REBMEZARERINEM

Bl KA

% # NeF MKR




KEBEZARBERINHEM

SES SkHA

A5 Y SEERRSS

4 E WLE FRERK

@

MRAF LM




E B RS B (CIP) $iE

EBHFEEMENR S5 / IS RIS, —

Al U REE AL, 2012, 11
KFFNPRAI R R P Hb / SRR B TS
ISBN 978 -7 - 305 - 10630 - 9

1. Qi M. O QFR--- M. OBHFEF — =%
FR—#HA N, OHO059

rj AR P 4R CIP B 4% 7 (2012) 86 227031 5

HRUR AT
t: it
[ Bl
ol A

w1 4
B OE 4
# &
%
# AL A
i HE
I
Fook
W%

ISBN 978 -

A 1)
KATIRE
HL T HRA

[N T
g ST B 22 5 HE 4 210093
http: //www. NjupCo. com

e fil

K2 R PRI I8 1 R 91 S

[ QREZS

BEFE5WERARSSI

AT KTk

g WHIE AL 025 - 83592123
19 7% 3 B SOV AT R )

VLR RUJEH 1K B R A FR 23 )

787X1092 1/16 Elgk 23.5 FEL 586 T
20124F 11 HES 1 2012 4F 11 A% 1 YERKI
7-305-10630-9

48. 00 JG

025 - 83594756 83686452

Press(@NjupCo. com

Sales@NjupCo. com( {37 #f)

CRRAUITAT AR BT
* LI S KRG P 5 AnAT B i ) L 3 5 i
P 5 i 0 D0 AR e 46



KEAFRBIFEASRBRARIESR
KEFFEFHRB AN

BB Gz E T )

3 E L
B —
& L H
BN a2
F ik
R Ik
# 4
A 45 &

il R

a1 A i B
R ImyL K
T KA

AL A E R
i S FE R
N2
JTARAME SN B R



TR

T ZABEEHAERAANHM AN ENRET., AFEAHXRREE HELRFHRKR
HEREHABMERPINAMBERRABRFARLEAREFIERRFXRNARTE R
EAFEGE, BiERBAEHAE, TR.EXFETEMR“BER, AP HHEHARE
HEFHEFMNTAEREEHE, EXBE AAEF HRFFLET. MEL.AX
BEABR FHES EHRE LR FHAFEANH". ETRE. ERERBNIRE R, 3T
FAHECHFEARE KV HLE . BEEH ERXAK. FHOW A TRATX KK ENE
B A A

RET B o HM T F2 AP BB FHRARBRAFEL AFARRKFERE
FHFEANpRER ARFLBPIREN FHF T O KIEKFRENER. HETHU
X BEAEERASG HRNBERMZFEY, RNAETEERAAENS LREEHL
SHEEMEFTFRWER BELEREE T,1980 F 2009 4 [, & E 5] # . & A X F 1 1800 &
L ER L HMFEAMEARANLE, HEFR BFEAMELR WHEH, REAXREFHFNT
2A%it, BT, REEX MRS IFHAMEA 1000 H#," X—FHERTHEME LK —
B HEBERM R REHIER. IR T BT RN AT, Hk b R B T R EH R
BEREHRN.

BE.BHFEE RERABMO ML L. ERAESFREN.EAFECHNEMTEREB
fl, IMBEREATRULURFELNEZ®T, HYASHAEACITHEF AT A
EAEFS FRANHBEREHZHEMFEAE - ERFTEBRNARE X EEE L
ARBWEREH, NBMBEXE RESFERARMEMAK LT ERXEN . NELHE LR
EEFEURTENTRMNL., RPN HMBEEEMARAR Lo DLk 3k, T 4o 50 B T &
MAEFLAHOHFEL.

