Zdrazko A.Y., assistant lecturer
Kherson national technical university, Kherson

REALIZATION OF STRATEGIC APPROACHES OF
DOMESTICATION AND FOREIGNIZATION IN TRANSLATIONS
OF CHILDREN’S LITERATURE
The article deals with investigation of realization of domestication and foreignization
strategies in translations of children s literature. The author carries out a comparative analysis
of Ukrainian translations of English literary fairy tales.
Key words: children's literature, translation, foreignization, domestication.

VK 81'33.811.111
Korotkova I., Senior Lecturer
Alfred Nobel university of Dnipropetrovs’k, Dnipropetrovs’k

SCIENTIFIC APPROACHES TO THE PROBLEM OF LANGUAGE
INTERFERENCE IN FOREIGN LINGUSTICS
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can cause language interference, and the effects of its occurrence are explained.
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Characteristics of bilingual speech have been of special interest for many years. Researchers
have been studying how language processing actually takes place, how bilinguals mentally
organize their languages, and in which manner the two codes interact.

The second language learning environment encompasses everything the language learner
hears and sees in the new language. It may include a wide variety of situations. Regardless
of the learning environment, the learner’s goal is mastery of the target language. The steady
accumulation of the mastered entities of the target language, eventually amasses them in
quantities sufficient to constitute a particular level of proficiency [1: 65-82].

This characterization of language learning entails the successful mastery of steadily
accumulating structural entities and organizing this knowledge into coherent structures which
lead to effective communication in the target language [2: 58]. If this is the case, then we
would expect that well-formed accurate and complete target language structures would, one
after another, emerge on the learner’s path towards eventual mastery of the language. If the
learner went on to master the language, we could, in principle, tabulate the expansion of his/
her repertoire up to the point where all of the well-formed structures of the target language had
been accounted for [3: 10].
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In reality second language learners appear to accumulate structural entities of the target
language but demonstrate difficulty in organizing this knowledge into appropriate, coherent
structures. There appears to be a significant gap between the accumulation and the organization
of the knowledge [4: (1: 22)].

Extensive research has already been done in the area of native language interference on the
target language, in other words, it is the contrastive analysis to what extent the two language
systems are separate, and to what extent they share mental representations and mental processes.
The investigation of such linguistic phenomenon as interference is of great importance because
it is closely connected to such professional fields as terminology, general or technical translation,
language teaching, writing interpretation, and computer processing of language.

Thus, on the basis of the analysis of different approaches in foreign linguistics, the main
objectives of this article can be formed in the following way: 1. to analyse and differentiate
the linguistic terms concerning the phenomenon of language interference; 2. to provide a
comprehensive analysis of the nature of language interference; 3. to explain the factors that can
cause language interference; 4. to mention the effects of its occurrence.

In the works of such foreign linguists as N. Chomsky, R. Skiba, S. Corder, J. Richards,
D. Lott, H. Dulay, R. Ellis, L. Selinker, W. Rutherford, H. Beardsmore and others several
linguistic terms concerning the language interference can be found, such as language
acquisition, interlanguage, code-switching, code-mixing, lexical borrowing, language transfer,
crossmeaning and others. In reality all these terms are different and need to be explained.

In the period 1940s — 1960s language acquisition was studied on the basis of the systematic
comparison of languages that was to delineate points of similarity and difference between
native languages and target ones in order to improve pedagogy.

In the early 1960s behaviorists and linguists established an activity termed ‘contrastive
analysis’, in which grammatical structures of languages were examined for their similarities
and differences. The intention of this research was to be able to predict sources of difficulty
in second language acquisition. The behaviorists viewed language acquisition as habit
formation: through the linguistic input of their surroundings and positive ‘feedback’ for
correct speech production, learners were said to develop their proficiency. In this process,
L1A (Language one Acquisition) was regarded as the ‘building up of habits’, L2A (Language
two Acquisition) as the process of relating and making good use of them where the two
languages resemble each other, and overcoming these L1-habits where they differ. The theory
assumes that learners rely on their L1-habits when acquiring a second language. According
to the CAH (contrastive analysis hypothesis), structural similarities are learnt without
difficulty, whereas differences between the codes often cause problems. The CAH has more
or less been abandoned, as it both failed to predict all of the errors that occurred and falsely
suggested errors that were never made. Yet it can hardly be doubted that a learner’s mother
tongue has an impact on the acquisition of the foreign language. However, this phenomenon
cannot simply be put down to ‘habits’; it is rather a systematic attempt by the learner to use
knowledge already acquired in learning [5: 55].

