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INTRODUCTION

It is generally accepted fact that the translator confronts numerous obstacles
in their task to translate not only the language but also the cultural specific features
which are encoded in speakers’ speech. One of such difficulties lies in the
translation of substandard language elements which have become one of the most
integral parts of our modern communication.

Since many literary texts are created as a realistic representation of the
world, characters’ dialogues are made to reflect the real process of communication.
From the proper identification of non-literary elements and the ability to decipher
them, we can deduce the profession, education or origin of the speaker. The use of
certain substandard elements can be taken as the basis for determining the social
and regional status of the speaker. Therefore, non-literary components have
incredible potential in the implicit characterization of fiction characters.
Accordingly, the problem of reproducing substandard speech properties lies not
only in the transmission of deviations from the language norm, but also in the
preservation of implicit information about the speaker.

The topicality of the research work stems from the role the substandard
language plays in the modern society. The traits of substadard language serve to
determine a speaker’s social background, level of education, occupation and place
of upbringing. In fiction, substandard language is regularly found in dialogues
since it is used as a powerful means to reveal character social and regional
differences. Therefore, it is necessary to study what language tools are used to
convey non-literary units in English prose, and more importantly, to find out the
tactics and ways of reproducing these elements in the target language.
Furthermore, it is necessary to work out which of the analysed methods of
translation are the most effective in substandard language reproduction.

There have been many scientific research studies on the topic of substandard
language reproduction in modern translation. Our research draws its data from an

extensive body of literature on this topic. The present study draws primarily on the
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works of Yakov Retsker, Sergey Vlakhov, Sider Florin, Andrey Fyodorov and
many others.

The object of the paper is English substandard language units in American
novels and their Ukrainian translations.

The subject matter of the research is concerned with the specificity of
reproduction of substandard language units in Ukrainian translations of American
novels.

The Ukrainian translations of American novels are examined in the paper —
“To Kill a Mockingbird” by H. Lee (nmep. M. Xapenko; T. Hekpsia) and “The
Adventures of Tom Sawyer” by Mark Twain (mep. 0. Kopemnpkoro; B.
MuTtpodanona).

The main aim of the research study is to define the key ways of reproduction
substandard language units in Ukrainian translations.

In accordance with the aim of the paper, the following tasks are set:

e to investigate the notion of substandard language and its place within
the system of standard English;

e to accumulate scientific approaches to the classification of substandard
language units;

e to examine the ways of reproduction of substandard language units in
translation;

e to analyze the ways of characters’ substandard language reproduction
in American prose;

e to determine the main translation tactics used in translation of
substandard language units.

To achieve the main purpose of the research the following scientific
methods were used:

e general scientific methods such as induction, deduction, analysis,

synthesis and comparison.
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e the translation analysis is applied to compare the source text and target
text and reveal the tactics of substandard language reproduction;

e statistical method is used to summarize and describe the collection of
data and reveal the correlation between the tactics of reproduction in
Ukrainian translation.

Structurally the paper includes Introduction, two Chapters with conclusions
to each, General Conclusions, Résumé in Ukrainian, Bibliography and List of
Illustration Materials.

Introduction outlines the aim and the tasks of the research, defines its
tolicality, the sublect-matter and the object of analysis.

The first chapter “Theoretical Overview of Substandard Language in the
Modern Translation Studies” focuses on the place that substandard units occupy
in the system of English language. The chapter provides the classification of
substandard language units, suggests the techniques applied in slang, dialect,
vulgar and taboo words translation.

The second chapter “The Reproduction of Substadard Language of
Characters in Ukrainian Translations of American Fiction” offers an outline of
translation methods used to reproduce the deviations from the norm of English
language. In this chapter, the analysis of substandard units is carried out from the
phonetic, lexical and syntactic perspectives.

General conclusions summarize the obtained research results, offer
theoretically valuable inferences and outline the chief perspective for further

research of the problem under consideration.