AEFTH.BNAF T AFHFTFARB R EM A FANHEHRAE Z7] K"
XEERFHM. HHEZATERA P CEH(PERAZERLAREZ I (L RE 7 #FHE
HREGEIDVA(ERAF IS SHBAR I (B F T ERAREIDN(GETFEHMBHE
BFIDAXEFBEARFIDCERFERZFARTRIDDARER O FERAR T CEHEH
BEARFIDMAREHEALZIDFI0M: EHUNUABE S EFEFH ML, CLHECH
BFHAEADAXCHEFEZARAXFRFEZA)AHSFREEZHFEAR) CGEHEXZEHFZA).
CHEHHE BT A) (B EIF A (R T FEA)(ER KRG #F 3 A ) fo( 8
RREGETEEAE IOM, XHEEM I ELEEFHEFR MXFH (T ¥ . E¥ . X¥.9F

» B3| B EEF MEE (REFRMNLBMERSHER), (PEREREZE), 2011 £11 A,



#E LM |

T A% XM CEE EHESELONRBEFARURT ERH S EAFR. L6
BB RS AR TR LR IR AT MRS BT R A S kR
eo R MEEH AR AT R REEFANER, OB R AT EBF A HAM
BE LR A EERM.EA M A REFELFARFAM ST RN G EN. B2
RATE A — B AR LA — SO A AN, Bk, KA1 x —RAEHF R,
WSS EEEERR., S A RARDE N XREREERN XL A GEE, T
R LR R R AR AR EARNT R T E AR B K A % AL
BEERNATRINEESHE, FAX—REYER A TURLT . AT, 5% — R A
KB R S0 XU S TR B B A B A A R R AR B T T e
PR A M S kb — S B R B

AHEF AR LI BM B E NP RERCEERAL  TU RER Y EEE W, T
REALARN BE BE AR DEINEHNE.ESEABETRFET FRYEE, T
S A REHNEET RN TR R RGN R B R kR
BALIAERL AWK LEHR AN AH BT EA DA NAEHEEFRAHR
BH R B R B AT AR KRR TR 53 S, AT E . A AR
TR, B A % 70 HOH UL B 4 A T L B BB T DR K TR (k7 ) By £ B I
BT RRTREAS YN EFM, EEIEYHEHLE R &b T8 % Ry
BG L ASAE e RNRE BA A A XS HBEM AR — BRI
RERS WX KA F A NS X T HEEA TN X 26 TR M AR, U RR
AR RJE B FF R LR R P L B Ry E AT I F R
BUET A EHET, RHNEHT R R T R RS 0 R A B 5 4 L
RERFEALERNRE FMASEARR L EBET AN BRREH AR B EAPH
$ ok BABRK T AXKT SR LR TR o R RS AR R ER AT AN
Bk ARG EATEFANBERL EFANKRPEE, .

EXERKINEBERE TR EAEEHM A LEARRDEHERNEF, X H
15805 2 50 B A 2 P UL A 45 WAL AL 2 HUS At 4 R fE R A AR B L A B —
BREARUHHSPREAR, BAHB—BNE AXAERARHNRERETHEY, &
FAREHBAN EREEF I EE AN RCEELAE T AL LN R AERE, —4F
BOHRERH R ERT A A E BN, £ A ) 11300 T8 By R )

BAEZ BEAFMELFRARMERL —HERENFR TR, o L&, R
ERTRT S D EHERN T LR OB ML S N BT, ARG TR g,
KBEF R, EHRMOBRE RN ECAEIRTE R AF N ELFED UEEER
WAST T K R AT % 9% 0T 5 B A R

EZHF.

—O0O——#£=HA—=-++H
BTip bR eGSR 2



i

HI

HiEEZMNFEER N EHNELSEEAR. IWHMEE4LAE —MEETANL.
SN —THRIET AR, 7 B3R LB UL R AT 81 L B B R 3R é%%ﬂ%
R EAEE. HEETURE R T RGN, B F A THEIA RN EESREET
5 0.

EFE L EMETRRERERERT AR ARG FH, T UGS TIEE %,
A — A RE LR TES WA RARR., HLBENAREYE —ERIET ¥
TR —AARE D AR BEREBETFN— Ao X, BT L, iE
= R R H At T B TR O GE B AN 1 B R 0 45 LA B L B AR KL B
SR R AR MA Y R, LENAA KENEHEE AT, UK
hnde A ARk LR L R B E S TR R R A B AT bW
BEfRGHIR. ARG T EAEREE LN RERE.

