
selecting plant names excerpted from the dictionaries. Since the compiled
basic list of plant names contains the names of plant families, genus, and
species with their Latin names, then in the excerpted lists of plant names
their Latin names are given as well. According to the Latin name that
defines features of plant species or genus in the initial description, a table
attached in the Appendix 6 shows whether the corresponding plant,
respectively a referent (“a specific realia which in the specific meaning is
named by a language unit” (VPSV 2007, 321)), is included in the basic list
and also represented in the dictionary. Latin plant names, descriptions of the
plants and definitions in the comparison to the plant names equivalents are
tertium comparationis, or metalanguage, which “is a mediator between the
source and target language [...]” (VPSV 2007, 402) and which helps in
defining the equivalents of English, Russian, and German plant names for
the Latvian names. The material excerpted from the dictionaries has been
analysed looking at the period of 50 years in each pair of bilingual
dictionaries. In Sub-subchapters 4.4.1, 4.4.2, 4.4.3, in order to coordinate
the grammatical number, all the plant names are used in singular, including
genus, species and other taxonomic categories.
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Analysis of Plant Names Selection Included in the English-Latvian
Dictionaries (ELDs)

In the ELD 1957 from the whole basic list of plant names there are
63%, but in the ELD 2000 — 72% (9% more). It can be explained by the fact
that also the overall number of plant names in the ELD 2000 is bigger. In
the group of herbaceous plants there are 320 plants or referents taken, from
which in the ELD 1957 59% are present, but in the ELD 2000 — 67%. There
is almost the whole group of forage herbaceous plants represented, the
group of herbaceous plants of another importance, and such herbaceous
plants, the berries or fruits of which are used in food products. The
ELD 1957 does not include only one plant from the above-mentioned
groups, but the ELD 2000 has all the plants or referents included. Almost in
all subgroups of herbaceous plants the number of plants represented in the
ELD 2000 is bigger than in the ELD 1957. From 13 spice plants included in
the basic list, in the ELD 1957 there are only five, but in the ELD 2000 -
ten. This might be connected with the growing popularity of cookery, for
instance, in magazines and on TV there are often different spices
mentioned, thus their names are included in the dictionaries. None of the
ELDs analysed include such spice plant names as horseradish® and Spanish
black radish which could be used when compiling new ELDs.

The vegetable subgroup is not fully represented neither in the
ELD 1957, nor in the ELD 2000, that contains the biggest number of plant
names. None of the dictionaries include, for instance, broccoli, Brussels
sprouts, courgette or vegetable marrow and pattypan squash or custard
marrow — widely known and often used as food products (the English
broccoli, Brussels sprouts and courgette are included in the COED 1990
and Roget’s Thesaurus 1992, 180-181). These English plant names could
have been included in the new ELD 2000. Both ELDs also do not include
leaf vegetables Swiss chard and garden cress.

In both ELDs the least represented is the group of indoor, ornamental
and wild plants. In the ELD 1957 there are only two outdoor plants or
referents included in the basic list, but in the ELD 2000 this group is more
numerous, however, it could be larger and include, for instance, peace lily
and poinsettia.

In the subgroup of ornamental plants from 73 herbaceous plants
included in the basic list there are 41 represented in the ELD 1957, but in
the ELD 2000 - 54. Positively, the list of entries in the ELD 2000 includes
some names of the ornamental herbaceous plants that are not present in the
ELD 1957. None of the ELDs analysed contain, for instance, baby’s breath,
known as a plant and sold at the places trading cut flowers, thus this plant
name can be included in new ELDs. Neither ELD includes wild herbaceous

8 English plant names for the dictionary analysis are mostly excerpted from Zander 2008
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plants that might be connected with different flora; however, future ELDs
could include such English names as cocksfoot and horsetail.

As to the group of bushes, the basic list includes 54 plants, from which
in the ELD 1957 there are 33 names, or 61%, but in the ELD 2000 - 41
(76%). When comparing the material on the bushes according to the usage
of plants, it appears that three subgroups — spice bushes, ornamental bushes,
and indoor bushes — in the ELD 2000 are represented more widely.
However, none of the ELDs include English names of important bushes, the
berries of which are used as food products — chokeberry (included in the
COED 1990) and sea buckthorn (included in the COED 1990). Both ELDs
do not include the English name hyssop that could be taken into account
when compiling new ELDs.

In the group of trees the basic list contains 72 plants, resp. referents,
from which in the ELD 1957 there are 55 or 76%, but in the ELD — 61 or
85%. There is also a positive tendency observed — the number of plants
included in the ELD 2000 is bigger than in the ELD 1957. However, none
of the ELDs analysed include such trees as persimmon, douglas fir, cork
oak and blue spruce. The English names of these trees could be included in
the future ELDs.

As to the group of lianas, the basic list includes 15 representatives,
from which in ELD 1957 there are 8, or 53%, but in the ELD 2000 - 10, or
67%. None of the ELDs include indoor lianas. In future, the ELDs could be
supplemented by, for instance, such names of indoor lianas as philodendron
and Swiss cheese plant. None of the dictionaries include Chinese
gooseberry or kiwi fruit.

In the group of mixed life-form plants the basic list includes 43 plants
or referents, some of which are present also in the ELD 1957 — 30 or 70% —
and the ELD 2000 — 37 or 86% from the material included in the basic list.
The ELD 2000 has more plant names comparing with the ELD 1957,
however, none of the ELDs analysed include, for instance, papaya,
bigarade and an indoor plant dracaena.

When analysing the material excerpted from the English-Latvian
dictionaries in the groups according to the centre—periphery theory, one can
see that the central group in the ELD 1957 includes 83%, but in the
ELD 2000 — 85%. The transition group in the ELD 1957 is represented by
49%, but the ELD 2000 includes 67% of English names for the
representatives of this group. The periphery group in both ELDs is
represented as follows: the ELD 1957 has 50%, but the ELD 2000 includes
68% of English names for the representatives of this group.

