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This text is related to a domain of knowledge that is relatively new. It traces the
terms and linguistic structures undergoing changes and transformations during
translation from one language into another. Words and other linguistic units that
are roughly felt to mean the same things behave in very different ways, and those
ways have to be studied and applied in actual practice. The speakers of languages
and translators know how to deal with those structures and very often do very
good job of it, producing good translations. However, this work has to be done in
a complete and systematic way, in order to make it a field of knowlege that can be
studied and reproduced by specially trained people.

An attempt has been made herein to present and interpret some linguistic
structures occurring in the process of translation and to describe those
phenomena in a way recognized by the prospective users.

SECTION 1. THE LINGUISTIC POSITIONS

Here is the definition of a linguist’s objectives as given by Ch. Fries:
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“Being a scholar, the linguist seeks for pure knowledge. His purpose is to
know the facts and to understand the processes taking place in the language. The
issues of practical use of the knowledge that he has procured have to be resolved
by others™".

In any case, a linguist cannot embrace all problems of language, its theory
and practice. According to Bloomfield, “The situations prompting people to talk
embrace all objects and events of their world. In order to produce an exact
definition of the meaning of each linguistic form, we have to possess a
scientifically precise knowledge of all that makes part of the speaker’s world”?.

Further in Bloomfield we read: “An operating system of signals, like a
language, can have only a small number of signaling units, while the things
denoted by the signals, in this case the whole content of the physical world, can
be indefinitely variable. Thus, the signals (linguistic forms, the smallest signals
whereof, the morphemes, are made up of various combinations of signaling units
(phonemes), each of those combinations being arbitrarily assigned to some
phenomenon of the physical world (a sememe). One can analyze the signals,
rather than the things eliciting the signals. That is a corroboration of the principle
that a linguistic research should always begin with a phonetical form, rather than
with a meaning. The Phonetical forms, e.g., the complete stock of morphemes in
a language, can be described in terms of phonemes and their sequences, which is
the basis whereon they can be classified and arranged conveniently, say,
alphabetically; analysis and systematic recording of the meanings - in our case of
the language SEMEMES - could have been done by some Omnipotent Observer”.3
As further on noted by L. Bloomfield: “...the meaning of a complete sentence is a
somewhat “complete and new utterance”, i.e., the speaker suggests that his
utterance is an event or an indication that this utterance is in some way modifying
the situation of the listener. The more measured is the flow of speech, the more
probable it is for the sentence to be complete. The nature of the episememe of
complete sentences has long been a subject of philosophical discussion: to
precisely define this (or any other) meaning, one should go outside linguistics”.

What we see here is a definition of the sentence as a grammatical unit of
speech, rather than as a semantic unit. L. Bloomfield writes: “Efforts to make use

! Charles Fries, The Structure of English, New York, 1952, p. 4.
2 Bloomfield L., Language, New York, 1933, p. 139.
3 Ibid.
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of this meaning (or any meaning), rather than the formal attributes, as a starting
point for any linguistic discussion, is a serious mistake”.

An interpretation of this statement will show that it is not the meaning itself
that has to be ignored, but rather the initial system has to be constructed without
reverting to meaning (as a starting point for any linguistic discussion). As also
noted by L. Bloomfield in the preceding text: “The nature of the episememe of
complete sentences has long been a subject of philosophical discussion: to
precisely define this (or any other) meaning, one should go outside linguistics”*.

The thesis that can be perceived here is not the one that “the meaning has
no meaning”, but that the meaning is produced by a given linguistic material and
does not comprise the work of a linguist. The attempts to define the sentence with
regard to the meaning are classified as “philosophical dispute” by L. Bloomfield.
This type of DISPUTE has nothing to do with the linguistic work in principle.

That will yield the provisionally adopted methodological concept on the
relations between language and mind.

The linguist works with the data afforded to him by the language. Everything
which lies beyond the direct data of linguistic material does not concern the
linguist and is beyond the sphere of his interests. This issue has been very
precisely commented upon by Charles Bally:

“To vividly capture the actual relations between thought and speech,
converting them into expressive colorations of phenomena, one has to possess a
special feeling. That may involve a useful knowledge of the principles of
psychology, very much like studying the social aspects of speech will include the
concepts of basic rules, governing the society. However, the study of auxiliary
subjects should be done carefully lest they should be brought to the foreground,
having a secondary significance, for our research does not concern either
psychology of speech, or, even less so, sociology . We should focus our efforts
upon the exterior, rather than the interior of the speech acts, speech being for us
the target, rather than the means”.

The linguist’s objectives are defined by A . Martine in a similar way:

“The linguist’s objective is started at the moment when of all physical and
psychological data we select the ones directly taking part in establishing
communication. The selected elements are the elements that could not have

“ Ibid, p. 172.

