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Abstract

Translation is a process of rendering a text, written piece or a speech in other languages. What differ-
entiates translation from retelling or other kinds of text transfer is that translation is a process of creating an
original unity out of the contexts and forms of the original. Of major importance is the semantic identification
of a translation with its source text (ST). The presumption of semantic identity between ST and target text
(TT) is based on the various degrees of equivalence of their meanings. The translator usually tries to produce
in target language (TL) the closest possible equivalent to ST.

However, words or other units of translation (UT) in a source language (SL) have neither a direct nor
permanent equivalent in the TL, due to grammatical, semantic and socio-cultural differences between the
SL and TL. The meaning(s) that a word or a ST unit refers to in most cases can only be understood through
its context of use. To solve the problems of variable equivalence and non-equivalence in different contexts,
the translator creates an occasional equivalent or contextual substitution by using one or more translation
methods. Since equivalence is established between only two units of translation in a language pair, a ST unit
has its equivalent(s) in one TL, but may have no equivalents in other TL. Furthermore, a ST unit can be
translated into different languages by using the same or, more often, different translation devices. Using
examples of translation across three languages from English to Russian and Vietnamese, this article dis-
cusses six of the most frequently used semantic transformations: concretization, generalization, modulation,
antonymic translation, full rearrangement and compensation.

Introduction

The role of translation as a means of interlingual communication has become of paramount importance
in our rapidly changing world of increasingly expanding and intensifying exchanges of culture, knowledge
and international communication. Although the activity of translation has a long-standing tradition and has
been widely practiced throughout history, there are different understandings of basic concepts in translation
theory. This paper, in the first part, briefly reviews some basic theoretical concepts of translation, equivalence,
context and contextual substitutions, translation transformation and semantic transformation. In the second
part, it gives a description of frequently used semantic transformations in creating contextual substitutions
(concretization, generalization, modulation, antonymic translation, full rearrangement and compensation),
illustrated with examples of translation from English into Russian and Vietnamese. Then, based on analysis
of these examples, the paper tries to make a comparison of using the devices in these three typologically
different languages.
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1. Some Basic Concepts in Translation Theory
1.1. Translation

As a term and notion, translation is of polysemantic nature: its common and most general meaning be-
ing mostly associated with the action or process of rendering, transferring and expressing the meaning and
content of a source language (SL) message (text) in the target language (TL). Translation may be viewed as
an interlingual communicative act in which at least three participants are involved: the sender or source (the
author of the SL message), the translator who acts in dual capacity — as the receptor of the SL message and
as the sender of the equivalent TL message), and the receptor of the TL message (translation). Translation as
such consists in producing a text (message) in the TL, equivalent to the original text (message) in the SL.
[Wiki]
1.2. Equivalence

The aim of any translation is maximum parallelism of structure which would make it possible to relate
each segment (word, word-group, sentence, paragraph) of the translation to the respective part of the original.
It is presumed that any breach of parallelism is not arbitrary but dictated by the need for precision in convey-
ing the meaning of the original. In other words, the translation has the same meaning as the original text.
The comparison of texts in different languages inevitably involved a theory of equivalence aimed at studying
semantic relationships between original or source text (ST) and target text (TT). According to Kruger and
Wallmach [1997:276], translation theorists such as Catford, Nida, Reiss, Wilss and Neubert, under the influ-
ence of Chomsky’s transformational generative grammar, thought that by adopting the notion of equivalence
and accuracy “good” translations could be ensured. In the context of transformational generative grammar,
equivalence was seen as the replacement of a word in one language by a word in another language.

Because the TT can never be equivalent to the ST at all levels, researchers have distinguished different
types of equivalence. Nida suggests formal and dynamic or functional equivalence. Formal equivalence fo-
cuses attention on the message itself, in both form and content. It requires that the message in the TL should
match as closely as possible the different elements in the SL. Dynamic equivalence is based on the principle
of equivalent effect, where the relationship between the receptor and message should be substantially the
same as that which existed between the original receptors and the message [Nida, 1964]. Newmark makes a
distinction between communicative and semantic translation. Like Nida’s dynamic equivalence, communica-
tive translation also tries to create the effect on the TT reader, which is the same as that received by readers
of the SL text [Newmark, 1988]. Koller proposes denotative, connotative, pragmatic, textual, formal and
aesthetic equivalence. Munday describes these five different types of equivalence as: denotative equivalence
which is related to equivalence of the extralinguistic content of a text; connotative equivalence which is re-
lated to the lexical choices, especially between near-synonyms; text-normative equivalence which is related
to text types, with texts behaving in different ways; pragmatic equivalence, or “communicative equivalence”,
which is oriented towards the receiver of the text or message; and formal equivalence is related to the form
and aesthetics of the text, includes word plays and the individual stylistic features of the ST [Munday, 2001:47].
Komissarov defines equivalence as a measure of semantic community of a ST and its translation on various
levels and introduces five types of hierarchical equivalence: equivalence of the aim of communication,
equivalence in the identification of the situation, equivalence maintaining method of situation description,
equivalence in maintaining the meaning of the syntactic structures and equivalence in maintaining meanings
of lexical units [Komissarov, 1990]. Furthermore, he distinguishes “potential reachable equivalence”, by
which he means the maximum level of common contents of two eterolingual texts through knowledge of the
differences between the languages in which the two texts are coded, and “translational equivalence”, the
actual closeness of sense of the texts in the original and translation, achieved by the translator in the transla-
tion process [Komissarov, 1990:51]. Shveitser, according to language categories, classifies three groups of
equivalence: grammatical, textual and pragmatical equivalence [Shveister, 1988]. Baker explores the notion
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of equivalence at different levels (word and above word level) in relation to the translation process, including
all different aspects of translation [Baker, 1992]. Thus, the notion of equivalence is undoubtedly one of the
most problematic and controversial areas in the field of translation theory. This article considers some tech-
niques available to the translator to maintain equivalence as closely as possible while also maintaining both
sense and style in the TL.

1.3. Variable equivalence and non-equivalence. Context and contextual substitution

The structural similarity of ST and TT implies that relationships of equivalence are established between
correlated units in the two texts. Some of the SL units have permanent equivalents in TL, that is to say, there
is a one-to-one correspondence between such units and their equivalents. Thus London in Russian and Viet-
namese is Jlonoow, Ludn Bon, hydrogen is always rendered as 600opoo and hydré; Industrial revolution — as
Ipomvuusennas pesoaroyus, cich mang Coéng nghiép. Other SL units may have several equivalents each.
Such one-to-many correspondence between SL and TL units is characteristic of most regular equivalents,
for instance, the English word attitude, is translated as omrowenue, nosuyus, noaumuxa; quan diém, thdi
do, tw thé, ddng ddp, vi tri... depending on the variant the Russian and Vietnamese languages prefer in a
particular situation. 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. The choice of the
equivalent will depend on the relative importance of a particular semantic element in the act of communica-
tion.

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 substitution, 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 (extra-linguistic). The linguistic context is made up by the other SL units in ST, while the situa-
tional context includes the temporal, spatial 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. Ac-
cording to Komissarov [1990], the linguistic context is further divided into narrow/close context (micro-
context) and wide context (macro-context). Micro-context refers to the boundaries of a word-group or a
sentence, which are usually confined to the immediate environment of a unit of translation. Macro-context
(textual context) refers to the boundaries of a text, which cannot be exactly defined because they exceed the
limits of the immediate environment, stretching into a group of sentences, a paragraph, a chapter or even the
whole book.

The major function of context consists in solving the problem concerning polisemanticy of linguistic
units. Based on the context, the translator excludes all but one seme from the choice of all the polysemic unit.
That is to say, the translator chooses one out of all potential equivalents of this unit of translation. [Barhuda-
rov, 1975]. In determining the meanings of words, the role of context is maximized and the role of any focal
element is minimized, which means that the context actually provides more distinctiveness of meaning than
conceptual meaning of words. In other words, it is the context that determines how a word is to be understood.
The role of a context is hard to overestimate when translating a word which undergoes great contextual se-
mantic changes when it is impossible to use a dictionary correspondence, e.g. In an atomic war women and
children will be the first hostages. 2Kenujunvt u Oemu 6yOoym nepevimu Hcepmeamu 6 amomHoli 8olixe. /
Trong chién tranh hat nhdn, phu ni va tré em sé la nhitng nan nhédn ddu tién (in both translations, ‘victims’).
Thus in the following sentences the linguistic context will enable the translator to make a correct choice
among the Russian and Vietnamese equivalents to the English noun attitude:

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

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

(3) He stood there in a threatening attitude.
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It is obvious that in the first sentence it should be the Russian ‘oTHomenue (k pa6ore)’ and in Vietnam-
ese ‘thdi d9’, in the second sentence — ‘no3uuuu (06eux cropon)’, ‘quan di€m’, and in the third sentence — ‘noza
(yrpoxaromias)’, ‘tw the”.