Tables 3.1.3 and 3.1.4 in the Appendix 3 of this Promotional Paper
include the plant names excerpted from both English-Latvian dictionaries,
which are not present in the basic list. In the ELD 1957 there are 9 such
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names, but in the ELD 2000 — 31. A big part of the names included in the
tables refers to herbaceous plants that appear in each of the dictionary only
once. There is also one plant name that is included in both ELDs, but the
plant denoted is not included in the basic list. This is myrrh mentioned in
the Bible and met in Latvia only in the University of Latvia Botanical
Garden. When dealing with the name of this plant, the historical factor
should be taken into account, as usually, when compiling the list of plant
names, mostly modern special literature is used, however, the basic list of
plant names could be supplemented by this plant name, too. The ELD 2000
includes also such highly-specific English plant names as loganberry,
tangelo, pomato which according to the centre—periphery division should be
included in the periphery group.

To conclude, in the ELD 2000, there is a large part of plant names
included in the basic list. That might be explained by the fact that the
dictionary comprises more plant names and, possibly, plants are included in
the dictionary in a greater proportion than the lexis of other fields. In the
process of compiling and selecting plant names one can evaluate another
content of actualising contexts not discussed in the introductory part of the
dictionary, however, this information about selecting material to be
included in the dictionary is of great importance. The ELD 2000 includes a
wide list of plant names; however, there are some groups, which could be
enhanced (for instance, vegetables and indoor plants).

Analysis of Plant Names Selection Included in the Russian—Latvian
Dictionaries (RLDs)

In the RLD 1950 there is 61%, but in the RLD 1997 — 65% from the
plants included in the basic list represented. In the subgroup of herbaceous
plants, in the RLD 1950, there are 182 plants or 57%, but in the RLD 1997
— 197 plants or 62% of the basic list material. The vegetable subgroup in the
RLD 1997 has three more plant names than the RLD 1950, but none of the
RLDs include, for instance, chive (zyx-ckopooa® in Russian), ramsons or
wood garlic (meosexcuii nyx in Russian). Both RLDs analysed do not
include also broccoli (crapowcesas kanycma in Russian, included in the
KVV 1978), Swiss chard (zucmosas ceexna in Russian), as well as girasol
or Jerusalem artichoke (monunaméyp in Russian). The inclusion of Russian
names of these plants should be considered when compiling new RLDs.
Both RLDs do not also include spice plants, for instance, fennel (¢ernxens in
Russian) and estragon (scmpaeon in Russian), and these names of plants
could be also included in the future RLDs, as their names can be found, for
example, in recipes.

? Russian plant names for the RLD analysis are mostly excerpted from AKANR_ and
Term9 1973
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In the RLD 1997, there is a tendency to include more medicinal,
ornamental, and wild herbaceous plants. There are a few names of indoor
and poisonous plants, which in the basic list are represented by 13 and 8
plants respectively, from which the RLDs includes only three indoor plants,
resp. referents, i.e. 23% of all indoor plants, and four poisonous plants, i.e.
50% of poisonous plants. In future, the RLDs could also include, for
instance, such Russian names as of an indoor plant clivia (kauseus In
Russian) and umbrella plant (ouepedorucmnas coims in  Russian).
Moreover, none of the RLDs include such important names of herbaceous
plants as, for instance, lady’s mantle (manowcemxa in Russian), marigold
(kanenoyna in Russian), purple coneflower (sxunayess in Russian),
marjoram (dywuya in Russian), evening primrose (ociunnux in Russian)
and mullein (xopossx in Russian), which in this Promotional Paper are
included in the medicinal plants subgroup. In the RLD 1997 a part of
Russian names for these plants could have been already included, because
their names are used in the basic consumer drug information, so there is the
need for translation equivalents.

In the subgroup of ornamental herbaceous plants both RLDs do not
include freesia (¢pesus in Russian) and monk’s hood (axorum in Russian).
Also, both RLDs do not include, for instance, such wild herbaceous plants
as goutweed (cmorms In Russian), as well as bent grass (nonesuya in
Russian) that might be explained with a culture-specific difference, as bent
grass is a known plant for Russians, but the Russian name nozesuya does
not have the same functional yield as Latvian smilga (bent grass in
English).

As to the group of bushes, the basic list includes 54 names, from
which the RLD 1950 has 35, or 65%, but the RLD 1997 — 38, or 70% of the
material. The RLD 1997 includes all bushes from the basic list with edible
berries in Russian, but none of the RLDs analysed include hyssop
(rexapcmeennviii uccon in Russian). In future, both RLDs could be
supplemented with such Russian plant names as, for instance, common
laburnum or bean tree (3010moii 0oscow in Russian), holly grape or oregon
grape (maeconus in Russian), as well as forsythia (¢popcuyus in Russian).
Both RLDs do not include indoor bushes Chinese hibiscus or China rose
(kumaiickuti xubucxyc Or xumatickas posza in Russian) and azalea (in
Russian — azaaus, included in the KVV 1978).

In the group of trees, the basic list consists of 72 plants. The
RLD 1950 and the RLD 1997 include 51 or 71% of the material. The group
of trees with edible fruits was not considered by the compilers, as both
RLDs do not include Russian names, for instance, for avocado (asoxaodo or
nepces in Russian) and nectarine (rexkmapun in Russian), however, in the
newer edition of the RLDs these name could have been included. Both

76




RLDs do not include important woody plants, for instance, ginkgo (eunxzo
in Russian), douglas fir (zorcemcyea in Russian), blue spruce (konouas env
in Russian), Siberian pine (cubupckas keoposas cocna in Russian), and the
Russian names of these trees can be included in the future editions of
RLDs.

From 15 lianas the RLD 1950 includes seven or 47%, but the
RLD 1997 — ten or 67%. In the newer RLD, there are more liana names
present. Both dictionaries do not include such popular lianas as clematis
(romonoc in Russian), waxplant (mscucmas xotis in Russian), as well as
Swiss cheese plant (npusnexamenvnas moncmepa in Russian), which could
be included in the future editions.

Both RLDs represent 32 or 74% from 43 mixed life-form plants
selected for the basic list. Both RLDs do not include, for instance, flowering
quince (xenomenec in Russian). It is difficult to explain the absence of the
Russian name for a holly (in Russian — ocmpoaucm or naody6, included in
the KVV 1978) in the RLD 1997, as the RLD 1950 includes the name of
this mixed life-form plant.