165



The Behavior of the Nominal Structure of the Yerb in Translation

appeared arbitrarily in their relevant context, i.e. the ones used by the speaker
INTENTIONALLY, and reacted to by the listener identifying them as a
communicative effort on the part of his party in conversation. In other words, only
those elements are relevant which are information carriers. If the initial analysis of
the utterance PRENDS LE LIVRE shows three units, that means he can see three
options in this utterance: PRENDS instead of DONNE, JETTE, POSE etc., LE
instead of UN; LIVRE instead of CAHIER, CANIF, VERRE.”>

Thus, a study of language is starting wherever there is a choice among the
substituting elements. Hawkett, a US linguist, has given the following definition of
the phonological system of the language: “not so much a set of sounds, but rather
a network of differences among the sounds”®. By Bloomfield, “the speaker is
trained to react to units conveying the differences among linguistic elements while
ignoring the total acoustic mass reaching his ears..”.” The problem per se on the
relationships between language and thought® may be very interesting, however
the language matter displays no data to resolve it. Therefore, this problem has
nothing to do with linguistic work. This calls for another quotation, the definition
of language by Bloomfield: “In human speech different sounds have different
meanings. To study a language is to study the coordination of certain sounds with
certain meanings.”®

An accurate interpretation of this definition regards language as coordination
of certain sounds with certain meanings. To study language is not to study sounds
or meanings. To study language is to study COORDINATION between sounds and
meanings. In other words, studied in a language is not the signs or what they
signify, but rather the mechanism of operation of the signs.

The statement “man thinks using the language” contains very little scientific
information. In a similar way one can say: “man can see using the electromagnetic
waves”. A native speaker exerts no great efforts to meditate over the grammatical
model of utterances, although he may occasionally think with regard to their

5> Martinet A., Elements of General Linguistics, London, 1964, p. 41.

6 Eugene |. Briere, An investigation of Phonological Interference, Language, Vol. 42, No.
4, Dec. 1961, p. 768.

7 Bloomfield L., op. cit., p. 79.

8 Cf. Bally Charles, The Style of French. Moscow, 1961, p. 194, Martinet A., Elements of
General Linguistics, London, p. 18, Saussure F., A Course in General Linguistics, Moscow,
1933, p. 113.

9 Bloomfield L., op. cit., p. 27.
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contents. It is thus easy to imagine that the grammatical model is an automatically
operating mechanism given once and for all. Meanwhile, the contents are
prompted by the situation and cannot be placed in a specified model (as viewed by
the linguist). When effecting an act of speech, the contents seep through an
automatic grammatical model assuming a form of data expressing knowledge. It is
to be acknowledged that an assumption of this type is very distant from reality and
can be adopted as a scholarly abstraction.

The contents can be imagined to have existed in an abstract sense prior to
passing through the grammatical model in the form of language elements — words
and root terms. Almost all these words have a wide-ranging ambiguity assuming a
specific semantic indication when relevantly selected and correlated with the
current situation. Thus, for purposes of scholarly analysis it can be assumed that a
specific meaning and a grammatical model are two individual mechanisms existing
autonomously. These two mechanisms are interconnected in the way that they
operate simultaneously.

Although the question on the unity of language and thought is not the subject
of this presentation, it will be interesting to note the following. The thesis that the
translator has to have some knowledge of the subject of translation is in
contradiction with the thesis on the unity between language and mind . Given that
language and mind are united, and language provides a precise expression of
thought, THERE IS NO THOUGHT BEYOND WHAT IS EXPRESSED BY
LANGUAGE. The requirement to know the subject refers us to extralinguistic
factors. If it is proven that the author of a text writes what he thinks, then the
translation should restrict itself to translating what is written.

Meanwhile, to remain within the boundaries of the original text, ambiguity
would be translated by ambiguity, polysemantics by polysemantics, indeterminacy
by indeterminacy, etc. Good results could be obtained by a possible amplification
of ambiguity or indeterminacy in the target text as compared with the same
phenomena in the source text. This type of operation can produce less reduction
of meaning than the operation of reducing the ambiguity or indeterminacy.

Maintaining the indeterminacy of a text is a difficult task when translating
from an abstract-type language, like French, into a concrete-type language, like
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German'®. It is only natural that inversely, when translating into an abstract-type

language, this difficulty becomes an advantage.

In the next example, the verb when translating from English into Russian

having no unambiguous counterpart, is to be particularized using an adverb, while
the direct object of the verb is translated, using a comparative phrase:

Diamond belt backings consistently
OUTLAST the abrasive coatings. (Tooling,
USA, May 1967, p . 54.)

OcHoBa anMa3HbIX NeHT Bcerja
CNYWUT [OOJbLUE, uyem abpa3uBHble
MOKPbITHA.

A rational translation does not consist in narrowing the content of the text,

but rather expanding it or attempting to leave it within the limits of the original,

e.g.

