Russian Linguistic Bulletin = Ne 1 (61) = January

A3BIKU HAPO/JOB 3APYBEJXHbBIX CTPAH (C YKASAHMEM KOHKPETHOI'O A3BIKA N/IN I'PYIIIIbBI
S13bIKOB) / LANGUAGES OF PEOPLES OF FOREIGN COUNTRIES (INDICATING A SPECIFIC LANGUAGE
OR GROUP OF LANGUAGEYS)

DOI: https://dei.org/10.60797/RULB.2025.61.10
ANALYSIS OF ENGLISH TERMINOLOGY IN THE FIELD OF SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP
Research article

Vinnikova T.A." *, Churilova I.N.?, Fedorova M.A.2
LORCID : 0000-0001-5865-1023;
20ORCID : 0000-0001-6063-8661;
3ORCID : 0000-0002-0899-6303;
123 0Omsk State Technical University, Omsk, Russian Federation

* Corresponding author (tavinnikova[atJomgtu.ru)

Abstract

The article examines the terminology in the field of social entrepreneurship and its relationship with the emergence and
development of the socio-economic discourse. The aim of the work is to study the content of the term "social
entrepreneurship”, define the basic terms of the social entrepreneurial discourse, analyze the discourse as a whole, and indicate
the main perspectives for its study. The research was based on materials from presentations of Russian and foreign scientists,
investors, social entrepreneurs at the annual forum "Innosib" (Omsk), collections and methodological manuals of the Omsk
School of Social Entrepreneurship, English-language websites of social entrepreneurship projects, Internet resources dedicated
to the history of social entrepreneurship development in European and African countries, content pages of social
entrepreneurship projects on social networks. Within the framework of the research, linguistic-cultural analysis of the text,
comprehensive selection of terms, statistical analysis of term through online tools, as well as cognitive-linguistic analysis of
the history of the described terminology development were carried out. Special attention was paid to the interaction between
social entrepreneurial discourse and the continuous development of terminology in this area. The basic dominant concept,
"social entrepreneurship”, is analyzed. The research results showed a close connection between the studied discourse, which is
currently in the process of formation, and the continuous development of terminology in the field of social entrepreneurship. It
was found that the terminology of this field combines terms from charity, healthcare, social work, rehabilitation, sports,
education, leisure, and business. In conclusion, the importance of further studying this terminology for a deep understanding of
its evolution and use in this area is emphasized. The tasks for future research include a more detailed study of the development
and application of terms in this field.
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AHHOTaNMA

