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OTxe, KOMyHIKaTHBHA BapiaTHBHICTH — II€ HE JIUIIE SBUIIE (OHOIOTII.
KomyHikaTHBHa BapiaTUBHICTh BBaXKA€ThCS MPHPOINHOIO 1 (yHIAMeEH-
TaJIBHOIO BIIACTHBICTIO OyAb-1KOI MOBH, BOHa € HEOOXIIHHM eTamoM
mepeOyIoBH eJIEMEHTIB MOBHOI CHCTEMH B TIpOLECi OHOBJEHHS Ta
BJIOCKOHAJICHHA ii 3aco6iB. KomyHikaTHBHA BapiaTHBHICTP Ha CHHTAKCHY-
HOMY piBHI CHpWYHMHEHAa HACTYMHHMH (DaKTOpaMH: COIIOTIHIBICTHIHHUM,
TEKCTyaJIbHUM, PEriOHAIbHUM, 1HAMBIAYaIbHUM, KyJIbTypOCHeHUDIYHNM, a
TaKOX CUTyaTUBHMMH (akTropamu 1 (hakTopamu iHTEHILIH aapecanta. Cuix
3a3HAYMTH, LI0 3a3Ha4yeHi BuUIlEe (AKTOPH HE 3aBXKIU BPaXOBYIOTHCS
MepeKIIalayeM Ta 1HKOJIM MPU3BOAATH A0 TPYOUX CTHIIICTUYHUX MOMHJIOK B
TEKCTI MepeKiany.
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Different Semantic and Grammatical Interpretations of Russian
‘Predicatives’ Within the So-Called ‘Transition Zone’
(mepexoaHast 30Ha)

The article will briefly outline the outcomes of some authors, in
particular V.V. Babajceva and |.P. Matchanova, who assume that some
particular Russian forms ending in -0, as xorodno, with respects to their
semantics, may or may not belong to the so called ‘category of condition’
according to the different communicative aims and contexts. There will be
shown differences and similarities as far as semantics and grammatical

291



Lexical, Grammatical and Stylistic Aspects of Translation / Interpreting

structures are concerned in the process of translating from a source
language (SL) to a target language (TL).

Key words: predicative, semantic interpretation, grammatical
interpretation, transition zone, Russian language.

The grammatical status of the so-called ‘predicates’ has always been a
matter of discussion among linguists. Some consider words as orcapro (it’s
too hot), oywmno (it’s muggy) direct derivates from relevant adverbs and
adjectives, to be included in the traditional parts of speech [1]; others
assume that, for their particular ‘verbal function’, used above all in
impersonal contexts, they should be considered sort of ‘impersonal
predicates’, to be included in a special ‘category of condition’ (kateropus
cocrostaus = KC):

K O€3JIMYHBIM rjarojiaM, Tpe6YIOH.[I/IM BCIIOMOI'aTCJIbHBIX ecmb, 5bl]l0,
6y()em, OTHOCATCA CJIOBA 6€JeHO0, CKA3aHO, MOIMCHO, OOJZ.?fCHO, gecejio,
CKYYHO. ﬂb3}l, aHcaib, J1eHb CUHUTAKOTCA 0OEe3JIMYHBIMU TJIAr0JaMHU ¢ OCOOEH-
HeIME OKOoH4aHussMHU (t0 impersonal verbs requiring auxiliary verbs ecmeo,
ovL10, Oyoem, refer words as eeneno [it is ordered], cxazano [it is told],
mooicro it is possible], oonocno [it is necessary], seceno [it is happy],
ckyuno [it is boring]. JIe3s [it is legal/possible], orcans [it is a pity], zens [it
is lazy] are considered impersonal verbs with particular endings) [2, p. 204].

On the other hand it happens to be really complex to consider the
existence of an independent morpho-grammatical category, where to
include these words ending in -o, referring neither to the verb or the
adjective, not to the adverb, used simply with predicative functions (also
with a copula) within impersonal contexts [3, p. 75].