M= A2 A\ AR R BT, XA IR A X LI R AR T 7 R SRR A, o
FEH B B, EEN TN XA ENBETRR, BT F ik EN8HE
T A A LT B R e, 15 KA R R IT I R, B8R 8y
TEHRAAMNERTERLRE HATERS XEFFLER G HREREREL
REFRF R ANEABRE D EAS  EHEFARGTRAARE. B hFiEE
FUREEF TSR T E SN, A E Rty WA M, H B 5573
By ol g M A L M, ATT R T JE XX AR B M, i R B — MR — Bt
AWNEEBALENT.O BEFEHEMEFTRY — KR T A2 B B
WLBEFAEAT X EE EEFRANEEAEMN T H AR ML,
SRTT MRT JLEETF 46, XL R B B E RN TR & £ T 244 A K 5, AL
FRPXESEREH LD F M AR ES TR BEFRNESFE
V7, e B A BT P E S I T A R W f R — A TR B B VT, gt
Vo R 4 i | 8RO 50 A 4 T b T 2 B F 9B R AR

XA RHBEFREGTHLERET AN A FEHEFHE AR, EANBET
TR BN R B R S T 0O B S R ST % A — [ S A B 6 T LA AR ok 8 R AT R
BB B, BB X XS L AR T MR K
RHMELFT LN BN BERAR A SBEEN TR E T L LEER

© (IMESIMEHF)2008 £ 6 Hi,



A LT LT AN

) E N,

HE S R RN IR PR AR R Al i, B E A X fhik 1R 0 8 F AT
REEFERRN ER ML E. R SFH —ARARFHNNE N ANEFF
By A RE K G AEBE TR IEAT T B R AR I BRI T bk R E
W55 0 R R B T A AR B Y R BE . 3t T R AT 3 — 2B A R B 3 0 K AL A
T Tk

KW HE THIBETFA TR ES M EARNEL, THBFE LA LR
PIESFRENAC. TR YMESXNHARTRRERMZFHRT PO EAEKNA.
UREEFREBHMEFHRNT T ENKIACHRR . MEFHRTIEETFHREN
MBEARFRARX.LHEARCGETF EHEAR I DX AT RTEHKAM.

AR ARAAMNFIRME . H T L UIBETFN AR RIKR Y &R, ®FENE
EHFREWMBEAR T AN EEZFAXE, HR. EAREHAXFARDL XHREH,
Y H B XM AN, FEHENZ, RATLEAH B EEFR T3
HXHA R, XX E AN XX, XHFFEREMEIEST I
HIR X T EEHF R AR, R R T 0 R 0E E Ay PR & AR B K % #i#
M FEEER, BMARBET EEKARER . HYEH AL X ET MH
HXGIRNHARIS . EEMXRANTFRE T ERFRBXNETET F. Rit=
Sh L AE B A 5T ) By B L RATAR R AF T — 2 DU IR X 8IF 8 B 1T 9E R Ae
FRFEZHB X AT N ESNARTH T ER  EIRRLERG L,

ABHHpNEFEH FR /X R ELRE=Z KWL H K. & X)E
EAKE R F R E A BEY, "R T EN G ERIRNIES FHE B
Yn o] MR A 45 B BIF 5T R A M R LB R R AN, 7 AR B B R B R
WFF AR B AT B, “H XTI R X AR AR RSB, XX H A
LHBEEHFAMAN P EXEFREFALER TS FH. %%:‘iﬁ(ﬁiﬁ“%*”
MTHXHWEXZR N BEEFNFAFT R MEXFHNRBEREFTEANE,
ﬁ;ﬂ&”ﬁﬁ/\ R A 6 scﬁfrﬁmﬁé’yﬁﬁﬁ'ér?ﬂfﬁﬂﬁﬁ#ﬂe HhiF— ¥ %‘%@Hﬁ%

[ AEBHEHFANXEHAREFAFTRIBER - REARNEREG F ik, @3]
frﬂﬁfﬁ f 3 ME ML TT B B R IR AR IR H N F R TR S .

