Pre prints.org

Article Not peer-reviewed version

Terminological Variation in Baseball
Chinese Across the Taiwan Strait: A
Document-Based Study of
Standardization and Specialist
Communication

Bingcheng_Chen and Yuksai Nam i

Posted Date: 19 May 2026
doi: 10.20944/preprints202605.1220:1

Keywords: cross-strait variation; baseball terminology; specialist language; terminology variation;
terminology standardization; Chinese sports terminology

Preprints.org is a free multidisciplinary platform providing preprint service
that is dedicated to making early versions of research outputs permanently
available and citable. Preprints posted at Preprints.org appear in Web of
Science, Crossref, Google Scholar, Scilit, Europe PMC, OpenAlex.

Copyright: This open access article is published under a Creative Commons CC BY 4.0
license, which permit the free download, distribution, and reuse, provided that the author
and preprint are cited in any reuse.



https://sciprofiles.com/profile/5335084
https://sciprofiles.com/profile/5303724
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 19 May 2026 d0i:10.20944/preprints202605.1220.v1

Disclaimer/Publisher’'s Note: The statements, opinions, and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual author(s) and

contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to people or property resulting from
any ideas, methods, instructions, or products referred to in the content.

Article

Terminological Variation in Baseball Chinese Across
the Taiwan Strait: A Document-Based Study of
Standardization and Specialist Communication

Bingcheng Chen and Yuksai Nam *

School of Physical Education, Xiamen Institute of Technology

* Correspondence: lanyuqian@xit.edu.cn

Abstract

This article examines cross-Strait variation in Chinese baseball terminology through a document-
based comparison of two primary sources: the terminology appendix contained in the Chinese Taipei
Baseball Association’s baseball rules and the China Baseball Association’s Basic Terminology of
Baseball standard. Based on Supplementary Dataset S1, a cleaned 363-entry English-Chinese
comparison dataset, the study investigates how baseball terms differ across the Strait in documentary
coverage, lexical designation, expression style, and communicative relevance. The analysis identifies
214 directly comparable entries with renderings on both sides. Of these, 101 are classified as
convergent or near-convergent, while 113 show lexical divergence. A further 149 entries do not enter
the directly comparable subset. The findings show that cross-Strait baseball terminology is shaped
by more than isolated word-level difference. Taiwan-side terms often preserve compact and
conventionalized forms used in baseball practice, whereas Mainland standardized forms frequently
display a more explicit and institutionally codified style. The article argues that such variation should
not be treated simply as inconsistency, but as specialist-language variation shaped by different
historical, institutional, and communicative conditions. On this basis, the article suggests a graded,
communication-oriented approach that tolerates low-sensitivity variants, cross-references moderate-
sensitivity terms, and coordinates high-sensitivity rule terms for umpiring, commentary, translation,
and instruction.

Keywords: cross-strait variation; baseball terminology; specialist language; terminology variation;
terminology standardization; Chinese sports terminology

1. Introduction

1.1. Baseball Across the Taiwan Strait: Sport, Exchange, and Terminology

Baseball is a highly codified sport in which specialist vocabulary plays an important role in rules,
umpiring, coaching, commentary, statistics, and player development. Across the Taiwan Strait,
baseball is not only a historical or cultural point of comparison; it is also a field of practical sporting,
educational, and communicative exchange. As cross-Strait baseball exchanges, youth events, and
related collaborations continue to expand, terminology becomes more than a linguistic detail. It is
one of the basic means through which coaches, players, umpires, teachers, and organizers
communicate, and it is also one of the points at which misunderstanding and uneven interpretation
may arise.

These difficulties are not merely incidental matters of wording. Like other sport-specific lexical
systems, baseball terminology does not circulate in a uniform form once it moves across languages,
institutions, and speech communities. Research on sports lexis has shown that internationally
diffused sports often generate borrowing, loan translation, local adaptation, and competing naming
conventions, especially when English-origin terms enter new linguistic and institutional
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environments (Bergh & Ohlander, 2017; Mili¢, 2013). In this sense, baseball terminology can be
studied not only as a set of labels, but also as part of a broader system of specialist communication
shaped by sport history, usage tradition, and standardization practice.

1.2. Sports Terminology and Cross-Strait Lexical Variation

Sport is also a productive site for language research because it combines formal rule-based
terminology with highly conventionalized community usage. Ferguson’s (1983) classic study of
sports announcer talk showed that sports discourse develops distinctive register features of its own.
More recent work on sports vocabulary further shows that sport-specific terms are shaped by the
communicative settings in which they circulate, including reporting, commentary, translation, and
local discourse communities (Bergh & Ohlander, 2017; Hiel & Zenner, 2023; Mili¢, 2013). Sport history
and global-history scholarship likewise suggest that modern sports should be understood as
transnationally circulating systems whose meanings, institutions, and vocabularies are repeatedly
localized in new settings (Taylor, 2013). Baseball is especially revealing in this respect because it
combines a dense rule system with a long history of international transmission and local adaptation.

Among the studies closer to the present topic, Tao examined cross-Strait sports terminology,
paying particular attention to baseball and basketball as well as to issues of word formation and
translation (Tao, 2013). Although that study is not built around a full documentary dataset of baseball
terms, it helps establish an important point: differences in sports terminology across the Strait are
patterned rather than accidental, and they are tied to different linguistic habits and histories of (Tao,
2013). More broadly, studies of sports language and sports lexis show that sporting domains provide
useful sites for observing how borrowing, local alternatives, and community usage become stabilized
in specialist discourse (Bergh & Ohlander, 2017; Ferguson, 1983; Hiel & Zenner, 2023).

A second strand of scholarship comes from research on cross-Strait lexical and terminological
difference more generally. This body of work shows that divergence across the Strait is not limited to
baseball, but forms part of a broader pattern in which historically related language forms develop
different naming habits and preferred lexical structures over time. Studies of Mainland and Taiwan
Mandarin have examined vocabulary differences, near-synonym variation, conventional expressions,
and intralingual negotiation across the Strait, showing how differences may emerge in form,
meaning, usage, and communicative function (Liu & Liles, 2025; Liu & Chen, 2022; Song, 2025; Wang
& Huang, 2018; Zhou & Zhou, 2019). That broader background matters here because it situates
baseball terminology within a larger pattern of differentiated terminology formation.

1.3. Baseball History, Taiwan Baseball Development, and Terminology Background

What makes baseball terminology especially interesting, however, is that it is also tied to the
history of the sport itself. In the case of Taiwan, that history cannot be separated from the island’s
long exposure to Japanese baseball culture. Baseball was introduced and developed in Taiwan under
Japanese colonial rule, and this early institutional setting shaped the sport’s local development in
ways that differed from its later development on the Mainland. Lin and Lee (2007) show that baseball
was promoted under Japanese colonialism not merely as a leisure activity, but also as a political and
educational medium through which the colonial government sought social integration. This means
that baseball in Taiwan entered schools, public culture, and organized sporting life through a
distinctive colonial route rather than through later international sport exchange alone.

The social meaning of baseball in Taiwan also changed over time. Wang (2009) argues that
Taiwanese baseball became entangled with Japanese colonization, Chinese Nationalist rule, ethnic
stratification, and the emergence of Taiwanese identity. In this sense, baseball on the island became
more than an imported sport; it became a site where history, identity, and social memory were
repeatedly negotiated. Yu's historical account similarly treats Taiwanese baseball as a sport whose
development must be understood in relation to wider social, cultural, and political settings (Yu, 2007).
Taken together, these studies suggest that baseball in Taiwan cannot be understood simply as a later
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local adoption of an international sport. Instead, it developed through a distinctive historical route,
and that route left its mark on baseball culture more broadly.