B 10 )€ BpeMs UX C TPyAOM MOKHO OTHCCTU TOJIBKO K HapCyusM,
IOCKOJIbKY HIpH OMKaIIEM PACCMOTPCHUU OKaA3bIBACTCA, YTO YKA3aHHBIC
CJIOBA HEC MMOJABOJATCA MO/ KaTErOpUro Hapelmﬁ, TaK KaK HE OTHOCSTCS HHU K
rJarojy, HU K MpUIarateibHoMy, HH K apyromy Hapeuuto (At the same
time it would be difficult to connect these words only to adverbs, as,
looking at them more carefully, it becomes clear that these words are
neither to be included in the adverbial category, nor do they refer to the
verb, or to the adjective or to any other adverb) [4, p. 74].

The so-called ‘transition zone’ (‘mepexomHast 30Ha’) tries to reconcile
these two opposite positions. Rather than opting for one or the other
position, some linguists assume the existence of different interpretative
possibilities that can be associated with these expressions. And these
different interpretative possibilities depend on the predominance of
prerogatives due either to evaluative connotations (typical of the adjective)
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or to state/condition, which may lead to different lexical combinations
and/or grammatical outcomes in the process of translating from a SL
(source language) to a TL (target language). In her article Kraccugurayus
uacmeil peuu ¢ yuémom nepexoouvix senenuti (Parts of speech classification,
taking into account the ‘tramsition zone’ events), V.. Babajceva shows well
how, besides a ‘nuclear zone’ (‘smepras 30Ha’) these expressions have,
there exists a ‘transition zone’ (‘nepexomnas 30mua’), where it is possible to
individuate a syncretic scale of values. In a semantic scale going from A
(adjective) to B (expression of state/condition), through hybrid contexts that
may be defined, indeed, ‘transitory ones’ (A6 and aB), the context in AB
represents the neutral contact point between the two extremes:

(SL) A — O! xax xopomo Bamie Bpems! — IIpogomkana AHHa
(JI. Toncrott)

(TL) (O! How good is your time! — said Anna) (L. Tolstoj)

(SL) A6 — Bcé 6bu10 x0pomo [...](JI. BonbiHCKHiIA)

(TL) (Everything was good (ok) [...]) (L. Volynskij)

(SL) AB — Bcé xopommo nof cusiauem yHHbIM... (H. Hexpacos)

(TL) (Everything is good under the moonlight) (N. Nekrasov)

(SL) ab - Xopomo, ckazan oH. Yx, xopomo! W 3acmesuics
(M. I'epacumoB)

(TL) (It’s) good, he said. Oh, (it’s) good! And he laughed
(I. Gerasimov)

(SL) B — MHe 31ech xopomio... A BbI Oyzaete cky4ath (B. KaBepun)

(TL) I feel good here ... While you’ll be bored (V. Kaverin)

[5, p.- 309]

As from A you get closer to B, the possibility that the expression
xopouio refers to a ‘canonical’ subject, in the nominative case, becomes
weaker and weaker. The logical subject in the dative case mme, when
referring to the form in -o, identifies an impersonal context:

A. Bamre Bpems -> AO. Bc€ 05110 -> AB. BcE -> ab. O -> B. Mue

In a semantic scale that from the adjective goes to the so-called
‘predicative’ (expression of condition), through different ‘evaluative’
nuances, according to the communicative intent, there is a certain
grammatical asymmetry in the translation process. While, in the SL, to
semantic differences correspond different lexical contours and grammatical
structures (alternatively adjective or predicative form), in the TL there’s no
evidence of this kind of differentiation and the adjective ‘good’ is to be
found throughout the whole semantic scale.

The same author, in her work dated 1988 Aerenus nepexoonocmu 6
epamMmamudecKkom cmpoe pyccKoeco A3blKkd U Memoouka ux UusydeHust
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(Transition events in the grammatical order of Russian language and
methods for their teaching) links the growth of the KC to the phenomenon
of the ‘transposition’ (‘rparcnosunus’) [6, p. 3-13]. The examples in (1)
show a sort of ‘functional homonymy’ between the short form adjective
(1a), the adverb (1b) and the predicative (1c) [6, p. 3-13]:

1)

a. Jlumo.NOM ee. GEN rpyctHO. N [SHORT ADJ]
Face.NOM her[PRON] sad[ADJ]
(Her face is sad)

b. Ona.NOM rpyctHo[ADV]  mocmotpenal[V] Ha mMeHs. ACC

She.NOM sad[ADJ.]-sadly[ADV] looked[v]  at me. ACC
(She looked at me with sad eyes/sadly)

C. Mmue. DAT rpycTHO[PRED] moTOMY, 4T0 Beceno[PRED] TeGe. DAT
I (am).NoM  sad[ADJ] because happy [ADJ] you.NOM
(I’'m sad because you are happy)

The grammatical outcomes from the SL respectively of la. epycmmo
[SHORT ADJ], of 1b. zpycmmuo [ADV]) and of 1c. epycmno [PRED] are all
adjectives in the TL (sad [ADJ]). The example in 1b. (epycmuo [ADJ]) also
allows for the adverbial outcome in the TL (sadly[ADV]). It is interesting to
note that, regardless of the value of spycmmno, evaluative in 1a., modal adverb
in 1b., referring to a state in 1c., the grammatical outcomes in the TL do not
necessarily vary, while they definitively differ in the SL. It is worth mentioning
that this kind of words has also been studied by the linguist E.l. Voinova, who
gives a differentiation from the construction point of view, distinguishing
the semantics and the different functions of the words of condition from the
evaluating ones and showing that, for the latter, the dative subject is not
characterizing [7]. The lexical contour associated to these words in the SL,
indeed, differs: subject is canonical, at the nominative case, in 1a./1b., while
the non canonical subject ‘Mue’ is characterizing only in 1c., transferring
the state in question from the physical-external level to emotional one
(person experiencing it).

G.A. Zolotova considers the possibility to increase the quantity of the
parts of the discourse by identifying for the words expressing ‘evaluation’
(‘omlenka’) a category in its own right, as: 0co0oOro IeKCHKO-TpamMma-
tuyeckoro knacca cios (0f a particular lexical-grammatical class of words)
[8, p. 279-281]. When comparing the examples in (2), words in —0 as
xonoonol eascnol noeuuno have, respectively, connotations going from
state/condition (a), to evaluation (b, c):
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)

a. MHE X0JI0HO [PRED]
to me. DAT cold [ADJ]
(I’m cold)

b. wMmue Ba)kHO [PRED]
to me. DAT important [ADJ]
(It’s important for me)

Cc. *wmHe Joru4yHoO [PRED]
*to me. DAT logical [ADJ]

(It’s logical *for me)

While 2a. refers to the physical condition of the experiencer, expressed
through the dative logical subject mne, that is selected by the same
predicative xozoono, eascno in 2b. is evaluative and does not select the
dative mmue; nocuuno in 2c. with its ‘absolute meaning’ (if something is
logical, it must be for everyone) is never accompanied by a dative non-
canonical subject.

The study of I.P. Matchanova proves to be very interesting for the
purposes of the present discussion. The basic components of these words,
the so-called ‘semantic values’ (‘cemu’) are closely linked to the same
syntactic structure of the sentence and share the property of ‘invariability’
(‘unBapuantHOCTh’) [9]. Some of them can be determined lexically, others
are suggested by the context [8]. If we consider, for example, the word
xonoono in the examples in (3), we notice how its syntactic-combinatory
properties vary in relation to the context (also lexical) and how,
consequently, different semantic interpretations can exist:

®)
a. XOJIOTHO Horam / pykam
cold[PRED] feet / hands.DAT
(my feet/hands are cold — physical condition )
b. xomoxHO Ha Jylie
cold[PRED] in[PR] soul[LoC]
(I’'m cold in my heart / my heart is cold — emotional condition)
C. XOJIOJTHO Ha yITHLE
cold[PRED] in[PR] street[LOC]

(It’s cold outside — condition of the environment)

All the three above showed cases express a state/condition, but,
according to the chosen ‘lexical contour’, the semantic meaning of each one
acquires different nuances with respect to the more general one of condition
they all share. The combinatory properties these words have in some way
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enhance or neutralize their invariable semantic values of staticity, subject
inactivity, perception, duration and condition oriented towards the subject.

