LECTURE 15
LEXICAL PROBLEMS: Lexical Differences Between Languages

Plan:
1 Lexical differences from Phonological and grammatical systems
2 Three Types of Lexical Meaning
3 Divergences in the Semantic Structure of Words
4 Different Valency in meaning

Languages differ in their phonological and grammatical systems; their systems
of meaning are also different. Any language is able to describe things, notions,
phenomena and facts of life. This ability of language ensures cognition of the outside
world. But the ways of expressing these things and notions usually vary in different
languages. That means that different languages use different sets of semantic
components, that is, elements of meaning to describe identical extra-linguistic
situations.

She is not out of school yet.  (G.Heyer).

Ona eue He KOH4Yula wKojivl (yme YYUMCA 6 WKOJZ@).

The same fact is described in the English and the Russian languages by different
semantic elements.

Benjamin paced his chamber, tension building in him. (E.Taylor).

benoorcamun  waean no KOomMHame, €20 HANnpAMNCEHHOE COCMOAHUE 6ce
YCUIUBATIOCH.

The correlated verbs “to build” and cmpoumsw (primary meanings) have different
semantic structures, they are not co-extensive and do not cover each other.
Consequently the verb cmpoums is unacceptable in this context. Equivalence is
achieved by the choice of another verb — ycurusamscs. The two verbs “to build” and
yeunusamwcs taken by themselves express different notions, but in this context they
possess the same semantic component viz. the component of intensification (of
tension). A non-correlated word is often selected in translation because it possesses
some common semantic component with the word of the SL text, as in the present case
(to build — ycunusamocs). The existence of a common seme in two non-correlated
words is a factor of primary importance in the choice of equivalents which opens up
great possibilities for translators. Another example may illustrate this point.

The cash needed to repair the canal is sitting in the bank.

ﬂeHbZM, npedﬁas'HaquHble ons pemonma Karnala, ece euje reacam 6 oanke.

The verb “to sit” and zescams are by no means correlated words. But they
pOsSsess one seme in common — to be at rest, to be unused.

Three Types of Lexical Meaning



As one of the main tasks of translation is to render the exact meaning of words,
it is important to consider here the three types of lexical meaning which can be
distinguished. They are: referential, emotive and stylistic.

Referential meaning (also called nominative, denotative or cognitive) has direct
reference to things or phenomena of objective reality, naming abstract notions and
processes as well. Referential meaning may be primary and secondary thus consisting
of different lexical Semantic Variants (LSV).

Emotive meaning unlike referential meaning has no direct reference to things or
phenomena of objective reality but to the feelings and emotions of the speaker.
Therefore emotive meaning bears reference to things, phenomena or ideas through the
speaker’s evaluation of them. Emotive meaning is inherent in a definite group of words
even when they are taken out of the context.

Stylistic meaning is based on the stylistic stratification of the English vocabulary
and is formed by stylistic reference, e.g. face (neutral), countenance (literary), mug
(colloquial).

Referential Meaning and its Rendering in Translation

Lexical transformation which are practically always required in the rendering of
referential meaning in translation are caused by various factors. They may be classed
as follows:

a) different vision of objects and phenomena and different approach to them;

b) different semantic structure of a word in the SL and in the TL;

¢) different valency or collocability;

d) different usage. Different vision.

It is common knowledge that one and the same object of reality may be viewed
by different languages from different aspects: the eye (of the needle — ywxo ueonxu;
hooks and eyes — kprouku u nemenvku).

Hot milk with skin on it — copsiuee monoxo ¢ nenxoii.

Desalination — omnpecnenue; visible to the naked eye — sudumwli
Hesoopyacennvim 2nazom; a fortnight (forteen nights) — ose neoenu.

He lives next door — Ow orcusem 6 coceonem dome.

All these words (naked eye — nesoopyaicennwiii 2nas; fortnight — ose neoenu; next
door — coceonuii oom) describe the same facts and although formally not correlated
they are equivalents.

He was no armchair strategist — On omni00b ne OvLl KabuHemHbLIM cMpame2om.

Not only words of full meaning but even prepositions may imply different vision.

He folded his arms across his chest, crossed his knees.

OHn cxkpecmun pyKu Ha 2pyou, NOJONCUL HO2Y HA HO2Y.




This factor (different vision) usually presents little difficulty for the translator but
it must never be overlooked, otherwise the translator may lapse into literal translation.
The difficulty arises when such words are used figuratively as part of some lexical
stylistic device, that is, when they fulfill a stylistic function, e.g.

Instant history, like instant coffee, can be remarkably palatable, at least it is in
this memoir by a former Whitehouse side who sees L.B.J. as “an extraordinary gifted
President who was the wrong man, from the wrong place, at the wrong time, under the
wrong circumstances.

