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TRANSLATION EQUIVALENCY THROUGH THE PRISM
OF LINGUISTIC PICTURE OF THE WORLD
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The article discusses the concept of equivalency in translation, types and degrees of equivalency, and the factors
influencing the choice of equivalency type by a translator. A significant aspect of source and target text equivalency
appears to be the concept of linguistic picture of the world that manifests itself via linguo-cultural differences of
different languages, which in practical terms of translation is realized through national-specific realities and equiva-
lent-lacking items.

Key words: equivalency, translation, linguistic picture of the world, culture, national-specific realities,
equivalent-lacking items.

Kosanescoka T. I., Mauepa O. A. Exeisanenmuicms nepexnady Kpizo npusmy HOHAMMA NiH26icmMUYnol Kapmu-
Hu ceimy. Y cmammi po3ensinymo noHAmmsl eKeiea1eHmHOCMI Y nepeKiaoi, munu ma cmyneni exgigaieHmHocmi, a
MAKodiC haxmopu, w0 6NIUBAIONb HA BUOID NEPeKIA0auemM Mo2o Yu IHWO20 MUny exgisaienma. SHauywum 6 acnekmi
€K8IBANIEHMHOCMI BUXIOHO20 MA YINbOBO2O MEKCMIE € NOHAMMS JH2GICMUYHOI KAPMUHU C8IMY, Uj0 BI03HAYAEMbCS
JICHBOKYIbIMYPHUMU GIOMIHHOCIAMU A HEeGION0GIOHOCMAMU PI3HUX MO8, W0 8 NPAKMUYHIL NIOWUHI Nepek1ady 6u-
AGIAIOMBCA 8 HAYIOHATLHO-CREYUDTUHUX peaniax ma 0e3eKeieanrenmHill JeKkcuyi.

Knrouosi cnosa: exsisanenmmuicmo, nepexiao, 1iH6iCMuiHa KapmuHa ceimy, Kyibmypd, HayloHAIbHO-CReYuQiuni
peanii, be3eksiealeHmHa 1eKCUKA.

Koganescxkaa T. H., Mauepa O. A. Ixeueanenmnocms 6 nepesooe uepes npusmy HOHAMUA NUH2EUCIMUYe-
CKOIl Kapmunsl mMupa. B cmamve paccmampusaemcs nonamue dK6UBANEHMHOCIU @ Nepesooe, Munbl u CmeneHu
9KGUBANEHIMHOCIMU, d MAKJICE PAKMopbl, 6IUAIOWUE HA 6bIO0P NEPEBOOUUKOM MO0 UL UHO20 MUNA IKGUBANEHMA.
3nauumvim 6 acnexkme KGUBANEHMHOCMU UCXOOHO20 U Yel1eB020 MEKCIMOG OKA3blBAEMCs NOHAMUE IUHSEUCTIULECKOU
Kapmuml Mupa, omoopadicaeMou yepe3s TUH260KYIbMYPHble PA3IUYUSA U HECOOMEEMCMBUSA A3bIKOB, KOMOPble NPOABIA-
I0OMCS 8 NPAKMUYECKOU NIOCKOCHU Nepeodd 6 HAYUOHAIbHO-CREYUDUUECKUX Peanusx U 0e3dK6UBALEHMHO J1eKCUKe.

Knirouesvie cnosa: IKBUBAJIEHMHOCNY, nepeeod, JUHeeUCMUYecKas KapmuHa mupad, Kyiemypd, HAYUOHAIbHO-
cneuuqbuqecmte peaiuu, be39K6UBANCHMHAS JICKCUKA.

Problem statement and its relationship with
important scientific and practical tasks. Mankind
uses a language of sounds based on many general
principles of arrangement and functioning as a tool of
thought and communication. However, this common
language really exists in the form of several thousand
national languages possessing their own phonological,
lexical, and grammatical systems, as well as numerous
specific forms and structures, owing to which each lan-
guage is considered to be unique. Fundamental distinc-
tions between languages are not reduced, as a rule, to
the features of linguistic expression means. What is of
more importance, each language is distinctive in terms
of semantics, and the meanings of language units dissect
the reality phenomena reflected by them in a different
way and thus create a specific linguistic picture of the
world. Linguistic picture of the world is defined as dif-
ferent segmentation of reality in the network of seman-
tic categories of each language [10, 26]. In other words,
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the language we speak influences how we perceive real-
ity. Thus, people speaking different languages actually
view the world differently.