CHAPTER ONE. THEORETICAL OVERVIEW OF SUBSTANDARD
LANGUAGE IN THE MODERN TRANSALTION STUDIES

Non-literary speech is an integral part of communication, since it contains
covert information about both the speaker and the interlocutor. Different scholars
define the notion of non-literal speech in different ways, taking into account the
scope of their scientific interests. The use of non-standard units can be the object of
research in such branches of linguistics as of psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics,
stylistics and translation studies. Obviously, the study of non-literary speech in
view of one discipline only is impossible. That is why, in the theoretical overview
of non-standard language in the translation studies attention is also paid to stylistic
and sociolinguistic aspects. This chapter analyzes the concept, classification and
functions of non-standard speech in terms of translation studies, stylistics and
sociolinguistics. The problem of defining the phenomenon of non-standard English

IS investigated in the next section.

1.1. The substandard language in the process of standardization

Before exploring the issues of substandard language, it is necessary to find
out what is meant by the process of standardization of language and what factors
are taken into account when a standard of language is accepted and established. If
there is a norm of language, then there must also be substandard forms. The
phenomenon of language standardization has been investigated by such scientists
as T. Crowley (2003), R. A. Lodge (1993), J. Byron (1976), A. Deumert (2004),
R. Hickey (2012) and others.

The immense distribution, use and modification of the English language
produces a great number of variations among the different nationalities, local
minorities, genders and age groups, causing linguistic diversification of the English
language. P. Ray suggests three basic criteria when establishing language standard.
The first criterion is efficiency which is defined as “a relative, not absolute,
measure of the value of rival alternates” (Byron 1976: 18). The next principle is

rationality which is mainly referred to “the adaptability of the language as a
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medium of discourse, its flexibility and adequacy in a wide range of levels, genres
and styles” (Byron 1976: 18). The last principle is commonalty which involves
“the generality of forms (i.e. their maximal adaptation by the community) and
uniformity (i.e. the use of a common norm by a linguistically diverse community)”
(Byron 1976: 20). It is these factors, generality and uniformity, which determine
the main function of language standardization.

The general purpose of any standardization is “the imposition of uniformity
upon a class of objects” (Milroy and Milroy 2014: 3), therefore, this process
automatically requires the suppression of variability which “happens at all levels of
language: spelling, grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation” (Milroy and Milroy
2014: 3). Thus, by the standard language we understand “that elaborated form
(variety) of the national language which obeys definite morphological, phonetic,
syntactical, lexical, phraseological and stylistic norms recognized as standard and
therefore acceptable in all kinds and types of discourse” (Galperin 1977: 41). A
peculiar quality of the language norm is “little variation (in its written form at
least) from one locality to another”, for this reason, “it is convenient, particularly
in connection with translation, to regard such a dialect as unmarked” (Catford
1969: 86). So, it is possible to state that substandard language is distinguished as
marked.

J. Milroy and L. Milroy, the authors of “Real English: The Grammar of
English Dialects in the British Isles”, claim that the standardisation cannot be
effectively achieved at all the levels, “it has clearly been most successful in
spelling (where very little variation is tolerated) and least successful pronunciation
(as many widely divergent accents of English enjoy a flourishing life)” (Milroy
and Milroy 2014: 4). However, at the lexical level standardisation has reached
relatively lower level of uniformity. The reason for it can be “the existence of local
norms, supralocal (regional) norms and eventually supraregional norms” (Lodge
1993: 95). In contrast to vocabulary, regional grammatical forms are seldom
indentified as regional variants; instead they are treated as corruptions of grammar.

Similarly to the literary language, the non-literary language manifests itself in all
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aspects of the language: phonetic, morphological, lexical and syntactical. The basic
problem about identifying the distinctive features of the non-literary variety is
chiefly that it does not present and cannot be entirely set into any system. The best
way to check this or that form of non-literary English is to contrast it to the
existing form (Galperin 1977: 44).

