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Karapetyan R.
Yerevan State University

THE DYNAMIC (FUNCTIONAL)-EQUIVALENCE THEORY
OF TRANSLATION AND CHOMSKY’S GENERATIVE
GRAMMAR

ABSTRACT

The given paper seeks to demonstrate and generalize the fundamental
approaches and principles underlying the well-known trend in the history of
Translation Studies of the 20" century, namely the Dynamic—Functional
Equivalence theory, elaborated by Eugene Nida. The framework suggested by
this theory would permit to convey the message of any translation to the reader
by creating an adequate response on the part of the reader, equivalent to the
reader of the source text. Proceeding from its axial tenet to prioritize effect of the
translation over its form, it is assumed that the Dynamic—Functional Equivalence
theory is to be viewed from the pragmatic perspective.

An observation is made which draws parallels between the transformational
rules of the Generative Grammar of Chomsky and the translation principles
elaborated by Eugene Nida. Specifically, it is shown that Nida’s model ‘back-
transforms’ Chomsky’s transformational generative grammar and presents a
three-phased model of translation.

Key words: dynamic-equivalence translation, source-text, target-text,
locutionary and perlocutionary effect, transformational-generative grammar, deep
and surface structures, three phased translation

PE3IOME

TEOPUA OUHAMUYECKOW (®PYHKLIMOHATIBLHOWN)
3KBUMBATNEHTHOCTW NEPEBOAA U FTEHEPATUBHAS
FPAMMATUKA XOMCKOIO

B paHHOW cTaTtbe npeanpuHATa nomnbiTka BbiABUTH M 0600WuTE dyHOame-
HEHTanbHbIN NOAXOA M NPUHLMMLI, KOTOPbIE NeXxaT B OCHOBE M3BECTHOro HanpaBs-
neHva B uctopumn nepesogoseneHns 20 Beka, a UMEHHO Teopun ANHAMUYECKON
9KBMBArNeHTHOCTU nepeBoda, paspaboTaHHon HOgxvuHom Hanpon. OTa Teopus
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HanpaBneHa Ha nepefadvy CMbICMla TEeKCTa OpWrMHana Ha fA3blKk nepesoga C
COXpaHEeHNEM Ha YMTaOLLErO TOrO Xe NEPIOKYTUBHOIO BO3AENCTBUS U TAKOW e
peakuMu, Kak U Ha 4MTaloLlero OpurMHanbHbI TEKCT. Vicxoos n3 aTow oceBoW
NpeAnochIiKA AaHHOW Teopun CTaBUTb BO rMasy yrna He hopmy, a BO3gencTeme
Ha uyuTalolero, NpeanaraeTcs paccmaTpuBaTb TEOPUIO AMHAMUYECKOW 3KBMBA-
NEHTHOCTM NepeBoAa C TOYKM 3PEHNSI MparMaTUuKu.

Takke B cTaTbe NPOBOAUTCS Naparnsenb Mexay npuHuunamu TpaHcgopma-
LLMOHHOW reHepaTMBHOW rpamMmaTukon H. Xomckoro n npuHumnamu nepesopa,
paspaboTaHHbiMM Huagon. B yacTHOCTM, npeanpuHMMaeTcst NonbiTka nokasaTb,
4yTo Mogenb Huapl aBnsieTcs “obpaTHoi TpaHcdopmaumein” NPUHUUMNOB reHepa-
TMBHOW rpaMMaTvkn XOMCKOro M npeacrtaenseT cobon Tpexdas3oBylo Moaenb
nepeeoaa.