A large number of SL units have no regular equivalents in TL. The so-called “non-equivalents” are the
words of the SL which either do not have equivalents in the TL or do not have equivalent denotatum in the
target culture. Such words may be divided into two groups. The first group consists of the so-called realia-
words denoting things, objects, features of national life, customs, habits, etc., e.g. House of Commons, thane,
coroner, teach-in, drive-in, cricket, etc. The second group embraces words, which for some linguistic reason
have no equivalent in the TL, e.g. conservationist, readership, glimpse, etc [Shveitser, 1988]. However, there
are quite a number of “ordinary” words for which TL may not have equivalent lexical units: fluid, bidder,
qualifier, etc. Some grammar forms and categories may also be non-equivalents. (Cf. the English gerund,
article or continuous tense which have no counterparts in Russian and Vietnamese.)

The absence of regular equivalents does not imply that the meaning of a non-equivalent SL unit cannot
be rendered in translation or that its translation must be less accurate. As can be seen from above, words with
regular equivalents are not infrequently translated with the help of occasional equivalents (correspondences)
or contextual substitutes. Similarly, the translator, coming across a non-equivalent word, resorts to occa-
sional equivalents which can be created in one of the following ways:

(1) Using loan-words: London — Jlonoon / Ludn Bén, picnic — nuxnuk / pich-nich, Wall Street — Yoan-
cmpum. ..

(2) Using calque, where the SL expression is literally transferred to the TL: backbencher —
3aoneckameeunur, nghi vién ngoi hang ghé sau; Wall Street — phé Udn; brain-drain — ymeuka mo3208,
chdy mdu chdt xdm; landslide — thdng phiéu l6n, tribalism — mpaiibaausm, impeachment —
UMRUYMEHM. ..

(3) Using analogues (approximate substitutes), that is, TL words with similar meaning which is ex-
tended to convey additional information (if necessary, with the help of footnotes), e.g. drugstore — anmexa
/ hiéu thudc, witchhunter — mpakobec, afternoon — eeuep. The translations anmeka, hiéu thudc is not
exactly a drugstore where they also sell such items as magazines, soft drinks, ice-cream, etc., but in some
cases this approximate equivalent can well be used.

(4) Using all kinds of lexical (semantic) transformations to modify the meaning of the SL word, e.g. He
died of exposure may be rendered into Russian as On ymep om npocmyowt or On no2ub om coaHeuHo20
yoapa / N6 bi chét vi gidm mwa or NG bi chét vi ndng.

(5) Using an explanation (description) to convey the meaning of the SL unit, e.g. coroner — caedosameav,
npo8oOAUIL OO3HAHUE 6 CAYUAE HACUALCMBEHHOU UAU CKOPONOCMUNCHOU cmepmu | nhdn vién diéu tra
nhiFng vu chét bét thiwong, supper — bita dn ddm thém budi t6i, landslide — no6eda na vi60pax nodasasowum
OONLUUHCINBOM 2040C08, brinkmanship — uckyccmeo nposedeHus NOAUMUKU Ha 2Paru 80l HbL / thudt (thil
doan) theo dudi mot chinh sdch nguy hiém téi gi¢i han ciia an toan, thi du téi bén miéng hé chién tranh,
etc.

1.4. Transformations, Semantic transformations, Semantic replacements (substitutions)

Any attempt at word-for-word (literal) translation (apart from very simple and short sentences) is doomed
to failure. In the course of translation, it is always necessary to perform various grammatical and lexical
changes of transformations to achieve translational equivalence. These transformations can be divided into
four types: (1) transpositions; (2) replacements; (3) additions and (4) omissions [Shveitser, 1988].

Translation transformations are defined by Barhudarov [1975] as numerous and varied in their quality
interlingual changes which are made to achieve adequacy in translation in spite of discrepancies in the formal
and semantic systems of a SL and a TL. In Langeveld’s definition, lexical changes are TL renderings of SL
words or word groups which are not their normal ‘equivalents’ found in dictionaries [Langeveld, 1988]. A
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lexical/semantic change is called for when a literal translation results in a grammatically correct utterance,
but one that is considered unsuitable, unidiomatic or awkward [Louw, 1967]

Substitutions or replacements are made on various levels: lexical, stylistic, and grammatical (morpho-
logical and syntactic). Barhudarov distiguishes grammatical and lexical as two groups of replacements, and
further divides lexical replacements into five types: concretization, generalization, cause-effect replacement,
antonymic translation and compensation. Shveitser also subdivides semantic transformations into five types
but with differences: concretization, generalization, antonymic translation, metonymic translation (instead
of Barhudarov’s cause-effect replacement), and paraphrasing (rendering of the meaning of some idiomatic
phrase in the SL by a phrase in the TL consisting of non-correlated lexical units). According to Retsker, there
are seven types of semantic transformations: differentiation, concretization, generalization, antonymic trans-
lation, modulation, compensation, and full rearrangement [Retsker, 1973]. In fact, there are many different
types or different names for one or other type. Moreover, the classifications are, to a great extent, arbitrary
and that in practice it is hardly possible to find these elementary transformations in their “pure form”, as in
most cases they are combined with one another, so that we observe is a combined use of more than one type
of transformation [Shveitser, 1988]. Concerning the terms, as we can see from above, that there are several
terms used for the same thing: semantic/lexical transformations/ replacements/substitutions/substitutes/
changes. Transformation and replacement are used as a procedure (strategy) or device name, the other are
often used for a phenomenon. Among the semantic transformations used to create contextual substitutes the
most frequent types are concretization, generalization, modulation, antonymic translation, compensation,
and full rearrangement, which will be discussed in this paper.

2. Semantic Transformations used to create occasional equivalents (contextual substitutions)
2.1. Concretization

Concretization is a translation transformation (device) in which a SL word or word combination with a
more abstract, general or wider meaning is replaced by a TL word or word combination with a more concrete,
specific or narrower meaning. As a result of this substitution, the created correspondence and initial lexical
unit appear in the logical relations of inclusion: unit of SL expresses a general concept, which includes the
specific concept unit of TL.

Concretization is also called specification [Louw, 1967; Kubackova,2008]. As Louw puts it, “[s]pecification
is a transformation in which a TL lexeme stands in a hyponymical relationship to the SL lexeme it renders,
or to put it more correctly, a transformation in which the TL lexeme stands in a hyponymical relationship to
the ‘literal translation’ (the standard rendering) of an SL lexeme” [Louw, 1967]. In any language there are
words with more general or with more concrete meanings, also called generic and specific words. These
express family or specific concepts: the word dog names a larger class of objects than the word bulldog, to
move includes all types of motion — o go, to walk, to run, to fly, to swim, to crawl, etc. Generic words are
words that are grouped in a language and given a class name [Larson, 1984]. For example, bird is generic
word for eagles, hawks, and sparrows. Whilst, specific words are those words, which have additional com-
ponents of meaning [Larson, 1984]. For example, pen is more specific than stationery because the word
stationery is used to define pen; that is, pen is stationery, which has certain specific characteristics. At the
same time correlation of such words in different languages and their use does not often coincide, that causes
a need for transformations in translation. According to Komissarov [1999], application of concretization ap-
pears expedient in two basic cases.

In the first case, a word with a general meaning in the SL can have some corresponding words in the
TL with more particular meanings. The English word meal, depending on the context, will be translated into
Vietnamese by one among these words, bita dn, thitc an or mon dn. In Russian, the level of concretization
is even higher. Just as bifa dn in Vietnamese, the translator must choose one among 3asmpak, 06e0, yicun
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(‘breakfast’, ‘lunch’, ‘dinner’). Analogically, in translating the Russian verb nzasame and the Vietnamese
bo'i into English the translator must understand ‘who swims’ and ‘how (s)he swims’ in order to choose the
most appropriate verb among swim, sail, float, drift with more concrete meaning.

