  EQUIVALENCE IN TRANSLATION

Points under analysis:

1. Notion of translation equivalence. 

2. Types of equivalents.

Important branch of the theory of translation is concerned with the study of source text and target text units which can replace each other in the translating process. The creation of equivalent texts results in the equivalence of correlated language units in the two texts. In any two languages there are pairs of units which are of identical or similar communicative value and can replace each other in translation. The communicative value of a language element depends both on its own semantics and on the way it is used in speech. Therefore I., translation equivalence may be established between units occupying dissimilar places in the system of respective languages.

Translation equivalence is the key idea of translation. According to A.S. Hornby equivalent means equal in value, amount, volume, etc. G. Miram underlines that the principle of equivalence is based on the mathematical law of transitivity that reads: if A is equal to C and B is equal to C, then B equals A. As applied to translation, equivalence means that if a word or word combination of one language (A) corresponds to certain concept (C) and a word or word combination of another language (B) corresponds to the same concept (C) these words or word combination are considered equivalent, i.e. connected by the equivalence relation. 

V. Komissarov defines translation equivalence is a measure of semantic similarity between source text and target texts. The scientist points out three main approaches to the definition of equivalence.

The first approach to equivalence understands it as identity/sameness, “full value”/полноценности (A. Fyodorov), “preservation of unchangeable plan of content ” (L. Barkhudarov). In V. Komissarov’s opinion this approach seems incorrect as definite reorganizations are always in need in translation.

The idea of the second approach is that scientists try to find some invariant part in the content of the original. The preservation of this invariant part of the original content is considered a necessary and sufficient condition for ensuring translation equivalence in general. Usually the invariant part of the original is understood either as the function of ST or as described situation in it.

The third (empirical) approach compares a lot of translations of the original and defines what type of equivalence is revealed in every translation. This approach presupposes that equivalence may be realized on different levels in different texts.   

II. The structural similarity of ST and TT implies that relationships of equivalence are established between correlated units in the two texts. TL units in TT that are used to ender the meaning of the respective SL units in ST can be said to substitute for the latter as their functional equivalents (or correspondences). Since language units are often used in their accepted meanings many SL units have regular equivalents in TL which are used in numerous TT as substitutes to those units.

Some of the SL units have permanent equivalents in TL. It means that there is a one-to-one correspondence between such units and their equivalents. Thus “London” is always rendered into Ukrainian as “Лондон”. As a rule this type of correspondence is found with words of specific character, such as scientific and technical terms, proper and geographical names and similar words whose meaning is more or less independent of particular contextual situation.

Other SL units may have several equivalents each. Such one-to-many correspondence between SL and TL units is characteristic of most regular equivalents. The existence of a number of non-permanent (or variable) equivalents to a SL units implies the necessity of selecting one of them in each particular case, taking into account the way the unit is used in ST and the points of difference between the semantics of its equivalents in TL.

Depending on the type of the language units involved regular equivalents can be classified as lexical, phraseological or grammatical.

Coordinated words in two languages may correspond to each other in one or several components of their semantic structures, while not fully identical in their semantics. The choice of equivalent will depend on the relative importance of a particular semantic element in the act of communication. For example, the English word “ambitious” may denote either praiseworthy or inordinate desires. Thus the word combination “the ambitious plans of the would-be-world conquerors” will be translated as “честолюбні плани претендентів на роль                                                                                                      загарбників усього світу”, while “the ambitious goals set by the United Nations” will give “грандіозні цілі ООН”.

A variety of equivalents may also result from a more detailed description of the same object in TL. The English word “attitude”, for instance, is translated as “відношення, позиція, політика” depending on the variant the Ukrainian language prefers in particular situation.

Even if a SL unit has a regular equivalent in TL, this equivalent cannot be used in TT whenever the unit is found in ST. An equivalent is but a potential substitute, for the translator’s choice is, to a large extent, dependent on the context in which the SL unit is placed in ST. There are two types of context: linguistic and situational. The linguistic context is made up by the other SL units in ST. The situational context includes the temporal, special and other circumstances under which ST was produced as well as all facts which the receptor is expected to know so that he could adequately interpret the message.

Thus in the following sentences the linguistic context will enable the translator to make a correct choice among the equivalents to the English noun “attitude”:

1. I don’t like your attitude to the work. (відношення)

2. There is no sign of any changes in the attitudes of the two sides. (позиція)

3. He stood there in a threatening attitude. (поза)

The fact that a SL unit has a number of regular equivalents doesn’t necessarily mean that one of them will be used in each particular case. Sometimes the context doesn’t allow the translator to employ any of the regular equivalents to the given SL unit. In such a case the translator has to look for a different way of translation which will render the meaning of the unit. Such an exceptional translation of a SL unit which suits a particular context is called an occasional equivalent or a contextual substitute. The particular contextual situation may force the translator to give up even a permanent equivalent.

e.g. “New Haven” is invariably rendered as “Нью Хейвен”. But the sentence “I graduated from New Haven in 1989” is translated as “Я закінчив Йельський університет в 1989” as our reader may not know that New Haven is famous for its Yale University.

The regular equivalents are not mechanical substitutes and their use or replacement by occasional equivalents calls for a high level of the translator’s skill and taste.