Abgesehen von den Fallen, bei
dennen man auf Grund von Gegenfel-
dern die hohe Koerzitivfeldstarke dieses
Werkstoffes ausnutzen kann, wird man
ihn FUR MAGNETE verwenden konnen,
deren Abmessungen so gewalt sind, dass
die Arbeitspunkte unterhalb des optima-

Kpome cnyyaeB, korga BbICOKMe
KO3pUUTMBHbIE CWAblI 3TOrO MaTepuana
UCMONb3YIOTCA MO MPUHLMMY BCTPEYHbIX
noneidi, MaTtepuan UCMONb3yeTCcA TaKKe
ONA MATHUTOB, pasmepbl

nopobpaHbl Takum obpasom, YTo paboyas

KOTOPbIX

TOUKA NIEMUT HUKE ONTUManbHOW paboueii

len Arbeitspunktes liegen. (“Zeitschrift TouKu.
fur angewandte Physik”, DDR, Marz
1963, S. 264).
The Russian translation here could have read MATEPUAN

NUCMONb3YETCA TAKXE [J1A U3rOTOBJIEHKUA MATHUTOB, however the word
WU3rOTOBJIEHWUA is not present in the German text. By introducing the new
concept we reduce the text semantically, whereas to retain the original meaning, it
will be safer to leave the meaning unmodified or even to expand it. Therefore FUR
MAGNETE is translated as JJI1 MATHUTOB, although stylistically this translation
is hardly the best one.

The latest argument is of a character which is purely theoretical or
fundamental. Reality does not leave any doubt that a good translation mostly
results from the knowledge of the two languages plus the subject of the discourse.
However, the operation of a live translator is not analyzable within a single

10 Cm. ¥noman Cr. [leckpunTuBHaA cemaHTWMKa U IUHrBUCTUYECKanA Tunonorua (Hosoe B
nuHreuctuke, M., 1968, c. 27-28).
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discipline. Therefore, the purpose of the linguistic theory of translation is to
provide an analysis of translator’s activities within the framework and terminology
of linguistics. This type of analysis may seem formal and dehumanized, however, it
can provide a basis for building a theoretical system with elements generated by
one another with no controversy.

The idea that a linguistic text should be studied based solely upon itself, is
supported by the concise and elegant discourse from L. Bloomfield:

“Grammatical forms are not an exclusion from the necessary principle,
strictly speaking, it is an assumption, that language can convey only the meanings
attached to some formal characteristics: speakers can signal only using signals”'.

A very dissimilar view on methods of linguistic studies is expressed by G.V.
Kolshansky:

“...a distinguishing feature of natural language connected organically with its
function, is its indissolule association with reasoning, with the content-related part,
the association ruling out the possibility of a realistic employment of language in
only one section of the language, be it formal or content-related”’2.

And a little further on:

“A formal model of a living language is its more or less successful snapshot,
not the whole language, but only one of its aspects. A complete formalization of
language is associated with a host of limiting conditions that are unfeasible, and
would require the inclusion of semantic features like meaning or content, which
are beyond the language per se, those conditions would require that the meaning
of utterances be correlated with the existing objects, which is the domain of public
practice. Linguistic operations therefore should be rather aimed at constructing
the models approaching the functioning of the living language, rather than the
formal (semiotic) systems”'3.

The idea to regard language from this vewpoint of public practice is very
attractive, however it is not within the realm of the current presentation.

Assuming that language is a complex system consisting of several simpler
systems, it fits the following feature of a complex system: “No complex system of a
higher level is reducible to simpler ones, since it is a regularized interaction of
those simpler systems. Answering the question of what is a given complex system

" Bloomfield L., op. cit., p. 168.
12 Konwawckuii I'.B. Jloruka v cTpykTypa fA3bika, M., 1965, c. 52.
31bid, p. 66.
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would mean to uncover the laws and properties of this interaction, rather than the
laws and properties of the simpler systems participating in the interaction”'.
The first to have posed an issue of the primacy of Syntax in linguistic analysis

€«

was F. Saussure: “... it would have been a great misjudgment to regard a
linguistic element just as a combination of a certain sound with a certain concept.
To determine it so would be to isolate it from the system wherein it is contained,;
that would yield a false idea as if it were possible to start building a system from
the sum of linguistic units, while in actual fact it is needed to depart from a total
entirety in order to reach the therein enclosed elements through analysis”™.

Resume: Having studied the grammatical model of language, we once and for
all aquire an automatic mechanism for fixing and transmitting any type of
semantic information. The knowledge of word forms facilitates the construction of
the grammatical model, but is not related to it in principle and makes no part in
the model. For comprehending the mechanism of language operation, of greatest
interest is the grammatical model of the language.

THE UNIT OF TRANSLATION IS THE SENTENCE

The language definition produced by L. L. Bloomfield clearly has an indirect
character: “... to study language is to study coordination between certain sounds
and certain meanings”. We look here at what it means to study language, rather
than what language is per se. This modest definition is quite natural: a scholar
cannot take the liberty of defining what he knows deficiently.