The contrastive analysis hypothesis postulated the existence of positive transfer,
resulting from similarity between languages, and negative transfer (or language interference),
stemming from difference between languages. The serious limitations of the contrastive
analysis hypothesis, which failed to predict some learner errors and predicted errors that did
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not materialize, were nevertheless useful in that they focused researchers’ attention on the
explanation of learner errors rather than on their prediction.

In 1965, Noam Chomsky, a linguist, proposed the theory that all people have an innate,
biological ability to acquire a language. He theorized that people possess a Language
Acquisition Device (LAD), a sort of neurological wiring that, regardless of the language to
be acquired, allows a child to listen to a language, decipher the rules of that language, and
begin creating with the language at a very young age. With the LAD they are able to make or
understand utterances that they have not previously heard. Their first language is acquired with
no direct instruction, no practice, no drills and with no apparent difficulty. Chomsky suggests
that, if provided with the correct input, the LAD predisposes all people to the acquisition of a
second language in basically the same manner. Noam Chomsky brought to the fore the notion
of universal grammar claiming that human learning in general and language acquisition in
particular are explainable in terms of an innate human capacity aiding the generation of an
infinite number of sentence patterns. Hence, it turned out that language acquisition is a product
of rule formation because learners form hypotheses about target language rules and test them
in practice [6: 42-50].

Chomsky’s nativist theory paved the way for Error Analysis and it then became possible
for S.P. Corder to point out ‘...that some at least of the strategies adopted by the learner of
a second language are substantially the same as those by which a first language is acquired’
[7: 260-261]. Learner errors can be categorized in terms of various criteria. Interlingual
errors are said to occur due to L1 interference, whereas intralingual errors are committed
regardless of L1. Corder makes a distinction between expressive and receptive errors which
are manifestations of expressive and receptive behaviour and depend upon knowledge of the
‘formation rules’ of a language: ‘Inadequate knowledge of these rules will therefore show itself
in both sorts of behaviour. But it is much easier to detect imperfect knowledge in the case of
expressive behaviour. Expression leaves traces transient, but recordable, in the case of speech,
permanent in the case of writing.” [7: 261). Moreover, Corder spells out the widespread ‘belief”
among teachers that learners’ receptive abilities usually exceed their productive ones, which is
probably due to the fact that failures in comprehension are easier to detect in expression rather
than reception. As a result of this, it is difficult to establish the relations between expressive
and receptive errors, so it might be that learners’ receptive abilities are actually overestimated.
Corder also made a distinction between learner mistakes, ‘the selection of the wrong style,
dialect or variety’, and learner errors, which ‘result in unacceptable utterances and appear as
breaches of the code’ [8: (3: 48)]. Learner mistakes and errors came to be viewed from a
more positive perspective, as being an indispensable device for learning with the help of which
learners test hypotheses and correct them in order to acquire a language. Corder outlines one
way in which interference can be recast as a learner strategy. He suggests that the learner’s L1
may facilitate the development process of learning an L2, by helping him to progress more
rapidly along the universal route when the L1 is similar to the L2 [7: 262].

The psychology of second language acquisition (SLA) was also studied from the vantage
point of learner interlanguage, a notion referred to by Corder and Nemser as idiosyncratic
dialect and approximative system, respectively.