Concretization is a most frequent device in translation from English or Vietnamese into Russian. There
is a large group of English words of wide semantic volume. These words belong to different parts of speech:
nouns (thing, point, stuff, affair), adjectives (good, nice, fine, bad), verbs (to say, to go, to get, to involve). As
the meaning of such words is relatively vague they can be used in different contents, and their valency is
therefore extremely broad [Shveitser, 1988]. Hence a context is necessary to determine their meaning:

(1) He was at the ceremony. — Anh ta ¢é mdt tqi budi 6./ On npucymcmeoean Ha yepemoruu.

(2) He came in signt of the lodge, a long, low, frowning thing of red brick. — On ysuodea oomux

NPUBPAMHUKA, OAUHHOE, HUSKOE, XMYPOe 30aHUe U3 KPACHO20 KUPRUYA.

(3) It was quite a large hole, the sort of thing an animal about the size of a fox might have made. / Cdi

hang khd to, c& cdi hang ciia mgt con vdt c& chirng con cdo dao nén.

In the first and second examples, the desemanticized word thing was concretized and translated by a
word of full meaning — 30anue ‘house’, hang ‘hole’. In the last example, the English word was is translated
by Vietnamese and Russian verbs with a concrete meaning of ‘present’. The role of the context in translating
words with broad meanings is very important. Owing to the context, such words are used in very different
lexical combinations. For example, the English word thing is concretized when translating it into Vietnamese
or Russian in different contexts:

(4) a. 'You poor old thing', she said. (t0i nghiép / 6eonaxka)

b. I want to look into the thing myself. (sw viéc / 0en0)
c¢. Things look promising. (tinh hinh / noaoxenue)
d. How are things? (doi song / ycnexu)

Verbs also require concretization. Unlike the Russian verbs of motion, English verbs go, come, leave
and the Vietnamese verbs di, dén, r¢i do not contain the semantic component indicating the method of move-
ment; therefore, when translating them into Russian in different contexts, the translator uses words with more
concrete meanings: go, di — uomiu (xoOuma), exams, nAblMb, Aemems...; come, dén — npubbieamo, npuxooums,
npuesxams, npusemams...; leave, roi — yxooums, yezxcams, yiemams, 8blaemams, HOKUOAMDb,
0CmasaAsme...

(5) At the by-election victory went to the Labour candidate. — Trong dot bau bo sung, wng vién Ddng

Lao dong da gianh dwoc chién thing. /| Ha donoanumeabuvix evibopax nobedy odepacan
aetibopucm. (In both translations, lit. ‘win’)

(6) The rain came in torrents. — Mwa nhw trit nwoc. / Iloaua cuavhbiii 00xcob. (in both translations,

lit. ‘pour’)

Furthermore, the English verbs of speech fo say, to tell can be translated into Vietnamese and Russian
not only as ndi, bdo; 2060pums, ckazamo, but also as héi, khuyén, ra lénh/yéu cdu...; npomosgums,
nOBMOPUNDb, 3AMEeMUNMDb, YMEEPHCOAMb, COOOUAMb, NPOCUNMDb, 603DA3UMDb, 8eaemb... With more concrete,
specific meanings.

(7) “So what?” I said. — Vdy thi sao? — Toi héi. /| Hy u umo? — cnpocua s. (both translations, lit.

‘asked”)

(8) He told me I should always obey my father. — Ong khuyén bdo t6i nén luén luén nghe lo’i cha./ On

nocogemogan mme écezoa caywamocs moezo omya. (both translations lit. ‘advised”)

(9) The boss told me to come at once. — Ong chii lénh cho t6i phdi dén ngay ldp titc. | Xosaun eenen

mHe npuiimu ceiiuac xe. (In both translations lit. ‘commanded’)

In a more radical example (11) below, the concretizing addition 8odst, niwérc is indispensable here, be-
cause the verb svinums, uéng without an object can denote the consumption of alcohol. Thus, the translation
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of the sentence into Vietnamese and Russian is impossible without concretization.

(10) Some of the Gondor food they ate, and wafers of the waybread of the Elves, and they drank a little.
— Ho dn mot chiit do dn Godor, mot chiit banh Elves va uéng mot chiit nwéc. / Onu noeau nuiyu
Tonoopa u aabpuilckozo xaeba NyMmHUKO8 U bINUAU HEMHOZ0 800bL.

Thus, in the above cases of both nouns and verbs, concretization is necessary to exclude misunderstand-

ings.

In the second case of concretization, the use of TL words with the same general meanings as in the SL
is unacceptable due to the situational context, as in the example below:

(11) My mother had left her chair in agitation and gone behind it in the corner.

Here, the English verbs with a general meaning fo leave and to go cannot be translated by the proper
Russian verbs ocmasumu and notimu. In such so concrete, emotional situation, the equivalence of translation
requires the specification of the indicated verbs: B3go.inosannan mamyuxa 8CK04UAA CO C80€20 Kpecaa U
3abuaacw 6 y204 nozaou ezo0. A similar kind of concretization is used for stylistic reasons:

(12) Dinny waited in a corridor which smelled of disinfectant. Dinny d¢'i & hanh lang swc miti thuéc

khir trang. — Qunnu xcoana é kopuoope, nponaxiiem Kapooaxoii.

The Russian word combination desungpuuyupyrowee cpedcmeso corresponds with the English word
disinfectant, however, it is stylistically acceptable only in an official-scientific context, and not in the transla-
tion of a literary text. In another example of optional concretization for stylistic reasons:

(13) I continued my caress, and when I prepared to go home, the animal evinced a disposition to ac-
company me.— 5 6cé epemsa enadua koma, a K020a coOpaACa OOMOIL, OH ABHO NONHCEAAN UOMU CO
mHorw. | Toi tiép tuc vuét ve nd, va khi téi chudn bi ra vé, thi con vdt té ¥ mudn di theo toi.

The word in ST ‘caress’ is translated by the TT verbs with a narrower meaning ‘to stroke’. Furthermore,

‘animal’ in the English sentence is replaced with ‘cat’ in the Russian one.
2.2. Generalization

Generalization is used when something in the TL is usually expressed using concepts with broader
meanings or when preserving the original concepts with narrower meanings would result in an awkward
translation. It is replacement of a SL unit with a concrete, narrow, specific meaning by a TL unit, which has
an abstract and general meaning. The created accordance expresses a “family” concept, including initial
specific [Barhudarov, 1975]. In other words, generalization is “a transformation in which a TL lexeme stands
in a hyperonymical relationship to the SL lexeme which it renders, or to put it more correctly, a transforma-
tion in which the TL lexeme stands in a hyperonymical relationship to the standard rendering of a SL lexeme”
[Louw, 1967]. Hence, this device is the reverse of concretization. As in the use of concretization, generaliza-
tion may be either compulsory or optional.

Compulsory generalization is used as the only way to translate when in TL there are no words with
concrete meanings. For example, Vietnamese words anh, chi (containing semantic component ‘elder’), when
translating into English or Russian, are replaced by brother, sister; 6pam, cecmpa with a broader meaning.
Vietnamese has equivalents of most of the kinship terms that are available in English and Russian. It also
has many terms for which English and Russian do not have equivalents, such as ¢d ‘younger paternal sister’,
di ‘younger maternal sister’, chii ‘younger paternal brother’, cdu ‘younger maternal brother’, dirg'ng ‘young-
er maternal sister’s husband’... In translating these terms into English or Russian as aunt, uncle; mems, 0aos
translators make use of generalization. Similarly, distinctions between Vietnamese me vo, me chong and
Russians mewa, ceexposw are generalized in English by substituting with mother-in-law (except the situa-
tions when word combinations wife’s mother, husband’s mother are used). Other examples of using general-
ization in rendering non-equivalents: summary court is changed for oucyunaunapnuoiii cyo (a summary court
is not only a disciplinary court but the least formal one, consisting of one officer, etc.).

Another example of translating non-equivalents:
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(14) But for a while they could still feel, and indeed the senses of their feet and fingers at first seemed
sharpened almost painfully. — Ho nexomopoe eépemsa onu ewe He mepau cnocobHocmu
Uy8CME06amy,; 6 Nepevle MUHYNbL OCA3AHUE 0axce 060CMPUAOCH NOUMU 00 60AU.

Here generalization is caused by the fact that there is no way to render fully the meaning of the word-
group the senses of their feet and fingers into Russian save the descriptive translation, which is obviously out
of place. The word ocsazanue in the Russian variant is quite adequate in this context. In another example,

(15) He visits me every weekend. — Anh dé’n tham t6i mo~i tud n./ On e30um Ko MHe Ka#Oyio
Hedear.

weekend is rendered as tud n and Heoearo with a broader meaning ‘week’. In these cases, translators
might be tempted to follow the line of least resistance, and if they cannot find a precise equivalent in the TL,
they will select a word with a more general meaning [Klaudy,2003].

