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TRANSLATION CHALLENGES AND EQUIVALENCE ISSUES
OF CHEMICAL TERMINOLOGY IN STUDENT SCIENTIFIC
DISCOURSE

Summary. This pilot study investigates how student
translators handle multiword chemical terminology
(MWTs) in English for Specific/Academic Purposes (ESP/
EAP) and whether a brief corpus-assisted post-editing
(PE) activity improves terminological accuracy relative to
human-only translation. Eighteen second-year chemistry
majors at Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv
completed two stages. Stage 1 (descriptive/corpus-based)
compiled a small domain corpus consisting of a student sub-
corpus (12,054 tokens; 83 texts) and an expert/reference sub-
corpus (16,265 tokens; 54 excerpts from journal articles,
lab protocols, and textbooks). Ninety-six target MW Ts were
identified and 518 term instances were annotated using
a concise two-dimensional rubric (conceptual exactness;
collocational/phraseological fit). Interrater agreement met
a priori thresholds: weighted x=.79, 95% CI [.70, .88] for
conceptual exactness; weighted x=.73, 95% CI [.61, .84]
for collocational fit; ICC(2,2) = .82, 95% CI [.70, .90],
p < .001 for total scores, indicating good absolute-
agreement reliability. Nearly two in five term
instances contained at least one equivalence failure,
with non-target collocation, modifier-order issues,
and register drift as dominant patterns. Stage 2
(within-subjects) compared human-only translation with
corpus-assisted PE of machine-translation output using two
counter-balanced source texts (=250-300 words) containing
matched MWT sets. Terminological accuracy (0—4 per term)
was higher for corpus-assisted PE than for human-only
translation, M =2.90,SD=0.38 vs. M=2.62,SD=042 ;
1(17):4.43,p<.001 ,mean difference=0.28,95% CI[0.15,
0.41], dav=0.73. Gains concentrated in collocational/
phraseological fit (A:0.22;t(17)=3.12,p=.006 ), whereas
conceptual exactnessimprovedslightly butnon-significantly
(A=0.06;t(17)=1.84,p=.083 ). Time-on-task decreased
(median19.5vs.24.0minutes; Wilcoxon Z=-2.17, p=.030),
and students rated the workflow as useful (median = 4/5).
No order effects emerged; a mixed-effects model confirmed
the condition effect (f=0.27,SE=0.07,=3.98, p<.001).
Findings indicate that discipline-preferred phraseology
around MWTs — rather than concept selection per se — is
the binding constraint for novice translators in chemistry.
The study contributes (a) a reliable, classroom-feasible
rubric for term-level assessment, (b) an empirically
grounded error landscape for MWTs, and (c) evidence that
brief corpus-assisted PE yields measurable quality gains
with reduced effort. Implications include integrating KWIC-
guided PE checkpoints, curated term bases (aligned with

IUPAC and conventional usage), and targeted phraseology
drills into chemistry-focused ESP/EAP curricula.

Key words: corpus-assisted post-editing; corpus-based
translation studies; English for Specific/Academic Purposes;
learner translation; machine translation; multiword chemical
terminology; tertiary student scientific discourse.

Statement of the problem and its scientific/practical rel-
evance. Across chemistry programmes, students are expected to
read, translate, and produce discipline-specific texts in English; yet
their performance often falters at the point of terminological equiv-
alence — selecting target-language terms that preserve the source
concept with appropriate genre and discourse constraints. Recent
work in learner translation of (semi-)specialised texts shows per-
sistent error patterns involving semantic drift, misuse of near-syn-
onyms, and genre-incongruent phrasing, for instance, under-/
over-specification, register shifts [1]. At the same time, ESP/CLIL
research for chemistry highlights that command of chemical lexis
and word-formation (Greek/Latin roots, affixes) is foundational
but unevenly developed in typical curricula, which undermines
both reading accuracy and L2 scientific writing [2; 3]. Theoretical
debates in translation studies also show that “equivalence” remains
a contested construct; nonetheless, it is central to quality in special-
ised translation and must be operationalised at semantic, pragmatic,
and genre levels [4; 5; 6]. Practically, this gap impedes students’
ability to state methods and mechanisms precisely, describe proce-
dures without ambiguity, and align with disciplinary genre markers,
specifically IMRaD sections, hedging, nominalisation. It also com-
plicates instructors’ assessment of translation quality and the design
of pedagogical interventions that go beyond glossary memorisa-
tion — corpus-based term validation, morphology-driven term for-
mation, and guided post-editing of MT outputs for LSP texts [7; 3].
Therefore, the problem this study addresses is the lack of an empir-
ically grounded model that (a) maps typical equivalence failures in
students’ translation of chemical terminology to underlying linguis-
tic and discourse causes and (b) links these failures to instructional
tasks that measurably improve terminological accuracy and gen-
re-appropriate expression in student scientific discourse.

