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Summary. Sentence length depending on a discrete or
generalized character of the realization of reality, on dy-
namic or static character of the described situation contrib-
utes to the content and stylistic colouring of the text. All
these facts prove the importance of faithful reproduction of
this syntactic element in translation.
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The problem of the sentence is one of the urgent problems
developed in modern linguistics. The investigation of this
problem has a considerable importance not only for creating
an adequate syntactic model of one or another language but
also for solving many important linguistic problems connect-
ed with the other humanities — philosophy, logics and psy-
chology.

The sentence length has been investigated for a long time
rather intensively on different language material. The dynam-
ics of sentence length and change of its structure have been
treated both synchronically and diachronically in connection
with language development during several centuries. The cor-
relation between size and content characteristics of the sen-
tence and between the genre and the type of the text; interde-
pendence between the sentence length and paragraph length;
correlation between this parameter and the content are placed
into the scope of modern scientists attention. In other words,
an attempt to find a correlation between sentence length and
sentence structure is made in the majority of modern investi-
gations because “sentence volume as a quantitative charac-
teristic becomes a qualitative one” [1, p. 9]. Indeed, semantic
processes on the syntactic level include a complicated correla-
tion between the quantitative and qualitative aspects of a sen-
tence because such peculiar feature of the sentence as its vol-
ume (size, length) is quantitative by its nature but it can’t be
investigated without consideration of the qualitative character.

The fact is that the differences in the use of language
means, “having a quantitative character, as a rule, reveal the
qualitative peculiarities in the process of their interlinguistic
comparison” [2, p. 43]. In the linguistic literature two different
terms are equally used dealing with the problem of sentence
length: sentence length and sentence size. Both terms define
the number of words enfolded in the interval between two full
stops or signs that substitute a full stop. In this article the terms
are used as full synonyms.

The aim of the present investigation is to analyse the sen-
tence quantitative and qualitative parameters in the original
and translation.

A word is accepted as a unit of sentence length by all
the authors. Theoretically, there is no sentence consisting of
n-words, to which one can not add one more word. The idea
that the number of elements which the sentence consists of is
not limited was expressed by many scientists regarding that
there exists no bound to limit the sentence length, although
each given sentence has to be finite by its length.

Therefore, sentence length is not a strictly fixed quantity,
i.e. this quantity has no upper limit. It is generally accepted
that the author s free to decide where to put a full stop and to
begin a new sentence. Even in the text of one author the or-
ganization and distribution of sentences with different length
does not have any successive character. But it depends not
only on the author’s wish. Under real communicative condi-
tions the sentence must comply with the demands of “proba-
bility” and “capacity” — ability to contain and distinctly ex-
press the acquired content for the process of full realization by
the sentence of its communicative functions [3].

The success of the directed communication to a great
extent depends upon the ability of the addressee to receive
the given information adequately. The compilation of this in-
formation into the language units of different length is based
on the abilities of human memory. Only “taking into account
human memory limits it is possible to understand many com-
plicated featured of the English syntax™ [4, p. 52]. It is proved
by psycho-linguistic investigations that the capacity of the hu-
man memory limits the sentence length.

From here descends the interest in an average sentence
length and in the distribution of the majority of the sentenc-
es of the average size in the text. It is proved that they are
static characteristics of the language syntax, which makes it
possible to judge about the system differences between the
languages. The main bulk of sentences in the Russian artistic
prose is made up by 20-30 — word sentences. The amount of
sentences with the number of words exceeding 30 words is
gradually decreasing.

The importance of sentence size for many linguistic as-
pects is based upon the existence of several scientific ap-
proaches to this problem. The main approaches are:

1) investigation of the sentence length as a syntactic phe-
nomenon;

2) investigation of the sentence length from the point of
view of stylistics;

3) quantitative and qualitative analysis of the sentence
length made in the field of applied linguistics solving the
problems of the text automatic review, machine translation,
creation of artificial languages, etc.
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The first, grammatical aspect, is connected with the signif-
icance of word-combination in the formation of the sentence
with the corresponding length. We define the sentence length
as a grammatical category rather than a stylistic one. The sen-
tence length is treated as one of the syntactic characteristics
of the sentence together with the other characteristics which
were studied earlier to a different extent. The particular at-
tention is paid to the development of two processes: the shift
of the sentence capacity, i.e. its filling with the lexico-gram-
matical material, and the shifts in the forms of the sentence
structural organization, and also the correlation between the
sentence length and other structure-contential factors. Shifts
in the sentence length can serve as a means of “express infor-
mation” about changes in sentence structure [5]. The thing is
that the sentence length depends upon the type of predication
and the number of predicate centers. The smallest size has s
sentence of noun predication comprising 3 words; the average
sentence size of verb predication is 6 words.