As R. Lodge emphasizes one of the central features of substandard language
is “not the absence of norms but their proliferation in response to the local needs of
the loosely networked social groups which make up the speech community”
(Lodge 1993: 95). Accordingly, standardization as well as variations of language
may be regarded as contributors to the creation and further development of
sociolinguistic groups. If the protection of variations “marks social, ethic and
regional differences within the larger speech community”, the process of language
standardization “promotes social and political unification and a common identity”
(Deumert 2004: 3).

In sociolinguistics, the variety of language with the highest prestige is
considered to be a standard language, whereas all other dialects can be defined as
“a subordinate variety of language”. M. Makovskiy suggest broader definition of
the term dialect, it is “territorial, temporary, or social a kind of language used by a
more or less limited number of people and different in structure (phonetics,
grammar, lexical composition and semantics) from a language standard that itself
is socially the most prestigious dialect” (Maxosckuit 1982: 7). So, it is possible to
differentiate tree types of dialects: regional, temporal and social. Regional dialects
deal with the geographical boundaries of language varieties, social dialects are
distinguished within the boundaries of social classes, whereas temporal dialects are
varieties “related to the provenance of the performer, or of the text he has
produced, in the time dimension” (Catford 1969: 85). Any type of dialect
presupposes a language community which is “a group of individuals based on the
commonality of a social or socio-demographic attribute and revealing a single
complex of speech patterns, i.e. patterns of language use” (IlIsetinep 1983: 16).

L. Bloomfield emphasizes that speech community is “the most important kind of
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social group” as its speakers built other spheres of their lives using language as the
basis (Bloomfield 2012: 42).

In the 19" century ‘non-standard forms of speech’ were referred as the
dialects. Although the comparative philologists had a specific use for the term
‘dialect’, mostly it 1s referred to deviations from a standard mode of speech. One of
the definitions of dialect is “deviations from a former standard of speech which
have hithero acquired only a partial currency, within the limits of a class or district;
or they are retentions of a former standard, which the generality of good speakers
have now abandoned” (Crowley 2003: 117). This definition is based on social and
geographical factors, since dialect is restricted to a particular group of people and
place where it is spoken. Furthermore, the phrase “good speakers” is mentioned to
show the contrast between standard language users and dialect speakers.

There are two ways of conceptualization of substandard language. Due to the
first viewpoint, the standard variety of any language is regarded as prestigious and
high-status, whereas dialect is believed to be an indication of low birth. Speakers
of a standard language are apt to classify all deviations from their standard as
“mistakes”. From their viewpoint, all deviations from the norm are treated as “a
corruption of the standard language by uneducated people of limited intelligence
and that the standard speech is intrinsically more beautiful, more expressive and
more logical than standard speech” (Joseph 2002: 129). This misconception of
substandard speech as of inferior form of language is still not confirmed by
modern linguistics. “The chief difference between standard and non-standard
varieties are not their ‘superior’ or ‘inferior’ linguistic structures, but in the
different levels of social acceptability accorded to them and in the fact that non-
standard varieties are not extensively codified or officially prescribed” (Milroy and
Milroy 2014: 6). Thus, substandard language “represents (1) survival of local
dialects or (2) of older forms which have not survived in the standard language”
(Joseph 2002: 129). Besides, although the process of standardization seems to
entail all aspects of modern life, there are no signs which prove that substandard

language is declining in use. Conversely, deviations from codified norm are mainly
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“associated with the home, the neighborhood, and with family and friends”
(Milroy and Milroy 2014: 18). As a result, dialects are considered to be a criterion
by which it is possible to measure how closely a person is integrated into their
local community. When refereeing to “language variety related to the personal
identity of the performer” (Catford 1969: 86), scholars mean an idiolect, which
also plays a significant role in a person’s characteristics. J. Catford names
“idiosyncratic statistical features, such as a tendency to exceptionally frequent use
of particular lexical items” (Catford 1969: 86), as one of markers of an idiolect. In
fiction, “features in the dialogue of one character may be worked into the plot;
other characters may remark on these, and they may partly serve to identify the
character”. In such a case, the translator can present the same character in the
target text with an “‘equivalent' idiolectal feature” (Catford 1969: 86).