Knrouyeeblie cnoea: OuHamudeckul (3KkguearieHMHbIU) nepeeod, S3biK
opueuHar, 53blK repegoda, JIOKYMUBHBbIU U reprioKymueHbIl 3¢hghekm, mpaH-
cghopmayuoHHas-2eHepamusHasi epaMmamuka, Mo8epPXHOCMHbIe U 2iybUHHbIe
cmpyKmypbl mpexgas0o8bili nepesod

uuenenhu

[UreUuULNrE3UL HhLUUPY (NPOUNULUL)
<uvurdtenir@3ut SsUnhE3NhLL b4 2NUUUNR
a6LErUShdY L6rULULNRE3NRLL

SYjwy hnnJwdnwd thnpéd £ Yuwwnwnynd Gplwt pbipbp W punhwupwgubp XX
nwph pwpgiwuswlwl wbunpjwu hhduwlwu ninnnuggniuubiphg deyh, wiu £
nhuwdhy-gnpéwnwlywu hwdwpdbpnigjwu nbunyejwu, hhduwpwp dnnbgnid-
ubipp L uygpniupubipp: Wu inbuneiniup dowyb) £ hwynuh wdbpphywgh pwpg-
dwuhs-inbiuwpwt Lwjnwu, nph tywwwyu Ep unbindt] wjuwyhuph nbuwlwu
hwjbgwlwng, npp ey Yurwp pwpgdwub) wnpjniph Ynyep' dJhwdwdwuwl w-
wwhnybn Ywpnwgnnh dnun unyu wpdwaqwupp, hus uygpuwnpnipp: <wayh
wnubiny nhuwdhYy-gnpdwnwlywu hwdwpdbpniygjuu wbunyejwyu wyu uygpniup'
wpryniuwybn £ nhnwpyynud wyu inbunygjwt nwuintduwuhpnig)niup gnpéwpw-
uwywu nbuwybinhg:

<nnywdnid gniqwhbtinubp G wuglwgynd nhuwdhy-gnpéwnwlywu hw-
dwpdtipniypjwu nbunigjwtu W 2nduynt gbiubipwnhy pipwywunypjwu thnfuw-
Ytipwdwu opkupubiph dhol: wwnlwwtiu, gnyg k wipynwd, np Lwjnwh dnnbip
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hwunhuwunud £ 2nduynt gbubpwnpy pipwlwunyeywu hnfuwybpwydwu optup-
ubiph htwnwnwnpép npwtiu Gnwithny pwpgdwuntentu:

Pwbwip pwnbp' npbwdply-gnpSwnwlwt  pwpgdwbnyenit, ulqptiun-
pnip, pupqlwbnigiwi (Ggny, (nynuppy U wbpinlnuphy wpryniip, qbtbpuigphy
thnfuwlybpwdwt pGpwlwinpwl, dwlyGpbuwht U unpp Gunnygtp, Gnwithny
uwngdwbnianib

One of the most advanced approaches of Translation theory, emphasizing
the interrelation and, perhaps, the interdependence between the interlocutor and
the utterance, was elaborated by Eugene Nida and published in “Toward a
Science of Translating. With Special Reference to Principles and Procedures
Involved in Bible Translating” in 1964. Being a graduate in Greek and Latin at
the University of California at Los Angeles and later on an executive secretary
for Translations of the American Bible Society, Nida purported the goal of
making the Bible, its meaning and message, accessible to common people via the
appropriate translation of the Holy Book. To this end, he considered the accurate
transfer of form and content from the Source Language (SL) to the Target
Language (TL) as inferior to the felicitous convey of the image and to the
achievement of the adequate (equivalent) response of the TL reader. In the
pragmatic sense of the word, dynamic-equivalence translation prioritizes the
perlocutionary speech act, i.e. the external effect and the function performed by
the utterance, over the locutionary (what is stated) and the illocutionary (what is
meant) speech acts. The so-called “neglect” for the form and content of the
source text in favour of the desirable response on the part of the reader resulted
in the creation of the Dynamic—Functional Equivalence theory. Considering the
novelty and originality of the approach a question arises: what is the essence of
the dynamic (functional)-equivalence theory of translation and where does Nida
derive the appropriate linguistic apparatus from to implement his theoretical
considerations? Below an attempt is made to consider this question and provide
an insight, which would to a certain extent elucidate which linguistic method and
theory has influenced and channeled Nida in his work.