Analysis of recent studies and publications, and the unre-
solved parts of the problem. Recent scholarship confirms that
“equivalence” in specialised translation remains a contested, mul-
ti-level construct (semantic, pragmatic, and genre/register align-
ment) rather than a single measurable target. Surveys of professional
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translators underscore divergent operationalizations of equivalence
in practice, with implications for how quality is defined and assessed
in training contexts. This debate motivates empirical work that tri-
angulates product features (accuracy, terminological fit) with pro-
cess and context (task, genre, audience) [4; 8; 9].

Within chemistry-oriented ESP/EAP, studies document per-
sistent language-related barriers for Eng+ (English-additional-lan-
guage) trainees, affecting the precision of method descriptions,
argumentation, and the use of disciplinary lexis. Parallel research
in chemistry education shows that students struggle to “translate”
among verbal, symbolic, and particulate representations — a com-
petence closely tied to the correct construal and naming of entities
and processes. Together, these strands suggest that terminological
equivalence is inseparable from representational fluency and genre
conventions in scientific discourse [10; 11]. At the level of termi-
nology, two trends are salient. First, domain initiatives aim to sta-
bilise cross-language naming, e.g., efforts to develop multilingual
chemistry dictionaries to reduce ambiguity around systematic vs.
trivial names and multiword nomenclature. Second, research in Ter-
minology and related venues highlights how “popularisation” vs.
“scientisation” pressures can shift term meanings across audiences,
complicating one-to-one mappings for students who are learning to
write “as chemists” [14; 13].

For student translators, the hardest cases typically involve mul-
tiword terms and secondary term formation (derivatives, affixation,
compounds). Comparative work shows that while neural machine
translation (MT) now handles some multiword units better than ear-
lier systems, corpus-based verification remains crucial for selecting
field-appropriate equivalents and collocations — an area where nov-
ice translators underuse morphology and corpus tools [14; 15].

Pedagogically, three intervention lines are prominent: (1) cor-
pus-based translation training: recent frameworks advocate inte-
grating learner corpora and domain corpora to surface recurrent
decision points and error patterns linked to task/genre variables;
this supports data-driven feedback on equivalence beyond glos-
sary memorisation [8; 9; 17]; (2) MT post-editing (PE) for LSP:
PE training demonstrably changes the kinds of revisions students
make; in specialised domains, coupling PE with corpus checks
is recommended to handle phraseology and term variants [13];
(3) ESP/disciplinary supports: allowing multilingual scaffolds in
assessment and targeted lexical development has measurable bene-
fits for chemistry undergraduates, pointing to the value of bridging
pedagogies that connect domain knowledge, representation work,
and language [18].

From a technology perspective, broad surveys of MT for spe-
cialised domains stress terminology handling as a persistent weak-
ness — coverage, domain adaptation, and context-sensitive disam-
biguation remain open issues — while emerging studies test GenAl
as a PE assistant to influence learners’ lexical/syntactic choices.
These findings reinforce the need for human-in-the-loop workflows
that institutionalise corpus validation and style/genre control in stu-
dent work [8; 11].