Neither does Charles Fries take the risk of giving a definition of language in
his book “The Structure of English”. L. Tesniere, too, regards language as a
directly given object of study. Having taken for granted the sentence as the unit of
language, he states it in the following definition: “A phrase is an organized
ensemble with words as the constituent elements”®.

For the theory of translation the problem of defining the language and the
sentence is of even less interest than for linguistics. Translation is a transfer of
some meaning expressed in terms of one linguistic system, to terms of another
linguistic system. This general definition contains no limitation of the amount of

4 UtenbcoH J1. luckycena o mbiuneHum (TexHuka — monogeu, 1967, Ne2 c. 24).

15 Coccrop . Kypc obuieii nunreuctukm, M., 1933, c. 113; banam L. dpaHuysckas
CTUINCTUKA, C. 295.

16 Tesniere L., Elements de syntaxe structurale, Paris, 1966, p. 11.
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meaning, nor any hint at individual units. In translation, what is being translated
into another sign system is just the currently available amount of meaning, so that
the modern practice of translation being done in consecutive fragments or
“sentences” may come to be quite accidental. In real situations it oftentimes
occurs that the actual sign systems resemble one another, and the written text is
commonly translated sentence by sentence. Admitting this assumption opens the
way to one of the many definitions of the sentence matching this occasion very
precisely: “Sentence is a word or a group of words placed between the initial
capital letter and the final punctuation sign or between the two terminal
punctuation signs”'. This definition leaves underivable the concepts of WORD,
CAPITAL LETTER and TERMINAL PUNCTUATION SIGN. Fortunately, these
concepts are common for the available sign systems and as such can be taken for
granted. Thus, it shall be adopted as a working statement that sentence is a text
between two full stops, and since any practicing translator will attest to the
translation being done sentence by sentence, it can be assumed that the unit of
translation is one sentence. This assumption is done to delimit the theory. The
contravening cases can be considered within another theory.

ON DEVELOPING THE GRAMMATICAL NOTIONS COMMON FOR THE
LANGUAGES UNDER COMPARISON

The domain of the “Theory of Translation” is aimed at sorting out and listing
the systemic phenomena occurring in translation and concerned with the two
languages involved.

Even more significant theoretically are phenomena which are common for
more than two languages. The theory of translation also takes interest in
phenomena characteristic for one language only, but needing to be explained and
classified for translation. E.g., in Russian and in Armenian subordination of
adverb to noun is possible:

TONbKO OH 3HaeT 06 3ToM dhuyli Gw gfunk wyn dwupl

The fact per se of adverb being subordinated to noun can be regarded as a
certain violation of rules, for an adverb is known to modify a verb. For the theory
of translation it is important to understand the true grammatical nature of the
phenomenon of subordinating an adverb to a noun.

17 Fries Ch., The Structure of English, N.-Y., 1952, p. 9.
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In the sentence TOJIbKO OH 3HAET OB 2TOM the nature of the adverb
TOJIbKO can be clarified by translation:

Lui seul sait cela He alone knows that

It is seen that in the English and French texts the structure NOUN -
ADJECTIVE is formed with greater ease than NOUN - ADVERB. In the Russian
text the adverbial form in this case can be treated as a morphological accident.
This form can be regarded as a result of transformation “adverb - adjective”, i.e.,
in the text TOJIbKO OH 3HAET Ob 3TOM the word TOJIbKO may be regarded as
an adjective, an attribute of the noun OH.

All that also concerns the adverbial groups modifying the noun. Those
adverbial groups can be regarded as a result of an adverb transformed into an
adjective and are to be translated as adjectives, e.g.:

YCTPOICTBO /19 YCTPAHEHUA [IEGAJIAHCA

The adverbial group AJ1A YCTPAHEHUA NEBAJIAHCA is an adjective to the
noun YCTPOWCTBO, This sentence can be presented in translation as
BANAHCUPOBOYHOE YCTPOMCTBO and translated into another language ei-
ther by retaining the adverbial group, or using a pure adjective:

Vorrichtung zur Fuswuchtvorrichtung Balancing device — hwjwuwpuwlynnipjul
Beseitigung  der hwpiwpuwGp
Unwucht

It is a frequent occurrence in translation that individual units of the source
text and target text belong to different grammatical categories.

While analyzing the substitutions occurring between the grammatical
categories when representing the same semantic units, it can be noticed that the
substitutions are being done within a single grammatical node, but a larger one
and more generalized than the scrutinized categories being substituted.

Thus, when substituting a noun for an adjective in
La grandeur du danger ne Die grosse Gefahr bBonbliasa onacHocTb He
le decourageait pas entmutigte ihn nicht nyrana ero'®

the individual categories like noun and adjective are subject to substitutions,

however, a wider category, viz., a substantive node along with the attribute: LA
GRANDEUR DU DANGER - DIE GROSSE GEFAHR, does not show whatever

'8 Tesniere L., op. cit., p. 300.
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substitution, so that the units of both source and target have an unambiguous
categorial content.