Viewed in this historical context, differences in baseball terminology across the Strait can also be
read as part of the different historical pathways through which the sport took root and acquired local
meaning. Japanese influence forms part of the historical pathway through which baseball
terminology developed in Taiwan and helps illuminate some of the naming differences visible across
the Strait.

1.4. Theoretical Orientation

Building on these strands of scholarship, the sociocognitive approach to terminology offers a
particularly suitable theoretical orientation for the present study. Temmerman’s work does not begin
from the assumption that specialist terminology should consist of one concept neatly matched to one
correct designation. Instead, it treats terms as historically shaped, socially embedded, and cognitively
organized. From this perspective, variation is not simply a form of noise or failure; it may reflect the
different ways in which communities stabilize, transmit, and work with specialist knowledge over
(Temmerman, 2000). For a study of cross-Strait baseball terminology, this shift in perspective is
especially helpful. It allows lexical difference to be read not merely as inconsistency, but as evidence
of partially different traditions of naming, usage, and institutionalization.

At the same time, Cabré’s communicative perspective provides a valuable supporting
framework by emphasizing that terms are not only conceptual units, but also linguistic and
communicative ones. If the sociocognitive approach helps explain why variation exists, the
communicative perspective helps explain why some forms of variation carry greater practical weight
(Cabré, 2003; 1999). Freixa’s work on denominative variation also supports the present study because
it shows that multiple designations for the same concept are common in specialist language and may
arise from dialectal, functional, discursive, interlinguistic, and cognitive causes (Freixa, 2006).

Recent terminology studies have further shown the value of using empirically grounded
comparison to examine specialized language. Cognitive and knowledge-organization approaches to
terminology emphasize that specialized terms are connected to conceptual structure, domain
knowledge, and communicative use (Faber, 2012; Hjorland, 2023). For example, Haddad Haddad and
Montero-Martinez (2019) use contrastive terminological analysis to examine English-Arabic climate-
change terminology and show how specialist terms may reveal conceptual and translational patterns.
Reimerink and co-researchers (2024) similarly demonstrate that specialized domains and
subdomains may differ in how related concepts are linguistically expressed, and that such differences
are relevant to terminology description. Work on glossary construction also highlights the
importance of explicit terminological organization and transparent conceptual information in
specialist resources (Maculan et al., 2023). Although these studies examine domains other than sport,
they support the present paper’s broader assumption that specialist terms should be studied in
relation to conceptual organization, linguistic form, and communicative context.

From an institutional perspective, standardization helps frame the role of the Mainland source
in this paper. Because one of the two primary sources is a formal terminology standard, research on
standardization is relevant to how that document is interpreted. Such research has repeatedly shown
that standards are selective rather than exhaustive: they codify preferred forms for particular
purposes rather than simply recording every expression circulating in practice (Ayres-Bennett &
Bellamy, 2021; Yin, 2021). Research on language norms has also emphasized that explicit codification
interacts with geographical, historical, functional, stylistic, and social forms of variation (Amoros-
Negre & Costa-Carreras, 2022). The China Baseball Association standard should therefore not be
treated as a complete lexical map of all baseball usage in Mainland China. In this study,
standardization is understood as one institutional response to variation rather than as the
disappearance of variation itself.

1.5. The Present Study
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What is still lacking is a document-based term-by-term comparison of how a specialist sports
vocabulary diverges across the Taiwan Strait, where shared written Chinese coexists with different
translation pathways, standardization practices, and usage traditions. The present study addresses
this gap through a document-based comparison of two primary sources: the terminology appendix
contained in the Chinese Taipei Baseball Association rulebook and the China Baseball Association’s
official terminology standard, both of which are described in detail in Section 2.1. The first is used as
the main comparison list because it provides the broadest English-term inventory available within
the present study and therefore defines the scope of comparison. The second serves as the Mainland
standard reference. Rather than functioning as a record of every baseball term in circulation, it
presents a screened and codified set of preferred forms. This source design makes it possible to move
beyond anecdotal contrast and examine cross-Strait terminology difference in a more systematic way,
while also recognizing that the two documents occupy different positions within the documentary
record.

Drawing on this literature, the present article investigates cross-Strait baseball terminology as a
problem of variation, specialist language, and institutional standardization. Based on Supplementary
Dataset S1, it focuses on how terminology diverges, how these differences can be described
analytically, and why they matter for baseball-related communication in Chinese. More specifically,
the article addresses three questions:

1. How do baseball terms diverge across the Taiwan Strait in terms of coverage, lexical choice, and
expression style?

2. What historical and linguistic factors help explain these patterns of divergence?

3. What implications do such differences have for terminology planning and practical
communication in baseball contexts?

By answering these questions, the study aims to contribute to three related fields: the analysis of
specialist vocabulary in sport, the study of terminology variation in Chinese, and the practical
discussion of how baseball terminology can be organized without losing sight of actual usage.

2. Materials and Methods

This study uses qualitative document analysis together with structured term-by-term
comparison to examine cross-Strait variation in baseball terminology. The analysis is based on
documentary materials in which baseball terms have already been selected, organized, and codified.
This makes document analysis especially suitable, since it allows recurrent patterns of terminology
use and differentiation to be examined within the textual and institutional settings in which they
appear (Bowen, 2009). Similar contrastive terminology studies have also shown that document- or
dataset-based comparison can be used to examine how specialist terms are shaped by conceptual
organization, translation practice, and communicative context (Haddad Haddad & Montero-
Martinez, 2019; Reimerink et al., 2024).

The comparison is informed by a sociocognitive view of terminology, which treats terms as
historically shaped and socially situated rather than as fixed labels in a fully closed system. In this
context, the purpose of the study is not to determine a single correct naming system, but to examine
how baseball concepts are expressed, stabilized, and differentiated across the Strait through two
related yet non-identical documentary traditions (Temmerman, 2000).

2.1. Primary Sources

The study draws on two primary documentary sources.

The first source is the Chinese Taipei Baseball Association rulebook appendix, specifically
Appendix 3, “Proposed Standardized Chinese Translations of Baseball Terminology.” Hereafter, this
source is referred to as the CTBA appendix. In this study, it serves as the main source for constructing
Supplementary Dataset S1 because it provides the broadest set of English baseball entries and
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Taiwan-side Chinese renderings used for cross-Strait comparison (Chinese Taipei Baseball
Association, 2024).

The second source is the China Baseball Association’s Basic Terminology of Baseball (T/CBAA
0001-2020). Hereafter, this source is referred to as the CBA standard. This document serves as the
Mainland standard reference. As stated in its introduction, the standard was developed through the
collection, screening, and redefinition of commonly used baseball terms. It is therefore treated here
as a screened foundational terminology standard rather than as a complete record of all baseball
expressions in circulation (Chinese Baseball Association, 2020).

Table 1. Primary sources and their roles in the study.

Source Full title Year | Document type Role in this
study
Source Chinese Taipei Baseball Association 2024 | Appendix-based Main
! rulebook appendix, Appendix 3, terminology list | comparison list

“Proposed Standardized Chinese

Translations of Baseball Terminology”

Source | Basic Terminology of Baseball (T/CBAA | 2020 Official Mainland
2 0001-2020) terminology standard
standard reference

2.2. Dataset Construction and Comparison Procedure

The comparison was built in three stages.

