LINQUISTIC TRANSLATION THEORIES (MODELS)

Points under analysis:

· Notion of a translation model;

· The linguistic theories of translation: 

· the theory of equivalence levels;

· the theory of regular correspondences;

· the denotative model;

· the transformational model;

· the semantic model.

Description of the translating process is one of the major tasks of the translation theory. Here we deal with the dynamic aspects of translation trying to understand the way the translator performs the transfer operation from ST to TT.

Psychologically viewed, the translating process includes two mental processes – understanding and verbalization. First, the translator understands the contents of ST: reduces the information it contains to his own mental programme – and then he develops this programme into TT. The problem is that these mental processes are not directly observable and we do not know much of what that programme is and how the reduction and development operations are performed. The translation theory achieves this aim by postulating a number of translation models.

  A model is a conventional representation of the translating process describing mental operations by which the ST or some part of it may be translated, irrespective of whether these operations are actually performed by the translator. It may describe the translating process either in a general form or by listing a number of specific operations through which the process can, in part, be realized. Translation models can be oriented either toward the situation reflected in the ST contents or toward the meaningful components of the ST contents.

The existing models of the translating process are based on discussing the problem of equivalence. They are supposed to explain the dynamic aspects of translation as the translator actually makes a mental travel from the original to some interlingual level of equivalence and then further on to the text of translation.

V. Komissarov considers that if we compare a number of TTs with their STs we’ll discover that the degree of semantic similarity between the texts involved in the translating process may vary. It means that the equivalence between ST and TT may be based on the reproduction of different parts of the ST contents. V. Komissarov distinguishes five levels or types of equivalence. 

In the first type of equivalence only the purport of communication is retained in translation. The purport of communication is viewed as a part of the contents, which contains information about the general intent of the message, its orientation towards a certain communicative effect. The characteristic features of the relations between ST and TT of the first type of equivalence are:

· Absence of common semes or invariant structures in the original and its translation.

· An absolute dissimilarity of language units is accompanied by the absence of obvious logical link between the two messages which could lead to conclusion that they describe one and the same situation.

· The degree of semantic similarity between ST and TT is the lowest; only the purport of communication is retained in translation.

e.g.  A rolling stone gathers no moss. – Хто на місці не сидить, той добра не наживе.

It’s evident that the two sentences have something in common as to their meaning. It comprises the information which must be preserved by all means even though the greater part of the contents of the original is lost in translation. We can see that common to ST and TT is only the general intent of the message, the implied or figurative sense. The Receptor can draw the conclusions from the total contents or the associations they can evoke in him, or the special emphasis on some aspect of communication.

The second type of translation equivalence deals with the identification of the situation. It is characterized by the following features:

· Absence of parallelism of lexical and structural units.

· The purport of communication is preserved in translation.

· There is a greater proximity of contents than in the preceding group.

· Presence of logical link between the two messages which could lead to the conclusion that they describe one and the same situation (identification of the situation).

e.g. He answered the telephone. – Він зняв слухавку.

The incomparable language units in ST and TT describe the same action, refer to identical reality, as a telephone call cannot be answered unless one picks up the receiver. Both texts express the same situation using different words.

The third type of equivalence implies the retention of the following parts of the original contents in translation:

· The purport of communication.

· The identification of the situation.

· The method of the description of the situation (the use of identical notions in the two texts means that the basic structure of the messages they convey remains intact ).

e.g. You are not serious? – Ви шуткуєте?

London saw a cold winter last year. – Минулого року зима в Лондоні була холодною.

 The fourth type of equivalence presupposes retention in translation of the four meaningful components of the original:

· The purport of communication.

· The identification of the situation.

· The method of the description of the situation.

· The invariant meaning of the syntactic structures in ST and TT.

e.g. He was never tired of old songs. – Старі пісні йому ніколи не набридали.

In the fifth type of equivalence one can observe such features as:

· The equivalence of semes which make up the meaning of correlated words in ST and TT.