The same phenomenon takes place in substituting a modifier for a
predication within a single verbal node:

SINCE THIS EFFECT IS COMPUTED TAK KAK TPU  BbIHYUCIIEHUN
WITH G... REPLACING G(K)... 2TOr0 2PPEKTA BbIPAKEHUE g(K)...
(Information and Control, Vol. 7, No. 3, Bbl10 3AMEHEHO BbIPAYEHUNEM G...
Sept. 1964, p. 379)

Here, as in the previous case, there is a change of places between a category
and its attribute, not between a noun and an adjective, but rather between a
predicate and a modifier, viz.:

PREDICATION MODIFIER
...this effect is computed ...NpW Bbl4KCIeHNN 3Toro acpcperTa
with G replacing G(k) BblpaxeHne G(k) 6bo  3ameHeHO

BblpaxeHuem G

If in the indicated generalized categories one of the terms is distributed in
source and target in the same function, but under differing morphological
settings, then this term belongs to one and the same grammatical category, like
the quoted case with an adjectival usage of the adverb TOJIbKO.

If analysis shows the replacements of sentence terms and other syntactic
phenomena to be the manifestation of lexical or semantic compatibility, it does not
contradict the principle of scrutinizing the translation for replacements and
substitutions.

This principle deals with observation and statement of the facts, however, in
recording the facts, their origins may remain unexplained. The origins may, or
may not come to light through classification of facts, at best.

What is important in scholarly research is detecting and recording a fact,
stating a certain development or occurrence. As to the cause-and-effect relations,
they may come to be beyond the competence of the researcher. The truth of an
interpretation cannot always be certain, while the truth of a fact is apparent.

In the present discourse, theoretical regulations are not invented, but rather
derived from the available textual evidence, making use of the translation results
which are correct beyond doubt. Thus, the truth or falsity of whatever sample of

173



The Behavior of the Nominal Structure of the Yerb in Translation

translation is not the subject of the theory. The theory of translation is in principle
constructed only upon positive materials, upon correct versions.

Quoted herein are cases of translation which is deliberately simplified and
adjusted to the original. That has been done to demonstrate with clarity the
nominal structure of the verb which in case of a heavily edited translation can
undergo many modifications and will be not readily comparable with the original.

When scrutinizing certain phenomena of translation, those phenomena are
distinguished from a group of other phenomena so that it is sometimes needed to
ignore the surrounding phenomena for a more distinct identification of the phe-
nomenon in question. E.g., when considering the sentence:

Changes in wheel hardness and M3meHeHne TBeppoctM u  chopmbl
configuration AFFECT STOCK-REMOVAL ponuka CHUXAKOT PEXKYLLEE
CAPABILITY AND BELT LIFE. (ypran AEACTBWE W CPOK CIYBbl IEHTbI.
“Tool and Manufacturing Engineer, USA,

March 1965, p. 112).

In this English sentence we are interested in the operation of the verb
AFFECT and its second valency, i.e. in what way the verb AFFECT governs its
object.

The word AFFECT has no equivalent with a similar meaning and valency,
therefore, the translation of this verb can be facilitated by a semantically imprecise
but structurally identical term CHWAIOT in order to regard one aspect of
translation: the matching nominal structures of the verbs in both the source and
target texts. In other words, translation is being tailored to the theory, resulting in
a single phenomenon yielded from the complex process of translation. Other
aspects of the process can be used by analyzing different versions of the
translation, with an ever growing complexity of the theory as the individual
phenomena attain more and more clarification.

Thus, in case if individual errors that might be encountered in the text herein
do not modify the case under scrutiny, those errors may be assumed to be
negligible, being irrelevant to the theory. Thus, in some cases the suggested
translation may be not the best one possible, but rather the one most
advantageously elucidating the given phenomenon. It may happen that some
phenomenon will receive an interpretation to be understood when compared with
a primitive version of translation. That interpretation, if compared with a polished
idiomatic translation may come to be too simple. Analysis of highly idiomatic
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versions may require a more sophisticated procedure. In order to attain this level
of analysis, it seems necessary to first develop a more primitive methodology, so
as to retain the potential to proceed from a simple to a more sophisticated form of
analysis.

Let us consider a sentence

Potentiometers 191 and 192 are MoteHumometpbl 191  un 192
provided to adjust the magnitude of the perynupytor amnautygy curHana ot
signal  from  transducer G  TO npeobpasosatena G C TEM, 4YTOBbI
CORRESPOND to the magnitude of the OHA COOTBETCTBOBAJIA 3HaueHuam
terms BS and CS in Equations Nos. 5 and  uneHos BS n CS B ypaBHeHuax NeN¢ 5 u
6. (US Patent #3044304, para. 14). 6.