First, all baseball entries from Source 1 were extracted and recorded in Supplementary Dataset
S1 as the basis of analysis. These entries are organized by English headwords together with Taiwan-
side Chinese renderings where available. Because Source 1 provides the broadest entry list available
within the present research design, it establishes the scope of the dataset. On this basis, a cleaned
dataset of 363 baseball entries was compiled. Two entries contain English terms only and do not have
Chinese renderings on either side. They were retained in Supplementary Dataset S1 for numbering
transparency but were excluded from direct lexical comparison.

Second, each entry in that list was checked against Source 2 to determine whether a
corresponding standardized Mainland Chinese term could be identified. Where such a form was
available, it was recorded as the Mainland counterpart. Where no directly corresponding item could
be located in the selected standard, the entry was treated as falling outside the standard’s direct
coverage within the present dataset. This distinction is important because the study does not equate
non-matching with non-existence; it indicates only that no corresponding entry was identified in the
selected standard.

Third, the two sources were aligned term by term to produce Supplementary Dataset S1. This
manually constructed dataset then served as the basis for the staged coding process described below,
including the identification of cross-Strait comparability, lexical divergence, expression-style
tendency, and likely communicative relevance.

The comparison matrix and coding workbook were constructed and managed in Microsoft
Excel.

The staged workflow from source selection to comparability assessment and later-stage coding
is summarized in Figure 1.
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[ Source 1: CTBA Appendix ]
Stage 1
Dataset +
construction
[ Initial data cleaning ]
—
— |
[ Source 2: CBA Standard ]
¥
Stage 2 [ Term-by-term matching ]
Cross-Strait l
comparison
[ Direct comparability assessment ]
[
v ¥
—
[ Comparable entries ] [ Non-comparable entries ]
Stage 3 I
Coding and l l
analysis
[ Convergent / Divergent entries Further coding of
near-convergent divergent entries

Figure 1. Staged workflow for constructing and coding the cross-Strait baseball terminology dataset. The figure
presents the three procedural stages used in the study: dataset construction from Source 1, cross-Strait matching

with Source 2, and coding and analysis of comparable, non-comparable, convergent, and divergent entries.

2.3. Analytical Dimensions

The analysis is organized around three dimensions: coverage difference, lexical divergence, and
expression-style variation. These dimensions were chosen because they capture cross-Strait
terminology difference at three related levels: the extent to which entries enter the shared
documentary space, the way comparable concepts are named, and the manner in which those names
are linguistically shaped. In that sense, the dimensions are not mechanically adopted from a single
theoretical model. Rather, they arise from the structure of the dataset itself and from the aims of the
study, while remaining broadly informed by a sociocognitive view of terminology, communicative
approaches to specialist language, and the institutional logic of standardization (Cabré, 1999, 2003;
Temmerman, 2000).

The first dimension is coverage difference. This refers to the extent to which the entries recorded
in Supplementary Dataset S1 can be matched with corresponding standardized Mainland forms in
Source 2. In the present study, coverage is therefore understood in a documentary and dataset-based
sense: it measures how far the selected Mainland standard enters the dataset, rather than the full
range of baseball terminology used in practice. This dimension is especially important because the
study does not compare two documents of identical scope. One source provides the main set of
entries for comparison, while the other is a screened standard.

The second dimension is lexical divergence. This concerns cases in which the same English
baseball concept is rendered differently across the Strait. Such differences may appear in personnel
labels, umpiring terms, rule-related vocabulary, or technical expressions. At this level, the analysis is
concerned with designation: where naming converges, where it diverges, and what kinds of
divergence recur most consistently across the dataset.

The third dimension is expression-style variation. Here the focus shifts from lexical non-identity
alone to broader differences in form and presentation. Some terms are shorter, more compressed, and
more conventionalized in specialist use; others are fuller, more explicit, and closer to instructional or
institutional language. This dimension is included because terminology difference in the present
dataset is not exhausted by choosing different words for the same concept. It also involves different
ways of shaping specialist meaning for different users, contexts, and communicative purposes.
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Taken together, these three dimensions provide the basis for the staged coding and analysis that
follow. Coverage difference establishes the documentary relationship between the two sources;
lexical divergence identifies where naming differs within the directly comparable subset; and
expression-style variation captures how those differences are further patterned in linguistic form.
Read together, they provide a framework for examining how baseball terminology is selected,
named, and stabilized across the Strait.

2.4. Coding Framework

To make the comparison systematic, the study applies a coding framework to the term-by-term
comparison matrix provided as Supplementary Dataset S1. The purpose of the coding is not to rank
terms as correct or incorrect, but to distinguish among different layers of cross-Strait terminology
difference that would otherwise collapse into a simple same/different contrast. In the present study,
the coding framework serves as an analytical bridge between documentary comparison and
interpretation.

The framework is layered. It begins with the most basic question—whether a Taiwan-side
rendering and a corresponding Mainland standardized form can be identified for a given entry. Only
after that does it move to the question of cross-Strait comparability. Once an item enters the directly
comparable subset, the analysis then considers whether the two sides converge lexically or diverge,
what kind of divergence is involved, whether a clear expression-style tendency can be observed, and
whether the difference is likely to carry greater communicative consequence in practice.

In this study, convergent entries refer to cases in which the Taiwan-side and Mainland-side
renderings are identical or differ only in script form. Near-convergent entries refer to cases in which
the two renderings are not fully identical but show close lexical correspondence or functional
equivalence in the dataset. By contrast, divergent entries refer to cases where the two renderings
differ in lexical designation, expression style, conceptual packaging, or communicative sensitivity.
For example, #58# / #7453 is treated as convergent because the difference is mainly script-based.
Cases where the two renderings are not identical but remain functionally equivalent are treated as
near-convergent. Terms such as #F / #F or 4] / B EIKFR are treated as divergent because
they involve different designations or expression-style patterns.

This layered design is important because not every variable applies equally to every term. For
example, a term that does not have a corresponding Mainland standard match cannot enter the
directly comparable subset; in such cases, categories such as identity status, difference type,
expression-style tendency, and communication-risk level are not applicable. Likewise, difference
type applies only where a comparable item is lexically divergent, and expression-style tendency is
used only where a clear directional contrast—such as greater compactness on one side or greater
explicitness on the other—can reasonably be identified. The presence of uncoded or not-applicable
cells therefore reflects the structure of the framework rather than incomplete coding.

In broader terms, the framework was developed from the needs of the dataset itself. It allows
the study to distinguish documentary presence, lexical comparability, divergence pattern, stylistic
tendency, and likely communicative relevance without forcing all items into a single undifferentiated
category. This is particularly useful in a study informed by a sociocognitive view of terminology,
since the aim is to observe how terms are selected, stabilized, and differentiated across related
documentary traditions rather than to measure distance from a single ideal naming system
(Temmerman, 2000).

The coding framework was applied through explicit decision rules. Table 2 provides a
condensed coding framework, while Appendix A provides the full coding manual with detailed
decision rules and examples from the terminology dataset. Later-stage categories such as difference
type, expression-style tendency, and communicative sensitivity were used only where applicable, as
indicated by the N/A code.

Table 2. Condensed coding framework for cross-Strait baseball terminology comparison.

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202605.1220.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 19 May 2026

d0i:10.20944/preprints202605.1220.v1

8 of 23

Coding level |Main categories Purpose Example from the
/ codes dataset

Documentary | T1/T0; M1/M0O | Identifies whether Taiwan-side and | Homerun=> 4 £37/4 £

presence Mainland-side  renderings  are 5T
present in the source documents.