When analysing the material excerpted from the Russian-Latvian
dictionaries in the groups according to the centre—periphery theory, one can
see that a central group in the RLD 1950 includes 81%, but in the
RLD 1997 there are 86% of this material. In this language pair, the newer
edition of the RLD 1997 has less non-represented plants from the central
group; however, the material that is not included in the dictionaries is
different. The transition group in the RLD 1950 is represented by 52%, but
in the RLD 1997 — by 57% from the whole group’s material. As to the
periphery names, both RLDs include 46% of the material. The central group
has a prior significance in comparison with periphery, so this material
should be included in the dictionaries first.

Tables 3.2.3 and 3.2.4 in the Appendix 3 of this Promotional Paper
include the plant names excerpted from both Russian-Latvian dictionaries,
which are not present in the basic list. In the RLD 1950 there are ten such
words, but in the RLD 1997 — nine. The material included in these tables
shows that one part of the plant names is present only in one of the
dictionaries analysed. There are also such names that are included in both
RLDs, but these plants are not represented in the basic list: ladybell
(6yoenuux in Russian), myrrh (muppa in Russian) as well as saxaul
(caxcayn in Russian). The author of the research believes that some of these
plant names represent a peripheral group. It means that the dictionaries
include plant names from periphery, and lack plant names from the central

group.
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Analysis of Plant Names Selection Included in the German-Latvian
Dictionaries (GLDs)

The GLD 1954 represents 60%, but the GLD 2002 — 59% from the
plants included in the basic list. The newer edition has by 1% less plant
names than the GLD 1954. It means that in the group of the German-
Latvian dictionaries as distinguished from the English-Latvian and the
Russian-Latvian dictionaries analysed above, the newer edition does not
represent more plant names than the older one in terms of the compiled
basic list.

In the group of herbaceous plants the GLDs include 56% (GLD 1954)
and 58% (GLD 2002). The compiled basic list contains 67 vegetables, and
both dictionaries include German names of those 46 plants, resp. referents.
In the vegetable subgroup none of the GLDs analysed have courgette or
vegetable marrow (Gemiisekiirbis'® in German), pattypan squash or custard
marrow (Patisson in German), parsnip (Pastinak in German), girasole or
Jerusalem artichoke (Erdbirne or Topinambur in German), broccoli
(Brokkoli in German), as well as Savoy cabbage (Welschkohl or Wirsing in
German) — well-known vegetables used on a daily basis.

Most poorly represented part of the vegetable group is spice plants.
The basic list of plant names includes 13 spice plants, from which the
GLD 1954 has five, but GLD 2002 — only four. None of the GLDs analysed
herein do not include such spice plants as estragon or tarragon (Estragon in
German), basil (Basilikum in German), anise (in German — Anis, included
in Dornseiff 2004, 15-16), cardamom (in German — Kardamom, included in
Dornseiff 2004, 15-16), as well as coriander (in German — Koriander,
included in Dornseiff 2004, 15-16). The GLD 2002 also does not include
fennel (in German — Fenchel, included in the IVKV 2004 and Welle 1994),
globe artichoke (Artischocke in German), as well as the name of
commonly-used dill (Dill in German), which according to the centre-
periphery theory should be included in the central group and must appear in
a medium-sized dictionary. The analysis shows that the subgroup of spice
plants in both GLDs was not thoroughly studied and supplemented. The
GLD 2002 does not include banana (Banane in German), as, probably, the
compiler decided that the translation of this word does not involve any
difficulties.

The herbaceous plants not included in any of the GLDs should be
analysed separately. Both dictionaries do not include a German plant name
for cloudberry (Moltebeere in German), which is an important plant with
edible berries. The GLDs also ignore medicinal herbaceous plants lady’s
mantle (Frauenmantel in German), purple coneflower (lgelkopf in

1 German plant names for the GLD analysis are mostly excerpted from BW 2000 and
Zander 2008
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German), meadowsweet (Madesifl in German), Saint-John’s-wort
(Johanniskraut in German) and evening primrose (Nachtkerze in German).
As to the wild herbaceous plants, both GLDs do not include, for instance,
goutweed (Giersch in German) and chervil (Kerbel in German), although
these plant names are one of the most popular in the German language
(Dornseiff 2004, 15-16). The list of German plant names was published
only in 2004, so the compiler of the GLD 2002 could not use it, but the
above-mentioned plants are widely known, and their names have been used
for a rather long time.

The least represented groups are ornamental and wild herbaceous
plants. The names of ornamental plants to be included in both GLDs, most
probably, where selected on a casual basis, as some of the ornamental
plants are present only in one of the dictionaries, for example, the German
equivalent of dahlia (Dahlie in German) is present in the GLD 1954, but is
not included in the GLD 2002, or, for instance, coneflower is not present in
the GLD 1954, however, the name of this plant — Sonnenhut in German -
appears in the GLD 2002. What is important, both names are included in
the list of most popular German plant names (Dornseiff 2004, 15-16). None
of the GLDs have such ornamental herbaceous plants as begonija (in
German — Begonie or Schiefblatt, included in the IVKV 2004), cineraria
(Zinerarie in German), sweet pea (duftende Platterbse in German), freesia
(Freesia in German) and baby’s breath (in German - Gipskraut or
Schleierkraut, included in Dornseiff 2004, 15-16). The same as in the
English-Latvian and the Russian-Latvian dictionaries analysed above, less
represented is the group of indoor herbaceous plants.

As to the group of bushes, the basic list includes 54 plants, from which
the GLD 1954 has 35 or 65%, but the GLD 2002 — 32 or 59% of the
material. Both GLDs do not have a full representation of bushes with edible
berries and fruits, as they do not include German names for serviceberry
(Felsenbirne in German), as well as chokeberry (Apfelbeere in German).
Both GLDs also do not include caper (Kapernstrauch in German) and
hyssop (in German — gewohnlicher Ysop, included in the IVKYV 2004).