In the second case, generalization is optional: although there is an equivalent in the TL at the some
level of abstraction, generalization may be desirable for purely stylistic reasons:

(16) Since the shooting of Robert Kenney five days ago, about 90 Americans have been shot dead.— 3a
me namo OHell, Komopble npowau nocae youticmea Pobepma Kenrneou, oxoao 90 amepuxanyes
nozub.ao om oznecmpenvroz20 opyxcus./ Chi trong vong ndm ngay sau vu dm sdt Robert Kennedy
da cé dén gan 90 ngwoi My bi thiét mang vi siing dan.

In the example above, English shooting is translated into Vietnamese by a more general word v dm sdt
instead of the equivalent vu bd'n ché t due to the style. In Russian version, the translator uses youiicmsa with
the same reason. In another example of optional generalization, English typical use of precise numbers when
describing a person’s height and weigh is partly generalized when translated into Vietnamese and Russian,
where numbers breaches stylistic norms. One can compare:

(17) I saw a young man 6 feet 2 inches tall. — Toi trong thdy mdt thanh nién cao trén mét tam. (lit.

‘over 1m 80 tall’) / 5 ysuoen evicokoeo napus. (lit. ‘tall’)

Generalization is quite often caused by a pragmatic factor. In the below examples, the concrete name
of some object adds little in translation, or is simply irrelevant in context:

(18) Jane used to drive to market with her mother in their La Sane convertible. — /[xceiin e30uaa co

ceoeli mamepvlo HA PLIHOK 6 UX Mawune. / Jane dén cho ciing me trén chiéc xe ho'i ciia ho.

(19) He showed us his old beat-up Navaho blanket.— On Ham noxkasaa c6oe nompenantnoe UHOelicKoe
0desno. ! Ong cho chiing t6i xem cdi mén Anhdiéng da som ciia minh.

In translations, generalization will be more frequent than specification if we exclude instances of
obligatory specification, non-equivalence due to differences in language typology and instances that can be
accounted for by stylistic conventions. The tendency to generalize will be observed in different translations
of an identical original. When compared to the original, a given passage of a translation will display more
instances of semantic loss (generalization) than of semantic specification. These instances will not be di-
rectly relatable to typological differences between the languages in question or the influence of TL stylistic
conventions. According to Kubackova [2008], who made a comparison of two translations of one novel,
generalization seems to be largely dependent on the translator’s idiolect and ambitions as well as on the social
context. In translation research, the position of generalization and specification is a rather marginal one.
Lexical generalization is sometimes understood as a feature of simplification [Blum-Kulka — Levenston, in
Halverson, 2003; Klaudy, 2003], while concretization is often seen as an aspect of explicitation [Leuwen-
Zwart, 1989; Klaudy, 2003; Baker, 1998].

2.3. Modulation

Modulation is a change of viewpoint or substantial conceptual concept in the translation. It occurs when
the translator reproduces the message of the original text in the TL text in conformity with the current norms
of the TL, since the SL and the TL may appear dissimilar in terms of perspective [Newmark, 1988:88].
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Modulation is “[a] translation method consisting of changing a point of view, an evocation, and often a cat-
egory of thought” [ Vinay and Darbelnet, 1995]. In Russian linguists’ translation theory, modulation is defined
as sense development: replacement of word or combination of words of SL by unit of TL, the value of which
logically hatches from the value of the SL unit [Barhudarov, 1975; Komissarov, 1990; Retsker, 1973]. Modu-
lation translation can be divided into metonymic and metaphorical translations.

2.3.1. Metonymic translation

Metonymic translation is a lexical transformation based on the substitution of contiguous concepts. It
is translation, for instance, using the name of a category for a specific member of the category, using a part
for the whole (and vice versa), cause for effect (and vice versa), active for passive, etc.
2.3.1.1. Using the cause for the effect and vice versa

A translation of cause and effect is a transformation whereby the TL rendering does not reflect exactly
the same situation as the ST, but rather a situation which logically precedes the situation or results from it.
A SL word is replaced by a TL word that denotes notions connected with each other through cause-result
links. Such links are usually connected with an action, of which there are basic six varieties of transforma-
tions: result — cause; result — action; action — result; action — cause; cause — result; cause — action.

Translation of cause and effect and vice versa is the most often used among modulations. Consider the
following example.

(20) Scrubbing makes me bad-tempered. — Om moimova noao8 y mensa Hacmpoernue nopmumcs. / Toi

cdm thdy bwce boi khi phdi lau san.

The translations contain the same general notions as the original. This means that the translations are
a semantic paraphrase of the original, preserving its basic semes and allowing their free reordering in the
sentence. The common semes are easily discovered in the comparative analysis of the translations of this
group. Both in the translations and in the original, the situation is described as a cause-effect event with a
different pattern of identical semes. In the original: A (scrubbing) causes B (I) to have C (temper) character-
ized by the property D (bad). In the Russian translation: C (temper) belonging to B (I) acquires the prop-
erty D (bad) because of A (scrubbing); and in the Vietnamese translation: B (I) became/felt (C) to (D) because
of (A).

Other examples of cause-effect change:

(21) Idon’t blame them. — 51 ux nonumaro. (The result is replaced by the cause: st UX He BUHIO TOTOMY,

4yto s ux noHumaro ‘I don’t blame them because I understand them’).

(22) He’s dead now. Anh ta da chét. — On ymep.

(23) He always made you say everything twice. — No” thwo'ng xuyén ho’i di ho’i la i. Ou écez0a
nepecnpawusaa. (Lit. in both translations: ‘He is always asks and asks again’)

In using modulation, the cause-effect relation of two units in the SL and TL can have a broader charac-

ter, but the logical connection between the two units is always preserved:

(24) Manson slung his bag up and climbed into the battered gig behind a tall, angular black horse. (A.
Cronin) — MancoH nocmasua ¢80l 4eMOOaH U 84€3 8 PACXAAOAHHYI O8YKOAKY, 3ANPANHCEHHYIO
KPYNHOU KOCMAABOU YePHOU A0WAOBIO.

In example (24), contextual replacement is obviously necessary, especially in translation of such a com-
bination like behind a horse, as it is impossible to say in Russian: Ou ce. 6 meaezy nozaou aowaou. Trans-
lating slung his bag up by nocmasua ceoii uemooan, behind a horse by sanpsxcennyro sowaowio and an-
gular by kocmaseas can be done with modulation, although it is hard to define the kinds of connection
between the proper concepts in the SL and TL.

(25) I noticed that she had left her glass full of wine. Téi thdy c6 ta dé lai ly rwou con ddy nguyén.

— 41 3amemuan, umo oHa He RPUKOCHYAACH K BUHY.
Here, in the Russian text, the consequence is changed to the reason: the glass is full because ‘she did
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not touch it’. This change occurred because literal translation ‘ona ocmasuna ceoii 6okaa noanvim suna’
cannot be accepted due to stylistic reason. The reverse change ‘effect-cause’ can be found in the below ex-
amples:

(26) ‘Have a seat there, boy’, old Spencer said. He meant the bed. — Caducb 8601 myoa, Masbuux, —
ckasaa cmapuuii Cnencep. On nokaszaa na kposamo. ([lokasaa ‘point’, because he meant it.)

(27) He was the kind of guy that hates to answer you right away. Taxue, kax oH, cpa3y He omee4aiom.
(He omseuarom ‘don’t answer’, because don’t like doing that)

(28) Paler indeed than the moon ailing in some slow eclipse was the light of it now, wavering and
blowing like a noisome exhalation of decay, a corpse-light, a light that illuminated nothing. — Caabee,
yem HeOYNHCHBLT NOAYC8EM AYHHO20 3AMMEHU, IMOM OMOLECK PACKAUUBAACA U KAYOUACH, KAK
31080HHbLE UCNADEHUA, — MEPMBDLIL C6EN, HE OCEEUAIOWUL HU1Ee20.

In the last example, the process is replaced by its effect (moon ailing — nedyxcnuoiii noayceem), but the
meaning and the expressive colouring of the phrase are retained. Some elements of the English sentence are
left out of the translation to make it easier for perception and to fit it into the natural Russian structure.