Direct S1/S0 Distinguishes entries that can enter | Catcher>3F/H#F

comparability direct cross-Strait comparison from
those that cannot.

Convergence C1/C0 Distinguishes convergent or near-|Balk> &% FIB#H/#&% FIE

status convergent entries from divergent #: Pinch-hitter> 37/
entries. . ’ =

HEERR

Difference type |D1-D5 Classifies major forms of divergence, | Obstruction-> 5 %t i) €2 /
including  lexical = designation, B 4
compactness/explicitness, register,
rule sensitivity, and
statistical/technical naming.

Expression-style | E1/E2/EQ Identifies whether one side shows a | &52/5) 2 ¥R

tendency clear tendency toward compactness
or explicitness.

Communicative |R1-R3 Marks whether a difference is likely | T8/ 8 B 5Bk #; 1548

sensitivity to matter in practice, especially in 568 /3 1
rule explanation, translation, or
instruction.

Not applicable |N/A Used where later-stage coding is not | English-only entries or
applicable, especially for non-|entries  without a
comparable entries. Mainland standard

match

Two final points should be noted. First, the categories are cumulative rather than competitive: a
term may be comparable, lexically divergent, more compact on one side, and higher in
communicative sensitivity at the same time. Second, the communication-risk distinction is
intentionally modest. It does not claim to predict misunderstanding in every real context; rather, it
marks those cases in which divergence is more likely to matter in rule explanation, commentary,
teaching, or translation.

Used in this way, the coding framework helps the study move beyond impressionistic
observation. It makes it possible to distinguish terms that remain outside the shared comparison
space from those that are comparable but divergent, and to further separate routine lexical variation
from differences more likely to matter in practice.

To improve coding reliability, the coding process combined sports-domain expertise and
linguistic/terminological ~expertise. Initial term-by-term alignment and baseball-specific
interpretation were conducted by a coder with expertise in baseball and physical education. The
coding was then reviewed by a second coder with expertise in terminology, specialist-language
analysis, and cross-Strait lexical variation. Borderline cases, especially those involving convergence
or near-convergence, expression-style tendency, and rule-sensitive divergence, were discussed by the
two coders and resolved through reference to the coding manual, the two source documents, and
Supplementary Dataset S1.

The full coded dataset is provided as Supplementary Dataset S1 to make the coding decisions

transparent and inspectable. This audit trail is important because several later-stage categories, such
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as expression-style tendency and communicative sensitivity, involve judgment based on explicit
decision rules.

3. Findings

3.1. Structure of the Comparison Dataset and Coverage Results

Table 3 summarizes the structure of the updated comparison dataset. The cleaned matrix
contains 363 English baseball entries, with Taiwan-side and Mainland-side Chinese renderings
recorded where available. The full matrix, including comparability status, convergence status, and
later-stage coding, is provided in Supplementary Dataset S1.

Table 3. Condensed coding framework for cross-Strait baseball terminology comparison.

Indicator Count Denominator Percentage
Total baseball entries in main comparison list 363 363 100.0%
Entries with Taiwan-side Chinese renderings 361 363 99.4%
Entries . with .Correspondmg Mainland 14 363 59.0%
standardized renderings
Directly comparable subset 214 363 59.0%
Convergent or near-convergent comparable terms 101 214 47.2%
Divergent comparable entries 113 214 52.8%
Entri t teri th irectl 1

ntries not entering the directly comparable 149 363 41.0%
subset
E.nglish.-only entries with no Chinese rendering on ’ 363 0.6%
either side

* Note. The figure of 214 refers only to the number of items in the present dataset for which a corresponding
Mainland standardized form could be identified in Source 2. The table therefore reports coverage within
Supplementary Dataset S1, not the full lexical range of baseball terminology in Mainland China (Chinese
Baseball Association, 2020).

The table shows two main patterns. First, the Taiwan-side source provides near-complete
coverage for the cleaned comparison dataset, with Chinese renderings available for 361 of the 363
entries. Second, the Mainland standard overlaps with 214 entries, or 59.0% of the dataset. This means
that a substantial portion of the list enters direct comparison, but a sizeable group remains outside
the directly comparable subset. Within the 214 comparable entries, the split is relatively balanced but
slightly favors divergence: 101 entries are convergent or near-convergent, while 113 show lexical
divergence.

These results reflect the different documentary roles of the two sources. The CTBA appendix
provides the broader comparison list, while the CBA standard records a selected and codified set of
preferred Mainland forms. For this reason, the 149 entries outside the directly comparable subset
should not be interpreted as terms absent from Mainland baseball discourse. They indicate only that
no corresponding Mainland standardized form was identified in the selected standard, or, in two
cases, that the entry contains English only.

This distinction is important for the rest of the analysis. Only the 214 entries with renderings on
both sides can be compared directly for convergence, divergence, expression style, and
communicative sensitivity. Entries outside this shared comparison space are retained for dataset
transparency but are not treated as lexical divergences.

3.2. Distribution of Lexical Divergence Types

Within the 214 directly comparable entries, 113 entries are coded as divergent in Supplementary
Dataset S1. To make the pattern of divergence more transparent, each divergent entry was assigned

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202605.1220.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 19 May 2026 d0i:10.20944/preprints202605.1220.v1

10 of 23

a primary difference type. This coding does not imply that each term has only one possible
interpretation; rather, it identifies the most salient form of difference for analytical reporting.

As Table 4 shows, the largest group of divergent entries involves different lexical designations.
These are cases where the two sides use different established labels for the same baseball concept,
without the difference being primarily a matter of length, register, or rule sensitivity. Examples
include ¥ / #£F for Catcher, Ik / = ¥IK for Fly ball, and ££+] / K£4+] for Homerun.
These cases suggest that lexical divergence is not limited to marginal terms but appears in familiar
and central baseball vocabulary.

Table 4. Primary types of lexical divergence in the directly comparable subset.

Primary difference type Code Count Percentage o.f divergent
entries

Different lexical designation D1 69 61.1%

Compact. conventional form vs. explicit D2 1 10.6%

standardized form

Register or institutional style difference D3 3 2.7%

Rule-sensitive divergence D4 16 14.2%

Statistical or technical naming divergence D5 13 11.5%

Total divergent entries 113 100.0%

A second group involves contrasts between compact conventional forms and more explicit
standardized forms. Examples include ¥} 3 / SFi#3 for Fielder, X¥] / BH#EHIKRA for Pinch-

hitter, and X / F#IE25 for Pinch-runner. In these pairs, the Taiwan-side rendering is often
shorter and more conventionalized in baseball usage, while the Mainland standardized form tends
to make the role or function more explicit.

A smaller but analytically important group involves register or institutional style difference,
especially in terms related to roles or umpiring. For example, % / BIk#H ¥R for Plate umpire
reflects not only different lexical choices but also different degrees of formalization. The Mainland
form is more institutionally explicit, while the Taiwan-side form is more compact and conventional
in baseball practice.

The dataset also contains 16 rule-sensitive divergences. These are particularly important because
the terms are closely tied to rule explanation, umpiring judgment, or real-time interpretation.
Examples include #5%#s% / FA# for Obstruction, #1745 / 2R for Force play, and ZREEIKEK
/ &3 for Quick-return pitch. Such cases are not necessarily more frequent than ordinary lexical
differences, but they carry greater analytical weight because they may affect how rules are explained
or interpreted.