B cratbe paccMarpuBaeTcsi TEPMUHOJOTHS B cdepe COLMaNbHOrO MpeANpPHUHHAMATE/bCTBA M ee B3aUMOCBS3b C TIOSIB/IEHNEM
Y Pa3BUTHEM COLIMAJbHO-3KOHOMHUECKOTo JUCKypca. Llesbio paboThl SB/IsieTCs U3ydeHne CoJepyKaHusl TePMUHA «COLManIbHOe
TipeJIPUHAMATE/IbCTBO», Ompe/eseHre 6a30BbIX TEPMHUHOB COLMATBHO-TIPEATIPUHAMATENBCKOTO AUCKYPCa, a TaKkKe aHau3
€aMoro JUCKypca B LIeJIoOM M yKa3aHMe Ha OCHOBHBbIE TIEPCIIEKTHBBI €ro u3yueHus. VcciefoBaHye MPOBOJMIOCH HA OCHOBE
MaTepuaioB BBICTYIUIEHMH DOCCHMCKMX W 3apyOeXHBbIX YYeHBIX, HWHBECTOPOB, COLMANbHBIX TpenpUHUMATENeH,
TIpe/ICTaB/IeHHbIX Ha exerogHoM ¢(opyme «HHOCHO» (OMCK), COOPHUKOB UM METOJUUECKMX M0coOMii OMCKOM ILKOJIBI
COLMA/NBHOrO TpeANPHUHUMATE/IbCTBA, AHIVIOS3BIUHBIX CalTOB COLMA/ILHO-TIPEAIIPUHMAMATENbCKAX MPOeKTOB, MHTepHeT-
pecypCoB, IMOCBsILieHHbIe MCTOPUU Pa3BUTHSI COLUAILHOTO MPeANPHHUMATE/BECTBA B €BPOIIEeHCKUX M adpUKAHCKUX CTpaHaXx,
KOHTEHT-CTPaHUL| COLManbHO-TIpeIPUHUMATETbCKUX TIPOEKTOB B COLMANbHBIX CeTsX. B paMKax HcCiejoBaHHS NpOBeZEHbI
JIMHTBOKY/TETYPOJIOTHUECKUI aHa/lU3 TeKCTa, CIUIOIIHAs BbIOOpKA TEPMHMHOB, CTAaTUCTHUECKWH aHalu3 BCTPEYaeMOCTH
TepMHUHOB MTOCPEeJICTBOM OHJIaliH MHCTPYMEHTapHsl, a TAKXKe JIMHTBOKOTHUTHBHBIN aHa/Tu3 UCTOPUH CTaHOBJIEHHSI OMTMCHIBAEMOM
TepMuHOorMK. Ocob0oe BHUMaHUE YIEAI0Ch B3aUMOAEHCTBUIO MEXIY COLMAIbHO-TIPEANPUHUMATETBCKAM TUCKYPCOM U
TIOCTOSIHHBIM Pa3BUTHEM TEePMHHOJIOTMH B JJaHHOW o0iacT. AHa/mM3upyeTcsi 6a3oBasi AOMUHAHTA — MOHSTHE «COLMaTbHOE
npeJIpUHUMaTebCTBO». Pe3ynbTaThl MCC/ef0BaHUs TOKa3ald TeCHYHO CBSI3b MEXKAY HM3yyaeMbIM AHUCKYPCOM, KOTODBIA B
HacToslllee BpeMsi HaxOAUTCS B CTa[UU CTAHOB/IEHHUS, M MOCTOSHHBIM pa3BUTHEM TEPMHMHONOIMU B 00/IaCTH COLMAIBHOTO
npeJrpyuHAMaTe/bCcTBa.  BBIIO  yCTAHOBEHO, YTO  TEPMHMHONOTHS  YKa3aHHOW  cdepbl  00bequHSeT  TepMHHBI
6/71arOTBOPUTENILHOCTH, 3[PAaBOOXPAHEHMs], COL[UAIbHONW paboThl, peabumuranyy, Criopta, obpasoBanus, gocyra, busHeca. B
3aK/TIOUeHUH pabOThI TIOJUEPKUBAETCS BaKHOCTh Jla/bHEHIIero u3yueHusl AaHHON TePMUHOJIOTHU [jisl TTyOOKOro MOHUMAaHHUS
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ee SBOIOLMM M HCIIO/Ib30BaHUS B IAHHOM ob6mactu. B 3aauu [y1s moc/ieyrOMUX UCCIej0BaHNH BXoguT 6Gosee oapobHOe
W3yueHre pa3BUTHs U IPUMEeHeHUs] TePMIHOB B IaHHOM cdepe.

KiioueBble ¢j10Ba: TePMUHOJIOTHS, MHTEPTEKCTyabHas TEPMUHOCHCTEMa, K/IFOUeBble TEPMMHBI, aHIVIMACKUH, JUCKYDC,
coLyanbHOe TIPeAIPUHAMATEIBCTBO.

Introduction

Studying the terminology and concepts of social entrepreneurship (SE) is of great importance in the modern world, where
the role of social entrepreneurs and their impact on society is constantly growing. Understanding the terminology of social
entrepreneurship enables various stakeholders — researchers, practitioners, investors, government bodies, and non-profit
organizations — to communicate effectively, collaborate, and develop strategies to address social problems.

Studying the terms of social entrepreneurship also contributes to establishing a common understanding of the essence and
goals of this form of activity. This helps to establish recognized standards and criteria for assessing the effectiveness of social
entrepreneurial projects, which is important both for attracting investments and evaluating social outcomes.

Another important aspect of studying the terms of social entrepreneurship is the formation of public awareness and the
dissemination of ideas about innovative approaches to solving social problems. The wider the understanding of the value of
social entrepreneurship and its potential for public good, the greater the chances of creating sustainable and effective social
change.

Therefore, studying the terms of social entrepreneurship plays a significant role in promoting the development of this field,
increasing its importance, and recognizing its potential to improve society as a whole.

This study aims to investigate the processes involved in the formation of social entrepreneurship (SE) terminology,
considering both external and internal linguistic factors. The research objectives include defining the content of the term
"social entrepreneurship”, identifying key terms in socio-entrepreneurial discourse, analyzing the discourse as a whole, and
highlighting key issues in discourse analysis.

Main results

Thus far, the distinct terminology of social entrepreneurship has not been delineated as a standalone entity. The discourse
surrounding social entrepreneurship evolves within the interconnected realms of economics, politics, sociology, and media.
This interconnectedness highlights the intertextual and non-isolated nature of social entrepreneurship, underscoring how
various discourses shape the terminology associated with it. From a linguistic perspective, the terminology of social
entrepreneurship encompasses lexical units derived from both economic and social spheres, reflecting the multidimensional
nature of this field.