The grammatical approach connects the sentence length
with the types of syntactic structures containing not only short
sentences but also long complex constructions. Their wide
distribution can be explained by the importance of the gram-
matical aspects of the language reflected in the choice of the
parallel forms and structures. Though the bulk of information
in the text is conveyed by its lexical elements, “the semantic
role of grammatical forms and structures should not be over-
looked by the translator” [6, p. 91]. Grammatical analysis of
the sentence length has revealed “a tendency for its change in
modern languages common to the development of the gram-
matical structure of a language” [1, p. 12].

Stylistic aspect of the sentence length investigation is
also closely connected with the functional approach: physical
characteristics of the sentence (sentence length) emphasize
the stylistic character of the text. The sentence length mainly
correlates with its proper sense, distribution in the coherent
text and stylistic function [6], this correlation explains consid-
erable difference in the sentence length in different functional
and individual styles, types and genres of the texts, forms of
compositional discourse.

The first detailed investigation of the sentence length be-
longs to G.U. Yule [7]. He used statistic data to define the
belonging of the arguable or anonymous text to one or anoth-
er author proceeding from the assumption that the sentence
length is a constant characteristic of the author’s style. G.
Yule also proved that the received data help to identify the
peculiarities of the individual styles of different authors. The
importance of the text investigation for different linguistic
conclusions is self-evident. The result of such investiga-
tion showed that there is a quantitative difference dealing
not only with the sphere of usage of different language units
but also with their distribution. It was also acknowledged
that the statistic data of the use of different language units
vary in texts of different styles more vividly than in the texts
written by different authors but related to one and the same
style. Therefore, the distribution of the sentence length does
not usually coincide in different functional styles. Within the
limits of one and the same style it may not coincide in differ-
ent historic periods.

This statement puts the sentence length into the number of
differentiating features of the functional style and emphasizes
its “styleforming meaning”. Various works on calculation of
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the absolute and average sentence lengths in the texts belong-
ing to different genre and style give evidence that “Sentence
length and paragraph length are those specific characteristics
with the help of which belles-lettres and publicistic styles can
be contrasted” [7, p. 374]. A succession of similar sentences
may make the translated text monotonous, too many exclam-
atory sentences may result in “affected rather than affective
thythm” [6]. Too many words in sentences are perceived as a
nuisance and produce an effect of incoherence between form
and content.

Sentence length, as well as the majority of other features
of style, reveal a strong dependence on the time factor: the
texts of the same genre and/or style belonging to different
periods of language development have evident differences in
the sentence length. This statement is also true for different
periods of one author’s activity. What is more, considerable
variations of sentence length in different texts of one author
confirm substantial shifts in his own style and subject-matter,
1.e. they serve as an indicator of the artist’s creative evolution.

The main conclusion at which nearly all the scientists in-
vestigating the problem of the sentence length arrive connects
this element with the content of the information it expresses.
Both denotative and connotative aspects are taken into con-
sideration. “The more concrete the content is, the more often
short sentences are employed in the text” [8, p. 25]. The av-
erage sentence length is of greater importance in the texts of
higher expressiveness. The non-observance of the norm can
be used for emphatic reasons.

In other words, the sentence length does depend upon the
author’s individual manner, the latter is not defining. The sen-
tence length is so closely connected with its content that there
is an idea of treating it as a “stylistically thematic characteris-
tic of the text” [5, p. 218].

All the above mentioned facts give an opportunity to state
that the sentence length (size) is not a casual quantity defined
only by the author’s choice and wish. It is naturally connected
with the meaning this sentence expresses, which first of all
explains the variety of lengths within the limits of one text and
also calls in a question of attributing the text judging by this
parameter only.

Sentence length depending on a discrete or generalized
character of the realization of reality, on dynamic or static
character of the described situation contributes to the content
and stylistic colouring of the text. All these facts prove the
importance of faithful reproduction of this syntactical element
in the translation.

In the process of translation, the syntactic characteris-
tics of the text suffer changes extremely irregularly. Specific
translation problems emerge when the translator has to handle
grammatical forms and structures which have no analogues
in the target language. He has to resort to some procedures
dealing with these equivalent — lacking elements. The broader
context will enable the translator to make the correct choice.
Translating such sentences always involves some kind of re-
structuring.