Finally, 13 divergent entries involve statistical or technical naming. Examples include ¥12{ / B
& EREL for Times at bat, FTEE /| LT3 for Batting average, and B EZE / FEKLDE for
Pitcher’s earned run average. These differences show that cross-Strait variation also appears in the
statistical language of baseball, where precision and consistency are important for record-keeping,
commentary, and instruction.

Taken together, these results show that lexical divergence in the dataset is patterned rather than
random. Most divergent entries involve different lexical designations, but a substantial minority
involve explicitness, rule sensitivity, or technical naming. This supports the view that cross-Strait
baseball terminology differs not only in individual word choice, but also in the way specialist
meaning is conventionalized, formalized, and made communicatively available across the two
documentary traditions.

3.3. Expression-Style Tendency and Communicative Sensitivity
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Supplementary Dataset S1 also codes the 113 divergent entries for expression-style tendency and
communicative sensitivity. These categories help distinguish lexical difference from broader
differences in how baseball meaning is packaged and how much practical consequence a difference
may carry.

Table 5 shows that more than half of the divergent entries do not display a clear
compactness/explicitness contrast. These cases are divergent mainly because the two sides use
different lexical labels, as in #R / ¥IE for Adjudged, #F / #F for Catcher, and NEFEHRIEK /

WA= IR for Infield fly. In such cases, the difference is primarily lexical rather than stylistic.

Table 5. Expression-style tendency among divergent entries.

P t f di t
Expression-style tendency Code Count ercentage 0, ivergen
entries
No clear expression-style tendency EO 62 54.9%
Taiwan-.side .form is more compact or E1 28 24.8%
conventionalized
MaTrQa.nd ff)rm is more explicit or 0 23 20.4%
definition-oriented
Total divergent entries 113 100.0%

At the same time, a substantial minority of divergent entries show a recognizable expression-
style tendency. In 28 cases, the Taiwan-side form is coded as more compact or conventionalized.
Examples include F¥F / sFiA3R for Fielder, /REK / & ¥IK for Fly ball, and #HREIK | TEEH
BR for Illegal pitch. In these cases, the Taiwan-side term often appears shorter or more established in
baseball practice, while the Mainland form gives more explicit semantic information.

In 23 cases, the Mainland form is coded as more explicit or definition-oriented. Examples include
F% / ABKHHFIA for Plate umpire, 2% / ALEFIRA for Base umpire / field umpire, and &4
% | fhaEEfR4E+T for Sacrifice bunt. These examples suggest that Mainland standardized terminology
sometimes favors forms that spell out institutional role, action, or function more overtly. The pattern
is not universal, but it is sufficiently recurrent to support the observation that expression style is one
dimension of cross-Strait baseball terminology variation.

Table 6 indicates that most divergent entries are coded as low in communicative sensitivity.
These are cases where different terms are unlikely to cause major difficulty among experienced
baseball users because the context or shared baseball knowledge is likely to make the reference clear.
Examples include #fiF / #F for Catcher, fEk / & K¥K for Fly ball, and #ikIh# / Fik %
for Called game.

Table 6. Communicative sensitivity among divergent entries.

Communicative sensitivity Code Count Percentage O,f divergent
entries
Low communicative sensitivity R1 69 61.1%
Moderate communicative sensitivity R2 28 24.8%
High communicative sensitivity R3 16 14.2%
Total divergent entries 113 100.0%

By contrast, 28 entries are coded as moderately sensitive because they may require clarification

for learners, translators, commentators, or non-specialists. Examples include K] | BHEHIKR for

Pinch-hitter, fX8 / B# 25 for Pinch-runner, and 12 / B BTEE for Times at bat. These
terms are not necessarily rule-dangerous, but the difference in form may reduce immediate clarity
for users who are familiar with only one terminology tradition.

The 16 high-sensitivity entries are especially important because they are closely connected with
rule interpretation, umpiring, or real-time judgment. Examples include REBEHIR | Bk for Appeal,
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HIATH | R for Force play, #h#iiE2 / B for Obstruction, and REEIRIR / 2% for Quick-
return pitch. These cases carry greater communicative weight because baseball rules often require
fast and precise interpretation. In such contexts, terminology variation may affect how rules are
explained, translated, or understood during play.

Taken together, the expression-style and communicative-sensitivity coding shows that lexical
divergence is not uniform. Some differences are mainly routine alternatives in naming, while others
involve differences in explicitness, institutional style, or rule-sensitive interpretation. This supports
the broader argument that cross-Strait baseball terminology should be analyzed not only by whether
terms differ, but also by how they differ and how much those differences are likely to matter in
practice.

3.4. Rule-Sensitive Divergence and Umpiring Relevance

A closer look at the high-sensitivity items shows that communicative sensitivity is closely
connected with rule-related terminology. In Supplementary Dataset S1, all 16 entries coded as high
in communicative sensitivity are also coded as rule-sensitive divergences. These entries are not the
largest group in numerical terms, but they are analytically important because they involve terms used
in rule explanation, umpiring judgment, or real-time interpretation.

The entries in Table 7 cluster around several rule-related areas. Some concern appeal, protest,
and judgment procedures, such as Appeal and Protesting game. Others concern illegal or irregular
actions, such as Illegal pitch and Illegally batted ball. A further group relates to base running and
put-out conditions, such as Force play, Retouch, Caught stealing, and In jeopardy. There are also
entries connected with ball status and play continuation, such as Delayed deadball and Hit by pitch.

Table 7. High-sensitivity rule-related divergent entries.

English term Taiwa}n Mainlafnd Difference type Commu.lr}ic.ative
rendering | rendering sensitivity

Appeal REBHER Rk Rule-sensitive divergence High
Force play HBRITR ESPS Rule-sensitive divergence High
Forfeited game RELLE | FMLE | Rule-sensitive divergence High
lllegal / Illegally ER NS Rule-sensitive divergence High
lllegal pitch BRI | AERBK | Rule-sensitive divergence High
In jeopardy B RRIRRE HEER | Rule-sensitive divergence High
Obstruction o e 2 P Rule-sensitive divergence High
Quick-return pitch | ZRERIREK A Rule-sensitive divergence High
Retouch Bigs B2 Rule-sensitive divergence High
Protesting game REFLLE | HUILEE | Rule-sensitive divergence High
Caught stealing BEER] | MR | Rule-sensitive divergence High
Force double play NESS H /= PYESEZS Rule-sensitive divergence High
Reverse If)?;;e double SUES Nl HHXWA | Rule-sensitive divergence High
Delayed deadball TEEFFEER | ZEIRFEER | Rule-sensitive divergence High
Hit by pitch 8 5 FEER KIKF S | Rule-sensitive divergence High
lllegally batted ball | EHREEK | &AL | Rule-sensitive divergence High

The clearest example remains the distinction between Interference and Obstruction. In the
comparison dataset, Interference is coded as convergent or near-convergent because both sides
render it as #7#¢ / #5%55. By contrast, Obstruction is coded as divergent and high in communicative
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sensitivity because the Taiwan-side rendering #7 %% % and the Mainland-side rendering FH ¥
package the rule concept differently. This matters because the two English rule terms are closely
related but not identical. If Chinese renderings do not keep the concepts sufficiently distinct,
additional explanation may be needed in teaching, translation, commentary, or umpiring contexts.

Overall, the rule-sensitive entries show that the practical significance of terminology variation
does not depend only on frequency. Some differences may be numerically limited but
communicatively important because they occur in rule-governed contexts where precise
interpretation matters. This supports the need to distinguish routine lexical divergence from higher-
sensitivity terminology differences in cross-Strait baseball communication.