However, there are opposite views on the definition of dialect as a
substandard form of language. J. Wright, English  philologist and
dialectologist, held the view that it is a mistake to consider dialect “an arbitrary
distortion of the mother tongue, a wilful mispronunciation of the sounds, and
disregard for the syntax of a standard language” (Crowley 2003: 118). In fact,
dialect is supposed to have even greater influence over its speakers than standard
language because “dialect speaking people obey sound-laws and grammatical rules
even more faithfully than we (educated people) do, because there is a more natural
and unconscious obedience” (Crowley 2003: 118). If the standard language is used
as a conscious choice based on socio-cultural factors such as education or printing,
then the dialect is used at a natural, unconscious and instinctive level.
Consequently, those who do not or cannot employ the standardized norm while
communicating are treated as those who lack proper education. This standpoint
serves as prerequisite to think of substandard language speakers as of poorly
educated, if educated at all.

Having analyzed the theoretical sources, we can conclude that the
standardization serves not only for the language norm acceptance, but also for

revealing a significant number of substandard units at all language levels. Thus,
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there is an opposition between the correct variant of the language and the
‘incorrect’ ones, which are called dialects. In this opposition, the substandard
language is a marked member since it has the features that represent the speaker’s
birthplace, social statues and education. To detect certain deviations from the norm
in the written text and then identify their function, it is necessary to investigate

which layers of English vocabulary include substandard units.

1.2. The substandard language units’ classification

There have been many attempts to define and classify the substandard
language units. Among the most prominent scholars who have suggested their own
classifications of non-literary vocabulary were J. Rezker (1968), S. Vlakhov and
S. Florin (1980), I. Galperin (1977), M. Makovskiy (1982) and 1. Alekseeva
(2004).

In the book “The Theory and Practice of Translation”, E. Nida and
Ch. Taber define ‘substandard language’ as “a portion of a language which is
commonly used by persons of low prestige and/or poor education, and which is
judged by the language community as being inferior and unacceptable for serious
communication; characterized by incorrect grammar” (Nida and Taber 1982: 207).
This definition is formulated with reference to the social factor, according to which
people who speak with deviations corrupt the language norm and cannot belong to
higher social classes. Although the non-literary language as social phenomenon is
clarified accurately enough, the abovementioned definition does not entirely
explain the substandard language with reference to its linguistic specificities.

J. Rezker introduces the term ‘contaminated speech’ instead of the term
‘substandard language’ to refer to “cases of distortion of the characters speech,
violation of generally accepted norms - lexical, grammatical and phonetic”
(Perrkep 1968: 92). As J. Rezker acknowledges, this term may seem too extensive
and general. However, one of the fundamental features which make a distinction

between standard and substandard languages is the lack of homogeneity among
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non-literary units, that is why the term and definition ‘contaminated speech’
wholly describes all kinds of deviations.

From the perspective of English stylistics, I. Galperin takes the framework
of the literary norm as a basis for explanation of what is considered to be non-
literary. The common literary, neutral and common colloquial words are grouped
under the term standard English vocabulary. Other groups in the literary layer are
regarded as special literary vocabulary and those in the colloquial layer are
regarded as special colloquial (non-literary) vocabulary (Galperin 1977: 71).