(29) Jupiter opened the door, and a large Newfoundland, belonging to Legrand, rushed in, leaped upon
my shoulders, and loaded me with caresses; for I had shown him much attention during previous
visits. — [Onumep pacnaxnya 06epb u 02pOMHbLIL HbHOGayHOAeHO Jleepana 60p8aALCA 6 KOMHANMY
U OYPHO MeHA NPUBEMCIMBOBAN, NOAOHCUE CEOU AANbL MHE HA NAEHU; 5 NOOPYHUACA C HUM elyé
6 NPENCHUE NOCEU{eHUSL.

The direct translation ‘ou npwvierys mue nHa naeuu, ocoinas mens aackamu’ is stylistically inadequate;
therefore the translator transforms this part as follows: on 6ypno mens npusemcmeosan, noaoxcus ceou
saanvt mHe Ha naeuu. Here the process is replaced with the effect. Using effect (2 cnomxnyacsa) for action
(kunyaca enepéo) can also be found in the following example, where a literal translation ‘kom xunyaca
20408011 6nepéo’ of English nearly throwing me headlong is not acceptable for the same stylistic reason. The
same translation is in the Vietnamese version.

(30) The cat followed me down the steep stairs and, nearly throwing me headlong, exasperated me to
madness.— Kom ysszaacsa 3a MHOI 6HU3 NO KPYMOIL AecmMHUYe, 5 CROMKHYACS, €084 He C8EPHYE
cebe wero u obesymea om bewerncmea./ Con méo theo toi xuéng bdc cdu thang va lam toi xuyt
nita nhao ddu xudng, 16i gidn nhw mudn dién lén.

There are also examples of using the process for its cause:

(31) Earth, air and water all seem accursed. But so our path is laid. — 3emas, 6030yx, 600a — Ha écen,
Kaxcemces, sexcum npoxaamve. Ho nymv naw npoxooum umeHHo 30ech.

In the English sentence, the doer of the action is not mentioned, and the translator considers it prefer-
able to change the sentence in the passive voice, making it active by turning the object into the subject, de-
veloping the meaning of the predicate and inserting the word nmenHo.
2.3.1.2. Using a part for the whole and vice versa

(32) About this wall a dense crowd were collected, and many persons seemed to be examining a par-
ticular portion of it with very minute and eager attention.— [looae neé cobpaaacv 6oavwan moand,
MHOMECMBE0 2AA3 NPUCMAALHO U HAOHO 6CMAMPUBANUCH 6CE 6 OOHO MECMO.

The whole ‘person’ is replaced by its part ‘eye’ in the above sentences.

2.3.1.3. Another type of metonymic translation is using the name of a category for a specific member of the
category. The following examples illustrate replacement:

(33) The advantages of sound have nowhere been better understood or utilized than on the Third Pro-
gramme. — [Ipeumywecmea paouo 0cobeHHo Xopowo ucnoavdosasucy Tpemveii IIpoepammoii
Bbu-bu-Cu. (paouo — ‘radio’)

(34) On Capitol Hill residents have been assaulted on their porches —in their garages or while waiting
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Jor a bus, sometimes within full view of other citizens too frightened to move.— B paiione Kanumoaus
Ha Heumeneli HanadaU 'y 6x00a 6 00M, 8 UX 2aPANCax UAU HA OCMAHO8Ke a8mobycd, UH020d HA
24a43aX y OPY2UX 2PANCOAH, CAUUKOM HANY2AHHBLX, YMOObLXOMb NAAbUEM NOULEEEAUMb. (0CMAHO6KE
— ‘bus stand’)
(35) He’s the best player in the recent table tennis contest.— Anh ta la cdy vo't xudt sdc nhdt trong gidi
bong ban gdn day. (cay vort — ‘(tennis) racquet’)
2.3.2. Metaphorical translation

(36) There is something behind the throne greater than the King himself.

The literal translation of this sentence 3a mponom ckpviéaemcs umo-mo maxoe, ymo cunbHee Camo0
Kopoas is impossible: a clearer interpretation of the phrase is required. In another version 3a mponom
CKpbleaemcs cuad, Komopas CUaAbHee camo0 Kopoas, ‘cuaa cuavree’ is stylistically incorrect. In the end
something greater is translated as auuHocms moeywecmeentnee (3a MpoOHOM CKPbI8AEMCA AUHHOCTD
MOYyUeCmeenHHee camo0 KOpos).

(37) The hurricane has left tens of thousands of people homeless. — Con bdo lam cho hang chuc ngan

nguwoi ldm vao canh man troi chiéu dat.

(38) In many Western societies, marriage has become a panda bear of a social institution. — O nhiéu

xd hoi phwong Tay, hén nhan la mét tdp tuc dang suy tan.

(39) If she played her cards right, she would be head of the London office. — Néu cé ta di diing nwoc

c0, ¢O ta sé lén chikc trirdng vin phong & Ludn Pon.

In all of the examples above adequate translation has been achieved by means of metaphoric trans-
formations.

In some research, modulation is named for all types of lexical changes, including antonymic translation,
converse translation, translation of cause and effect and vice versa, specification, generalization, modification
and cultural counterpart [Vinay and Darbelnet, 1995]. By the term ‘modulation’ Vinay and Darbelnet mean
all kinds of lexical changes. Modulation, according to Vinay and Darbelnet is a semantic-pragmatic proce-
dure that changes the category of thought, the focus, the point of view and the whole conceptualization. They
distinguish two types: “recorded modulation”, also called “standard modulation”, and “free modulation”,
which is further broken down into eleven categories. The first type, “recorded modulation” is an established
convention used in bilingual dictionaries, and is considered by many to be a ready-made procedure. Concern-
ing the second type, “free modulation” is considered to be more practical in cases where “the TL rejects
literal translation” [Vinay and Darbelnet, 1995:11].

2.4. Antonymic translation

An antonymic translation is a transformation in which a SL element is rendered by its TL antonym plus
anegation [Louw, 1967]. It represents a way of rendering when an affirmative in a language unit (word, word-
group or sentence) is conveyed via a negative in sense or structure but identical in content to the language
unit, or vice versa: a negative in sense or structure sense unit is translated via an affirmative sense unit.
Antonymic translation is employed for the sake of achieving faithfulness in conveying content or the neces-
sary expressiveness of sense units. Like generalization, antonymic translation may be obligatory or option-
al.

2.4.1. As aunique device, antonymic translation is employed in the following cases:
2.4.1.1. when there is no direct equivalent in the TL for the sense unit of the SL:

(40) Keep off the grass! — He xooume no zasonam! Khong dédm lén cé!

(41) Authorized personnel only. — [locmoporHum 6x00 éocnpeugen. Cam nguwoi ngodi. (In both TL

lit. “‘Strangers are forbidden’)

(42) Take it easy. — He soanyiimecs (lit. ‘Don’t worry’).

(43) Hurry up. — Toavko ne xonaiicsa!
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(44) Hang on, please! — Xin chor mdy. (lit. ‘wait’) / He xaaoume mpybxy! (lit. ‘don’t put down’)

(45) to sit up, thirc khuya — 00420 He A0HCUMBCS CAMD

English has many understatements that have to be translated antonymically into other languages:

(46) Do you mind this? — Bo. ne npomug? Anh khong phién chir?

(47) For the thousandth time ['ve told you to keep your nose out of the business. — Toi da noi voi anh
hang ngan lan roi la dirng c6 can thiép vao viéc nay (lit. ‘do not take part in’).

(48) Mind your own business. — Khong phdi viéc ciia anh (lit. ‘(It’s) not your business’).

(49) I guess he thought it was all right to do because it was only me that was in the room. — HasepHho,
OH OYMAN, YMO IO MONCHO, NOMOMY HMO, KPOMe MEH5, HUK020 mym He 0blo.

2.4.1.2. Antonymic translation can be the sole possibility of correct transmission of idea, when to a literal
translation results in absurdity.

(50) Gollum, crawling on the ground like a frightened animal, was already vanishing into the gloom.
— Toanama, Komopulii NOA3 No 3emae, KAK UCIY2AHHbLIL 36€Db, YAHCe ROYMU He 0bla0 UOHO.

The direct translation ‘y>e mcue3an B reMHoTe’ is impossible in Russian. The antonymic translation is
a typical Russian impersonal sentence. Similar cases are not uncommon in practice. Many English sen-
tences of the same structure are easily translated into Russian with the help of this device.