We conclude this section dedicated to the so-called ‘transition zone’ and
its innumerable possibilities of interpretation with the following consideration
of E.S. Pataskova:

B coBpeMeHHOM pycCKOM SI3bIKE HAOMIOIAETCS TEHACHINS TpaHCOp-
MallMi Ka4YC€CTBCHHBIX II0 3HAYCHHUIO JICKCEM B CTaTaJIbHBIC: Mue qbuOJze-
mogo (dcape.); bvino kopuuneso; Ilaxno kopuyei (V. I'amaron). [losTomy B
SA3BIKC MOCTOAHHO MPOUCXOJAT ClIydYan TPpaHCIIO3UIIUHN CJIOB U3 OI[HOfl qyacTHu
pedn B Apyryro, HaOIrOmaeTcsl yTpaTa CTapblX W IPHOOpETEeHHE HOBBIX
Ka4yeCTB, YTO, HCECOMHCHHO, CBJI3aHO C FHy6OKI/IMI/I BHYTPEHHUMHA
HpeO6paSOBaHI/IﬂMI/I HeKCHKO-FpaMMaTI/I‘IeCKOﬁ XapaKTCPpUCTUKH CJIOBA, C
M3MEHEHHUSIMH KaTErOpHaIbHOIO CTAaTyca CIIOBA, €ro CTPYKTYPHO-CEMaHTH-
YEeCKOW XapaKTepPUCTHKU MPH COXpaHEHUH BHelrHero obnuka ciosa (In the
contemporary Russian language there is a tendency to transform the
meaning of words from qualitative/evaluative to stative: | feel purple
(slang); It was brown; There was the scent of cinnamon (U. Gamajun).
Therefore in the language constantly occur cases of transformation of
words, which imply the passage from one part of speech to another, we
notice a loss of old qualities to acquire new ones, which, undoubtedly, is
linked to deep internal reorganization of the lexico-grammatical characteristics
of the word, to the change of the categorial status of the word, of its structural-
semantic characteristics despite tha fact that the morphology of the word
remains unchanged) [10, p. 194-202].

Grammatical abbreviations:

ACC = ACCUSATIVE (CASE)

ADJ = ADJECTIVE

ADV = ADVERB

DAT = DATIVE (CASE)

GEN = GENITIVE (CASE)

LOC = LOCATIVE

N = NEUTER

NOM = NOMINATIVE (CASE)

PR = PREPOSITION

PRON = PRONOUN

PRED = PREDICATIVE (FORM)

V = VERB
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306epexenHs cnenupiky ykpaincbkoi MOBH NPH NepekJaax
NMOeTUYHHUX TBOPIiB AHIIiCHKOI0 MOBOIO

The article looks at the specific features of the Ukrainian poetic
language that constitute a challenge for a translator. The author analyses
some of Lesia Ukrainka’s poems and their English translations. It is
emphasized that the effectiveness of translations depends on the adequate
rendering of some key language units.

Key words: translation, transformation, interpretation, linguistic analysis,
comparative method.

Heouinnma pone nepekiany B pO3BUTKY JIFOJICHKOT IUBII3aLl 3aransHo-
Bizoma. He mMeHmy pousis Bizirpae mepekiaj i B cydacHoMy cBiTi. Tomy He
BUKJIMKAE TTOJIUBY TOM MMUJIBHUH 1HTEpeC, SIKUH BUSABIISAIOTH 110 BiHOIIEHHIO
JI0 HHOTO BUE€HI, MUCBMEHHUKH, KPUTHKH, TIPAKTUKH Mepekaany. Ocodnmsa
yBara MpUAUISETHCS HAWOUIBII CKIATHUM JUIS TIEPEKIaTy TBOPAM XYHOXK-
HBOI JiTEepaTypu $K 3aco0y BCTAaHOBJIECHHS MDKHAPOJHHWX KYJIbTypHHX
3B’s13KiB. [Ipukmagom Moxe OyTu npeacTaBieHHs TBopUocTi Jleci Ykpainku
aHIIIOMOBHOMY unTadeBi. Hacammepesn ToMy, 110 TBOPYiCTh MUCEMEHHHMII —
Ile CBiTOBa CilaBa YKpaiHCBKOI JiTepaTypu. Bemukuii HoBatop — BOHa 3
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