Here, the adverbial modifier of purpose expressed by the infinitive TO
CORRESPOND is regarded as an adverbial term of a simple sentence, since the
infinitive is assumed to be a non-verbal category, or, more precisely, it shows in
this case nominal features. It is further suggested that this term of a simple
sentence is to be translated into Russian using a subordinate clause.

Here, the translation using a clause is done to illustrate the given
phenomenon in the English sentence and to associate this material with other
phenomena similarly interpreted as terms of a simple sentence in the source
language while calling for a clause in the target language.

What is being disregarded in this case is the capacity to translate the English
sentence into Russian idiomatically, e.g.:

Potentiometers 191 and 192 are MoteHumometpbl 191  wn 192
provided to adjust the magnitude of the perynupytor amnautygy curHana ot
signal  from  transducer G TO npeobpasoBatena G fo 3HayeHMA YneHOB
CORRESPOND to the magnitude of the BS u CS B ypaBHeHuax NeN<5 u 6.
terms BS and CS in Equations Nos. 5 and
6. (US Patent #3044304, para. 14).

FORMAL ANALYSIS AND MEANING

A fundamental theoretical assumption herein is the primacy of syntax with
regard to other sections of linguistics. Syntax is regarded as a complex system
irreducible to its components. Moreover, syntax is of interest to the theory of
translation due to its universal character.
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As noted by O. Jespersen: “The issue of a universal morphology has never
been raised; obviously, the existing formatives, as well as their functions and
meanings, may be so different in different languages that all their related items
have to be expounded in the grammars of the specific languages, perhaps with a
minor exception of certain generalities on phrasal stress and intonation. It was
only with regard to syntax that there has been a tendency to seek for something
common for the human speech altogether, something that is resting directly upon
the very nature of the human thinking, or logic, thus standing above the
occasional forms populating whatever specific language”'®. Setting hopes on
formal classification, Jespersen still underscores the role of meaning in linguistic
analysis:

“I think that everything has to be taken into account: the form, the function,
and the meaning. It however should be emphasized that the form, being the most
evident criterion, can prompt us to recognize the categories of words which do
not constitute individual categories in other languages, while the meaning, though
being of crucial importance, defies analysis; so, the classification cannot be based
upon brief and readily applicable definitions”2°.

When discussing the formal identification of linguistic categories, Jespersen

€

invariably means the comparative syntactic analysis: “...while trying to avoid
imposing upon a certain language the differences and categories of other
languages having no formal counterparts in this specific language, we have to be
apprehensive of another error, viz.: denying the existing differences conveyed in
the language in its entirety, only because in this specific case they lack a visually
recognizable indication. The problem of how many and what categories are
distinguished by a given language has to be resolved for the language in tote, or
at least for the entire word classes; that will require definitions to be made of the
functions having formal attributes, even if they should be unseen at times; the
categories thus established will have to be applied to more or less singular cases,
offering no exterior to serve as a guide”?. Evidently, the cases with no outward
appearance will have us to go to the meaning.

The importance of meaning for linguistic analysis is noted by Hiorth, a
linguist of extreme formal tendencies: “The fact that this work deals a lot with the

19 Ecnepcen O. dunocodus rpammatuku, M., 1958, c. 55.
2 |bid., p. 65.
2 |bid., p. 53.
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formal characteristics of the sentence does not mean that the formal description
of language is to be regarded as methodically proper. The formal description of
language is only one type of language description amidst many other types. The
advantages of a non-formal description of language are evident. Attempting to
describe language without making use of the meaning can be compared with
exploring the world using no vision. Such an attempt may be interesting, but it is
hardly rational”?2.

THE SYNTACTIC CONCEPT BY LUCIENNE TESNIERE

The purpose of this work is to pose some basic issues of translating verbs
along with their nominal structure into substantives and modifiers. It is without
saying that it is not about listing all possible versions of translation. The task is
focused on posing the basic issues and comprehending the methods of possible
classification of cases.

The method herein adopted is that of structural syntax by Lusienne Tesniere,
as described in Lusienne Tesniere, Elements de syntaxe structurale, Paris, 1966.

The terms used here are precisely those borrowed from Tesniere for the
simple reason that no one has ever said it better.

SUMMARY OF THE METHOD OF SENTENCE ANALYSIS BY L. TESNIERE.

BASIC SYNTACTICAL OPERATIONS

There are three types of basic syntactical operations: connection, conjunction,
transformation.