(51) There's something still alive in that place, something with eyes, or a seeing mind, if you take me;
and the longer we stay in one spot, the sooner it will get on to us.— 30ecv ecmv euje Kmo-mo, KMo
MOXMCem UMb — He 3HAK), 2AA3AMU UAU KAK-HUOYOb euje; HA0er b, 6bl MeHA noHumaenme. Haoo
0mcr00a yxooumso, NOKa oH 00 HAc He 0006paacs.

The absurdity of the translation ‘“dyem mosnbIie MBI 37ech POOY/EM, TeM ObICTpee OH JI0 Hac jobepeTcs’
is clear. In all the above examples, antonymic translation requires an obligatory substitution of an affirmative
in sense and structure SL unit for a semantically corresponding negative in structure sense unit of the TL.
The reverse substitution can be seen in the following examples:

(52) No man is wise at all times. — Ha 6caxo20 myopeya 00804bHO RPOCMOMEbL.

(53) Nothing changed in my hometown. — Bce ocmanoco npexchum 8 moem poOHOM 20pooe.
2.4.1.3. when the sense unit of the SL has two negations of its own which create an affirmation in TL. Cf:

(54) not infrequently — uacmo / thwong (‘often’)

(55) Hem auxa 6e3 0o6pa — Every dark cloud has a silver lining. Hét mwa tro'i lai ndng.

(56) She is not unworthy of your attention. — Cé dy hoan toan ddng dwo'c anh A&’y dén. Ona énoanue
3acaymueaen 6auiee0 6HUMAHUA.

Antonymic translation, therefore, is the only solution in translating many English litotes (affirmative
statements in negative form) into Russian or Vietnamese. Litotes are very popular in English because there
is a large amount of negative prefixes in this language. Literal translation of English litotes into Vietnamese
or Russian is rarely possible: in Vietnamese there are relatively fewer negative words (particles); and in Rus-
sian words with negative prefix ne- rarely combines with negative particle ne because of their coincision.

(57) Moreover, the attempt was not unsuccessful. — Hon nita, né liec nay da thanh cong. / Ilpuuen,
amo cmapanue 6viao ycneuwnovim. (In both TT lit. ‘successful’)

(58) She's not the friendliest person I know. C6 dy chéng phdi la nguwoi than thién cho ldm. — Ona
nenpusemausas. (lit. ‘She's an unfriendly person’)

2.4.2. Antonymic translation is also an option even when there is a semantic equivalent sense structure
between the SL and TL. Hence, a reverse transformation of negative-structured sense unit in the SL becomes
an affirmative-structured sense unit in the TL, and vice versa. Compare:

(59) Can't I have a little peace? — Ocmaebme mens 6 noxoe. | Hiay dé t6i yén.

(60) The United States did not enter the war until April 1917. — Coedunennvte llImamor 6cmynuau 6
60liry moavko 6 anpeae 1917 2. — Cho dén tdn thdang Tw ndm 1917, Hoa Ky mé&i tham chién. (in
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both TT lit. “The United States entered the war only since April 1917°)

(61) Nobody was ever sorry to see him.— Moi ngwoi gdp né déu thich thii.

(62) Her arrival took them by surprise. They hadn’t been expecting her for at least another hour.— Co
ta dén lam ho ngac nhién. Ho cir ngd it nhdt mot gio nita co ta moi dén.

(63) I did not believe it until I saw with my own eyes. Toi khong tin diéu do cho dén khi dwoc nhin
thdy tén mdt. — 5 noeepua amomy moavko, kozoa ysuoea amo ceéoumu 2aazamu (lit. ‘I believe it
only when I saw....).

In (63) the negative structure in English with the conjunction until and in Vietnamese with the word
combination cho dén khi is translated into Russian by an affirmative sentence. In fact, there is also a version
with the verb in the negative form ‘4 ne sepua smomy 0o mex nop, noka He ysuoea 3mo coOCmMeeHHbIMU
2snasam’, but it is much longer.

(64) If you want to cross the street remember to look at the traffic lights first. Néu muén sang dwong
thi triwérc hét phdi nhé nhin den giao thong. — Ecau xouewb nepeceuv yauyy, He 3a0y0b cHauanid
nocmompemu Ha c6emogop.

In this example, an affirmative sentence in English and Vietnamese is changed to a negative one in
Russian because of the grammatical features of the Russian language: the verb nomrums cannot combine
with an infinitive. In this case, the translator uses the verb sa6bims, an antonym of momuuTts instead. The
affirmative structure with the verb nomnums *... nomnu 0 mom, umobor nocmompems na ceéemogop’ is not
possible for stylistic reasons — such a heavy, strange structure cannot be accepted.

There are many cases when both antonymic and literal translations are possible. Then the question of
preferability should be approached from the stylistic point of view.

(65) Care was certainly needed. — Be3 ocmopoxcHocmu 30ect 0elicmeumeabHo 6viao He 000limuUcs.

The variant ‘HecomHeHHO, 0OCTOPOXKHOCTB Ob11a HeoOxoanMa’ is also possible, but the antonymic trans-
lation is preferable.

(66) “...If he's false, he's false.” “All the same, I'd rather have him under my eyes”, said Sam.— “Ecau

OH Hac obmamnbieaem, Hu4e20 He nodeaaews”. “Bce pasho, s Ovl npednoyen He ynyckams €20 u3
6udy” — ckasan Cam.

The possible translation 5 6bt npeonouen depacamsv e20 nod nabarwdenuem cannot appear in the given
context.

Within the framework of antonymic translation, a unit of SL can be replaced not only by direct opposite
unit of TL but also by other words and combinations, that express an opposite idea.

(67) The rail-road unions excluded negroes from their membership.

The literal translation ‘TIpocoro3bl >ke1e3H0OPOKHIKOB NCKJITIOYAIN HEI'POB 13 CBOMX PSIOB’ is quite
illogical: in fact, excluding a man from an organization is possible only when he is a member. It is impossible
to suppose that a trade union accepted a negro only in order to exclude him immediately. But ‘exclude’ means
‘not to include’, or in other words, ‘not to accept’ (‘e npuaumats’). Thus, the adequate translation will be
the following:

IIpoghcoro3ul Jceae3HOOOPOICHUKOS He RPUHUMAAU HE2POG 6 CE0U PAODL.

Another type of semantic variation consists in the change of direction of relations between signs. A
situation can be described from a different point of view with the use of lexical converse:

(68) How I was sold in New Ark. Toi da bi bdn & New Ark thé nao — Kax mens kynuau (lit. ‘How 1

was bought’)

This type of antonymic translation is called reverse translation by some researchers [Louw, 1967]

Antonymic translation is quite often combined with other transformations (lexical or grammatical):

(69) Their house had no screen doors.—/leepu y nux 6viau cnaouinwie. (substituting of negative form
by affirmative is accompanied by the modulation of combination screen doors.)
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(70) The people are not slow in learning the truth. — Jltoou évicmpo y3uaiom npasdy (antonymic
translation is accompanied by replacement to part of speech — adjective on an adverb).

Due to this feature of antonymic translation, Komissarov classifies it as a complex lexico-grammatical

transformation. [Komissarov, 1990].
2.5. Full rearrangement

Full rearrangement is a transformation of the internal form of both a separate speech turn and the whole
sentence. This kind of transformation is carried out not on elements, but integrally. So, if in Russian, upon
the departure of a subway train it is acceptable to say:

(70) Ocmopoixcro, 0sepu 3axpuviaromcs!

then in English, due to the rules of grammar, this phrase would be literally translated as: Careful! The
doors are closed.

However, the acceptable English expression is:

Watch the doors, please.

And Vietnamese has the same expression:

Xin chi y cira.

Strictly speaking, it is a situationally adequate translation. In another example:

(71) Ocmopoocro. Oxpaweno!

The literal English translation of this expression ‘Careful! It’s painted here’ is unacceptable. Although
this translation is grammatically correct, in a similar situation a native speaker will say Caution. Wet paint.
And Chii y so'n wort is an adequate translation in Vietnamese. Examples of using full rearrangement can be
easily found in literary translation. The examples below are taken from The Lord of the Ring. The simplest
case of using this device can be illustrated by identifying the contextual meaning of the elliptical phrase Not
yet! which, depending on the context, can be translated as [loxa ewe nem! (‘not yet’), Ewe pano! (‘still
early’) or [Toooxou (‘wait’); Chwa ddu (‘not yet’), Cho da (‘wait’)...:

(72) Tugging at Frodo’s sleeve, he /Gollum/ pointed towards the path: but Frodo would not move. “Not
yet”, he said, “not yet”. — On manys @pooo 3a pykas, ykasviéas Ha mponunky. Ho @®pooo ne
osunyacs ¢ mecma. “Ilodoxcou, — ckazan on.— IModoncou”. / Gollum gidt manh tay do Frodo, chi

. anh ndi, “cho da”.