AFERMEARFTHRBTEHAAFHE I AR RKUZ KR EZAFEHIK
HAMEFHAD ZFF A AEMXR TR N E, Zo. FFEmhginEH B4R
AP EAIET B CIRE RS TRANB KA. B iR F MR T — 2
B R — R R R,

B T Bt (B Afu K S EY IR ], F F R 2 4, B ARE) KA HFMHITEIE,

mE
20124 11 A



$—F LR IBESVESFEIETAR 1
W N
woX e 2

& ¥.— On Linguistic /\\pe(t\ of Translation L
& . Translation and LLanguage: A Linguistic /\ppr()(lch to Il‘dn\l«ltl()n
Studies 8
& % - Linguistics and Translation 10
ESCP O BHPEOOTE SCANSS 26
Ve BEEeEuEsE b eSS vk 32
BV AN TV T R e 2 U] B [ T 39
b ..M
R T B M
FF G R 45
HOFT o IS T A B A B PR 7 D i A }H
A & S BEE R I bt iy & e KRk 45

F£-E ESXHEENENAR >4
e S >4
BE K 55

e S R LT 55
& 2 Comparative Stylistics ()f French and English: A Methodology for
Translation 59
ik %~ Principles of Correspondence 62
¥ Py o Shifts of Translation 78
& L hH  Type. Kind and Individuality of Text: Decision Making in
'I‘I‘Eln.\‘klti()n .................................................................................. 86
T 96
AMGEE 07
BE G DR 0R e 97
DOURRLCEAPSCEOIER o7
P i B0 0 SCAS S5 BT R 1 SR s
LA bt (P 23 bR i J 56 S 191) 104



& F 5EIFEHFRL T

L= ZRGEEEIESF(SFL)SBIFEHR 113
B B eeeE——————————————aaaa e e SRR A 113
e 114
WL - M. A. K. Halliday and Translation 114
e J.C. Catford and SFL. 120
Pk Peter Newmark and SFLL. 123
PESCpy  Basil Hatim, lan Mason and SFLL. 127

& . Translation Quality Assessment: Linguistic Description versus
Social Evaluation 130
YL RGLUNGEIE T SEM BRI ROAY 144
B B 151
R G B 152
F T B, 152
B R e - B 25 152
FNE XEF5FFHR 159
oo 159
B D 160
% . — The Place of Literary Stylistics in the Translation of Fiction 160

3E i ] i3
4] 41 5 .

172
193
193
193

He T RN A 16 RS B PR SR M 5

DACLIREEE Y el shin) S e e e 193

EFRE EBERESWEBEHAR 204
B B e 204
- 205
P& X — Text Linguistics and Translation 205
WS WEEE T SRR 211

FE i [¥] 332 218

218
218
218

/N BH PR S BT

EANE EBHFE/AMMSEBESFEBEHAR 229
T 229
- G T s T T U U RO TR 230
& — Pragmatics and Translation 230

% .~  Perlocutionary Equivalence: Marking., Exegesis and
Recontextualisation 235



1k

gtE LEBIETEOAANESFUREB THAIEDR

B x

= Pragmatic Aspects of Translation: Some Relevance-Theory Observations

“H.  Cognitive Characteristics of Re-categorization in C-E Translation

P

FN\E EBEMNEFEESFS5BFEAR

5 it
# X
"

ok

VESCT IERERIE S RS R
L=

ik

KL NG B T DAY O PRSI R ISR S
LA B2 30 E1 i RO 32 D113 B3 4 )

PRI WS

P4y Corpus-based Interpreting Studies: Early Work and Future

Prospects

3141
324
324
324
324
326

w
w
(@)

340
348
348
349
349
361



£—F it iEs. BEEF¥5#EFEMA

¥ ®

R — R 5 A SCAR KA 5 b —Fhils & SCAR I B FEBRAE L R b SR B0 R iy
B P AT A BRAGIA I R T3 Tl PR A ) A AT BT T B PR A el Z B T
A oA HNS S BRI AT B RR IR &