This issue is of specific importance as well as con-
troversy when viewed in relation to the problem of
equivalency in translation. Translation stands out as a
kind of cross-linguistic, cross-cultural and cross-social
communication [9, 41]. Being a kind of communication,
the first and foremost purpose of translation is to estab-
lish equivalence between the source text and the target
text. In other words, the translation as the receiver of
the source message and the sender of the target message
struggles to convey all the contents of the source text
into the target text, otherwise, translation as a kind of
communication would end in failure.

Analysis of the last researches and publica-
tions. The role of equivalency as the means of achiev-
ing the accuracy of translation, its types and as well
as the degrees of correspondence between the source
text and target language has long been in the focus of
modern researchers’ studies (Anderman G. M., Rogers
M., Cronin M., Faull K. M., Munday J., Robinson D.,
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Tonkin H., Esposito Frank M.). The cases of translat-
ing equivalence-lacking concepts and culture-specific
notions which arise due to the differences in world per-
ception and categorization by the carriers of different
cultures and consequently different languages, present
a special challenge and are of constant interest for the
translation theorists and practitioners. (Baker M., Faull
K. M., Hickey L., House J., Saldanha G., Steiner E.,
Yallop C.) There is nevertheless room for further inves-
tigations in this area, which seem perspective in the light
of increased globalization and tightening of intra-Euro-
pean relations.

Thus, the aim of this article is to highlight existing
types of equivalency in translation, analyze the most
productive ways of equivalence-lacking items transla-
tion as well as to point out the linguistic picture of the
world role for the adequacy and faithfulness of transla-
tion.

The concept that language influences perception of
the world goes back to the works of Wilhelm von Hum-
boldt, whose ideas about the close connection of lan-
guage and thought (or in his term, mind), the active role
of language in thought construction and the reflection
in language of the world outlook of nations were inter-
preted by his followers as the existence of a particular
linguistic world standing between consciousness and
the real world [2, 207]. We talk about linguistic selec-
tiveness — a phenomenon consisting in the existence of
a preferred means for both reflection of things and per-
sons and description of real situations [1, 78]. For exam-
ple, one and the same object can be presented from dif-
ferent sides, that is, by its length, height, width, density,
elasticity, etc. Upon selecting it, it is turned, showing its
different sides, and a man sees these different sides, but
not all of them equally clearly.

The same thing happens in describing one and the
same situation by means of different languages. In each
language the situation is turned, showing its different
sides, with each language having its own preferred
sides for presenting the situation. This comprehensive
description of the situation with different languages
seems to be the most complete, since various features
that remain undescribed in a language can be found in
another one.

Differences in the ways of linguistic presentation
of the reality are not doubtful; however, this does not
mean principle differences in the consciousness of dif-
ferent language speakers. The phenomenon of linguis-
tic selectivity causing differences in the description of
reality can be related to marginal phenomena in terms
of the unity of the cognition process [3, 90]. The fact
that languages segment reality in different ways does
not indicate the existence of “a magic circle”, which a
language makes up around human consciousness and
which a man cannot leave. A person is capable of com-
prehending the condition character of the linguistic pic-
ture of the world and comparing it to actual knowledge
and experience.

The normal translation should aim at the comprehen-
sion of the message of the original which is defined as
the total meaning of a discourse, the concept and feel-
ing, which the author indents the reader to understand
and perceive.
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Presentation of the main research material.
Equivalency is used as a measure of semantic similarity
between the source language and target text [7, 19]. It
is based on mathematical law of transitivity. If A equals
C and B equals C then A = B, where A is a word of one
language that equals to a certain concept, B is a word
of another language, which equals to the same concept.
A equals B when a word or word combination of one
language equals to a word or word combination of
another language [7, 20].

Equivalents are functional substitutes for SL units.
Some SL units have permanent equivalents in TL. Equiv-
alents can be permanent: full or regular, or non-perma-
nent: contextual and partial. There is one to one cor-
respondence between such units and their equivalents
(terms, geographical names). In frames of equivalency,
language units are classified into two groups: those that
have equivalents and those that don’t have equivalents.

In this respect the following types are distinguished:

1) equivalents — constant correspondences that don’t
in the majority depend the context;

2) analogy — TL synonyms correspond to SL words,
the choice of which is conditioned by the context.;

3) descriptive rendering is applied, when foreign
words denote notions and phenomena that don’t exist
in our life: “to dine with duke Humpry”, “to give a wet
Willy” [5, 62].

Since the concept of culture is essential to under-
standing the implications for literary translation and
culture-specific items in translation, many translation
theorists have dealt with the definition of culture [4, 23].

Culture can be defined as a complex of beliefs, atti-
tudes, values, and rules which a group of people share.
It is the way of life and its manifestations that are pecu-
liar to a community that uses a particular language as its
means of expression [4, 12].