Interlanguage, more easily visualized as a continuum between the native (L1) and the
target (L2) language, was defined by L. Selinker as a ‘psychological structure’ which is ‘latent
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in the brain, activated when one attempts to learn a second language’ [9, p. 229]. L. Selinker
claimed that the mastery of a second language largely depends on the degree of fossilization
of linguistic items, rules, and subsystems in learner interlanguage [9: 229]. He hypothesized
that fossilization is a signature character of second language acquisition, tied to a unique
cognitive mechanism — the latent psychological structure, ‘an already formulated arrangement
in the brain’ [9: 229], which putatively prevents the learner from acquiring the target language
norms in a permanent way. Selinker also maintained the existence of five central processes
belonging to this latent psychological structure which bear upon second language learning:
language transfer, transfer of training, strategies of second language learning, strategies of
second language communication, and overgeneralization of target language linguistic material.
The concept and conception of fossilization have not only remained viable to date, but have
also substantially evolved. Thus, an interlanguage or fossilization is the particular phenomenon
whereby a semi-developed linguistic form or construction shows permanent resilience to
environmental influence and hence absence of further progression towards the target, is one
of the most popular concepts among second language researchers and teachers. In fact, it
was the empirical motivation for the inception of the field of study that is known today as
second language acquisition (SLA).

Dulay et al define language interference as the automatic transfer, due to habit, of the
surface structure of the first language onto the surface of the target language [1: 243]. H. Dulay
and M. Burt refer to only one type of interlingual error which they callinterference like goofs.
They are defined as those reflecting mother tongue structure and which do not appear in the L2
acquisition data of the target language. Apart from these, they also recognize ambiguous goofs
which are composed of those deviant forms that can be classified as interference-like goofs or
L1 developmental goofs [10: 112].

D. Lott defines interference as ‘errors in the learner’s use of the foreign language that
can be traced back to the mother tongue’ [11: (37: 256)]. He proposes the classification of
errors, and three types of interference errors are distinguished. The first one is defined as
overextension of analogy; it occurs when the student misuses a vocabulary item because it is
similar, either phonetically, orthographically, semantically or syntactically to another form in
the L1. Transfer of structure deviant forms constitute the second group. These happen when the
student commits a grammar error because the mother tongue rules are followed. The third type
is called Interlingual / Intralingual. This group consists of the grammar or vocabulary errors
students make because a word distinction, either lexical or grammatical, which is made in the
L2 does not exist in their native language [11: (37: 260)].

When an individual’s understanding of one language has an impact on his or her
understanding of another language, that individual is experiencing language transfer. There
can be negative transfers, otherwise known as interference, when the understanding of one
language complicates the understanding of another language. Alternatively, there can be
positive transfers such that knowing one language can aid in developing skills for a second
language. Language interference is the effect of language learners’ on their production of the
language they are learning. It means that the speaker’s first language influences his / her second
or and his / her foreign language.

The effect can be on any aspect of language: grammar, vocabulary, accent, spelling
and so on. Language interference is considered as one of error sources (negative transfer),
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although where the relevant feature of both languages is the same it results in correct language
production (positive transfer). The greater the differences between the two languages, the more
negative the effect of interference are likely to be. It will inevitably occur in any situation where
someone has not mastered a second language.

R. Ellis refers to interference as ‘transfer’, which he says is ‘the influence that the
learner’s L1 exerts over the acquisition of an L2’. He argues that transfer is governed by
learners’ perceptions about what is transferable and by their stage of development in L2
learning. In learning a target language, learners construct their own interim rules with the use
of their L1 knowledge, but only when they believe it will help them in the learning task or
when they have become sufficiently proficient in the L2 for transfer to be possible [12: (51:
36)]. Ellis raises the need to distinguish between errors and mistakes and makes an important
distinction between the two. He says that errors reflect gaps in the learner’s knowledge; they
occur because the learner does not know what is correct. Mistakes reflect occasional lapses
in performance; they occur because, in a particular instance, the learner is unable to perform
what he or she knows [13: 51].

Albert and Obler claim that people show more lexical interference on similar items. So it may
follow that languages with more similar structures, e.g. English and French, are more susceptible
to mutual interference than languages with fewer similar features, e.g. English and Japanese.
On the other hand, we might also expect more learning difficulties, and thus more likelihood of
performance interference at those points in L2 which are more distant from L1, as the learner
would find difficult to learn and understand a completely new and different usage [14: (14: 244)].