BRI K BRI IE FURTE 5 R b 0 — A LU 4y s BRI F I — A0 3
PRAFZE AT LSS IR T35 5 AT SR EAR KRR AR 11 5 A O BF S R

FORENEA I AP K S PR DGTE 5 AT G K A 1 T R) R (EUR R AT i R
Bk A B PSSR ME S B R Mk BS k. IEP A « LR (Roger BelDFEA i % 5 C B
SRR (Translation and Translating s Introduction, xv,1991) (¥ 5 w43 T §8 H 9 A8
B BHIFFE KA TANFEASFIFHIE 5 2 WA A s A AT T T SCAS A0 I BE e S 2k 22 T2 0L M SR
LA IUEMER R I 0 R R B T RIS OT S A A B BIS 1 LU LA
A BN R A s AR EOR R R 2F L R SR, 20 tEADrh Rt B S BIE Y R UK S Bl
BRI FE B9 2 8 » A0 T B R 5 A R Bk IS . DL & T4 iR S # n Bie A Fir e
S AT N 220k FL 2 B R ELE A 70 b 2 D felt BRI 945 UK e TR MK . X — BT
A A R T B PR ) Y 2F AN & K 4E N (Jean-Paul Vinay) ik 01 /K N (Jean
Darbelnet) fi]F 1958 4F % & T # 44 19 (3 95 L 48 SCfR 24 B0 7 12218 ) (Com parative
Stylistics of French and English : A Methodology for Translation) . H4F—88 il
7 010 £ 85 K 5 58 B 1R ) R 2 3 2 HE %A1 ik (Roman Jacobson) , flh 1959 4F & R Gl 75 24
B (19 B8P 1 AW ) (“On Linguistic Aspects of Translation) J& i 5 =0 MA Z 55 BIFLA1
WA, 2T RN T 2 BT ST B0 R 0] R 114 2 56 [ B R B8 2K 2% ik (Eugine Nida) . i
J5 K 2E T Az R EAE  CBHIFR 5 R ) (Toward a Science o f Translating » 1964) UL K
CEHPEIEIE 55288 Y (The Theory and Practice o f Translation, 1969, with C. R. Taber), [d]
A, S 2 R AR 1 (J. C. Catlord) R & 22 OB PR YR & F B2 ) (A Linguistic
Theory of Translation,1965) W HA BEE & X, X2z F A0 B & FHS % B R gE T2
HERVEE ARG IFES T BA B SUBFFE R . A, B iE 5 20
FEH ST R A AT RE T A TR B — o ST A 2E R

SR « IXLEMF I LA BT 5 F IR R R RIS 1 27 18 F F N R R — Bk 37 4 BT
FE. BHIFEOTFE S B SR 10 LA S BRI KA BRI R GES b cfb 03
UL BT EALE A (& R A BRELS ST . (s 524 S W s F 2 A S

1



EE F5MIEH LTI

2 GRS T AR S A O B S AR T LA GBI 2 SR B PR 5T
 f B PR F S — 2R 0 SV B 9 L ISR A R R — AR A S (S

%3 — On Linguistic Aspects of Translation

Roman Jakobson

g =5

% % - f &4 # (Roman Jakobson,1896—1982), ¥ 4 X ¥ B X FiE s ¥ X . WA T
EHA AN BEZRENRF . EXRIAAENEIARAR FATEH, EHFHETFRUR
HNEBEEFRBEMEMASHELET 1915 £40 1926 FH|Z LK, 8K X“On
Linguistic Aspects of Translation”¥ & 7 ## 0y W&, R 7 & FF 8% 2 b, th B 5 19 8%
TR B NN FRES, XE LA 1959 FE ALK . KRXELHEAFHIRE RS,
# Reuben Brower ¥ % th BL A 2 #2 8 & L W9t 8% Y(On Translation) —H ¥, X B X &
ERENEEFABRBRIHBANXEZ —, —HB WA BEFHRABNE %k,