Taking into consideration all the variety of statements
on this topic, it goes without saying, that the major part of
problems of translation are solved within the sentence — the
main syntactic unit. Syntactic characteristics are extremely
important for the analytical languages. Syntax is of a special
significance for understanding, and translation of the original
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text. Every word in the text is used in a particular grammatical
form and all the words are arranged in sentences in a particu-
lar syntactic order. Grammatical forms and structures do not
only provide for the correct arrangement of words in the text,
they also convey some information which is part of its total
contents and important for the communicants. The ability of
different texts to fulfil a similar function also plays very im-
portant part in the theory and practice of translation because
“the exchange of texts and their units is carried out by the
function” [9, p. 30].

The investigation of the sentence length in the original and
in the author’s translation of Nabokov’s novel “Lolita” has
revealed a strong tendency for the reduction of the sentence
length in translation: to the longest sentence in the SL consist-
ing of 121 words corresponds the sentence consisting of 104
words in the TL.

Everybody got so fed up with this that I soon dropped
the project completely , and only toward the end of my twen-
ty months of cold labour (as one of the botanists jocosely
put it) concocted a perfectly spurious and very racy report
that the will find published in the Annals of Adult Psy-
chophysics for 1945 or 1946 , as well as in the issue of
Arctic Explorations devoted to that particular expedi-
tion; which, in conclusion, was not really concerned with
Victoria Island copper or anything like that , as I learned
later from my genial doctor; for the nature of its real purpose
was what it termed * hush-hush ‘, and so let me add merely
that, whatever it was, that purpose was admirably achieved
[11, p. 148].

Bcem amo maxk npuenocs, umo s bpocun — u moivko
8 KOHYe Moell «npunonapHotl Kamopeuy (KaK ulymiugo
BbIpaUNCs O0UH U3  OOMAHUKOB) HACMPOUUL CHAOULb
BbI0YMAHHBILL U 0YeHb KPACOUHBILL panopm, 1000NbIMHbLL
yumamens Hatidem e2o Haneuamanuwvim 6 Adult Psychophys-
ics 3a 1945 unu 1946 200, a maxace 6 svinycke Arctic Explora-
tions, nocesueHHoM Hateli IKCneouyul, — Komopas, 3amedy
8 3aKIIOUeHle, He uMeld 8 OelcmeumenyHOCMmu HUKAK020
omHoulenus Kk MeoHslm 3anexcam Ha Ocmpose Bukmopuu u
MoMy NOOOOHbLM NYCMAKAM, KaK MHe 810CIe0CMBUY YOdaTI0Ch
y3Hamb om Moe20 01d200yUiH020 8paud, Ub0 HACMOAUAs
yerb oKkcneouyuy Oblld, KAk 2080pUMCA, «CeKpemHo20»
nopaoKa, u nocemy no3eomo cebe moibko 00basUmMb, YMo 8
yem Ovl yenb Hu ObLIA, OHA ObLIA NOTHOCbIO DOCTIUCHYMA
[12, c. 156].

The average length of the sentence in the SL is 27,5 words,
in the TL - 24.9 words .

The results of this investigation contradict the common
impression that the Russian translation is always longer than
the original — the books really look thicker. The specific char-
acter of these two languages inevitably leads to the rise in
the text volume reaching 25% or even more in the process of
translation from English into Russian. Therefore it is clearly
seen from the number of words in the original and translation
that the translation is by 10% shorter than the original. The
reader’s impression is based on the differences in the word
length, which is, on average, much bigger in Russian than in
English. It is predetermined, apparently, by the inflectional
character of the Russian language.

There are some vivid examples:

[ also decided that anything was better for Lo than the
demoralizing idleness in which she lived [11, p. 170].

A pewun, xpove mozo, umo 015 Jlonumel ece Oyoem
Iyyule, yem Oemopanusylouee 0esoenve, 8 KOMOPOM OHA
npebwisana [12, c. 181].

Some of them ended in a reach flavour of hell [11, p. 93].

OKonuanue HekomopblX U3 HUX 0bl6an0 NPUNPAsIeHo
adosvim chadodwvem [12, ¢. 102].

He wrapped his arms around Lo 11, p. 85].

On nackoso oouan Jlonumy [12, c. 96].

Did ' mention the name of that milk bar I visited a moment
ago? [11, p. 64].

He nommio, ynomanya i s Hazeanue 6ap, 20e 5 3a6mpaxar,
6 npedwioyuyeti enagke? 12, p. 71].