Building on the foregoing review, several unresolved facets
emerge at the intersection of MT-supported translation, corpus-in-
formed terminology work, and chemistry-specific genre conven-
tions. First, the field still lacks a robust way of operationalising
equivalence for chemistry terminology used in student genres: val-
idated rubrics that jointly capture (a) conceptual exactness (IUPAC
vs. conventional names), (b) collocational/phraseological fit, and (c)

genre-specific realisations across methods, results, and procedures
are scarce, and current evaluation practices tend to split “accuracy”
from “style” instead of treating them as an integrated construct [4;
12]. Second, multiword terminology and secondary term formation
remain pedagogically under-served; few approaches systematically
connect morphology (roots/affixes), corpus evidence, and post-ed-
iting (PE) guidelines to help novices resolve equivalence for com-
pounds, nominal groups, and derived forms common in chemistry
(e.g., enzyme/substrate complexes, rate-determining step) [1; 2;
11]. Third, although research links difficulties in moving among
symbolic, particulate, and macroscopic representations to lan-
guage-of-science challenges, integrated interventions that simulta-
neously train representational fluency and terminological equiva-
lence are still rare and insufficiently evaluated [10; 11]. A fourth
unresolved area concerns assessment at scale with authentic cor-
pora: learner-corpus and DIY-corpus approaches are promising,
yet widely usable protocols for tagging equivalence failures (e.g.,
under-/over-specification, register drift, semantic calques) and con-
verting those tags into teachable tasks and grading criteria remain
under-specified [8; 17]. Finally, the integration of MT/GenAl in
student translation calls for controlled, chemistry-specific studies
that compare human-only, PE-only, and hybrid corpus-validated
workflows, with outcomes measured on terminological precision
and genre alignment; such evidence is presently limited [2; 16; 19].

Accordingly, this study adopts a pragmatic, two-stage aim:
first, to compile a small domain corpus that maps recurrent equiva-
lence failures in student translations of multiword chemical terms —
focusing on conceptual exactness and collocational fit — and second,
to pilot-test a brief corpus-assisted post-editing activity to determine
whether it improves terminological accuracy relative to human-only
translation within a single cohort.

Presentation of the main research material. This study
employed a two-stage, mixed-methods pilot within a single cohort.
In Stage 1 (descriptive/corpus-based), we compiled a small domain
corpus and mapped recurrent equivalence failures in student trans-
lations of multiword chemical terms, focusing on two dimensions:
(a) conceptual exactness (including [UPAC vs. conventional names)
and (b) collocational/phraseological fit. In Stage 2 (mini-experi-
mental), we ran a within-subjects, counter-balanced comparison
of human-only translation versus corpus-assisted post-editing
of machine-translation output on matched chemistry texts. The pri-
mary outcome was terminological accuracy; secondary outcomes
included collocational fit, time-on-task, and learner acceptability.

Convenience sampling approach was used to involve 18 partici-
pants who were second-year chemistry majors of Taras Shevchenko
National University of Kyiv enrolled in an ESP/EAP course. Inclu-
sion criteria were B2-C1 English proficiency and completion
of at least one laboratory methods course with no prior professional
translation experience. All participants provided informed consent,
and all data were pseudonymised.

Materials comprised a student sub-corpus (anonymised course
outputs and the translations produced in Stage 2) and an expert/
reference sub-corpus (short methods/results sections from peer-re-
viewed articles, lab protocols, and textbooks). A curated termbase
of 80-100 multiword terms was created on the basis of frequency,
pedagogical relevance, and coverage of nominal groups and derived
forms. Each entry included preferred [UPAC/conventional map-
pings, morphological families, typical collocates, and example con-
cordances. Concordancing was supported by a lightweight KWIC
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tool with searches for collocation windows (£5) and noun-phrase
patterns.

To assess outcomes, we used a concise two-dimension rubric.
Conceptual exactness was scored 0-2 (0 = wrong/misleading, 1 =
partial/underspecified, 2 = exact), and collocational/phraseolog-
ical fit was scored 0-2 (0 = unlikely/ungrammatical, 1 = accept-
able but non-preferred, 2 = field-typical). Scores were summed per
term (0—4) and averaged per text. For diagnostic feedback and later
analysis, raters also applied error tags (under-/over-specification,
register drift, semantic calque, malformed derivation, non-target
collocation). Process measures included time-on-task and a short
acceptability survey (five Likert items plus two open questions).

Stage 1 began with pilot annotation and rater calibration on
approximately 15% of student texts. Discrepancies were used to
refine the rubric and codebook; interrater agreement was then esti-
mated using weighted « for sub-scores and ICC(2,2) for total scores
(a priori target > .70). The observed reliability was [CC(2,2) = 0.82,
95% C110.70, 0.90], p <.001, indicating good absolute-agreement
for the average of two raters. In Stage 2, two comparable source
texts (A/B, ~250-300 words) were constructed to contain matched
sets of target multiword terms. Participants were randomly assigned
to task order (AB vs. BA). In the human-only condition, students
translated without tools; in the corpus-assisted PE condition, they
post-edited MT output with access to the curated concordancer
and termbase, following brief guidance that prioritized valida-
tion of multiword terms and local phraseology. Time-on-task was
recorded for each condition, and outputs were exported for term-
level scoring.