· Parallelism of syntactic structures implying the maximum invariance of their meaning.

· The similarity of the notional categories which determine the method of describing the situation.

· The identity of the situation.

· The identical functional aim of the utterance or the purport of communication.

e.g. The house was sold for 10 thousand dollars. – Дом був проданий за десять тисяч доларів.

The relative identity of the contents of the two texts depends on the extent to which various components of the word can be rendered in translation without detriment to the retention of the rest of the information contained in the original.

It is clear that each level of equivalence is characterized by the part of information the retention of which distinguishes it from the previous level. The list of levels includes: the level of the purport of communication; the level of identification of situation; the level of the method of description of the situation; the level of syntactic meanings; the level of word semantics.

V. Komissarov’s approach seems to be a realistic interpretation of the translation process. But this approach fails to demonstrate when and why one translation equivalence level becomes no longer appropriate and why you have to pass to a higher translation equivalence level in order to get a correct translation.

Ideas similar to translation equivalence level are expressed by Y. Retsker who maintains that any two languages are related by “regular” correspondences (words, word-building patterns, syntactical structures) and “irregular” ones. The irregular correspondences cannot be formally represented and only the translators knowledge and intuition can help to find the matching formal expression in the target language for a concept expressed in the source language.

The situational (denotative) model is based on the identity of the situations described in the original text and in translation. The process of translation presumably consists in the translator getting beyond the original text to the actual situation described in it. This is the first step of the process, i.e. the break-through to the situation. The second step is for the translator to describe this situation in TL. Thus, the process goes from the text in one language through the extralinguistic situation to the text in another language. The translator first understands what the original is about and then says the same in TL.

For instance, the translator reads in “Citadel” by A. Cronin the description of the main character coming by train to a new place of work: “Manson walked quickly down the platform, searching eagerly for some signs of welcome”. He tries to understand what reality lies behind the words “searching eagerly for some signs of welcome”. The man was alone in a strange place and couldn’t expect any welcome committee or deputation. Obviously, he just wanted to see whether anyone was there to meet him. So, the translator describes the situation in Ukrainian in the following way: “Менсон швидко пройшов по перону, озираючись навкруги, чи не зустрічає його хто-небудь”.

The denotative model is viewed in the works of John Catford, V.G. Gak. 

A different approach was used by E. Nida who suggested that the translating process may be described as a series of transformations. The transformational model postulates that in any two languages there is a number of nuclear structures which are fully equivalent to each other. Each language has an area of equivalence in respect to each other. It is presumed that the translator does the translating in three transformational strokes:

· First – the stage of analysis – he transforms the original structures into the nuclear structures, i.e. he performs transformation within SL.

· Second – the stage of translation proper – he replaces the SL nuclear structures with the equivalent nuclear structures in TL.

· Third – the stage of synthesis – he develops the latter into the terminal structures in the text of translation.

Thus if the English sentence “It is very strange this domination of our intellect by our digestive organs” (taken from “Three men in a boat” by J. K. Jerome) is translated into Ukrainian as “Дивно, як травні органи володарюють нашим розумом” we presume that the structures “domination of our intellect” and “domination by our digestive organs” were first reduced to the nuclear structures “organs dominate” and “they dominate intellect”, respectively. Then they were replaced by the equivalent Ukrainian structures “органи володарюють” and “вони володарюють розумом”, after which the nuclear structures were transformed into the final Ukrainian variant.

A similar approach can be used to describe the translation of semantic units. The semantic model postulates the existence of the “deep” semantic categories common to SL and TL. It is presumed that the translator first reduces the semantic units of the original to these semantic categories and then expresses the appropriate notions by the semantic units of TL. 

Thus, if we come across the sentence “John is the proud owner of a new car”, we are first to realize that it actually means that “John has a new car” and that “he is proud because of that”. After transferring these basic ideas to Ukrainian and converting them to the semantically acceptable phrases we’ll get the translation “У Джона є нова машина, якою він дуже пишається”.