Thus, interference as one of the most essential features of bilingual speech has several
approaches to this concept. Uriel Weinreich describes interference as ‘those instances of
deviation from the norms of either language which occur in the speech of bilinguals as a result
of their familiarity with more than one language, i.e. as a result of language contact’ [15, pp.
64-65]; it is thus the interference of structures, rules and elements from the source language
in the production of the target language. In contrast to code-switching, interference is mainly
regarded as a rather involuntary process; but this categorization has often been criticized, since
there is evidence for both voluntary occurrence of all these phenomena.

U. Weinreich defines some factors that contribute interference [15: 64-65]:

1. Speaker bilingualism background. Bilingualism is major factor of interference as the
speaker is influenced by both of the source and the target language.

2. Disloyalty to target language. Disloyalty to target language will cause negative attitude.
This will lead to disobedience to target language structure and further force the bilingual to put
uncontrolled structure of his first language elements to output in practicing words utterance
both oral and written.

3. The limited vocabularies of TL mastered by a learner. Vocabularies of certain language
mostly are about words of surroundings connected to life. Thus, a learner who is willing to
master another language will meet new words differ from his native words. In order to be able
to speak as natives of TL, Vocabularies take a big role. The more vocabularies someone has,
the better he masters TL. Foreign language learner will try to put deliberately his native word
to state some points when he cannot find the best words of TL.

4. Needs of synonyms. Synonym in language usage plays an important role as word chosen
variation in order not to repeat similar word during the communication process. Implementing
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synonym in a language contact will contribute to interference in the form of adoption and
borrowing of new words from SL to TL. This need of synonym for certain word from SL to TL
is seemingly aimed to intensify meaning.

5. Prestige and style. Applying unfamiliar words (foreign words) during a communication
practice which dominant words are languages of both speaker and receiver is something else.
Those unfamiliar words usage is aimed to get a pride. Interference will appear as there are
certain words even though the receiver probably cannot catch the real idea of the speech. The
usual unfamiliar words usage will become a style of the user. Unfortunately, the user sometimes
does not understand the real meaning whether the meaning is denotative or connotative.

According to Lott, there are three factors that cause the interference [11: (37: 258-259]:

1. The interlingual factor. Interlingual transfer is a significant source for language learners.
This concept comes from contrastive analysis of behaviouristic school of learning. It stresses
upon the negative interference of mother tongue as the only source of errors.

2. The over extension of analogy. Usually, a learner has been wrong in using a vocabulary
caused by the similarity of the element between first language and second language, e.g. the use
of cognate words (the same from of word in two languages with different functions or meaning).

3. Transfer of structure. There are two types of transfer: positive and negative. Negative
transfer refers to those instances of transfer, which result in error because old habitual behavior
is different from new behavior being learned. On the contrary, positive transfer is the correct
utterance, because both the first language and second language have the same structure, while
negative transfer from negative language is called interference.

Interference is the deviation of target language as a result of their familiarity with more
than one language. Duley differentiates interference into two parts, the psychological and
sociolinguistic. The psychological refers to the influence of old habits when new once are
being learned, whereas sociolinguistic refers to interactions of language when two language
communities are in contact [1: 98].

Interference may be viewed as the transference of elements of one language to another
at various levels including phonological, grammatical, lexical and orthographical. Thus, the
effects of the interference can be of two sides. The background of L1 for learning L2 has
both advantages and disadvantages. The factor of ‘language universal’ helps in learning.
All languages have tense system, number, gender, etc. This helps the learner in identifying
these areas in the target language. But the interference of L1 in L2 leads to errors. One of the
assumptions of the contrastive analysis hypothesis was that learners with different L1s would
learn L2 in different ways, as a result of negative transfer imposing different kinds of difficulty.