4. Discussion

4.1. Coverage Difference as a Documentary and Institutional Phenomenon

The coverage pattern reported in Section 3.1 should be understood primarily as a documentary
and institutional phenomenon. The comparison dataset shows that the CTBA appendix provides a
broad English-Chinese terminology list, while the CBA standard overlaps with 214 entries in that list.
The remaining MO entries should not be read as evidence that the corresponding baseball concepts
are absent from Mainland baseball discourse. Rather, MO indicates non-coverage in the selected
standard used for this study.

This point is important because the CBA standard is not designed to reproduce every term that
may circulate in coaching, commentary, translation, equipment description, training routines, or
informal baseball use. As a standardizing document, it performs a selective institutional function: it
identifies and codifies a foundational set of preferred Mainland forms. The 149 entries outside the
directly comparable subset therefore reflect, at least in part, the standard’s institutional choice to
prioritize foundational terminology rather than to provide an exhaustive baseball lexicon.

Supplementary Dataset S1 makes this distinction explicit by marking MO0 entries separately from
divergent entries. This prevents the analysis from confusing non-coverage in the selected standard
with terminological difference between the two sides. In other words, coverage difference establishes
the boundary of direct comparison. Only entries with renderings on both sides can be examined for
convergence, divergence, expression-style tendency, and communicative sensitivity.

From a terminology perspective, this finding supports the view that standardization is selective
rather than exhaustive. Standards codify preferred forms for specific institutional purposes; they do
not necessarily reproduce every expression circulating in actual practice (Ayres-Bennett & Bellamy,
2021). The CBA standard should therefore be read as one institutional response to terminology
variation, not as a complete lexical map of Mainland baseball discourse. This point is central to the
interpretation of the whole study: cross-Strait baseball terminology differs not only because terms are
named differently, but also because the two documentary traditions define and codify the relevant
lexical field differently from the outset.

4.2. Lexical Divergence and Community-Based Naming Traditions

The distribution of lexical divergence types shows that cross-Strait baseball terminology is not
characterized by a single pattern of difference. Among the 113 divergent entries, the largest group
consists of different lexical designations. This suggests that many differences are not primarily
matters of formality, explicitness, or rule sensitivity, but of alternative naming traditions. Pairs such
as F / BEF, RIK / & €K and £8FT / &E+T show how the same baseball concept may be
stabilized through different Chinese lexical choices.

This pattern is consistent with a sociocognitive view of terminology, which treats terms as
historically situated and socially embedded rather than as fixed labels attached to concepts in an
abstract system (Temmerman, 2000). From this perspective, divergence does not necessarily indicate
conceptual disorder. It may reflect the fact that related baseball communities have developed
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different but internally recognizable ways of naming the same roles, actions, or statistical categories.
Freixa’s account of denominative variation further supports this interpretation by showing that
multiple designations for the same concept can arise from regional, functional, cognitive, and
interlinguistic factors (Freixa, 2006).

The results also show that lexical divergence is distributed across different areas of baseball
vocabulary. It appears in player roles, umpiring terms, rule-sensitive expressions, and statistical
terminology. The distribution suggests that cross-Strait difference is not confined to peripheral
expressions. Instead, it appears in core areas of baseball discourse, including familiar role labels and
rule-related terms. The dataset therefore supports the argument that cross-Strait baseball terminology
has developed through partially overlapping but non-identical naming traditions.

At the same time, the findings do not imply that all divergent terms create serious
communication problems. Many divergent pairs are likely to remain manageable for experienced
users because the surrounding baseball context helps identify the intended concept. The importance
of the pattern lies less in immediate misunderstanding than in what it reveals about terminology
stabilization. Terms circulate through rules, coaching, commentary, training materials, translation,
and habitual use. Over time, different communities may stabilize different designations for the same
concept, especially when they have different histories of baseball transmission and institutional
codification.

This helps explain why cross-Strait baseball terminology should not be treated simply as a list
of mismatched words. The more useful interpretation is that the two sides preserve related but
distinct naming traditions. These traditions share a common conceptual field, often anchored in
English baseball terminology, but they do not always select the same Chinese designations or the
same degree of explicitness. Lexical divergence is therefore part of the broader process through which
specialist knowledge is localized, conventionalized, and institutionalized in different Chinese-
language settings.

4.3. Expression Style and the Packaging of Specialist Meaning

The findings on expression-style tendency show that cross-Strait variation is not limited to
lexical choice alone. Although more than half of the divergent entries do not show a clear
compactness/explicitness contrast, a substantial number do. In these cases, the difference lies not only
in what term is chosen, but also in how much semantic information the term makes explicit.

The contrast between compact conventional forms and explicit standardized forms is especially
visible in pairs such as {47 / B EIRA, K / BHWE2R, £F / AXKHHR, and £F / B2
##IF. The Taiwan-side forms tend to be shorter and more conventionalized in baseball practice,
while the Mainland-side forms often spell out the role, function, or institutional position more
overtly. This does not mean that one form is necessarily better than the other. Rather, the two forms
appear to serve partly different communicative orientations: one favors compactness and established
field usage, while the other favors explicitness and standard-oriented clarity.

The historical dimension of this compactness is especially visible in Taiwan-side E1 terms that
correspond closely to Japanese baseball kanji compounds. Morphologically, many of these E1 forms
are two-character Japanese baseball kanji-compound structures, whereas the corresponding
Mainland standardized forms often expand into longer descriptive phrases. For example, 1X#T

corresponds to Japanese daida, a compact baseball term for ‘pinch hitter’, while TE and %
correspond to the Japanese umpiring terms £ and 2. Kelly’s Japanese-English glossary of
baseball terms lists f¥T (daida) as ‘pinch hitter’, =% as ‘head umpire’, 3RE as ‘home plate
umpire’, and 2% as ‘base umpires’ (Kelly, 2018). These forms show how compact kanji compounds
can function as established baseball terminology. In the Taiwan-side data, forms such as RIT, £
,and 2% are therefore not merely short expressions; they are historically sedimented forms that

are consistent with Taiwan’s Japanese-influenced baseball pathway (Wang, 2009; Yu, 2007). This
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helps explain why such terms remain conventionalized in Taiwan even when the Mainland standard
prefers more explicit forms such as Z#HEKA or AERFFIA.

This pattern is important for specialist-language analysis because terms are not only labels for
concepts; they are also linguistic forms shaped for particular users and communicative contexts.
Cabré’s communicative theory of terminology is useful here because it treats terms as conceptual,
linguistic, and communicative units at the same time (Cabré, 1999, 2003). A compact form may work
efficiently among experienced baseball users, but a more explicit form may be easier for learners,
translators, or readers encountering the concept through formal instruction. Expression style
therefore affects how specialist knowledge is packaged and accessed.

The findings also suggest that standardization may encourage a more explicit naming style in
some cases. Mainland standardized forms such as @EREFFIG, FL2FHE, BHEEKA, and B
FZ2 53 are semantically transparent and institutionally legible, even if they may sound less compact
than their Taiwan-side counterparts. By contrast, Taiwan-side terms such as £, £%, ], and
X8 reflect a more compressed terminology tradition that is likely to be familiar within established
baseball communities.

This expression-style difference should not be overstated. Supplementary Dataset S1 shows that
not all divergent entries follow this pattern, and many differences are mainly lexical rather than
stylistic. Still, the recurring contrast between compactness and explicitness helps explain why some
cross-Strait term pairs feel more different than others. It also shows that terminology variation
involves not only the selection of different words, but also different strategies for making specialist
meaning concise, conventional, explicit, or institutionally standardized.