Data processing involved automatic detection of target term
spans (pattern rules for multiword noun phrases) with rater verifi-
cation before scoring. The primary analysis was a within-subjects
comparison of mean terminological accuracy between conditions.
Using Jamovi statistical software (version 2.5.5), normality was
checked (Shapiro-Wilk); paired ¢ -tests with Cohen’s d_av were
used when assumptions held, otherwise Wilcoxon signed-rank tests
with effect size ». Secondary analyses examined differences in
the collocational sub-score, time-on-task, and error-tag frequencies,
and fitted mixed-effects models with random intercepts for partic-
ipant and term to control variability. Reliability was re-estimated
on a fresh 10-15% subset from Stage 2, and feasibility was sum-
marised via completion rates, median time, acceptability ratings
(median, IQR), and brief thematic coding of open responses.

Ethical safeguards followed institutional guidelines for mini-
mal-risk educational research: participation was voluntary, grades
were unaffected, and only aggregate results were reported. To sup-
port rigor, we pre-checked text difficulty and term density with
subject-matter experts, maintained a detailed rater codebook with
adjudication procedures, and confined outcomes to the declared
scope — multiword chemical terminology — so that effect sizes from
this pilot can inform future scaling.

Further we report the results in two parts: first, the Stage 1 cor-
pus-based mapping of equivalence failures and rubric reliability,
and second, the Stage 2 within-subjects comparison of human-only
translation versus corpus-assisted post-editing.

In developing the corpus profile, the pilot sample comprised
18 second-year chemistry students enrolled in an ESP/EAP
course, yielding a student sub-corpus of 12,054 tokens (83 texts)
and an expert/reference sub-corpus of 16,265 tokens (54 excerpts
from journal articles, lab protocols, and textbooks). We curated 96

target multiword terms (MWTs) and annotated 518 term instances
in student outputs ( M =6.2 per text). Following rubric and code-
book refinement, interrater agreement met a priori thresholds.
Weighted « for conceptual exactness was .79 , 95% CI [.70, .88],
and weighted « for collocational/phraseological fit was .73, 95%
CI [.61, .84]. For total scores, the intraclass correlation (two-way
random effects, absolute agreement, average of two raters) was
ICC(2, 2) = .82, 95% CI [.70, .90], p<.001, indicating good
absolute-agreement reliability. Below, Table 1 summarises Stage
1 rubric outcomes for conceptual exactness, collocational/phraseo-
logical fit, and the total per-term score.

Table 1
Rubric Scores for Conceptual Exactness,
Collocational/Phraseological Fit, and Total (Stage 1)

Dimension Scale range M SD
Conceptual exactness 0-2 1.41 0.54
Collocational/phraseological fit 0-2 1.34 0.57
Total per term 0-4 2.75 0.85

Note. Scores are per multiword term (MWT). Total = conceptual exactness +
collocational/phraseological fit. N = 518 annotated MWT instances.

As shown in Table 1, performance was higher on conceptual
exactness than on collocational/phraseological fit. Multiword terms
containing three or more tokens scored lower than two-token units
on the total score (A=-0.28, 95% CI [-0.41, —0.15]). Derived
forms (e.g., -ation, -ivity, -ic/-ous*) tended to reach the correct
concept (higher conceptual exactness) while underperforming on
field-typical phraseology (lower collocational fit), suggesting that
morphology supports conceptual accuracy but not necessarily disci-
pline-preferred phrasing.

The study also found that within the 518 annotated instances,
39.8% (=206/518) contained at least one equivalence failure. Tag
frequencies normalized per 100 term instances — and corresponding
counts for this sample — were: non-target collocation, 14.8 (*77);
under-/over-specification, 11.2 (=58); register drift, 8.9 (~46);
semantic calque, 6.7 (<35); and malformed derivation, 5.4 (~28).
Structurally, pre-modifier stacks, for example, high-temperature
catalytic oxidation, generated more collocational and register prob-
lems than of- phrases, for instance, oxidation of X at high tempera-
ture, and noun—noun compounds with measurement/process heads,
for example, dose-response curve, rate-determining step, showed
the highest density of collocation and under-specification tags.