In practice, we have not seen any philological studies on the features of the SE terms and socio-entrepreneurial discourse,
although there are enough publications devoted to both the characteristics of economic discourse and the study of economic
and social terminology. An in-depth analysis of economic discourse is presented in the works of T.A. Yevtushina and T.V.
Solodovnikova [1], [2], [3]; the economic terminological system being characterized from the point of view of various aspects
(4], [5], [6].

Social discourse is most often considered in the context of philosophy, sociology, and political science [7]. Several
linguistic studies devoted to the analysis of social discourse should be noted: the characteristic of its pragmastilistic features is
presented in the works of E.V. Lukhina [8], the structure of the discourse of social values are mentioned in the publications of
M.V. Terskikh [9]. Linguists are often interested in the terminology of social work, the analysis of which are presented in the
works of E.I. Bezryadina and E.P. Meteleva [10], [11].

Understanding the history and origins of social entrepreneurship provides valuable insights into how the concept has
evolved in response to changing societal needs, economic landscapes, and cultural shifts. By tracing the trajectory of the term
and unpacking its evolving meanings, researchers can gain a comprehensive understanding of the nuances and complexities
inherent in the field of social entrepreneurship.

The introduction of the term "social entrepreneurship" is credited to W. Drayton, the founder of the Ashoka Foundation,
which stands as one of the pioneering organizations dedicated to promoting social entrepreneurship globally. Drayton's
conceptualization of social entrepreneurship emerged during his visit to India in the early 1980s, a journey that would shape
the course of his work and influence the development of the field. It was during this trip that Drayton encountered the
transformative "Land Gift" movement led by Vinoba Bhave, a social initiative focused on alleviating poverty through
sustainable land redistribution. Despite the relatively recent establishment of the Ashoka Foundation, which is just over 35
years old, the roots of social entrepreneurship can be traced back centuries. Throughout history, innovative individuals and
visionary leaders have engaged in endeavors that blend entrepreneurial principles with a deep commitment to addressing
pressing social issues.

The late 1960s and 1970s marked a significant period of growth and dynamism for civil society movements in Western
Europe. During this time, there was a surge in grassroots initiatives and community-based organizations working towards the
development of civil society and the promotion of social justice. These movements aimed to empower individuals and
communities to address systemic social issues and advocate for positive change at local, national, and international levels.

The emergence of social entrepreneurship in Europe in the 1990s marked a significant shift in how organizations
approached social issues and welfare. The concept, initially rooted in the non-profit third sector of the economy, which
includes volunteering, charity work, and cooperative movements, gained prominence as a new approach to addressing social
challenges.

The development of social cooperatives in Italy, following the passage of a specific law in 1991, exemplified this trend.
Social cooperatives were designed to combine economic activity with a strong social mission, focusing on creating
employment opportunities for marginalized groups and promoting community well-being. This legal framework provided a
structured platform for social entrepreneurship to flourish in Italy.
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Meanwhile, in the United States, the concept of social entrepreneurship also began to gain traction in the early 1990s. The
launch of the "Social Initiative of Industrial Enterprises" project at Harvard Business School in 1993 further underscored the
growing interest in exploring how businesses could contribute to social good while maintaining financial sustainability.

The rise of social entrepreneurship on both sides of the Atlantic reflected a broader shift towards innovative approaches to
addressing societal challenges. By blending traditional business practices with a social mission, social entrepreneurs sought to
create sustainable solutions that could drive positive impact and change in communities.

Overall, the emergence of social entrepreneurship in the 1990s paved the way for a new wave of organizations and
initiatives that sought to combine profitability with social purpose, reshaping the landscape of social innovation and business
practices.

Currently, many researchers are studying the field of social entrepreneurship. An analysis of the current situation in various
countries is being conducted, and forecasts for the future are being made [12], [13], [14]. Conducting research on the
terminology of social entrepreneurship contributes to a deeper understanding of this domain.

Discussion

The study draws on a variety of sources, including speeches by Russian and foreign scholars, investors, and social
entrepreneurs at the Innosib Forum in Omsk, materials from the Omsk School of Social Entrepreneurship, English-language
websites featuring socio-entrepreneurial projects, online resources detailing SE development in Europe and Africa, and content
from socio-entrepreneurial projects on social media platforms. The research is predominantly conducted in English, reflecting
the geographical and historical roots of social entrepreneurship in the United States and Europe.