In the first example, having the same number of words (17
and 17) the Russian sentence exceeds the English one in let-
ters by 14%. In the next examples, the English sentence has
2% more words than the Russian, therefore, it is 32% shorter
as for the number of letters, which makes approximately 30%
of the graphical capacity of the text. These numbers explain
the statement that a faithful translation reveals a tendency for
its text lengthening.

The investigation of the author’s translation gave the
results that differ from those of the translation made not by
the author but by the professional translator which can be eas-
ily accounted for. There is a 1,2% decrease in the number if
sentences in the author’s translation are compared with the
original. There is a 3,5% increase in the number of sentences
in translation. The causes of differences in length of the orig-
inal and translated sentences are not homogeneous. One part
of these differences is conditioned by the system differences
of the two languages, it is of inevitable and objectively stipu-
lated character, the other part is explained by the translator’s
influence — the level of his proficiency, language competence,
creative aim, 1. e. the subjective factors.
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Kupunosa M. /1., BopooiioBa K. B. JloB:xkuna peuen-
HSl B OPUTiHAJI Ta mepeKkaaai

Amnoranis. Jlopxuna (06csr, po3mip) pedeHHs — BeIH-
YHMHA HE BHUIIA/IKOBA, 3yMOBJIEHA TUIBKHA CMaKOM 1 TPUMXOIO0
aBropa. BoHa 3akOHOMIpHO IOB’S13aHa 3 BUCJIOBJIIOBAaHUM
3MICTOM, IO TIOSICHIOE BapiaTUBHICTh JIOBXKUH Y MEXax O
HOTO TBOPY 1 CTaBUTh IIiJi CYMHIB MOXIIMBICTb aTpHOyii
TEKCTY TUIbKH Ha Mi/ICTaBi I[bOro napamerpa. JloBxuHa pe-
YEHHSI, [0 3AJIeKNTH BiJI AUCKPETHOTO 200 y3arajibHEHOTO
XapakTepy BTUICHHS MIHCHOCTI, BiJ IMHAMIYHOTO abo CTa-
THYHOT'O XapakTepy 300pa)<yBaHoi JificHOCTI, pOOHUTH CBIl
BHECOK y 3MICT 1 CTHJIICTUYHY TOHAJBHICTh TEKCTY. 3BIJICH
BUIUIMBAE BAXJIMBICTh aJeKBaTHOI mepenadvi Ii€i CHMHTaK-
CHYHOT XapaKTEPUCTUKH B MEPEKIIAI.

Kuro4oBi cii0Ba: 10BXHMHA peUeHHSI, TPUKJIIa(HA JTIHTBi-
CTHKa, a/Ipecat, NpeIuKallisi, CTHICYy TBOPIOBAJIbHUH.
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Kupunnosa M. JI., Bopoosesa K. B. [lsinna npenio-
JKeHHs] B OPUTHHAJIE U NepeBojie

Annoranust. /imna (00beM, pa3Mep) MpeaioKeHns —
BEIMYMHA HE ClTydaiiHas, ompenenseMas TOIbKO BKYCOM U
IpUXOTHI0 aBTOpa. OHA 3aKOHOMEPHO CBsi3aHa C BhIpaXkae-
MBIM CMBICJIOM, YTO OOBSICHSIET BApHaTHBHOCTD JUTHH B TIpe-
JieNiaX OTHOTO MPOM3BEICHHsI U CTaBUT 110]] COMHEHHE BO3-
MOXXHOCTB arpHOyIINH TEKCTa TOJIBKO HAa OCHOBAaHHU ATOTO
napameTpa. J{I1Ha npeIoxKeHus, 3aBUCSIIas OT JUCKPET-
HOTO WM 00OOIIEHHOTO XapaKkTepa BOIUIOMIEHUsS IeHCTBH-
TENBHOCTH, OT JUHAMUYHOIO WJIM CTaTMYHOTO XapakTepa
n300pakaeMoi JeHCTBUTEILHOCTH, BHOCHT CBOM BKJIaJ B
cofiep>KaHue ¥ CTUIMCTUYECKYH0 TOHAJIBHOCTH TeKcTa. OT-
CIOJIa CaMOOUEBHU/IHA BXXHOCTh aJ€KBATHOM Nepeadn 3TOH
CHUHTAKCHYECKOH XapaKTepUCTUKU B IIEPEBOJIE.

KiroueBble ciioBa: JyinHa NPeASIOAKEHUs, IPUKIIAAHAS
JIMHTBHUCTHKA, aJIpecaTt, MpenKanus, CTHIeo0pasyonni.