There is also a small number of words in the subgroup of ornamental
plants: GLD 1954 has ten of them, but GLD 2002 includes only seven from
all the ornamental bushes included in the basic list. It is difficult to explain
non-inclusion of German names for dewberry or bramble (in German —
Brombeere, included in Welle 1994), bearberry (in German - echte
Barentraube, included in Welle 1994), as well as southernwood or lad’s-
love (Eberraute in German) in the GLD 2000, as in the GLD 1950 these
plants are present. Probably, another special lexis material was considered
to be more important.
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In the group of trees the basic list contains 72 entries, from which the
GLD 1954 includes 44 or 61%, but the GLD 2002 — 50 or 69%. In the
group of trees, the GLD 2002 has slightly more plant names, or referents in
comparison with the GLD 1954. However, both GLDs do not include trees,
the fruits of which are used as food products, for instance, avocado
(Avocado in German), grapefruit (Grapefruit in German), persimmon
(Lotuspflaume in German), pomelo (in German — Pampelmuse, included in
the IVKV 2004), lime (ROmische Limette in German). If at the times of
compiling the GLD 1954 these plants were not so popular, then when
compiling the GLD 2002 the inclusion of German names of these plants
could have been considered. Both GLDs do not include douglas fir
(Douglasie in German) and blue spruce (Blaufichte in German), so future
GLDs should include these names, as they are present in the list of most
used plant names in German (Dornseiff 2004, 15-16).

There are 15 lianas in the basic list, from which each GLD includes
eight, or 53%. None of the GLDs analysed includes Chinese gooseberry or
kiwi fruit (Chinesische Stachelbeere or Kiwipflanze in German) and
passionflower (Passionsblume in German). These plants might not been
actual when compiling the older GLD, but inclusion of their German names
into the newer dictionary could have been considered.

There are 43 mixed life-form plants, whose names are included in the
plant names list. The GLD 1954 includes 33, or 77%, which is the greatest
number of represented plant names in GLDs, but the GLD 2002 — 20, or
47% from this group’s material. In the GLDs, there are less represented
nine plants selected for the basic list, the fruits of which are edible (the
GLD 1954 includes five names, but the GLD 2002 — only two). None of
GLDs include flowering quince (Scheinquitte in German). The GLD 2002
could consider the inclusion of cornel (in German — Hartriegel, included in
Welle 1994), as well as date-palm (in German — Dattelpalme, included in
the VKV 2004) and blackthorn (in German - gewohnliche Schlehe,
included in the IVKYV 2004). The material selected in the group of mixed
life-form plants shows that the selection was not conducted systematically,
as the GLD 1954 includes cypress (Zypresse in German) and holly
(Stechpalme in German), but the GLD 2002 does not include the German
names of these plants, however, both are included in the list of most
commonly used plant names in German (Dornseiff 2004, 15-16).

When analysing the material in the groups according to the centre—
periphery theory, one can see that the central group in the GLD 1954
includes 86% of German names from the material, but the GLD 2002 -
89%, however, the words not included in both dictionaries are different.
The transition group in the GLD 1954 is represented by 49%, but in
GLD 2002 - by 48% from the whole group’s material. The periphery group
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Is represented in the GLD 1954 by including 38%, but GLD 2002 — by 30%
of the group’s material. The central group should be definitely more
multitudinous, and it is not advisable to omit plant names included in the
central group in favour of the periphery group, explaining this decision with
the presumption that a plant name from the central group might be known
to the dictionary users. Dictionaries are used also by, for instance, students
or people without any background knowledge, so the central group is very
important.

Tables 3.3.3 and 3.3.4 in the Appendix 3 of the Promotional Paper
include plant names excerpted from both German-Latvian dictionaries,
which are not represented in the basic list. The GLD 1954 includes four
such names, but the GLD 2002 — ten. Obviously, the compilers had their
own reasons why to include them in the dictionaries, as plant names put in
the above mentioned tables are not included in the list of most commonly
used plant names in German (Dornseiff 2004, 15-16).

The Results and Conclusions
Table 2 shows data in percentage on how much of the material
included in the basic list is represented in each of the dictionaries analysed.

Table 2
The average number of plants in percentage represented in the analysed
dictionaries in comparison with the basic list of plant names

Dictionary Represented plants (%) in comparison with the basic list of plant
names
ELD 1957 63%
ELD 2000 72%
RLD 1950 61%
RLD 1997 65%
GLD 1954 60%
GLD 2002 59%

The largest amount of plants, resp. referents is represented in the
ELD 2000 (72%), in its turn, the least compliance to the basic list has been
established in the GLD 2002 (59%). The best compliance by percentage has
been shown by two more modern bilingual dictionaries — the ELDs and the
RLDs, the opposite tendency is seen in the GLDs. Statistical data about the
groups of horizontal division in all six dictionaries analysed is shown in
Table 3.
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Table 3

The compliance of plant groups in bilingual dictionaries to the basic list of plant
names in percentage

Dictionary | Herbaceous | Bushes Trees (Ko) | Lianas (Li) | Mixed
plants (La) | (Kr) (Jaukti)
ELD 1957 | 59% 61% 76% 53% 70%
ELD 2000 | 68% 76% 85% 67% 86%
RLD 1950 | 57% 65% 71% 47% 74%
RLD 1997 | 62% 70% 71% 67% 74%
GLD 1954 | 56% 65% 61% 53% 77%
GLD 2002 | 58% 59% 69% 53% 47%

In the subgroup of herbaceous plants, trees and lianas, the number of
plants resp. referents in the newer editions has stayed either the same or has
increased. The percentage data on bushes and mixed life-form groups
shows that in the GLD 2002 the represented number of plants is
considerably smaller. The ELD 2000 represents the biggest number of
horizontal group plants, resp. referents, since the dictionary includes the
largest number of plant names compared to other dictionaries. One may
conclude that the complex of plant names included in each dictionary
separately differs, and the content of the dictionaries of a similar volume
may differ considerably as well.

Hereby the biggest herbaceous plant subgroups are viewed according
to the usage of plants denoted in each dictionary: the subgroup of
ornamental (LaDek), mainly growing in wildlife (LaSavv), vegetables
(LaDa), and mainly medicinal herbaceous plants (LaArstn) — see Table 4.
The basic list represents 73 ornamental herbaceous plants, 67 vegetables, 58
wild plants, and 55 medicinal herbaceous plants. Table 4 shows that the
smallest number of represented plants, resp. referents is in the wild
herbaceous plant group that is explainable by differences in flora. Although
the number of vegetables represented in the newest dictionaries analysed, in
comparison with the older dictionaries in a corresponding language pair,
has not changed (GLDs) or has increased (ELDs and RLDs), it should be
suggested to include more of this group’s plant names in English, Russian,
and German. The importance of ornamental herbaceous group should be
emphasized, for they represent the range offered in commercial gardening
that is rapidly taking over the market, therefore it is important to provide
Latvian translation for these plant names. Also the group of wild plants and
medicinal herbaceous plants is important, since the names of such plants are
found in translation practice, for example in the descriptions of cereal
grains for livestock.
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Table 4
The compliance of largest herbaceous subgroups of the analysed dictionaries with
the basic list of plant names in percentage