According to Bertrand Russell, “no one can understand the word ‘cheese’ unless he has
a nonlinguistic acquaintance with cheese” (Rusell, 1950:3). If, however, we follow Russell’s
fundamental precept and place our “emphasis upon the linguistic aspects of traditional
philosophical problems,” then we are obliged to state that no one can understand the word
“cheese” unless he has an acquaintance with the meaning assigned to this word in the lexical
code of English. Any representative of a cheese-less culinary culture will understand the
English word “cheese” if he is aware that in this language it means “{food made of pressed
curds” and if he has at least a linguistic acquaintance with “curds. ” We never consumed
ambrosia or nectar and have only a linguistic acquaintance with the words *ambrosia,”
“nectar,” and “gods”—the name of their mythical users; nonetheless, we understand these

words and know in what contexts each of them may be used.

i ”

“apple, nectar,” *acquaintance,” “but,”

“mere,” and of any word or phrase whatsoever is definitely a linguistic—or to be more

The meaning of the words “cheese,’

precise and less narrow—a semiotic fact. Against those who assign meaning (signatum) not

2
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to the sign. but to the thing itself, the simplest and truest argument would be that nobody
has ever smelled or tasted the meaning of “cheese” or of “apple.” There is no signatum
without signuwn. The meaning of the word “cheese” cannot be inferred from a nonlinguistic
acquaintance with cheddar or with camembert without the assistance of the verbal code. An
array of linguistic signs is needed to introduce an unfamiliar word. Mere pointing will not
teach us whether “cheese” is the name of the given specimen, or of any box of camembert, or
of camembert in general or of any cheese, any milk product, any food, any relreshment, or
perhaps any box irrespective of contents. Finally, does a word simply name the thing in
question, or does it imply a meaning such as offering, sale. prohibition, or malediction?
(Pointing actually may mean malediction; in some cultures, particularly in Africa, it is an
ominous gesture. )

For us, both as linguists and as ordinary word-users, the meaning of any linguistic sign
is its translation into some further, alternative sign, especially a sign “in which it is more
fully developed” as Peirce, the deepest inquirer into the essence of signs, insistently stated
(Dewey, 1946: 91). The term “bachelor” may be converted into a more explicit designation,
“unmarried man,” whenever higher explicitness is required. We distinguish three ways of
interpreting a verbal sign: it may be translated into other signs of the same language, into
another language, or into another. nonverbal system ol symbols. These three kinds of
translation are to be differently labeled:

1. Intralingual translation or rewording is an interpretation of verbal signs by means of
other signs of the same language.

2. Interlingual translation or translation proper is an interpretation of verbal signs by
means of some other language.

3. Intersemiotic translation or transmutation is an interpretation of verbal signs by
means ol signs of nonverbal sign systems.

The intralingual translation of a word uses either another, more or less synonymous,
word or resorts to a circumlocution. Yet synonymy, as a rule, is not complete equivalence;:
for example, “every celibate is a bachelor, but not every bachelor is a celibate.” A word or
an idiomatic phrase-word, brielly a code-unit of the highest level, may be fully interpreted
only by means of an equivalent combination of code-units, i. e. , a message referring to this
code-unit; “every bachelor is an unmarried man, and every unmarried man is a bachelor,” or
“every celibate is bound not to marry, and everyone who is bound not to marry is a celibate. ”

Likewise, on the level of interlingual translation, there is ordinarily no full equivalence
between code-units, while messages may serve as adequate interpretations of alien code-units
or messages. The English word “cheese” cannot be completely identified with its standard
Russian heteronym “cbip,” because cottage cheese is a cheese but not a ceip. Russians say:
npuHecH chipy M TBopory “bring cheese and [ sic] cottage cheese. ” In standard Russian, the
food made of pressed curds is called cwip only if ferment is used.

Most [requently, however, translation from one language into another substitutes

3.
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messages in one language not for separate code-units but for entire messages in some other
language. Such a translation is a reported speech; the translator recodes and transmits a
message received [rom another source. Thus translation involves two equivalent messages in
two different codes.