Analyses by term family yielded distinct error profiles. For
process/kinetics items, for example, rate-determining step, reac-
tion rate constant, we most often observed under-specification, for
instance, missing hyphenation or omission of the head noun such as
“step” or “constant”, alongside collocational drift (non-target prep-
ositional choices). For solutions/reagents terminology, for example,
aqueous working solution, stock solution, 0.1 M sodium chloride
solution, errors primarily concerned modifier order and placement;
by contrast, the expert corpus consistently exhibited frames such
as “prepare a 0.1 M aqueous NaCl solution.” For redox/measure-
ment terms (e.g., oxidation-reduction potential / redox potential),
we documented occasional near-synonym confusion at the concep-
tual level and register inconsistencies (e.g., ORP value is big vs.
the field-typical ORP is high).

Concordance (KWIC) analyses of the expert sub-corpus fur-
ther indicated stable phraseological patterns that were underused
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by students. Procedure verbs — prepare, adjust, dilute, maintain,
and monitor — recurrently co-occurred within 5 tokens of solution/
reagent multiword terms, while method/result reporting was char-
acteristically realized through passive constructions with hedging,
for example, was determined, was monitored, was maintained at.
Together, these patterns account for a sizable portion of the colloca-
tional and register deviations identified in student outputs and delin-
eate clear targets for corpus-informed instruction.

Because all participants were second-year students, between-
year comparisons were not applicable. Instead, we ran within-co-
hort, exploratory associations between self-rated English proficiency
(B2—C1; ordinal) and the two rubric dimensions. Using Spearman
rank correlations, the association with collocational/phraseolog-
ical fit was small and non-significant, r,=.21,p=.40,n=18;
the association with conceptual exactness was negligible,
r.=.12,p=.63,n=18. These results suggest that domain-spe-
cific phraseology, rather than general proficiency, is the more salient
constraint in this cohort; however, estimates should be interpreted
cautiously given the modest sample size.

These findings directly motivate Stage 2’s within-subjects com-
parison of human-only vs corpus-assisted PE workflows, with ter-
minological accuracy as the primary outcome and collocational fit
as the most sensitive secondary indicator.

In Stage 2, terminological accuracy (0—4 per term) was higher
for the corpus-assisted post-editing condition than for human-only
translation, M =2.90,SD=0.38 vs. M =2.62,SD=0.42 . This
difference was statistically ~significant,#(17)=4.43, p<.001,
mean difference = 0.28 ,95% CI[0.15,0.41], Cohen’s dav=0.73,
indicating a medium-large within-subject improvement in
a single cohort (7=18 ). Subscore analyses showed that collo-
cational/phraseological fit improved from M =1.27,SD=0.33
(human-only) to M=1.49,SD=0.35 (corpus-assisted PE),
1(17)=3.12, p=.006,A=0.22,95%C1[0.07,0.38], dav=0.52 ,
whereas the gain in conceptual exactness was small and not signif-
icant, rising from M =1.35,SD=0.29 to M=1.41,SD=0.27,
1(17)=1.84,p=.083,A=0.06, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.13],
dav=0.22 . Error-tag rates corroborated these patterns: relative
to human-only outputs, non-target collocation declined from 13.9
to 8.8 per 100 term instances (~37% reduction) and register drift
from 8.1 to 5.6 per 100 (=31% reduction), while under-/over-spec-
ification and semantic calque showed modest, non-systematic
changes (<10% relative). Process measures favoured the corpus-as-
sisted workflow. Time-on-task was lower for corpus-assisted PE
(median = 19.5 min) than for human-only translation (median =
24,0 min), Wilcoxon signed-rank Z=-2.17, p=.030,r=.36.
Acceptability ratings indicated high perceived usefulness
(median = 4, IQR = 1) and moderate perceived effort (median = 3,
IQR = 1); open-ended comments most frequently cited easier
checking of multiword terms and clearer phraseological models.
Order effects were not detected for the primary outcome (both
ps>.50), and a confirmatory mixed-effects model with random
intercepts for participant and term reproduced the condition effect
(Bp=0.27,SE=0.07,=3.98, p<.001 ). Collectively, these find-
ings meet the stated aim by demonstrating that a brief corpus-as-
sisted post-editing activity improves terminological accuracy rela-
tive to human-only translation in this single-cohort pilot, primarily
by strengthening phraseological fit while reducing effort.