Division of | ELD ELD RLD RLD GLD GLD
herbaceous | 1957 2000 1950 1997 1954 2002
plants into

subgroups

LaDek 56% 74% 49% 62% 55% 53%
LaDa 66% 70% 66% 70% 69% 69%
LaSavv 43% 52% 40% 48% 41% 53%
LaArstn 56% 65% 65% 55% 51% 53%

It can be concluded that all the dictionaries analysed within the given
Promotional Paper contain a few names of indoor plants. That might be
explained by inconsistency in selecting plant names since the usage of those
plants in connection with their names has not been evaluated. Another
horizontal division groups also have not been fully represented. Once again,
it is connected with inconsistent selection of plant names, differences in
flora, usage of different lexicographic sources, as well as subjectivity in
selection of plant names. Such groups that include plants, or their fruits,
seeds, berries used for food or other definite purposes, are of great
importance.

One of the fields for future researches is a study of synonymous
English, Russian, German, and Latvian plant names (see Table 5).

Table 5

The synonymous English, Russian, and German plant names against the total
amount of plant names included in the analysed dictionaries

Dictionary The total number The number of synonymic plant names
of plant names in | (as well as identic names mentioned in the
the dictionary dictionary for several times) in relation to
the whole number of plant names in the
dictionary
ELD 1957 453 203 or 45%
ELD 2000 579 259 or 45%
RLD 1950 398 110 or 28%
RLD 1997 429 105 or 24%
GLD 1954 436 187 or 43%
GLD 2002 408 123 or 30%

The smallest number of synonymous Russian plant names, that makes
24% of all plant names in the source language, is in the RLD 1997. On the
contrary, the largest number of synonymous plant names in source
languages (English and German correspondingly) are in both ELDs — 45%
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and in the GLD 1954 — 43% from the total number of plant names. The
broad synonymy of plant names is explained by their popularity in English,
Russian, and German, since these languages are in the Top 10 list of most
widespread languages according to the data from a statistics portal (see
Statista,), where the leading position is taken by the English language.
Therefore, the same plants are defined with different names in different
places, having different background, and these names are subsequently
included in the dictionaries. The further research should be carried out in
the vertical division levels in comparison with the material included in the
basic list: the dictionaries contain the names of plant species if a
corresponding plant genus is represented in the basic list.

The material under investigation shows that not always the division
according to central-periphery theory carried out in the Promotional Paper
Is taken into account. In the central-periphery division, an aspect of time
should be considered, therefore, it allows concluding that many plant names
included in the centre of the basic list could not be classed in a central
division in the dictionaries issued around 1950s; the analysis of group
material according to the theory of central-periphery division allows
concluding that the principles of such selection were followed only partly.

As to the horizontal division, one should pay special attention to the
plants in English, Russian, German, and Latvian that are not included in any
of the analysed dictionaries. There are 43 such plant names in total,
representing 11 plant groups according to their way of usage. Table 3.4.2 in
the Appendix 3 of the Promotional Paper comprises the equivalents of these
plant names in English, Russian, and German, in brackets indicating the
frequency of their usage in the Google browser. The data taken from this
search engine is one of the ways that helps lexicographers in making a
decision when choosing a corresponding plant name for the dictionary
compilation. However, the frequency of such data appearance should not be
the main trust point since the search words may indicate other objects, not
only plants.

The culture-specific aspects of different countries should also be
considered when dealing with plant names, since the plant itself might be
well-known in the corresponding culture, but its name is not widely used.
The subject of the following research is an investigation of previously
mentioned plant names in English, Russian, and German considering the
specifics of each culture. Herein the plant groups are basically described as
the optimum plant representations in the dictionary by analysing them
without a direct link to the language.

Non-inclusion of plant names in the dictionary is connected with
methodological, cultural, linguistic aspects, and the reasons for not
including are as follows:
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1) the dictionary compilers deliberately have not created an optimum
plant names list (have not studied potentially selectable units) and
the complex of plant names has not been verified separately from
other entry words (no verification of the thematically connected
word set has been carried out and no verification of the common
meaning of the plants, their usage (i.e. only quite a few names of
vegetables, indoor plants, and herbs are included));

2) no updating contexts are used in the selection;

3) a large number of synonymic meanings of one plant name does not
allow including more different names for the plant genus or
species;

4) there are different floras in English, Russian, and German-speaking
countries, for example, in the group of wild plants;

5) another special lexis material has outrivaled some plant names in
the dictionary;

6) a plant name in each language differs morphologically (i.e. it may
be formed as a collocation of two words or a compound and its
correspondence to the target language is a separate translation of
the parts), and the compilers did not consider that translation could
create any problems;

7) a plant name is considered to be internationalism and due to its
identical form does not create problems in translation;

8) the subjective opinion of compilers in plant names selection;

9) a time factor, since in different historical periods of dictionary
compilation there is a varied development of the field that
influences the context (i.e. the differences in the ornamental plant
groups in older and newer editions);

10) inconstancy in the system of plants in botanic field (for
instance, often the names of subspecies and varieties of plants are
not included in the medium-sized dictionaries);

11) other aspects: diverse language contacts (i.e. a change of
dominant contact language), linguistic and cultural traditions.

The material about plant names described in the Appendix 3, Tables
3.1.3, 3.14, 323, 3.24, 333 and 3.3.4, shows that the analysed
dictionaries have 4-10 plant names which are not included in the basic list.
In the ELD 2000, there are 31 such entries, as the mentioned dictionary
contains the largest number of plant names compared to the rest of the
dictionaries analysed. A plant that is not included in the basic list, but the
corresponding equivalents of which in English and Russian appear in four
of the analysed dictionaries (both the ELDs and the RLDs), is myrrh (Latin
Commiphora). The basic list should be supplemented by this plant name.
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The plant Russian dandelion (Latin Taraxacum kok-saghyz) is found in
three dictionaries: the ELD 1957, the RLD 1997 and the GLD 1954, but it
is also not included in the basic list. Russian dandelions were broadly
cultivated after the Second World War, a rubber was made out of the roots,
however, the importance of this plant and, subsequently, its name
disappeared from the dictionaries issued around 2000. The rest of the plant
names listed in the tables of the Appendix 3 are found in one or two of all
six dictionaries selected and analysed for the purposes of the given
research.