Equivalence in difference is the cardinal problem of language and the pivotal concern of
linguistics. Like any receiver ol verbal messages. the linguist acts as their interpreter. No
linguistic specimen may be interpreted by the science of language without a translation of its
signs into other signs of the same system or into signs of another system. Any comparison of
two languages implies an examination of their mutual translatability; widespread practice of
interlingual communication. particularly translating activities, must be kept under constant
scrutiny by linguistic science. It is difficult to overestimate the urgent need for and the
theoretical and practical significance of dilferential bilingual dictionaries with careful
comparative definition of all the corresponding units in their intention and extension.
Likewise, dilferential bilingual grammars should defline what unifies and what dilferentiates
the two languages in their selection and delimitation of grammatical concepts.

Both the practice and the theory of translation abound with intricacies, and {rom time to
time attempts are made to sever the Gordian knot by proclaiming the dogma of
untranslatability. “Mr. Everyman, the natural logician,” vividly imagined by B. .. Whorf,
is supposed to have arrived at the [ollowing bit of reasoning: “Facts are unlike to speakers
whose language background provides for unlike formulation of them” (Whorf, 1956: 235).
In the first years of the Russian revolution there were fanatic visionaries who argued in Soviet
periodicals for a radical revision of traditional language and particularly for the weeding out
of such misleading expressions as “sunrise” or “sunset. ” Yet we still use this Ptolemaic
imagery without implying a rejection of Copernican doctrine, and we can easily transform our
customary talk about the rising and setting sun into a picture of the earth’s rotation simply
because any sign is translatable into a sign in which it appears to us more [ully developed and
precise.

A faculty of speaking a given language implies a faculty of talking about this language.
Such a “metalinguistic” operation permits revision and redefinition of the vocabulary used.
The complementarity of both levels—object-language and metalanguage—was brought out by
Niels Bohr: all well-defined experimental evidence must be expressed in ordinary language.
“in which the practical use of every word stands in complementary relation to attempts of its
strict definition” (Bohr. 1948. 317{.).

All cognitive experience and its classification is conveyable in any existing language.
Whenever there is deficiency, terminology may be qualified and amplified by loan-words or
loan-translations, neologisms or semantic shifts, and finally, by circumlocutions. Thus in
the newborn literary language of the Northeast Siberian Chukchees, “screw” is rendered as
“rotating nail,” “steel” as “hard iron.” “tin” as “thin iron.” “chalk” as “writing soap.”

’

“watch” as * hammering heart.” Even seemingly contradictory circumlocutions. like

4



F—F% k. ES ETFEEMEMA

“electrical horse-ear” (asektprucckasi konka) » the first Russian name of the horseless street
ecar, or “flying steamship” (jena paragot). the Koryak term for the airplane, simply
designate the electrical analogue of the horse-ear and the flying analogue of the steamer and
do not impede communication. just as there is no semantic “noise” and disturbance in the
double oxymoron—*cold beef-and-pork hot dog. ”

No lack of grammatical device in the language translated into makes impossible a literal
translation of the entire conceptual information contained in the original. The traditional
conjunctions “and,” “or” are now supplemented by a new connective—*and/or”-—which was
discussed a few years ago in the witty book Federal Prose-—How to Write in and/or for
Washington (Masterson &. Phillips, 1948: 40[.). Of these three conjunctions, only the
latter occurs in one of the Samoyed languages (Bergsland, 1949. 374[.). Despite these
differences in the inventory of conjunctions, all three varieties ol messages observed in
“federal prose” may be distinctly translated both into traditional English and into this
Samoyed language. Federal prose: (1) John and Peter, (2) John or Peter, (3) John and/or
Peter will come. Traditional English: (3) John and Peter or one of them will come.
Samoyed: John and/or Peter both will come, (2) John and/or Peter, one of them will come.