C06D€M€HHCI}Z ucmopus, mak asice KdK U maxou CO@peMeHHblﬁ I’IDOOVKWZ KdK
pacmeopumblii koge, uno20a dvisaem yOusUmMenIbHo NPUSMHA, N0 KpauHell mepe 3mo
maxKk 6 peyeH3upyemvlx memyapax OvisUIEe20 NOMOUWHUKA npe3udeHma ,ZZJfCOHCOHCl,
K0m0pbll:i xapaxkmepusyem €20 KaK «UCKTIOYUMENTbHO CcnocooHo2o npes’udeyma,
KOMOpblil Obll HENnOOXO0OAUWUM YEN08EKOM, POOOM U3 HENnoo0Xoosaue2o mecmd, 8
Henooxoosuee 8pemsi, NPu HenooX00AUWUX 0OCMOAMENbCNBAX ).

One and the same product is named in the S and T languages according to its
different properties: the English language stresses the speed with such coffee can be
prepared whereas the Russian language lays special accent on the fact that it is soluble.

A word in one Language may denote, due to different vision, a wider non-
differentiated notion, while the same notion is, as it were dismembered in the other
language, and, consequently, there are two or more words denoting it. For example, the
Russian word wacer corresponds to two English words; “watch” and “clock”. The
Russian word 2opoo has two couterparts; “town” and “city”. And vice versa, one
English word may correspond to two or more Russian words, e.g. “moon” — ayna,
mecsy, “bell” — konoxon, xonoxonvuux, 6ydenuux, 360HOK, CKIAHKA, pbiHOa. The
Russian language uses one word narey which is indiscriminately applies “to terminal
members” of the hand and foot, while the English language discriminates between these
members and has accordingly three different words: thumb, finger, toe.

3 Divergences in the Semantic Structure of Words

The semantic structure of words presents a complicated problem as the so-called
correlated words of the T languages are far from being identical in this respect. The
only exception are some groups of monosemantic words which will be dealt with later.

Divergences in the semantic structure of words of the S and T languages are one
of the primary cases of lexical transformations. These divergences or dissimilitudes are
connected with certain peculiar features of a word or a group of words. Even words
which seem to have the same meaning in the two languages are not semantically
identical. The primary meanings of correlated words often coincide while their
derivative meanings do not. Thus there is only partial correspondence in the structures
of polysemantic words as their lexical semantic variants do not cover one another.
Semantic correlation is not to be interpreted as semantic identity and one-to-one



correspondence between the semantic structures of correlated polysemantic words in
the two languages is hardly ever possible.

Such partial correspondence may be illustrated by the following analysis of the
correlated words cmon and table. Their primary meanings denoting the same article of
furniture are identical. But their secondary meanings diverge. Other lexical semantic
variants of the word table are: part of the machine-tool; slab of wood (stone); matter
written on this; level area, plateau; palm of hand, indicating character of fortune, etc.
Lexical semantic variants of the word cmon are: ema, nmma, (cToll ¥ KBapTHpa,
JTUETUYECKUN CTOJ); YUPEKICHHUE, OTIAETA B KaHIEJSPUM (MACHOPTHBIA CTOJ, CTOJ
HaXxO0JI0K) etc.

Not infrequently the primary meaning (and sometimes the derivative meanings
as well) of an English word consist of more than one semantic component or some,
forming the so-called “bundles” of semantic elements. This is usually reflected in
dictionaries which give more than one Russian equivalent of each LS of the English
word.

The analysis of the polysemantic word “mellow” shows that it can modify a wide
variety of objects and notions: fruit, wine, soil, voice, man, etc. Each sphere of its
application corresponds to a different derivative meaning and each meaning (consisting
of several semes) accordingly has two or more Russian equivalents.

1. cnenblif, MSITKUH, cOuHbIN (0 QpyKTax); 2. BbIACPKAHHBIHN, CTapblid (O BUHE);
3. IpUATHBIN HA BKYC; 4. TOI0OPEBIINIA, CMATYUBIINIICS C BO3pAacTOM (O YETIOBEKE); 5.
MSATKUH, COUHBIN, TYCTOM (0 rojioce U Kpackax); 6. pbIXJIblii, MIIOJOPOIHBIN (0 MOYBE);
7. pa3r. Becenbii, moasmuBIui. (BAPC)

It also follows from the above example that there is no single Russian word with
a similar semantic structure corresponding to the word “mellow” and comprising all its
meanings.

4Different Valency in meaning

The aptness of a word to appear in various combinations is described as its lexical
valency or collocability which amounts to semantic agreement. Collocability implies
the ability of a lexical unit to combine with other lexical units, with other words or
lexical groups. A word as a lexical unit has both paradigmatic and syntagmatic
collocability. The lexical meaning of a word is revealed in either case. The contexts in
which aword is used bring out its distribution and potential collocability , thus the range
of lexical valency of words is linguistically determined by the lexical meaning of
words, by the compatibility of notions expressed by them and by the inner structure of
he language word-stock.

It should be noted that valency comprises all levels of language — its
phonological, syntactical and lexical levels. Only lexical valency will be considered
here.