The analysed material shows that the lists of plant names excerpted
from the chosen dictionaries may be compared to the plant names of the
basic list and examined through horizontal division, as well as in
accordance with the centre-periphery theory. Thus it is much easier to
supplement the lists of plant names in small groups in comparison with the
material grouped in alphabetical order. The possibilities to include one
specific lexical item, like plant names, in a medium-sized dictionary are
restricted, and selection carried out more or less successfully plays a great
role, although it should be done systematically.

Subchapter 4.5 of the Promotional Paper deals with choosing
corresponding Latvian equivalents of English, Russian, and German plant
names in the English-Latvian, Russian-Latvian, and German-Latvian
dictionaries. For this purpose two tables have been drawn up (each
containing ten freely chosen generally known and ten less known plant
names) and attached in the Appendix 4 of the Promotional Paper. Latvian
equivalents of English, Russian, and German plant names have been
analysed in this subchapter. Plant names in Latvian have been assessed by
comparing Latvian equivalents in the older and modern dictionaries chosen
for the research. The material received on generally-known plant names
confirms that each dictionary reflects plant names differently. In newer
dictionaries, there is a tendency to skip a reference about the word usage
area when giving generally-known plant names. Additional references,
characterizing or specifying the plant name in a foreign language, are
provided in both Russian-Latvian and English-Latvian dictionaries. The
material on less known plant names also indicates the absence of definite
guidelines followed by the dictionary compilers in adding references to the
usage area — botany. For some English, Russian, and German plant names
the dictionary compilers offer two or more parallel Latvian equivalents that
show the broad plant name synonymy in Latvian. In separate cases, an
additional reference is needed when there are two Latvian equivalents
given. Several previously analysed examples allow concluding that plant
name complexes in the dictionaries have not been edited separately from
the rest of lexical material included in the dictionary, since even within the
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frame of a dictionary one can witness inconsequent reflection of Latvian
equivalents.

One of the lexicographer’s tasks is to record and reflect language
changes, and Subchapter 4.6 of the research gives an overview of changes
in Latvian plant names as to their word-formation. A tendency can be
followed in all the dictionaries to combine collocations (in old dictionaries)
into compounds (in modern dictionaries). Subchapter 4.7 provides a review
of orthographic changes in Latvian plant names related to the decision of
the Council of Ministers of Latvian SSR dated December 26, 1957 (see
LPSR MP Lémums Nr. 602 1957) about a partial change of Latvian
orthography rules. The excerpted language material shows that all bilingual
dictionaries replaced short vowels (old dictionaries) with long vowels
(modern ones).
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Final Remarks

The research shows the lexicographers’ experience in selecting special
lexis for general dictionaries, which is one of the most difficult tasks in
lexicography. Since there are quite a few such researches, the theoretical
meaning of the given Promotional Paper is important for the Latvian
language as well as for the lexicography of other languages. For the
research the plant names were selected as they form the most complicated
part of special lexis which is also regionally-specific. In order to study the
practice of selecting special lexis in 50 years’ period, six bilingual
dictionaries — the English-Latvian, Russian-Latvian, and German-Latvian —
have been analysed.

The research of theoretical materials proves the importance of
supplementing the entry word list classified in alphabetical order with
thematic (semantic) field units. In the process of dictionary compilation a
lexicographer should build up a list of specific lexical units, where
investigation of active contexts is compulsory: the developed lists must be
updated and compared with the novelties from special literature,
dictionaries, and periodicals. A lexicographer must consult field experts as
well. A dictionary compiler needs to use several lists of thematically related
lexical units to supplement the general lexis of the dictionary.

When analysing the dictionaries chosen for the research, it has been
concluded that no tradition was formed to give references in the
introduction about word selection, although such information would be
highly important not only for the wusers, but also for further
metalexicographic researches.

Chapter 3 of the Promotional Paper summarizes the aspects a
lexicographer should take into account when working on the selection of
plant names to be included in the dictionary. It has been concluded that
disregarding previously mentioned aspects related to plant names, a
dictionary user is not always capable to find a correct solution in the target
language.

The total amount of plant names included in six selected dictionaries
has been estimated: 0.95-1.29% of the total number of entry words in the
dictionaries. The Paper describes the process of forming an optimum basic
list of plants, i.e. plant names that was developed for a medium-sized
general dictionary in cooperation with a scientist in the field of botany and
a teacher of botany. The basic list is a selection of plant names without any
link to a specific language. Latvian and Latin plant names in the basic list
should be viewed as identifiers of botanical terms. The lists of plant names
excerpted from the dictionaries have been compared with the basic list of
plant names according to Latin plant names. This method allows carrying
out a selection analysis in the dictionaries with Latvian as the target
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language. The basic list of plant names has been created on the so-called
encyclopaedic basis using a method of combined list compilation:
excerption of plant names from encyclopaedias, special literature,
dictionaries, periodicals, and text books; translation of plant names from
the lists into English, Russian, and German — the source languages of six
dictionaries analysed; decision-making about inclusion of plant names in
the basic list with suggestions of the field expert and the teacher of botany.
Formation of a basic list is a labour-intensive process; however, this work
simplifies the development and supplementation of the next dictionary
edition. Mostly the material included in the basic list of plant names is
common for all the dictionaries analysed, but there is a so-called specific
plant name complex that is characteristic to a culture or flora of each
language. Differences in flora form a changeable part of the basic list,
mainly consisting of wild plants and, partly, ornamental plants.

The material comprised in the basic list of plant names is grouped into
vertical division (according to taxonomical categories of plants), horizontal
division (according to the life form of the plants: herbaceous plants, bushes,
trees, lianas and mixed life-forms), as well as division according to the
centre-periphery theory (centre, transition period, and periphery).
A lexicographer should take into account all the mentioned divisions,
especially when supplementing and updating the existing basic list.