According to Vlakhov and Florin’s classification, all deviations from the
literary norm can be divided into two groups: collective and individual. The first
group includes vernacular, dialects, jargon, slang, argot and professional
languages. The group of individual deviations consists of liberties of oral speech,
children's language, broken speech of foreigners, speech defects, spelling and
pronunciation errors (Bmaxos ta ®@iopin 1980: 251). In contrast to Vlakhov and
Florin, Y. Retsker argues that the use of vernacular, dialects or jargon cannot be
construed as the violation of linguistic norms. These peripheral layers of the
language obey their standards and have nothing to do with the intentional or
unintentional distortion of spoken language (Perkep 1968: 92).

As it has been mentioned, dialects are divided into social, temporal and
regional. M. Makovskiy’s categorization (1982) of social dialects slightly differs
from Vlakhov and Florin’s classification (1980). Social dialects are subdivided
into (MaxoBckwii 1982):

e Professional dialects, i.e. a variety of social dialect, uniting people of one
profession or one occupation.

e Jargons (Argo), i.e. dialects consisting of more or less arbitrarily selected,
mutable and combined elements of one or several natural languages and
used (usually in oral communication) by a separate social group for the
purpose of linguistic isolation, separation from the rest of the given

linguistic community, sometimes as secret languages.
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e Slang, i.e. lexical units existing in the colloquial sphere which are very
unstable and not codified in any way, and often completely random set of
lexemes that reflect the public consciousness of people belonging to a
certain social or professional environment.

From this classification, we can figure out that M. Makovskiy includes
professional languages and jargons (argot) into the group of social dialects,
whereas Vlakhov and Florin completely separate professionalisms, jargon and
argot from the class of dialects. So, it is can be supposed that Vlakhov and Florin
insert only regional dialects in this group.

In contrast to M. Makovskiy’s classification, argot and jargon are separated
as two different groups. Jargonisms differ from argot since they are considered to
be emotionally-evaluative expressive lexical units among which negative
nominations usually prevail. For that reason these terms are generally perceived as
signs of negative-evaluative colouring. While agro is not always an expressive
word, it is not so easily identifiable and understandable. Besides, M. Makovskiy
distinguishes four types of argot: “back slang” (boy — yob), “centre slang” (milky —
ilkme), “rhyming slang” (artful lodger — artful dodger), “medical Greek” (house-
dog — douse-hog) (Maxosckuii 1982: 8). This typology of argot is based on its
form and structure. According to its formation, argot vocabulary can be divided
into the following types (Ky3uer Ta Ckpednes 1960: 50):

1. Compound words or stable word combinations having figurative
meanings, for example, military argot units (jaw-breaker — sea biscuits;
deep sea turkey — cod-fish);

2. Common words and combinations employed in their special meaning
(picture-show — battle or action; sewing-machine — machine gun);

3. Abbreviations (exam — examination; prezy — president; trig -
trigonometry);

4. Special terms used in a figurative general sense (big gun — someone who
has an important or powerful position; canteen — a small container for

carrying water or another drink, used especially by soldiers or travellers).
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In Vlakhov and Florin’s opinion (1980), slang deserves a separate place in the
list of substandard language units. The Oxford English Dictionary classifies three
types of slang. The first definition refers to slang of the mid-18" century: “the
special vocabulary used by any set of persons of a low and disreputable character”.
Such type of slang is still in use in the vocabulary of the underworld, street gangs
and drug-trafficking. The second meaning of slang is “the special vocabulary or
phraseology of a particular calling or professions”, for example, doctors slang or
IT slang. The third definition has broadened the boundaries of slang. At this time,
it describes “any language of highly colloquial type, considered as below the level
of standard educated speech, and consisting either of new words or of correct
words employed in some new special sense” (Ayto and Sompson 2008: 9).