The main research methods are linguistic and cultural analysis of the text, a continuous selection of terms, statistical
analysis of the terms through online tools

Indeed, the concept of social entrepreneurship is still evolving globally, and this is particularly true in Russia where the
discourse is still in the formative stages. While the precise definition may vary depending on the context, there are several key
components that are often associated with social entrepreneurship:

1. Participants of the discourse: entrepreneurs, volunteers, investors, coaches.

2. Fields of communication: charity, business, investments, education, service industry, healthcare, leisure.

3. Functional styles: official, conversational, journalistic, and less often — scientific.

4. Genres: among the genre characteristics of socio-entrepreneurial discourse, we list the following: lecture, speaker paper,
report, business plan, social media post, brochure, project presentation, genres of business correspondence, forum (conference)
program, welcome letter, thank you letter, grant application,

5. Terminology: based on the above, it can be assumed that the terminology of the social entrepreneurship combines terms
from such areas as charity, health, social work, rehabilitation, sports, education, leisure, business (entrepreneurship). Thus,
terminology of SE is an intertextual one. It means that it is a system of interconnected and permeating texts and terms used in
various fields of knowledge. This concept implies the presence of connections between texts and terms that interact with each
other, creating a particular network of meanings and concepts. Possibilities of studying the terminology of social
entrepreneurship will be examined in details below.

3.1. Structural analysis of the SE basic terms

Single-component terms: business, stakeholder, entrepreneurship, entrepreneurs, sustainability.

Two-component terms: social innovation, social entrepreneurship, inclusive business, social impact, impact investing.

Multi-component terms: double bottom line.

Abbreviation: ESG (Environmental, Social, Governance) is a set of criteria used by investors to assess the social and
environmental responsibility of companies; CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility) is a business strategy based on voluntary
actions taken by companies to improve societal conditions and protect the environment; SDG (Sustainable Development
Goals) is a set of global goals approved by the United Nations to achieve sustainable development on the planet; B-Corp (B
Corporation certification) is a designation for companies that combine commercial objectives with a social mission and high
standards of social responsibility.

3.2, Statistical analysis of SE terms

The most frequent English terms in all the studied texts of social and entrepreneurial discourse are:

Nouns: mission, entrepreneurs, inclusivity, impact, sustainability, innovation, ecosystem, enterprise, actors, microcredit,
incubator, sector.

Verbs: support, mobilize, create, engage, improve, promote, invest.

Adjectives: entrepreneurial, sustainable, environmental, target, social, profit (non-profit).

3.3. Lexical and grammatical analysis of the SE terms

Lexical groups of SE terms:

The following key terms of social entrepreneurship are highlighted:

1. Innovations: creative solutions, innovative projects, progressive ideas, social changes.

2. Community: social interaction, public support, community participation, impact investing.

3. Economy: economic growth, financial inclusion, circular economy, corporate philanthropy, economic justice.

4.Law: legal responsibility, licensing of social projects, legal support for social initiatives, corporate social
responsibility

5. Ethics: ethical investing, ethical leadership, ethical marketing behavior.

Conclusion

By examining the history and formation of the social entrepreneurship discourse and delving into the central term of
"social entrepreneurship”, we analyzed the evolution and significance of this growing field. The general characteristics of
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social entrepreneurship terminologies provide a framework for recognition of the sphere and contribute to the broader
understanding of social entrepreneurship.

Studying the terminology of social entrepreneurship is an important and promising area of research in the modern world.
Some of the main perspectives of studying this field include:

1. Development of theoretical basis: analyzing the terminology of social entrepreneurship contributes to a deeper
understanding of the concepts and principles of this type of entrepreneurship.

2. Support for social entrepreneurship practice: meaningful application of terminology helps improve the practical skills of
social entrepreneurs and enables them to more effectively implement their social projects.

3. Contribution to education: Studying the terminology of social entrepreneurship can serve as a training course for
interpreters and translators in the field of social entrepreneurship.

4. Formation of professional communities: A shared language and understanding of social entrepreneurship terminology
help in creating professional communities that encourage the exchange of experience and effective interaction in this field.

5. Facilitating discussions and research: the terminology of social entrepreneurship is the subject of active discussions and
research, leading to in-depth analysis of the social and entrepreneurial aspects of this activity.

Overall, studying the terminology of social entrepreneurship not only contributes to the development of the field itself but
also has the potential to have a significant impact on societal development by promoting innovation, sustainable development,
and the resolution of social issues.
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