As implications for teaching and assessment, the results of our
study indicate that phraseology — not concept selection — is the bind-
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ing constraint for student translators of chemistry texts. Accord-
ingly, instruction should prioritise collocational/phraseological fit
around multiword terms (MWTs): teaching with KWIC concord-
ances, discipline-typical frames (e.g., prepare / was determined /
was maintained at), and targeted drills on modifier order and noun—
noun compounds. The concise two-dimension rubric (conceptual
exactness; collocational fit) proved reliable and classroom-feasible,
supporting formative assessment at the term level and enabling
feedback that is diagnostically specific (e.g., under-/over-speci-
fication vs. non-target collocation). Because the corpus-assisted
post-editing (PE) workflow improved accuracy while reducing
time-on-task, instructors can integrate short PE sessions as low-cost
“quality checkpoints” in ESP/EAP courses without adding undue
workload.

As implications for MT/GenAl use in LSP settings, the find-
ings support a human-in-the-loop pipeline - MT—PE with corpus/
termbase support — for specialised terminology. Gains concentrated
in collocational fit, suggesting that MT may supply a semantically
plausible baseline, while corpus evidence and PE guidance supply
the discipline-specific phraseology students lack. Practically, pro-
grams should maintain small, curated termbases (IUPAC vs. con-
ventional mappings, morphological families, typical collocates)
and provide quick-access concordancing to anchor decisions on
multiword units. For institutional QA, the rubric and error tags can
be embedded in editorial checklists (e.g., for theses or lab manuals)
to standardise expectations across courses.

At the curriculum level, we recommend integrating short
micro-modules into chemistry-ESP sequences that (a) explicitly
connect morphology to phraseology — moving from derivational
families to discipline-preferred frames, (b) provide deliberate
practice with modifier stacking and compound-noun parsing,
and (c) institutionalize brief post-editing-with-corpus checkpoints
at key assessment moments. To ensure portability across cohorts
and instructors, departments should maintain small, shared repos-
itories that include mini-corpora, vetted term lists (aligned with
IUPAC and conventional nomenclature), and exemplar concord-
ances illustrating stable procedure and reporting frames.

Conclusions and prospects for further research. This pilot
study set out to (a) map recurrent equivalence failures in student
translations of multiword chemical terms and (b) pilot-test a brief
corpus-assisted post-editing (PE) activity against human-only
translation within a single cohort (n=18). Stage 1 established
a reliable, concise, two-dimensional rubric for term-level assess-
ment — covering conceptual exactness and collocational/phraseo-
logical fit — and showed that about two in five annotated instances
contained at least one equivalence failure, with non-target colloca-
tion, modifier-order issues, and register drift as dominant patterns.
Stage 2 demonstrated that corpus-assisted PE produced a statis-
tically significant improvement in terminological accuracy over
human-only translation (a medium-large within-subject effect),
with the largest gains in collocational/phraseological fit; con-
ceptual exactness showed only a small, non-significant increase.
Importantly, corpus-assisted PE also reduced time-on-task and was
rated as pedagogically acceptable, suggesting a favourable trade-
off between quality and effort. Taken together, the findings indi-
cate that for chemistry-focused ESP/EAP tasks, the binding con-
straint for novice translators is discipline-preferred phraseology
around multiword terms, rather than concept selection per se.
A small, targeted toolkit — KWIC concordances, a curated term
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base aligned with [UPAC and conventional usage, and the two-di-
mensional rubric — can be feasibly integrated into coursework to
provide diagnostic feedback and low-cost quality checkpoints.
These results warrant scaled replications and programmatic inte-
gration (e.g., brief PE-with-corpus checkpoints at key assessment
moments). [n corpus-based translation studies (CBTS), the study
shows how small, domain-specific corpora and KWIC evidence
can be operationalized not only for analysis but also for assess-
ment and targeted intervention with student translators. In MT/PE
for specialized domains (LSP), it isolates where PE with corpus
support yields the largest marginal gains — phraseology around
multiword terms — and quantifies those gains within subjects. In
ESP/EAP for STEM, it links disciplinary genre frames (e.g., pro-
cedure verbs; methods/results reporting) to measurable improve-
ments and supplies a scalable rubric suitable for classroom use. In
assessment and rater reliability for LSP contexts, it demonstrates
that term-level scoring can achieve acceptable reliability with
concise instruments, supporting program-level quality assurance.
Future work should expand to multi-site cohorts, add an MT-only
arm to isolate the contributions of PE and corpus support, test
retention/transfer on delayed tasks, and integrate representational
translation training (verbal <> symbolic <> particulate) to examine
potential crossover effects on both conceptual accuracy and phra-
seology.
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Tapacoa B. Bukiuku nepekjagy Ta NUTAHHS
eKBIiBaJICHTHOCTI XiMi4HOI TepMiHOJIOTIT y CTyIeHTCHKOMY
HAayKOBOMY JAHMCKYpci