Some linguists, when typifying the most distinctive features of slang, draw
attention to the fact that it “requires continuous innovation” because “this satisfies
the natural desire for fresh, newly created words and expressions, which give to an
utterance emotional colouring and a subjective evaluation (Galperin 1977: 106). If
a slang word or phrase becomes stale, it is replaced by a new slangism. Due to its
constant “refreshing”, slang units posses relatively long list of synonyms (money —
jack, tin, brass, oof, slippery staff) (Kysuer; Ta Ckpebnen 1960: 52). Arising as a
result of the desire to replace familiar language units with original characteristics,
slang, nevertheless, reaches its goal in a relatively short time: newly-coined forms
become, due to its frequent use, a predictable, excessive expression (Ky3ner ta
Ckpeoner 1960: 52). E. Partridge sees the key difference between the British and
American slang in the fact that the British slang has “its diachronic stability”.
American slangisms are subject to constant dynamics; because of everyday use
they lose their expressiveness, whereas British slangisms are very stable in the
spoken language (bacenko 2015: 12). It should be mentioned that slang, contrary to
jargon, does not need intralingual translation since “it is not a secret code”. It is
easily understood by the English-speaking community and is only regarded as
something not quite regular (Galperin 1977: 111). Some of slang words have

already become stylistically neutral, for instance, “movie”, “taxi”, “phone”,
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“photo”, “sky-scraper”, “bus”, “cab”, “dandy”. As it is evident from the examples,
it is the American lexical slang units which increase their status turning into
colloquial words or even standard American English.

One more group of collective substandard language units that has not been
mentioned in Makovsky’s classification is the vernacular. The term was introduced
by D. Ushakov and meant “speech of an uneducated or poorly educated urban
population, not employing literary norms.” (bapxymapor 1975: 43). I. Galperin
also defining the term mentions city population as the main user of the vernacular
and put emphasis on its “bordering on non-literary speech” (Galperin 1977: 122).
In its broad definition, the vernacular includes words, expressions, grammatical
forms and phrases used usually with aim to present an object with negative and
rough characteristic, as well as common speech with these words, forms and
phrases. The principal difference between dialect units and vernacular lies in its
broader distribution. If dialect words are restricted by its geographical boundaries,
the vernaculars are not confined to a particular area.

I. Galperin suggests the following classification of special literary
vocabulary (Galperin 1977: 72): 1. common colloguial words; 2. slang; 3.
jargonisms; 4. professional words; 5. dialectal words; 6. vulgar words; 7.
colloquial coinages. Since it is a stylistic categorization of substandard vocabulary,
there is no division between collective and individual deviations of speech.
However, similarly to Vlakhov and Florin (1980), he sets all groups of deviations
apart without making subsequent subdivisions. I. Galperin gives special attention
to professionalisms. Giving explanation to the group of professional words, I.
Galperin puts emphasis on its chief characteristics -“technicality”. Apart from that,
“like slang words, professionalisms do not aim at secrecy” (Galperin 1977: 114),
they are easily understood in the speech community. One more evident feature of
Galperin’s classification is vulgarisms. The scholar defines them in two ways
(Galperin 1977: 118):
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1. expletives and swear words which are of an abusive character, like ‘damn’,
‘bloody’, to hell’, ‘goddam’ and, as some dictionaries state, used now as
general exclamations;

2. obscene words. These are known as four-letter words the use of which is
banned in any form of intercourse as being indecent.

Vulgarisms are often used in conversation out of habit, without any thought
of what they mean, or in imitation of those who use them in order not to seem old-
fashioned or prudish (Galperin 1977: 118). The principal feature of vulgar words is
the fact that they will never cross the boundaries of nonliterary language, and as a
result, will never lose their markedness. The function of expletives is “almost the
same as that of interjections that is to express strong emotions, mainly annoyance,
anger, vexation and the like” (Galperin 1977: 119).