»

vé phia con dwong, nhwng — Frodo chdng hé dong day. “Chwa ddu

Here are two examples of more complicated cases:

(73) “I don't like anything here at all”, said Frodo, “step or stone, breath or bone”. — “MHne 30ecb 8ce
He Hpasumcsa, — ckazaa Ppooo, — KamHu U cKaabl, OawHu U npoeanvl”.

The lexical components are fully rearranged because of the necessity to retain the rhyme.

(74) I make no mistake: I don't doubt he’d hand me over to Orcs as gladly as kiss his hand. — Heuezo
U pAOUMb: £ Y8ePEH, 8blOAMb MEHA OPKAM eMY 6C€ PABHO UMO PA3 NAKOHYMb.

Full rearrangement is needed because the word-for-word translation would be clumsy and obscure. At
the same time, pa3 rurronyTh compensates the double negation in the sentence, and therefore partially loses
its clumsiness.

Full rearrangement is a widespread lexical transformation device in translation of publication.

(75) Even the most perfunctory account of the plain facts would blow the myths sky-high. — laxce
beznoe paccmompenue pakmos He CmMAasum KAMHA HA KAMHE 0N CO30AHHO0 UCMOPUKAMU
muga.

(76) The other tasks of the revolution in the South could be left to work themselves out.— Bvinoanenue
OpYy2UX 3a0a4 peOAIOUUL HA 102€ MOXCHO Obla0 nycmumy Ha camomex. / Nhitng nhiém vy con lai
ciia cudc cdch mang & mién Nam cé thé dé'lai cho ho tw gidi quyét.

(77) North Carolina was thrown back into the lap of its former master in 1870, when the President
refused to send Federal troops to suppress the K.K.K. — Cesepnan Kapoauna 6vina omoana na
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omkyn npexcium xozsesam 6 1870200y, k020a npe3udenm omrasancs nocaams myod gpedepanvrwle
6olicka 0aa nodaéaeHusn mamexca Kykayckaaunyes. / Nam 1970, Bdc Carolina lai bi bé méc cho
nhitng ngwoi chii cii khi Tong thong tiv chdi dwa qudn Lién bang dén dep loan quan 3K.

In these last two examples a lot of vivid expressions, requiring integral replacement, are replaced with
corresponding traditional Russians and Vietnamese expressions. In some works, full rearrangement is con-
sidered a variety of semantic development. This device can be briefly defined as transformation of a separate
word, a segment, or the whole suggestion. Thus transformation takes place not on elements, but integrally.
As it is observed in other lexical transformations, a long tradition and history of linguistic contact between
languages results in the full rearrangement of frequent lexical units which are fixed as dictionary equivalents
— permanent and variable. In particular, there are many such equivalents in colloquial language expressions.
For example:

(78) How do you do? — Chao. 30pascmayiime.

(79) Never mind. Huuezo, ne 6ecnokoiimecn, ne obpawaiime eénumanus. Khong sao cd.

(80) Forget it.— Quén di. Khong can ddu. He cmoum 2080pumuv 06 a3mom.

(81) Shut up! — Cam di! 3amkHuco.

(82) Well done! — Gidi qud! Cw thdt! Bpaso! Moaooey!

All examples show that these colloquial equivalents do not have general semantic components; they
possess a different internal form and simultaneously transfer the same notion by the facilities of different
languages. The specificities of colloquial speech frequently requires such an integral transformation in
translation. Translation of the combination forget it/ in the above example is done by using of sense develop-
ment device (s. also 4.): Russian and Vietnamese equivalents replace the sense for a word of action (3a6yobme
06 smom, quén di) with its reason (ne cmoum 06 smom zosopumy (lit. worthless to say about it’), khong can
dau (lit. ‘No need’). It would be more precise to define this device as antonymic translation. However, the
absence of general (common) components between English expression and its Russian and Vietnamese
equivalents gives a reason to consider it a product of full rearrangement. The above saying can explain why
integral transformation serves as the universal means of translation of proverbs and idioms.

(83) Birds of a feather flock together. Pvibak pvibaxa euoum us oasexa (lit. A fisher sees a fisher from

the distance’). Nguwu tam nguwu, md tdm md (lit. Buffalos look for buffalos, horses look for horses).

(84) to know it like the back of your hand — ro nhw long ban tay, 3namwv kak céou namov nasvyes;

The English version evokes the image of a back of someone’s hand; in Vietnamese the hand becomes a
palm, but more general, without indicating whose palm; in Russian the image is of one’s own five fingers
(céou namov naavyes).

2.6. Compensation

Compensation is a translation procedure whereby the translator solves the problem of aspects of the
source text that cannot take the same form in the target language by replacing these aspects with other ele-
ments or forms in the source text [ Wiki]. Compensation is a technique which involves making up for the loss
of a ST effect by recreating a similar effect in the TT through means that are specific to the TL and/or TT.
Compensation occurs when loss of meaning in one part of a sentence is compensated in another part or mak-
ing up for the loss of something in the ST, by adding something else in the TT [Newmark, 1988:90]. It is true
that some marginal elements of information may be lost in translation. However, some of them may be com-
pensated for by the use of different devices, sometimes in a different portion of the message. For instance,
the Russian vernacular

(85) Ho sawe 0eno puckosoe (M. Sholohov)

may be translated as but your job is damned risky thus the use of a low colloquial lexical item damned
compensates for the nonstandard morphological form puckoeoe. In the phrase nooxunymo uoeiixy a de-
rogatory connotation is expressed by the suffix -xy. In the English phrase o sell the idea the noun is neutral
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but the derogatory connotation is shifted to the verb.

Quite often, a text or utterance that is considered to be “untranslatable” is actually a lacuna, or lexical
gap, that is to say that there is no one-to-one equivalence between the word, expression or turn of phrase in
the source language and another word, expression or turn of phrase in the target language. A translator,
however, can resort to a number of translation procedures to compensate. For example, to translate a text
from one of the languages that have two forms of the second person pronoun: an informal form and a formal
form (e.g. the Russian mu: and 6ut the German du and Sie), to HY PERLINK "http://www.experiencefestival.
com/a/Untranslatability_-_Available_translation_procedures/id/2018903#"English, the translator may have
to compensate by using a first name or nickname, or by using syntactic phrasing that are viewed as informal
in English (I'm, you're, gonna, dontcha, etc.), or by using English words of the formal and informal register,
to preserve the level of formality [Wiki].

The two areas which most nearly approach total untranslatability are poetry and puns. Poetry is dif-
ficult to translate because of its reliance on the sounds, such as rhymes, and rhythms of the source language.
Puns and other similar semantic wordplay are difficult because of how tightly they are tied to the original
HYPERLINK “http:/www.experiencefestival.com/untranslatability_-_compensation#”language. That
being said, many of the translation procedures discussed here can be used in these cases. Compensation
may be considered the best way to translate language special and original features of poetry and puns. For
example:

(85) Sam laughed grimly. “Cobwebs!” he said. “Is that all? Cobwebs! But what a spider! Have at ‘em,
down with ‘em!” — Com mpaurno 3acmesaca. “Illaymunal” sockauknya on. “U moavko-mo?
Iaymuna! Hy u nayuok! A ny-xa, copeem ee!”

Colloquial Russian phrases 4 moavko-mo? and Hy u nayuox! compensate for the impossibility of
translating adequately the colloquial English form of the pronoun ‘em.Hatim and Mason conclude that “[t]he
translators abandon the attempt to relay the puns as such and, instead, compensate by inserting English puns
of their own which are not part of the source text. But equivalence of intention has been maintained” [Hatim,
2004]. Here, the same linguistic device is employed in both source and target texts to achieve a similar hu-
morous effect.

Compensation can be of two types: (1) semantic compensation, which is used as a means to compensate
for sense losses especially while translating culture-bound and nationally specific units (five-and-ten-cent
store trade Warren — 0ewésute); (2) stylistic compensation which is employed to compensate for stylistic
losses, such as namuxamuux — 500 roubles.