Connection

Connection is a meaningful interdependence of words in a sentence.
Connection organizes words into sentences. In the sentence THEY SPEAK there
are three units of information: 1) THEY, 2) SPEAK, 3) connection between those
two. Connection in a sentence takes place mainly between the main and the
subordinate units. The main units are the two major categories of substance and
process, i.e. the noun and the verb, while the subordinates are their attributes,
respectively, i.e., the adjective and the adverb. The words or groups of words
belonging to the class of nouns, verbs, adjectives or adverbs are called the TERMS
OF THE SENTENCE or simply TERMS. The most independent term of the
sentence is the verb, which is subordinated to no other term. If a sentence

2 Hiorth F., Zur formalen Kharakterisierung des Satzes, Niederlande, 1962, S. 12.
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contains several connections, then each connection integrates two terms: the
higher and the lower. We shall refer to the higher or the governing term, while
the lower will be the governed or the subordinated one. In the sentence JOHN
SPEAKS the term SPEAKS is the governing, while the term JOHN is the governed.
One term can be both the governing and the governed. In the sentence MY
FRIEND SPEAKS the term FRIEND is the governing with regard to the term MY
and the governed with regard to the term SPEAKS. One governed term can be
dependent upon only one governing term. Inversely, one governing term can
govern several subordinate terms, e.g.: MY OLD FRIEND SINGS THIS GOOD
SONG.

SINGS

FRIEND SONG

MY OLD THIS GOOD

On this diagram the governing terms are placed above the subordinates. The
terms placed at an equal level do not enter into mutual subordination. If there is
one governing term subordinating several terms, which are homogeneous terms
of a sentence, it is assumed that there is only one governing connection, e.g.:

A HIGH, STEEP, SANDY COAST

BEPET

BbICOKWA KPYTO NMECYAHbIA

178



Khachaturyan (Hachatoor) V.

THE STRUCTURE OF A SIMPLE SENTENCE

The traditional grammar makes a distinction between SUBJECT and
PREDICATE in a sentence. SUBJECT is what is said in the sentence. PREDICATE is
what is said about the subject.

Such are non-linguistic definitions. They are relaed to the semantic content of
the sentence, rather than to the specific units of the language. The gap between
subject and predicate does not match the gap between the words of the text, e.g.:

SON LOVES FATHER

Here LOVES is the predicate, but it contains an element of subject S.

On the other hand, it is difficult to evaluate the subject and the predicate as
equal categories. The subject often contains only one word or can be incomplete,
while the predicate must be there by all means, mostly counting a greater number
of elements than the subject®.

Moreover, a predicate may contain elements having a character and internal
structure incompatible with those of the subject. E.g., in the sentence VOTRE
JEUNE AMI CONNAIT MON JEUNE COUSIN the element MON JEUNE COUSIN is a
substantive unit of the same character as VOTRE JEUNE AMI.

The diagram of a sentence divided into the subject and the predicate:

AMI CONNAIT
VOTRE JEUNE COUSIN
MON JEUNE

The diagram of a sentence not divided into subject and predicate:

2 Tesniere L., op. cit., p. 104, cp. ™. Martinet A., A Functional View of Language, Ox-
ford, 1965, p. 49.
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connait

ami cousin

votre jeune mon jeune

There is no evidence that those units have to be placed at different levels as
when dividing into subject and predicate. This nuisance will disappear under the
hypothesis of the central verbal unit. Meanwhile, this demonstrates the parallelism
between the two substantive units.

Thus, setting off the subject against the predicate hinders the understanding
of the sentence’s structural balance, since this setting-off results in isolating one
of the substantives as the subject, while the other substantives appear within the
predicate and mix with the adverbial modifiers indiscriminately.

Counterpositioning the predicate to the subject, conceals the interchangeable
character of substantives, which is the basic mechanism of active and passive
voices.

U3 ULYULUHUL YUMNKRSYUTLP PNPNUULUUL
FPLNREUANENE FUPGUULNRG3BUL UBR

RuUUSNhP3UL J.
Udthnthnd

Pwtuth pwnbip' whjwbwlwt Yunngduwdp, pwy, Gopwlyw, Yunnigdwdp, Gqnt,
(Ggni-wnpynip, bwwgpwljught (Ggni:

Pwih wujwuwlwtu Ywnnigwdpubinh wmwppbpwydwu hhdpnid pulwd
GU Uwfuwnwuniejnwuubph hnhndwwnhy Ywgdnyegjwt gjfuwynp hwnlyw-
uhoubipp: LGqyh Ywunubpp wbwnp £ hpwhwuqubp wwpniwwybu wp-

180



Khachaturyan (Hachatoor) V.

nwhwjwnswalbiph, U ny b hdwuwmht wnusybint ytpwpbipjw|, wjupupu,
ghnwlwu Jbpndnipjuwu tywwnwyny uwhdwuynn' twiuwnwunyejwu
npnawyh Vpwlwynieyniup b pGpwlwuwlwu dnnbip Gpynt wnwushu
Ywnnygubp Gu' hpbug hupunipnyu gnjnpywdp: Swppbp |Ggniubpnd
wwppbp Yupnn Gu [hub] pwih b hp wudwuwlwi ospgwwwnp dhole win-
Yw Ywuwbpp, nwunh puwgph hdwuwnp ywhwwubint hwdwp bwjuwnw-
unipyniup wtiwp £ yGpwalyh:

(Gwpgdwuwlywu  wbuniejwu  hhduwpwp  Gupwnpnyeniuutiphg
dayu wyu £, np pwpgiwuwlywu dhwynpp dbY Uwjuwnwunyeniu k:
Tpwtu hwywunn nbwptipp Yupnn Gu nhunwpyyt vy wy nbunygjuu
uwhdwutbpnud: (Gwpgdwunyewt pupwgpnd 2wpwhjnuwlwu  thn-
fuwybipwniudutiph Ybpnwniejwu hnyd Ywpunp dhong kL. Stujtph Yuw-
nnigwdpwihtu pwpwhjnwnieiniup: Unytu hnnjwénd Yuplnpynd G
upw nwppbpwlws' swpwhjnuwlwu gnpdnnnueginiuubinh tpbip mbuwy’'
Ywwp, Yuwwwygnieniup b thnfuwybpwynudp: Cun Stujtiph, wwunw-
Ywu pGpwlwunyeintup bwfuwnwunyejwu dbky tnwpptpnud £ Gupwlyw L
uinnpngjwy, npp ny |Gqupwlwywu dnwnbignd £ “tpwup YbGpwpbpnud
GU bwfuwnwuniejwu pnjwunwlywht Ynndpu L ny RE |Ggwlwu npn-
owyh dhwynnpubiphu:

Ubp wnwownpwd hwjbgwlwpqu | puwpgdwunygjut inbunweginiup
ubpyuwywgub| npwbu |Ggwpwuwlwu wnwplw, npp gnpdnud £ bwjuw-
nwunyeniuutiph huptwpwy Ywnnigwdpubipny b wnwudhu |Ggniub-
pnd’ npwug Ytpwihnfunwubph uwhdwuubpnid:

MEPEMEHHbIE XAPAKTEPUCTUKU UMEHHOI CTPYKTYPb!
IMATONA NPU NEPEBOJE

XAYATYPAH B.

Pesiome

KnioyeBbie cnosa: HoMUHANbHAA CMpyKmypa, enazon, nodnexaujee, CmMpyKmypa,
A3bIK, A3bIK-UCMOYHUK, Uenesoli A3bIK.
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Pa3nnumna MeHHbIX CTPYKTyp rnarona ABAAIOTCA MaBHbIMU CBOMCTBaMU UAMO-
MaTUYeCKMX KOHCTPYKLMIA npepnoxeHwii. MNpaBuna Asbika JONMKHbI copepaTb
yKasaHuA Ha To, Kak noctynaTb ¢ popMamm BbICKa3blBaHWii, a HE C UX 3Haye-
HUAMK, T.€. B LENAX Hay4YHOro aHanu3a KOHKpPEeTHOe 3HayeHue W rpammati-
yeckaa Mofenb ABNANOTCA [BYMA OTAENbHbIMM MeXaHU3Mamu, CyLLLECTBYHO-
LWMMU caMocToATeNbHO. KoppenAauua rnarona c €ro KOPeHHbIM OKpPYHeHMEM
MOMeET ObITb pa3fnyHOii B pasHbIX A3blKax, MO3TOMY [JIA COXpPAHEHUA NepBO-
HavyanbHOro 3HaYyeHMA B UCXOLHOM A3bIKE MPEAJIOMKEHNE MOMET HYMAATbCA B
PECTPYKTYpPUPOBaHUN.

OpHo u3 dpyHpameHTanbHbIX AOMYLLEHWI Teopun NepeBofa 3akitoyaerca
B TOM, YTO eMH1LA NepeBoa ECTb OAHO NPELTOKEHME.

Becbma ya06HbIM MexaHU3MOM aHanm3a CUHTaKCUYECKUX TpaHCdopmMaLLmii
B npoLecce nepeBofa ABNAETCA CTPYKTYPHbI CUHTAKCUC BENMKOrO IMHIBUCTA
IltocbeHa TeHbepa. B ctatbe nokasaHbl Tpy TUMa CMHTaKCUYECKUX OMepaLiyii,
pasnuyaembix J1. TeHbepom: cBA3b, coeguHeHne n TpaHcgopmauua. CornacHo
J. Tenbepy, TpaguumorHasa rpammatuka pasnuyaet CYBbEKT n NPEOUKAT B
MPEANOKEHNN, YTO ABNAETCA HENMHIBUCTUYECKUM noaxofoM. OHM OTHOCATCA K
COfiePHaHNIO NPEANOKEHNA, @ HE K KOHKPETHBIM A3bIKOBbIM fMHULLAM.

BblaBMHYTaA HamMmn KoOHUENuMA coctouT B TOM, 4Tobbl npeactasutb TEO-
PUKO TEPEBOJLA Kak NMHIBUCTMYECKYIO JUCLUMMNUHY, OMNEPUPYHOLLYHO
AVCKPETHBIMW CTPYKTypamn NPemIoKeHnii n ux TpaHcdopmauuamm B OT-
AeNbHbIX A3bIKax.
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