In “The Theory and Practice of Translation. With Special Reference to
Bible Translating” the concept of the Dynamic-(Functional) equivalence is
defined as: “quality of a translation in which the message of the original text has
been so transported into the receptor language that the response of the receptor is
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essentially like that of the original receptors” (Nida, Eugene A., and Charles R.
Taber, 1969:22). Thus in contrast to the traditional theories of translation Nida’s
concept of translating shifts from the form of the message to the response of the
receptor. So, within the scope of dynamic-functional equivalence theory the
metaphysical goal of the translation is to create a mirror reflection of the text-
receptor interaction in the source and target languages. This type of translation
should sound as natural as possible for the TL receptors, almost with no traces of
the foreign. So dynamic-equivalence translation strives to be receptor-oriented
and to find the closest natural equivalent to the source-language message. As is
mentioned by Shakernia Sh. “...dynamic equivalence is an approach to
translation in which the original language is translated “thought for thought”
rather than “word for word” as in formal equivalence. Dynamic equivalence
involves taking each sentence (or thought) from the original text and rendering it
into a sentence in the target language that conveys the same meaning, but does
not necessarily use the exact phrasing or idioms of the original. The idea is to
improve readability by rephrasing constructions that could be confusing when
literally translated, but retain some faithfulness to the original text rather than
creating a complete paraphrase.” (Shakernia, 2014: 002). Hence the grammar
and lexicon, two powerful pillars supporting the overall textual structure, need to
be altered and adapted to the rules of the TL.

In the following the area of grammar is in the scope of investigation. It is
well known that it is not merely the vocabulary that makes languages different,
but rather numerous patterns of syntagmatic structures and relations specific to
various languages. In the 1950s a prominent American linguist Noam Chomsky
developed an influential theory of generative grammar and published it in 1957
entitled as “Syntactic Structures”. According to this theory the whole myriad of
peculiar syntagmatic relations which are so diverse and odd in different
languages, are just the top of the iceberg, whereas the core meaning and essence
lie deep beneath in the so-called deep structures. According to Chomsky all
people are born with the innate linguistic capabilities, inherent to all humans and
universal to all languages. These structures are referred to as deep structures and
allow to generate an infinite number of more sophisticated structures referred to
as surface structures determining the differences in languages (Chomsky, 1957).
So the process of speech (both oral and written) goes as follows: the kernel
(deep) structures embedded in the human mind, universal and common to all
human beings stimulate the rules of the generative grammar which produce
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surface structures uttered and communicated. The role of this theory in the
second half of the 20™ century was enormous, because it transformed Linguistics
from descriptive into an explanatory discipline. Eugene Nida, like many other
linguists, was also strongly influenced by this theory and in his work on
translation he rested upon this interaction of thought and language as presented
by deep and surface structures.

Now let us address the question of how this model of speech production
and communication can be adequately transferred into the field of translation. As
has been clear from the above-mentioned the deep structures are quite simple,
limited in number and common to all languages. In other words, these are the
essence of communication wrapped up in the verbal clothing specific to this or
that language. Thus to sound natural (the primary goal of the dynamic-
equivalence translation) it is the task of the translator to peel away all the surface
layers of the utterance with the aim of arriving at the essence; and then formulate
it again proceeding from the rules of generative grammar specific to the target
language. As stated by Dohun Kim: “Nida removed translation from the purely
mental sphere and put it in a solid frame that enables scientific
observation...Nida’s model (1969) ‘back-transforms’ Chomsky’s
transformational generative grammar to present a three-phased model of
translation.” (Dohun Kim, 2015:66). Nida also put an emphasis on arriving at the
kernels in the Chomskyan sense because “they are basic structural elements out
of which the language builds its elaborate surface structure” (Nida, 1969:39).
This procedure of back-transformation proceeds in a reverse order: complex
structures in the source language are simplified and reduced to the kernels, which
are already subject to semantic and structural adjustment in the target language.
In a sense this type of translation permits the translator to grasp the gist and
transfer it to the target audience in a most acceptable form, thereby creating the
appropriate response. In his works Nida suggests that this model be used as a
practical handbook and facilitate the task of the translator as a very rigid
scientific framework.
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