2.6.1. Semantic compensation

Semantic compensation is often used for filling in of blanks caused by non-equivalences. It is denotation
of realities (realii), characteristic for the country of the SL and alien to the TL and reality of the TL culture
and reality. In many cases, if these details do not have a principal value, then their omitting in translation
will not be a loss for the receptor. For example:

(86) That kind of stuff. The old bull. — Caosom, hnasopauusan kax Haoo.

(87) It’s awful. — Cmpawnoe oero.

(87) I've brought a Christmas present for Dad. — Omo nane H080200HUll NOOAPOK.

Semantic compensation can be used to serve a purpose achieved in Russian by the means which are
different from the ones in English, such as in the transmission of alliteration, contamination speech and
calembours. In such cases, purpose justifies such means, because maintaining information may be of lesser
value than the effect of the utterance. When an author intentionally employs non-sense words to underline
parody or absurdity, the text’s translation cannot generally use dictionary accordances with the original. In
this case it is possible to talk about continuous compensation. Thus, compensation is used for the transmission
of elements of sense, lost in translation, and it is carried out by other methods, or at later points in other
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places in the text.

(88) I'm lucky, though. — Bce-maku y MeHa 3mM0 XOPOULO 8bIXOOUM.

(89) It’s boring to do that every two minutes. — Bom ewe, oxoma 0blaa NOMUHYMHO HAUOAMbCA.

(90) I also say “Boy!” quite a lot. Partly because I have a lousy vocabulary and partly because I act
quite young for my age sometimes. — Imo moxce npusbiiKa — 2060pumv “Ax!”’ uau “Yx mot!”,
omuacmu NOMoOMY, 4mo y MeHsa He X6amaem CA08, d OM1Acmy NOMOMY, Mo A UH020a 6e0Yy ceOs
coecem He No 603pACmy.

In the following example, violation of linguistic norm in the English text, inexpressible in translation,

is compensated by other non-standard forms in Russian:

(91) [Elisa:]“I'm nothing to you — not so much as them slippers”. Xueeunc nonpasasem ee: “those
slippers”. — “S 0an eac Huumo, xyxce éom amux mygaeir”, a Xuzzunc nonpasum ee: “myghean”.

It is difficult to transfer the difference between them and those into Russian. But this “loss” can be eas-
ily compensated with incorrect case form of the word as in the example above.

In many cases, the translator has to use TL units which have no equivalents in the SL:

(92) You could tell he was very ashamed of his parents and all, because they said “he don't” and “she

don't” and stuff like that. — Bbl.1o 6UOHO, YMO OH CMECHAEMCA C80UX POOUMEeAell, NOMOMY YMO
OHU 2080pUAY “X0uym” u “Xoueme” U 6ce 8 MAKOM POOe.

(93) “No sweethearts, [ b'lieve?” “Sweetmeats did you say, Mr. Barkis?” — “A nem au y nee opyxcouxa?”
“IMupoxcouxa, mucmep bapkuc?”

In the last example, the error in the ST seems natural, as the beginnings of both words coincide. This
commonality can be saved in translation only by changing the words, because in the Russian words sweet-
hearts ‘beloved’ and sweetmeats ‘candy’ have nothing in common.

2.6.2. Stylistic compensation

Stylistic compensation enables the maintenance of ST when TL norms make it impossible to save the
particular weight-bearing word which carries the phrase’s meaning in the original. “Compensation is a
transformation whereby a TL stylistic element is introduced into the target text at a place where it does
not occur in the source text, because a functional rendering of an SL stylistic element could not be realized
at the same place” [Louw, 1967:73]. Following Harvey [1995:82-4], compensation occurs where the TT
includes stylistic features that aim to naturalize the text for the target reader and that aim to achieve a
comparable number and quality of effects, without these being tied to any specific instances of ST loss.
The example below is the most typical example of the use of stylistic compensation in translating from
English into Russian:

(94) “Why don’t you write a good thrilling detective story?” she asked. “Me?” exclaimed Mrs Albert
Forrester...(S. Maugham, The Creative Impulse) — “A nouemy 6vt 6am ne Hanucamv OemexkmueHblii
pOoMaH, maxou, umoowvt 0yx 3axeamviéanro?” “Hezo?” sockauxknysa muccuc Poppecmep...

As we see, in the SL elliptic sentence the heroine uses the objective case form of pronoun me in place
of I, that is the custom in colloquial English. However in Russian, such nuance in the order of the personal
pronouns does not happen. Therefore in this case the translator applies the method of compensation, in the
process of which replaces a literary form umo on familiar yvezo. Semantic maintenance of the fragment does
not change as a result, even though changing the personal pronoun in the original to the interrogative in
translation is rather significant. Another example of using stylistic compensation is shown below:

(95) This policy could lead the economy into the waste of mass unemployment.— B pe3yabmame makoii
IKOHOMUHECKOU NOAUMUKY 8 CIMPAHe NOABUNACL Obl Maccosasn bGe3pabomuya, m.e. pe3epebl
IKOHOMUKU PACMOUAAUCH ObL HENPOUIEOOUMENBHO.

Considering the examples, one has a clear sense that compensation is justified in cases where it is nec-

essary to transfer exact pragmatic values and characteristic features of SL speech, specific dialectal expres-
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sions, different word-plays, puns, jargon etc. It is also acceptable in cases where it is impossible to choose
the exact accordance to an element of the text. Thus, stylistic compensation is used mainly in translating folk
speech, proverbs, saying, idioms and other expressions, having specific colouring features which are lost in
translation.

(97) Paddle your own canoe. — B uyxcyro A00Ky He 3are3ail.

(98) ...He made a speech that lasted about ten hours. — ...On omezpoxan peyuv 4acoe Ha OecsAnb.

(99) If there is one thing I hate, it's the movies. — Ecau 5 umo HeHasuxcy, maxk 3mo KUHo.

(100)...She had on those damn falsies that point all over the place... — ... Y Hee... 6 aughpuuk umo-mo

NOOAONEHO, HMOO MOPUAN0 60 6CE CIOPOHDL...

Thus, using compensation and full rearrangement (integral transformation) is an objective example
(evidence) that the equivalence of translation can be achieved at the level of the text, but not by translation
of separate fragments of text (for example: words or word-groups). In other words, there are details which
are impossible to translate, but there is always a way to transmit their sense in the translation of the whole
text.

As equivalence is established between two definite units of translation, due to the linguistic (typological,
grammatical, lexical) and cultural differences, a unit of translation can have its equivalent in one TL but may
not have it in other TLs, or it appears to have equivalents of different levels in different TLs. Therefore, when
translating a ST into different TLs, the translators may have to use different devices; for instance, the device
used in translating the English expression in example (44) Hang on, please! into Vietnamese uses modulation:
Xin cho mdy. (lit. ‘wait’), while into Russian He kaaoume mpyoxy! (lit. ‘don’t put down’) is an antonymic
translation; in some cases a SL unit is translated into different TLs by using the same device but with differ-
ent levels, as shown in example (17) I saw a young man 6 feet 2 inches tall. — Toi trong thdy mot thanh nién
cao trén mét tam. (lit’over 1m 80 tall’) / A ysuoea évtcoxozo napus. (lit. ‘tall’).

Conclusion

In the process of translating a text from one language to another, the translator often meets problems of
variable equivalence and non-equivalence, due to the structural and semantic differences between the two
languages, as well as differences of the two cultures in which the languages are rooted. Semantic transforma-
tion (replacement) is one useful and effective strategy to solve the non-equivalence problem, by creating
occasional equivalents based on linguistic and situational (extra-linguistic) contexts. Among the various types
of semantic transformations the most frequent are: concretization, generalization, modulation (sense develop-
ment), antonymic translation, full rearrangement, and compensation. Each of these devices is used specifi-
cally in translating a definite category of words or word-groups, sentences or paragraphs, or even the whole
text, depending on the characteristics of the units of translation. Thus, concretization is a frequent device in
translation from English into Vietnamese from English or Vietnamese into Russian, due to the existence of
a large group of English words of wide semantic volume. Generalization, on the contrary, is used in translat-
ing the Vietnamese kinship terms into Russian and English. Modulation, especially metonymic cause-effect
change, is popular in literary translation to maintain the specific stylistic features of ST units. Antonymic
translation is used in translating the double negatives structures. Full rearrangement is a widespread device
used in translating publicity materials, proverbs and idioms. Compensation is the universal device to translate
poetry, puns and word plays, in order to transfer stylistic characteristic features. Each of these semantic
transformations can be use in their “pure” form or in combination with one or more other translation tech-
niques.
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