If some grammatical category is absent in a given language. its meaning may be
translated into this language by lexical means. Dual forms like Old Russian 6pata are
translated with the help of the numeral: *“two brothers.” It is more difficult to remain
faith[ul to the original when we translate into a language provided with a certain grammatical
category [rom a language devoid of such a category. When translating the English sentence
“She has brothers” into a language which discriminates dual and plural, we are compelled
either to make our own choice between two statements “She has two brothers”—*"*She has
more than two” or to leave the decision to the listener and say: “She has either two or more
than two brothers. ” Again in translating {rom a language without grammatical number into
English one is obliged to select one of the two possibilities—"brother” or “brothers” or to
confront the receiver of this message with a two-choice situation: “She has either one or more
than one brother. ”

As Boas neatly observed, the grammatical pattern of a language (as opposed to its
lexical stock) determines those aspects ol each experience that must be expressed in the given
language: “We have to choose between these aspects, and one or the other must be chosen”
(Boas, 1938: 132f. ). In order to translate accurately the English sentence “1 hired a
worker,” a Russian needs supplementary information, whether this action was completed or
not and whether the worker was a man or a woman, because he must make his choice
between a verb of completive or noncompletive aspect—Hansin or nanumas—and between a
masculine and feminine noun—paGotuuka or padotnuuy. If 1 ask the utterer of the English
sentence whether the worker was male or female, my question may be judged irrelevant or
indiscreet, whereas in the Russian version of this sentence an answer to this question is

obligatory. On the other hand, whatever the choice of Russian grammatical forms to
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translate the quoted English message, the translation will give no answer to the question of
whether 1 “hired” or “have hired” the worker. or whether he/she was an indelinite or
definite worker (*a” or “the”). Because the information required by the English and Russian
grammatical pattern is unlike, we face quite different sets of two-choice situations; thereflore
a chain of translations of one and the same isolated sentence from English into Russian and
vice versa could entirely deprive such a message of its initial content. The Geneva linguist S.
Karcevski used to compare such a gradual loss with a circular series of unfavourable currency
transactions. But evidently the richer the context of a message, the smaller the loss of
information.

Languages differ essentially in what they must convey and not in what they may convey.
Each verb of a given language imperatively raises a set of specific yes-or-no questions, as for
instance: is the narrated event conceived with or without reference to its completion? Is the
narrated event presented as prior to the speed event or not? Naturally the attention of native
speakers and listeners will be constantly focused on such items as are compulsory in their
verbal code.

In its cognitive function, language is minimally dependent on the grammatical pattern
because the definition of our experience stands in complementary relation to metalinguistic
operations—the cognitive level of language not only admits but directly requires recoding
interpretation, i. e. , translation. Any assumption of ineffable or untranslatable cognitive
data would be a contradiction in terms. But in jest, in dreams, in magic, brieflly, in what one
would call everyday verbal mythology and in poetry above all, the grammatical categories
carry a high semantic import. In these conditions, the question of translation becomes much
more entangled and controversial.

Even such a category as grammatical gender, often cited as merely formal, plays a great
role in the mythological attitudes of a speech community. In Russian the [eminine cannot
designate a male person, nor the masculine specily a female. Ways ol personifying or
metaphorically interpreting inanimate nouns are prompted by their gender. A test in the
Moscow Psychological Institute (1915) showed that Russians, prone to personily the
weekdays, consistently represented Monday, Tuesday and Thursday as males and
Wednesday, Friday and Saturday as females, without realizing that this distribution was due
to the masculine gender of the first three names (noHemenbHUKs BTOPHHMK, yeTBepr) as against
the feminine gender of the others (cpena, msathuma, cy66ora). The fact that the word for
Friday is masculine in some Slavic languages and feminine in others is reflected in the folk
traditions of the corresponding peoples, which differ in their Friday ritual. The widespread
Russian superstition that a fallen knife presages a male guest and a [allen fork a female one is
determined by the masculine gender of noxx “knife” and the feminine of Bunka “fork” in
Russian. In Slavic and other languages where “day” is masculine and “night” feminine, day
is represented by poets as the lover of night. The Russian painter Repin was baffled as to

why Sin had been depicted as a woman by German artists: he did not realize that “sin” is
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