In translation, equivalence should not be based on
one aspect of meaning (say ideational meaning); the
translator must pursue equivalence of three aspects of
meaning at the same time [5, 48]. Since the complete
identity of situational context and meaning system
between cultures is impossible, the complete equiva-
lence is equally impossible. Texts in different languages
can be equivalent to different degrees (fully or partially
equivalent in respects of context, semantics, gram-
mar, lexis etc.), and at different ranks (word-for-word,
phrase-for-phrase, sentence-for-sentence). Something is
always lost in the process.

Then what should be “preserved” and what should
be “given up”? The translator should take these regis-
ter variables into consideration while translating rather
than make decisions randomly or according to their per-
sonal favor. This concept throws new light to the age-
old debate concerning the translator’s priorities: literal
versus free, form versus content, formal versus dynamic
equivalence, semantic versus communicative translat-
ing, domestication versus foreignization and transla-
tor’s visibility versus invisibility [3, 31-32]. In order to
answer the above question, the translator has to turn to
cultural context, since language is a substantial but par-
tial reflection of a culture.

A language reflects the culture of a society, not only in
its choice of vocabulary, but also in its syntax and way of



Kosanescora T. I, Mayepa O. A. Translation equivalency through the prism of linguistic picture of the world

organizing ideas. In single context world, the author com-
municates with the source text readers who share the same
cultural background knowledge with him/her. Therefore,
they can co-operate with each other in the process of com-
munication quite harmoniously. But the process of trans-
lation often breaks this harmony. Translation is displaced
and disjoined communication [1, 26]. In translation, the
original text is deprived of its context and the information
it carries is encoded in an entirely different language with
an entirely different context. The reader may not be able
to meet the expectation of the author, thus there comes
information gap [7, 24]. The translator’s job is to fill this
gap and harmonize the communication.

The translator needs to understand beliefs, attitudes,
values, and the rules of the SL audience in order to ade-
quately understand the ST and faithfully translate it for
people who have a different set of beliefs, attitudes, val-
ues, and rules. And since each language group has its
own culturally specific features, that don’t have equiv-
alents in other languages the interpreter or translator
should rely on the ways to create occasional equivalents
and to render equivalent-lacking units. The most com-
mon of them seem to be the following:

1) using long words — imitating in target language
the forms of the SL word or word combinations. By this
technique we understand using transcription of translit-
eration exclusively;

2) by transcription of transliteration and explication
of their genuine nationally specific meaning;

3) using a descriptive explanation to convey the
meaning of the ST unit;

4) by translating componential parts and additional
explanation of units of the nationally-bound lexicon;

5) using appropriate substitutes or semantic analogy,
i.e. words with similar meaning, which is extended to
convey information;

6) by ways of word for word translation;

7) using all kinds of lexical transformation modify-
ing the meaning of a SL word [9, 56].

Equivalent-lacking idioms are translated either by
reproducing their form in TL through a word for word
translation of by explaining the figurative meaning of
the idiom.

The following types of rendering equivalent-lacking
units are typically distinguished:

1) zero translation — when meaning of grammatical
unit isn’t rendered in the translation since it is practi-
cally identical to the meaning of some other units and
can be safely left out;

2) approximate translation — when the translator
makes use of a TL form, partially equivalent to the
equivalent-lacking source language unit;

3) transformational translation — when the transla-
tor resorts to one of the grammatical transformations
[1, 37].

Types of equivalence in translation include for-
mal correspondence, which consists of a TL item
which represents the closest equivalent of a SL word
or phrase. It is clear that there are not always formal
equivalents between language pairs. Therefore these
formal equivalents should be used wherever possible
if the translation aims at achieving formal rather than
dynamic equivalence. The use of formal equivalents
might at times have serious implications in the TT
since the translation will not be easily understood by
the target audience.

Formal correspondence distorts the grammatical and
stylistic patterns of the receptor language, and hence
distorts the message, so as to cause the receptor to mis-
understand or to labor unduly hard.

Whereas dynamic equivalence is a translation prin-
ciple according to which a translator seeks to translate
the meaning of the original in such a way that the TL
wording will trigger the same impact on the TC audi-
ence as the original wording did upon the ST audi-
ence [7, 19]. Frequently, the form of the original text is
changed; but as long as the change follows the rules of
back transformation in the source language, of contex-
tual consistency in the transfer, and of transformation in
the receptor language, the message is preserved and the
translation is faithful.

Conclusions from this research and prospect.
Drawing the line it should be said that a translator is
expected to convey the message of the source text to
target readers; however, there is no completely exact
translation between any two languages and the degree
of approximation between two language systems deter-
mines the effectiveness of the translation, which leaves
room for further investigation in the area of contextual
equivalency and descriptive rendering.
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