AHoTauiss. Y MUIOTHOMY MAOCITIUKEHHI IpoaHallizoBa-
HO, SIK CTYACHTH-TIepeKIajadi ONpaunboBYIOTH OararociiBHY
XIMIYHY TEpMIHOJOTiI0 B aHIIIMCBHKINl A creuialbHUX/aKa-
JIEMIYHUX IILJICH, a TAKOXK YH ITiJIBUIILY€ KOPITYCHO-aCHCTOBAHE
micasipearyBaHHsI TOYHICTb TEPMiHOJIOTIYHOTO BiATBOPEHHS
MOPIBHSHO 3 (JIIOACBKUM» TEpeKIafoM Oe3 iHCTPYMEHTIB.
VYyacTs B3suIH 18 CTymeHTIB Apyroro Kypcy XiMiuHOro mpo-
¢inro KUiBCbKOro HallioHaJIBHOTO YHiBepcuTeTy iMeHi Tapa-
ca IlleBuenka. Etan | (omucoBuii/koprmycHuil) mependauas
YKJIaJJaHHsI MaJIOMacIITaOHOTO JIOMEHHO-OPIEHTOBAHOTO KOp-
IyCy: CTyAeHTChbKoro miakopmycy (12 054 Toxenu; 83 TekcTu)
Ta excrepTHo-pedepeHTHoro miakopmycy (16 265 Tokenis; 54
¢bparmenTu 3i cTarelf, 1aOOPATOPHUX IMPOTOKONIB 1 Migpyd-
HUKiB). BuokpemieHo 96 minboBux OaraTociiBHUX XiIMIYHHX
TEpMiHOJIOTIYHUX OJIOKIB 1 aHOTOBAaHO 518 TepMiHOBKHMBaHb
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3a JIBOBUMIPHOK PYOPHKOO (KOHIIECNTYalbHa TOYHICTh; KOJIO-
KaliitHO-(pa3eonoriyaa  BiAMOBIIHICT). MiXKOIIHIOBaJIbHA
Y3rO/DKCHICTh BIJMOBIa a anpioOpHUM MOPOraM: 3Ba)KCHHH
k=.79, 95% I [.70, .88] mis KOHIENTYyaIbHOI TOYHOC-
Ti; 3Bakennii k=.73, 95% I [.61, .84] mus KomoKariiHoi
Bignosigaocti; 1CC(2,2) = .82, 95% I [.70, .90], p<.001
JUIS 3arajibHoro Oaiia, 10 CBIAYUTH PO J0OpY abCONIOTHY
Y3rO/DKEHICTh. Maiike y JBOX 13 I1’TH BUNAAKIB (QiKCyBaTUC
MOPYIICHHS CKBIBAJICHTHOCTI, cepe/] SKMX TOMIHYBald HETH-
MOB1 KoJIOKAIlii, 30iif mopsiiky MoaudikaTopiB Ta 3CyB peri-
ctpy. Etan 2 (BHYTpilIHBOCYO €KTHE MOPIBHSIHHS) 3iCTaBIIsB
«TIOICHKHUID TIEPEKIIa]] i KOPIIyCHO-aCHCTOBAHE MiCisIpeaary-
BaHHSI MAIIMHHOTO MEPEKIIaay 3 JOCTYIIOM JI0 KypaTropOBaHO-
ro KOHKOp/iaHcepa i TepMOa3u Ha JIBOX KOHTP30aJaHCOBaHUX
tekctax (=250-300 cmiB) i3 moromKeHuMH Habopamu Oara-
TOCIIBHOI XiMIYHOT TepMiHOJOTii. TepMiHONOTIYHA TOYHICTH
(0—4 3a TepMmiH) Oysa BHIIOIO 32 YMOBH KOPIYCHO-aCHCTOBA-
moro micispenaryBanss, M =2.90,5D=0.38, mopiBHsHO
3 «human-onlyy, M:2.62,SD:0.42;t(17):4.43,p<.001,
cepenns pizaunsg = 0.28, 95% I [0.15, 0.41], dav = 0.73.
IIpupict 30cepe/KyBaBcss y KOJIOKAIIHHO-(Ppa3eoIoriuHii
BiMOBITHOCTI (A:0.22;t(17):3.12,p:.006 ), TOMi SIK KOH-
LENTyalbHa TOYHICTH 301IBIINIACA HE3HAUYHO 1 CTATUCTHY-
HO He3HauyIIe (A:0.06;t(17):1.84,p:.083 ). Yac BHKO-
HaHHs 3MeHImuMBCs (Memiana 19.5 nporu 24.0 xB; Wilcoxon
Z=-2.17,p=.030), cTyneHTH BHCOKO OILIHHIA KOPHUCHICTbH
nigxony (memiana = 4/5). Edekr mopsaxy HE BHUSBICHO;
MOJICITb 31 3MIIIAaHUMHU ¢(EKTaMH TiITBEpPANIIA BIUIUB YMOBH