To sum up it is necessary to admit that to a certain degree, the concept of interference
seems rather indefinite. In the process of learning and translating, the determination of what
interference is and what is not is therefore sometimes subjective and, in some cases, it can
be individual-dependent. What someone considers as interference from the source language,
someone else can perceive as a different kind of mistake or even as a perfectly acceptable
solution in the target language. Nevertheless, in most cases, interference is evident at first
sight. It is obvious that language interference influences in learning target. It has positive and
negative effects. The greater the differences between the two languages, the more negative
the effects of interference are likely to be. Generally speaking, in translating interference is
a phenomenon that is common to many translations and its occurrence varies according to
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the experience of a translator. In teaching it is important for teacher to know the differences
and similarities between learner’s native language and the target language. By knowing them
teacher will be easy to decide what strategy, methodology or what material that will be used in
teaching second or foreign language.
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I. KopoTkoBa, cT. BUK.I.
VuiBepcutet iMeHi Anbdpena Hobes, JJHinponeTpoBebk

HAYKOBI HIJIXO/AU 10 MMPOBJIEMU MOBHOI IHTEP®EPEHIIIT
B 3APYBIKHIM JIHIBICTUIII
Y emammi posensioaiomocs npoonemu moeHoi inmepghepenyii, susuacmocs npupooa i pis-
HI Ni0X00U 00 Yb020 ABUWA 8 3apYOidicHill Tinesicmuyi. Aemop maxodic ananizye haxmopu, siKi
MOJICYMb CMEOPI0BAMU MOGHY inmep@epenyiio, i NosICHIOE HACTIOKU iT 6UHUKHEHHS.
Kniouosi cnosa: mosna inmeppepenyis, yinboea mMosa, iHmepmoed, NOPIGHIbHUL AHAI3,
0601100IHH51 MOBOIO, NOMUIKU 8 pe3ynbmami inmepgepenyii, 6ininees, 6ininesizm.

H. KopoTtkoaa, cT. npenoz.
Vuusepcuter nmenn Anbdpena Hobemns, lnenponerpoBck

HAYYHBIE ITIOJAXO0/1bl K ITIPOBJIEME SI3BIKOBOM MHTEPOEPEHIINU
B 3APYBEKHOI JUHIBUCTUKE

B ecmamuve paccmampusaromcest npobnemul a361K0801U uHmephepenyul, u3yuaemcs npupo-
0a u pasuvie n00X00bl K 9MOMY AGNEHUIO 8 3apYyOeXtCHOU TuHeeUCIuUKe. A6mop makoice auna-
ausupyem paxmopul, KOmopbvie MO2ym co30a6ams s36IKOGYIO uHmepghepenyuio, u 0owvscHsem
nocieocmeust ee 603HUKHOBEHUSL.

Knrouesvie cnosa: sizvikosas unmepdepenyusi, yenesoll a3vlk, UHMEPS3bIK, CONOCMAGU-
MENbHbLI AHANU3, 08IAOCHUE SI3LIKOM, OWUOKU 6 pe3ynbmame unmepgepenyuu, ouiunes, ou-
JIUHSBUSM.
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BYJUIIIICHKI BIUIMBU HA KUTAWICBKY KYJIBTYPHY TA
JITEPATYPHY CIAIIIMHY I JPAMATYPITIO
JIOBU IOAHb (1271-1368)

B cmammi posensidacmocs éniug Oy0ousmy Ha Kyiemypy ma aimepamypy 3a 006u MoH-
2071bCbk020 3a6o0106anns FOanv(1271-1368).

Knrouosi cnosa: FOanw, 6y0ousm, Xybinail, yzaysioil, ueneys, Onosioants, cympa, opama,
J0moc.

Jlo6y tOanb (1271-1368) MoxkHa Ha3BaTH MEPioOM KUTaiiChKOl icTOpii, 3a sSKOTo BigOy-
BaBCs Ipoliec 00’ €THaHHA Beiel TepuTopii cydacHoro KnuTaro, akTHBHO MPOXOANIIN MPOLIECH
KYJIBTYPHOTO OOMiHY Ta €THIYHOI KOHCOMiawil HaceraeHHs. [IieMeHna, siki IpOXUBAIM Ha MiB-
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