From the six chosen dictionaries, the material of excerpted plant
names has been analysed by comparing it to the basic list. Findings of the
analytical part indicate that dictionaries of a similar volume may differ
contentwisely, and the comprised plant name complex is not identical due
to flora differences in places where all the source languages used in the
mentioned bilingual dictionaries are spoken, including the lexicographic
rewriting traditions by using different lexicographic sources from the given
research, non-systematic approach of dictionary compilers and subjective
view of lexicographers about the selection of plant names. The ELDs and
RLDs show a tendency to include in the modern dictionary editions more
plant names that are represented in the basic list, although the GLDs do not
have the same tendency.

The excerpted material analysed shows that in the process of
compiling the dictionaries, when working with the plant names list,
handling it separately from the rest of entries, the field experts were not
always consulted. This conclusion is justified by the results of the analysis
that show one and the same plant within one dictionary reflected in
different ways. There is no united and consequent system reflecting how
dictionary compilers have added a reference to the selected plant names
about their use in botany.
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The analytical part of the research shows that the plant names
complexes in all dictionaries are different, which in separate cases does not
allow following the changes in Latvian plant names within a definite period
of time. There is a tendency to combine Latvian equivalents into
compounds in the new dictionaries, whereas in the old ones Latvian
equivalents consist of two-word collocations. Latvian plant names in all
bilingual dictionaries carry changes in orthography due to the Decision of
the Council of Ministers of Latvian SSR dated December 26, 1957 about
partial change of Latvian orthography rules.

Although the criteria for selecting words to be included in the
dictionary are not simple, as well as they are rather dependant on the
subjective view of dictionary compilers, the author of the given research
considers more attention should be paid to the principles and criteria of
entry word selection. Considering the de facto state of analysed
dictionaries, the author is concerned that printed bilingual dictionaries
might have more serious rivals — electronic dictionaries of the same form,
the supplementation of which with updated plant names can be done faster.
The complicity of the basic question of the given research is confirmed by
theoretically methodological material covered in it. One Promotional Paper
cannot solve all the questions, and this research should be a step towards
further investigations and solutions.
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Theses

The results of the study allow suggesting the following theses:

1. The question about selecting special lexis is not studied enough and
remains to be one of the main problems in lexicography. The
Promotional Paper studies and promotes the theoretical meaning of
selecting special lexis which has a direct link to a lexicographical
practice and future dictionary compilation. The plant names analysis in
the Promotional Paper should be considered as a sample illustration of
selecting special lexis, and might serve as a methodological tool for
choosing other large group of special lexis.

2. Inclusion of one part of special lexis — plant names — in a medium-
sized dictionary is restricted; therefore a successful selection must
be based on scientifically justified principles used in the compilation
of the basic list of plant names. Together with field experts, an
optimum basic list of plants, i.e. plant names has been developed for the
medium-sized English-Latvian, Russian-Latvian, German-Latvian
dictionaries, which must be understood as a representation of the
selection of a plant names’ complex. The majority of the plant names
included in the basic list are common for all the dictionaries, however
some parts are specific due to differences in culture and flora of the
respective language. These differences form a so-called variable part of
the basic list to be taken into account while working with the language
material. The developed basic list is vital for verification of plant names
and their further lexicographical processing. Plant names included in the
basic list are grouped vertically (according to the taxonomical
categories), horizontally (according to life forms), as well as in terms of
the centre-periphery theory. All the groups are important and should be
taken into account by dictionary compilers.

3. It is not traditional to provide information about principles and
proportions of specific or general lexis selection in the introductory
parts of the dictionaries. The analysis of the introductory parts of the
dictionaries described in the Promotional Paper confirms that. It is quite
common to include rather vague information about selection of general
and special lexis in the introductions. This is not a deliberate approach,
therefore a detailed investigation of the content is compulsory, since the
information provided in introductory parts is essential not only for
dictionary users in order to evaluate the convenience of the dictionary in
translation, but also for further lexicographical researches and
dictionary compilers who use the existing dictionaries for developing
new ones. As the question about specific lexis selection is a problematic
one, the lexicographers’ decision not to elaborate it in the dictionaries is
understandable.
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4. Analytical data about plant names selection show that the
dictionary compilers’ principles are not systematic. Unfortunately,
the involvement of field experts into selection and processing of
specific lexis, or consultations with field representatives have not been
considered to be important enough, as proves the material excerpted
from the dictionaries described within the given Promotional Paper.

5. The analysis of Latvian equivalents of English, Russian, and
German plant names shows that there are no definite guidelines
followed by dictionary compilers in their choice made when
selecting Latvian equivalents. Also, within the framework of a single
dictionary an inconsequent reflection of Latvian equivalents has been
observed, as well as the choice of Latvian equivalents has not been
justified by special literature.

6. The research indicates one more problem — synonymic plant names in
the Latvian, English, Russian, and German languages. Dictionary
compilers should decide which of the Latvian synonyms should come
first to give the plant name equivalent of the source language.
Sometimes the decision should be made in each case individually
providing additional references in order to help a dictionary user to
make the correct choice. In perspective, synonymic plant names
should be studied in Latvian, English, Russian, and German
languages individually. The percentage-based division of special
lexis of other fields in medium-sized dictionaries has also not been
studied yet, and that should be done in future for a more balanced
compilation of dictionaries. Keeping feedback with dictionary
compilers is important for future lexicographical researches in order to
improve the use of the basic list developed within the Paper, as well as
to better verify plant names’ complexes and supplement dictionaries.
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Approbation of the Promotional Paper

The Promotional Paper has been approbated in 12 reports at the
international and state-level conferences in Latvia and abroad.