214

(p=0.27,SE=0.07,¢=3.98, p<.001). Pesynbratu cBim4ars,
0 JWCLUILTIHAPHO THUIOBa (hpaszeonoris HaBKoJIO Oararo-
CJIIBHOT XIMIYHOT TEPMIHOJIOTII, a HE BIacHEe BUOIp KOHIIENTY,
€ TOJIOBHUM OOMEYKEHHSIM JIJIs [TOYATKIBIIB-TIEPEKJIaIaqiB y XiMil.
JlocripkeHHsI TPOTIOHYE: (a) HailHY i PUIATHY /10 ayTUTOPHO-
TO BUKOPHCTaHHS PyOpPHKY TEpPMIHOPIBHEBOIO OIliHIOBaHHS; (0)
EMITIPUYHO OKpeCIICHUH JanamadT MOMIIOK JUis 0aratociBHOT
XIMIYHOT TepMIHOJIOTT; (B) I0Ka3H TOrO, 1110 KopoTki KWIC-kepo-
BaHI CEaHCH KOPITyCHO-aCHCTOBAHOTO ITICIsIpEeIaryBaHHs 3 Kypa-
TopoBaHnMHK 0azamu TepMmiHiB (y3romkenumu 3 [UPAC i ycra-
JICHOK TIPAKTHKOK) 3a0e3MeuyroTh BHUMIPIOBAHE ITiIBUIIICHHS
SIKOCTI 32 MEHILOTO HaBaHTaKeHHs. [IpakThduHe 3acTOCYyBaHHS
BKJTIOYAE IHTErPALIif0 KOHTPOJBHHX ITYHKTIB KOPITyCHO-aCHCTOBA-
HOTO TiCTspearyBaHHsI-3-KOPITyCOM 1 IUIECTIPSIMOBAHHX BIIPAB
i3 (pazeosiorii B KypcH aHITIHCHKIH JUIs crieliaibHIX/aKaiemMid-
HUX IiJIeH XIMIYHOTO CIIPSIMYBaHHSL.

KuouoBi ciioBa: KOpIyCHO-acCHCTOBaHE MicIsipenary-
BaHHS; KOPITYCHI JOCTI/DKEHHSI NepeKany; aHIIiichKa JUIs
crieliajbHUX/aKaIeMIYHUX I[JICH; CTYJAEHTChKHI TMepeKias;
MaIIMHHUNA Tepekiiaa; OararociiiBHA XiMidyHAa TEPMIiHOJIOTIS,
CTYIEHTChKUHU HayKoBUH auckype y 3BO.
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