4.4. Rule-Sensitive Divergence and Communicative Consequence

The high-sensitivity items identified in Section 3.4 show that some terminology differences carry
greater practical weight than others. Numerically, rule-sensitive divergences are not the largest group
of divergent entries, but they are important because they occur in contexts where precise
interpretation matters. Baseball rules often require immediate judgment, explanation, and
application. In such contexts, terminology is not merely descriptive; it helps organize how players,
coaches, umpires, translators, commentators, and learners understand the action taking place.

The clearest high-sensitivity case is the distinction between Interference and Obstruction. In
official baseball rules, interference and obstruction are related but distinct concepts: offensive
interference involves an act by the team at bat that hinders, obstructs, impedes, or confuses a fielder
attempting to make a play, whereas obstruction refers to a fielder who, while not in possession of the
ball and not fielding it, impedes the progress of a runner (Office of the Commissioner of Baseball,
2024). The Taiwan-side rendering #5%# for Interference preserves a broad meaning of ‘interference’

or ‘hindrance’, while #5#E¥IE for Obstruction narrows that meaning by explicitly adding the base-
running component. By contrast, the Mainland standard renders Interference as %5 #% but
Obstruction as PE#H, thereby creating a sharper lexical separation between the two rule concepts.
This difference in conceptual packaging is why Obstruction is treated as high in communicative
sensitivity. For umpires and rule interpreters, the risk is not simply that the two sides use different
words; it is that the Taiwan-side pair keeps both concepts within the semantic field of 154, while
the Mainland pair separates them through #5%5 versus BE#. In cross-regional rule explanation,

umpire training, translation, or live commentary, this divergence may require explicit clarification so
that users do not collapse the defensive act of obstructing a runner into the broader category of
interference.

Other high-sensitivity examples show similar issues. Terms such as Force play #4174 / R
, Retouch Bi5% /| B2, Hit by pitch #5FEEk / HIKH &, and Quick-return pitch REIRIK /

2 are tied to rule explanation and umpiring judgment. Differences in these terms may not
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necessarily cause misunderstanding among experienced baseball users, but they are more likely to
require clarification in cross-regional teaching, translation, rule explanation, or umpiring-related
communication.

This is why communicative sensitivity was included as an interpretive coding category. The
purpose is not to predict misunderstanding in every actual situation. Rather, it marks cases where
terminology difference is more likely to matter because the term is connected with rule-governed
action. A low-sensitivity difference may simply represent alternative naming, while a high-sensitivity
difference may affect how a rule is explained, learned, or applied. In this sense, the analysis supports
a selective approach to terminology work: not all divergences require the same level of attention.

This also has implications for terminology standardization and terminology presentation. If all
lexical differences are treated as equally problematic, standardization becomes too broad and blunt.
A more communication-oriented approach would prioritize rule-sensitive terms, especially those
used in rulebooks, umpire training, coaching materials, translation, and cross-regional competition.
For less sensitive terms, it may be more useful to document regional variants and explain their
correspondence rather than trying to eliminate variation altogether.

4.5. Broader Contribution and Implications for Terminology Work

This study shows that even in a highly codified sport such as baseball, terminology does not
necessarily converge into a single uniform system across the Taiwan Strait. Instead, the dataset
reveals a layered pattern in which shared baseball concepts are represented through different degrees
of documentary coverage, lexical convergence, lexical divergence, expression-style tendency, and
communicative sensitivity. This layered pattern is important because it shows that cross-Strait
baseball terminology cannot be adequately understood through a simple same/different contrast.

The contribution of the study is both empirical and conceptual. Empirically, it provides a clearly
bounded document-based comparison of 363 English baseball entries and their Taiwan-side and
Mainland-side Chinese renderings. The cleaned dataset in Supplementary Dataset S1 makes the
dataset transparent and allows the coding decisions to be inspected. Conceptually, the study supports
an understanding of specialist terminology as a system shaped by usage tradition, institutional
codification, historical transmission, and communicative need. This is especially relevant in the
Chinese context, where shared written forms coexist with different regional naming traditions and
standardization practices.

Although the empirical focus is baseball, the contrast between compact conventional usage and
explicit institutional standardization is relevant to the management of cross-regional terminology in
other specialist domains.

The findings also suggest a more realistic approach to terminology planning. If all cross-Strait
differences are treated as equally problematic, terminology standardization risks becoming too broad
and insensitive to actual usage. A more selective approach is preferable. Terms that bear directly on
rule interpretation, umpiring, coaching, translation, and formal instruction deserve greater attention
because ambiguity in these areas may have practical consequences. By contrast, low-sensitivity
lexical alternatives that remain intelligible within ordinary baseball communication may not require
the same degree of intervention.

The study also has implications for how baseball terminology is presented in dictionaries,
teaching materials, rulebooks, and translation resources. In cross-regional contexts, it may be useful
to present standardized forms together with widely used regional variants. Such a presentation
would acknowledge actual variation while still helping users identify equivalence across terminology
systems. This would be especially useful for learners, translators, commentators, and participants in
cross-Strait baseball exchanges.

Terminology standardization, then, is better understood not as the elimination of all variation,
but as the selective organization of variation. Its purpose should be to support clearer communication
where misunderstanding is more likely to matter, while also recognizing that some forms of variation
are stable, conventional, and manageable within specialist communities. For baseball across the
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Strait, terminology work is most useful when it remains close to actual communicative needs and
attends not only to lexical form, but also to how terms are used, taught, interpreted, and standardized.

5. Conclusions

This study examined terminological variation in Baseball Chinese across the Taiwan Strait
through a structured document-based comparison of two primary sources: the CTBA appendix and
the CBA’s Basic Terminology of Baseball standard. Using a cleaned 363-entry comparison dataset,
the analysis showed that cross-Strait terminology difference is not confined to isolated lexical
substitutions. It appears in documentary coverage, lexical designation, expression style, and
communicative sensitivity, and these dimensions together provide a more precise account of how
specialist language varies within a shared written Chinese framework.

The first research question asked how baseball terms diverge across the Taiwan Strait in terms
of coverage, lexical choice, and expression style. The results show that the two documentary sources
overlap only partially. Of the 363 entries in the comparison dataset, 214 enter the directly comparable
subset, while 149 remain outside direct lexical comparison because no corresponding Mainland
standardized form was identified in the selected standard or because the entry contains English only.
Within the comparable subset, 101 entries are convergent or near-convergent and 113 show lexical
divergence. The divergent entries include different lexical designations, contrasts between compact
conventional forms and explicit standardized forms, register or institutional style differences, rule-
sensitive divergences, and statistical or technical naming differences. Cross-Strait baseball
terminology is therefore neither fully unified nor simply fragmented; it is structured through
overlapping but non-identical naming systems.

The second research question asked what historical and linguistic factors help explain these
patterns. The findings suggest that terminology variation is shaped by the interaction of historical
transmission, community usage, and institutional codification. Taiwan-side terminology often
reflects a longer and more deeply conventionalized baseball tradition, including Japanese-influenced
kanji-compound forms such as f{#], £ &, and 2 % . These compact expressions remain

recognizable because they have circulated through baseball practice and instruction over time.
Mainland standardized terminology, by contrast, often favors more explicit and institutionally
transparent forms, such as Z#EERA, BEREFIR, and F1Z2% ¥ 5. The contrast is thus not merely
a difference between shorter and longer terms, but a difference in how baseball knowledge has been
packaged, transmitted, and standardized in related but distinct documentary and institutional
traditions.