The results of the research are given in 10 articles published in
different rewieved scientific editions and in one collection of summaries
and annotations.
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College library as a supplement to the promotional paper Special Lexis in General
Bilingual Dictionaries: Plant Names by S. Svike.
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	3. Ekscerpēt augu nosaukumus no vidēja apjoma mūsdienu tulkojošajām angļu-latviešu, krievu-latviešu un vācu-latviešu vārdnīcām, kas izdotas ar aptuveni pusgadsimta intervālu (20. gs. 50. gados un ap 2000. gadu).
	4. Analizēt ekscerpētā pētāmā materiāla atlases principus katra valodu pāra vārdnīcās, kā arī analizēt augu nosaukumu latviskās atbilsmes leksikogrāfiskajā un leksiskajā aspektā pārmaiņu procesā.
	5. Apkopot promocijas darba nodaļās izklāstītā un analizētā materiāla rezultātus un sniegt ieteikumus augu nosaukumu atlasē un leksikogrāfiskajā apstrādē vispārīgajās vidēja apjoma divvalodu tulkojošajās vārdnīcās.
	Pētījumā izmantotās metodes
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	– Augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta izstrādei lietota kombinēta saraksta izveides metode; tā izmantota galvenokārt augu nosaukumu ekscerpēšanai no speciālajā literatūrā apkopotajiem sarakstiem, pamatsaraksta papildināšanai, sadarbojoties ar nozares speciā...
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	Promocijas darba teorētiskā nozīme
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	Pētījuma pirmajā nodaļā aplūkotas arī vispārīgās vārdnīcas pēc to iekārtojuma. Lielākā daļa esošo vispārīgo vārdnīcu ir sakārtotas pēc alfabētiskā principa, bet pretstatā alfabētiskajam vārdnīcu sakārtojumam vārdnīcu struktūra var tikt veidota arī pēc...
	Šajā nodaļā ir raksturota informācija, ko izraudzīto vārdnīcu sastādītāji par šķirkļa vārdu atlasi sniedz vārdnīcu ievaddaļās, un salīdzināšanas nolūkā aplūkotas arī dažas brīvi izraudzītu vārdnīcu ievaddaļas ārpus pētījuma pamatmateriāla. Lai noskaid...
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	12. „Iespiesto vārdnīcu un interneta resursu izmantošanas iespējas speciālā lietojuma (botānikas) leksikas tulkošanā no vācu valodas latviešu valodā”. Konference Latvijas skolu i-Tehnoloģiju Ekspozīcija (LatSTE’2011) Ventspilī, Ventspils 1. ģimnāzijā ...
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	2. Sviķe, S. Augu nosaukumu atlase vidēja apjoma vispārīgajai vārdnīcai. Vārdnīcas un valoda. Valsts valodas komisijas raksti. 7. sēj. Red. J. Baldunčiks, A. Veisbergs. Rīga : Zinātne, 2015, 100.–121. lpp.
	7. Sviķe, S. Botanical Terms in German-Latvian Dictionaries: Grammatical Category of Number. Economics and Culture. 2013, Vol. 8. Eds. in chief S. Keišs, V. Vēvere. Rīga : Ekonomikas un kultūras augstskola, 2013, 125.–133. lpp.
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	Sviķe, S. Pašcilmes un aizgūtie latviešu botānikas termini vācu-latviešu vārdnīcās. E. Drezena (1892–1937) piemiņai veltītās 3. starptautiskās terminoloģijas konferences „Aktuālās tendences terminoloģijas teorijā un praksē” (2012. gada 25.–26. oktobrī...
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	– Dr. biol. Edgaram Vimbam par ieinteresētību, atsaucību, palīdzību un konsultācijām augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta sastādīšanā;
	– botānikas skolotājai Ārijai Hrustaļovai par sarunu un konsultācijām augu nosaukumu pamatsaraksta sastādīšanā un grupēšanā;
	– par ieteikumiem un palīdzību pētījuma izstrādes procesā – Dr. philol. Guntaram Dreijeram, Dr. philol. Agnesei Dubovai, Dr. habil. philol. Ilgai Jansonei, Dr. paed. Diānai Laiveniecei, Dr. philol. Dzintrai Lelei-Rozentālei un Dr. philol. Ievai Ozolai.
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	UResearch methods
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	– interview – used as a proof of the information provided in the description of words selection by A. Sarkanis (Subchapter 2.3; a CD with an audio recording is attached to the Promotional Paper).
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	– statistical (Subchapters 4.1 and 4.4),
	– comparative – mostly used for the analysis of the selection of Latvian plant names and lexicographical processing in the time period of about 50 years (Subchapters 4.5, 4.6, 4.7).
	UThe object of the researchU is special lexis of medium-sized general bilingual dictionaries, and Uthe subject of the researchU are plant names in medium-sized general English-Latvian, Russian-Latvian, and German-Latvian dictionaries. The number of pl...
	UTheoretical Significance of the Promotional Paper
	The conclusions discussed in the Promotional Paper provide an insight into a metalexicographic theme that has not been enough researched yet – selection of special lexis and lexicographical processing. A detailed review of the theoretical research sup...
	UThe volume and the Structure of the Promotional Paper
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	Summary of the Content of the Promotional Paper
	The present study is conducted in the context of a dictionary research, and the Ufirst chapterU of the Promotional Paper describes the theoretical guidelines on dictionary research, gives an insight into its topicality and essence, as well as discusse...
	The first chapter also describes general dictionaries according to the arrangement of entries. Mostly, in general dictionaries the entries are arranged in alphabetical order, but the structure of dictionaries can be also formed according to thematic, ...
	The chapter analyses information about the selection of entry words which the compilers of the selected dictionaries provide in the introductory parts of their dictionaries, and, for the purpose of comparison, some introductions of freely selected dic...
	After summarizing and evaluating the introductions to the dictionaries analysed, it has been concluded that Uinformation about the target audienceU, or users of modern bilingual dictionaries is rather general. The introductory parts of all six diction...
	In the process of dictionary compilation lexicographers always use other dictionaries or the dictionaries of previous editions, unless a completely new dictionary is being compiled (Čermák 2003, 19), therefore Uinformation about lexicographic sources ...
	The Usecond chapterU considers a problem of separating general and special lexis. According to the theme of the Promotional Paper, where the special lexis is analysed in the context of general dictionaries, the terms special lexis and general lexis ar...
	The exposition of word selection methods is described in a few lexicographic surveys. There are some traditions in the lexicography of different nations, as well as a lot of common things. In order to get a full view, the second chapter includes the d...
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	The problem of the plant and animal names included in general dictionaries has been also analysed by G. Spies (Spies 1982, 221–235), who stresses that the names of plants in the field of special lexis have “a specific status” that should be taken into...
	U1. Plant names as compound terms and their latvian equivalents.U Speaking about plant names in German, G. Spies indicates that here a different principle applies comparing to other sciences, where from relatively known units new compounds can be form...
	UThe fourth chapterU provides the quantitative description of the excerpted plant names. Table 1 shows the number of plant names included in the dictionaries (in %) as compared to the number of all entries in the editions. The largest number of plant ...