A detailed analysis of factual material shows that valency in the English language
is broader and more flexible than that in the Russian language. This fact confronts the
translator with additional difficulties, as it enables a writer to use unexpected individual
combinations. It follows that valency may be obligatory non-obligatory and words
accordingly fall into two categories: “open” or discrete words and “closed” or non-
discrete ones. The adjective “aquiline” is a classical example of a word with a closed
valency (cp. the Russian adjective kpomewnsiii).

Every language has its established valency norms, its types of word
combinations, groups of words able to form such combinations. This especially
concerns traditional, obligatory combinations while individual combinations give
greater scope to translators. Individual collocability is by no means arbitrary and must
not violate the existing models of valency. As a writer may bring out a potential
meaning of some word he is also able to produce unexpected combinations. Such
individual but linguistically justifiable collocations belong to the writer’s individual
style in the way as his epithets or metaphors and may be regarded as an effective
stylistic device, e.g.

She had seen many people die, but until now, she had never known a young
foreign death. (R.Godden).

YV nee ma enazax ymupano mHoeo nooeti, HO 00 CUx NOp el He NPUXOOUIOChH
sUOdemb KaK yMupan uysicezemey, 0a eue makoul 1oHbull.

Words traditionally collocated tend to constitute clichés, e.g. a bad mistake, high
hopes, heavy sea (rain, snow), etc. the translator is to find similar TL clichés, traditional
collocations: epybas owubka, donvuue nadesxicovl, OypHoe Mope, CUTbHBLIL 00HCOb
(cuee). The key word in such collocations is a noun, both semantically and structurally,
while the modifying adjective plays a subordinate role. The key word is always
preserved in translation but the collocated adjective is rendered by a word possessing a
different referential meaning which expresses the same category (in this case —
intensity) and corresponds to the TL valency norms. For example:

a bad mistake — epyb6as owubka

a bad headache — curvnas 2onoenas 601e

a bed debt — nesozepawennviii oone

a bad accident — msorcenwiii Hecuacmuolil cyuail

a bad wound — msorcenas pana

a bad egg — myxnoe siyo

a bad apple — enunoe sbnoxo.

It should be noted that words playing a qualifying role may be not only adjectives
but also verbs and adverbs, e.g. trains run — noezoa xoosm; to sit in dry dock — cmosme
8 cyxom Ooke.

The problem of semantic agreement inevitably arises in the translation of
phraseological units consisting of a verb of wide meaning and a noun (collocations or



set expressions). The verb is practically desemantised and the noun is the semantic
centre of the collocation.

The translation of the verb is determined by the law of semantic agreement, e.g.
to make tea (coffee) — zasapusamo uaii (koghe)

To make beds — cmeaums nocmenu

To make faces — cmpoums pooicu
To make apologies - npurnocums uzeunenus.

Every language possesses regular and compatible collocations.

After a day of heavy selling and in spite of persistent Bank of England support,
the pound closed on Monday at a new record low against the United States dollar.

Ilocne moeo kaxk 6 meuenue 6ce2o o YCUJIEHHO covleanucy gbyHmbl cmepiuneo8
U HeCMOmMpPsL HA YNOPHYIO NOO0ePHCKY AHenutickoeo OaHKa, K 3aKpblmuio Oupiicu 6
NOHeOeNbHUK KYypC (QyHma o0ocmue peKOpPOHO-HU3K020 YPOBHS NO OMHOULEHUIO K
oosnapy.

The richer the semantic volume of a word is, the richer is its collocability which
opens up wide translation possibilities.

A detailed analysis of various collocations shows that individual and unexpected
collocations in different functional styles are much more frequent in English than in
Russian.

Different collocability often calls for lexical and grammatical transformation,
though of the collocation may have its equivalent in Russian, e.g. a “controversial
question” — crnopHblii Bompoc but the collocation “the most controversial Prime
Minister” cannot be translated as camslii CHOpHBIIT IPEMbEP-MUHUCTP.

Britain will tomorrow be welcoming on an official visit one of the most
controversial and youngest Prime Minister in Europe.

3asmpa 6 Awnenuro npubvisaem ¢ OGUUUATLHBIM BUBUMOM OOUH U3 CAMBIX
MOJIOObIX npemvep-mMmuHucCmpoe E8p07’lbl, KOI’I/IODbZIZ 6bl3bleaeni camvle
npomueopedueoble MHEHUA.

Sweden's neutral faith ought not to be in doubt.

Beprocmu lllseyuu Hetimpanumemy e nooieHcum coOMHEHUIO.

A relatively free valency in the English language accounts for the free use of the
so-called transferred epithet in which logical and syntactical modifications do not
coincide.

| sat down to a very meditative breakfast.

B pazoymve s npunsincsa 3asmpaxame.

Logically the adjective “meditative” refers to the subject of the sentence whereas
syntactically it is attached to the prepositional object. This unusual attachment converts



it into a transferred epithet. The collocation zadymuuswiii 3aempax is hardly possible in
Russian.
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