The third research question asked what implications these differences have for terminology
planning and practical baseball communication. The findings show that not all divergent terms carry
the same communicative weight. Many low-sensitivity variants are likely to remain manageable for
experienced users because context and baseball knowledge make the intended concept clear.
Moderate-sensitivity terms may require cross-reference or explanation for learners, translators,
commentators, and users moving between regional terminology systems. High-sensitivity rule terms
require closer attention because they are tied to rule interpretation, umpiring judgment, instruction,
translation, and real-time communication. In this respect, the distinction between Interference and
Obstruction is especially important: it shows how terminological packaging can affect the clarity with
which related but distinct rule concepts are understood.

These answers support a selective and communication-oriented approach to terminology work.
Instead of treating every lexical difference as a problem requiring unification, terminology planning
should respond to different levels of communicative sensitivity. Routine variants can be documented
as equivalent regional forms. Terms that may create difficulty for learners or translators should be
cross-referenced in glossaries, teaching materials, dictionaries, and translation resources. Rule-
sensitive terms should receive the strongest coordination through rulebooks, umpire training
materials, official translations, and cross-regional competition resources. Such an approach respects
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established usage traditions on both sides while giving priority to clarity in the contexts where
misunderstanding would matter most.

The study therefore contributes both empirically and conceptually. Empirically, it provides a
clearly bounded comparison dataset of 363 English baseball entries and their Taiwan-side and
Mainland-side Chinese renderings, with coding information made available in Supplementary
Dataset S1. Conceptually, it demonstrates that specialist terminology should be analyzed not only by
whether two forms are the same or different, but also by how they differ and how much those
differences matter in practice. This supports a sociocognitive and communicative understanding of
terminology as a system shaped by use, history, institutional selection, and communicative need.

The study remains documentary in scope. It captures how baseball terminology is selected,
represented, and codified in two key written sources, not the full range of terminology use in live
play, coaching, commentary, umpiring, or player interaction. Future research could extend this work
by examining actual language use in baseball settings, including broadcast discourse, instructional
materials, umpire training materials, coaching documents, and translation practice. Such work would
strengthen the link between documentary terminology and communicative practice.

Although the empirical focus is baseball, the underlying issue is relevant to other specialist
domains. The tension between compact conventional usage and explicit institutional standardization
is likely to appear wherever shared concepts circulate across different regional, historical, or
institutional traditions. Cross-Strait baseball terminology therefore offers a useful case for
understanding how specialist language develops, varies, and can be coordinated without assuming
that all variation must be eliminated. Its value lies not only in documenting difference, but also in
showing how such difference can be analyzed and managed according to practical communicative
needs.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at the website of this
paper posted on Preprints.org, Supplementary Dataset S1, a cleaned dataset of 363 English baseball terms and
their Taiwan-side and Mainland-side Chinese renderings, together with coding information used in the analysis.
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Abbreviations

The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

CBA China Baseball Association
CTBA Chinese Taipei Baseball Association
Appendix A

Appendix A.1

Table Al provides the full coding manual used in the study. The condensed version appears in
Table 2 in the main text.

Table Al. Full coding manual for cross-Strait baseball terminology comparison.
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Coding dimension

Code

label

Description and decision rule

Example
from the

dataset

Taiwan-side rendering

presence

T1

A Taiwan-side Chinese rendering is present
for the English headword. Code T1 when the
Taiwan-side column contains a Chinese

rendering.

Homerun ->

e Eg)

Taiwan-side rendering

absence

TO

No Taiwan-side Chinese rendering is
present. Code TO when the Taiwan-side
column is blank or when the entry is English-

only.

English-only
residual

entries

Mainland standard match

M1

A corresponding Mainland standardized
rendering is identified in the CBA standard.
Code M1 when the Mainland-side column
standardized

contains a rendering

corresponding to the English headword.

Homerun ->

REAT

Mainland

match

standard non-

MO

No corresponding Mainland standardized
rendering is identified in the selected CBA
standard. This does not mean the term is

absent from Mainland baseball usage.

Entries

outside direct
coverage  of
the

standard

selected

Cross-Strait comparability

S1

The

Mainland-side Chinese renderings and can

item has both Taiwan-side and
enter direct comparison. Code S1 only when
both sides provide Chinese renderings for the

same English headword.

Catcher -> #f
F | BF

Non-comparability

S0

The item does not enter the directly
comparable subset. Code SO when one or

both Chinese renderings are unavailable.

English-only
entries;
entries
without a
Mainland
standard

match

Convergent / near-

convergent

C1

The two renderings are identical, script-

equivalent, closely corresponding, or
functionally equivalent. Code C1 when the
two renderings show strong lexical or
functional correspondence, even if they are

not completely identical in form.

Interference -
> Wik [ Wik
; Balk > &% F
LR/ EFA
M
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Divergent Co The two renderings differ lexically, | Catcher -> f#
stylistically, or conceptually beyond script| F / # F;
difference or close functional | Pinch-hitter ->
correspondence. Code CO when the two sides [ 0T / BAbd
use clearly different designations or |3k
expression styles.

Different lexical designation |D1 The two sides use different established lexical | fifi F / #F
labels for the same baseball concept. Apply
when the difference is mainly a choice of
different lexical items rather than length,
register, or rule sensitivity.

Compact conventional form|D2 |One rendering 1is shorter and more|fUF] / BAhid

vs. explicit standardized conventionalized, while the other is more | Ekd

form explanatory or definition-oriented. Apply
when the contrast is mainly between compact
specialist usage and fuller explanatory
standardization.

Register or institutional style | D3 The two renderings differ in degree of| 3% / "Ek#

difference formality, official style, or institutional | ¥
wording. Apply when one form sounds more
like conventional field usage and the other
more like formal institutional terminology.

Rule-sensitive divergence D4 The difference concerns a rule-related LW
concept where wording may affect
explanation or interpretation. Apply when e
the term is closely tied to rule interpretation,
umpiring, or real-time judgment.

Statistical or  technical | D5 The difference concerns statistical, scoring, or | 7%t / H H

naming divergence technical baseball terminology. Apply when | Bk31
the term belongs mainly to statistics, scoring,
or technical measurement.

Taiwan-side compactness E1 The Taiwan-side form is shorter, more | #5%; AT
compressed, or more conventionalized in
baseball practice. Apply when the Taiwan-
side rendering is clearly more compact than
the Mainland rendering.

Mainland-side explicitness E2 The Mainland form is more explicit, | =] 22 85 A 0
descriptive, or institutionally codified. Apply | & #hdi Bk 71

when the Mainland rendering gives more
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semantic detail or resembles a formal

definition.

No clear expression-style

tendency

EO

No  obvious  compactness/explicitness
contrast is identified. Apply when the

difference is lexical but not clearly stylistic.

T %T

Low communicative

sensitivity

R1

The

understanding among experienced baseball

difference is unlikely to impede

users. Apply when both forms are

recognizable and context is likely to resolve

the difference.

Moderate communicative

sensitivity

R2

The difference may require clarification for
learners, translators, commentators, or non-
specialists. Apply when the terms differ
enough to reduce immediate clarity outside

experienced baseball communities.

1%/ A
BREK

communicative

High

sensitivity

R3

The difference may affect rule explanation,

umpiring, or real-time communication.

Apply when the term is rule-sensitive and

ambiguity may have practical consequences.

Wi / PR

e

Not applicable

N/A

The category is not applicable to the entry.
Use N/A when the item is not directly
comparable or when a later-stage coding

category does not apply.

English-only
entries;
entries

without

Mainland
standard

match
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