The core of Galperin’s classification is common colloquial words. However,
some scholars do not consider this group of words as nonliterary. M. Kuznetz, for
example, treats these language units as “usually acceptable in an informal
conversation of a private character, but not occurring, however, beyond the limits
of a national language norm” (Kysuenr ta Ckpebue 1960: 49). So, according to
this statement colloquial words are literary and standard. M. Kuznetz gives them
the definition of “the vocabulary used in everyday communication by native
speakers of the literary language and represents a certain stylistic layer of
vocabulary” (Kysuerm ta Ckpedne 1960: 49). Common colloguial words are
possible to divide into such types (Ky3uer Ta Ckpednen 1960: 49):

1. specific colloquial synonyms of stylistically neutral word (doxy —
doctrine; fug — stuffiness; molly-coddle — an effeminate man or boy; to
squelch — to splash through mud);

2. stylistically neutral words which used in figurative meaning in colloquial
speech (pretty — quite, but not extremely; crack — excellent, or of
the highest quality; juicy — dry (weather));

3. diminutive forms of neutral words and personal names (grandmother —

granny; Rebecca — Becky; John - Johnny);


https://dictionary.cambridge.org/ru/%D1%81%D0%BB%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%B0%D1%80%D1%8C/%D0%B0%D0%BD%D0%B3%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%B9%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D0%B9/quite
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/ru/%D1%81%D0%BB%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%B0%D1%80%D1%8C/%D0%B0%D0%BD%D0%B3%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%B9%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D0%B9/extremely
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/ru/%D1%81%D0%BB%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%B0%D1%80%D1%8C/%D0%B0%D0%BD%D0%B3%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%B9%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D0%B9/excellent
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/ru/%D1%81%D0%BB%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%B0%D1%80%D1%8C/%D0%B0%D0%BD%D0%B3%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%B9%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D0%B9/high
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/ru/%D1%81%D0%BB%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%B0%D1%80%D1%8C/%D0%B0%D0%BD%D0%B3%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%B9%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D0%B9/quality

17

4. phonetic variants of neutral words (baccy — tobacco; feller - fellow).

Unlike M. Makovskiy (1982), I. Galperin adds colloquial coinages or nonce-
words to the classification. Nonce-words of a colloquial nature are not usually built
by means of affixes but are based on certain semantic changes in words that are
almost imperceptible to the linguistic observer until the word finds its way into
print (Galperin 1977: 119). What is more, colloquial nonce-formations are actually
not new words but new meanings of existing words (Galperin 1977: 120). Vlakhov
and Florin (1980) call this section of substandard vocabulary as “liberties of oral
speech”. It involves pun, children’s and adults’ word-formation. The rendering of
liberties of oral speech is not an easy task for a translator, but it is possible if the
translator preserves of the fact of “language innovations, built on the preservation
of familiar word forms and word-formation models, but with the absurd semantics
of morphemes” (AnekceeBa 2004: 197). One of the ways of translation is giving
the form of the word of the target language to the native language unit by some
morphological means, or vice versa, to set the word of source language into the
morphological system of the target language (Bnaxos Ta ®iopin 1980: 257).

I. Alekseeva offers quite similar classification of collective substandard
units. She modifies Vlakhov and Florin’s categorization (1980) adding archaisms
and taboo words. Archaic words are included into the list of substandard units in
view of the fact that “they are out of the norm because they relate to the earlier
stages of language development” (AnekceeBa 2004: 195). Studying archaisms
diachronically, it is possible to set them in opposition to norms of contemporary
language. In the texts there are archaisms of two main types. The first type is used
as a special functional tool in the text, whereas the second type of archaisms is
used in the text unconsciously as the source text is archaic itself (Anexceesa 2004:
196). V. Vinogradov (2001) notes that translation problems arise in both the first
and second cases. It is not easy for a translator to define words and phrases that
were already considered archaic at the time of writing of the source text and were
used by the author for certain stylistic purposes. The difficulty of identification

also takes place because the language of the whole text is perceived as the
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language of a different period of time, in which archaized units are found in
comparison with the modern language norm (Buuorpagos 2001: 139).
V. Vinogradov asserts that the translator should rely on his contemporary variant
of language when rendering texts full of archaic elements, since "modernization
allows the text to maintain an active life after publication” (Bunorpamos 2001:
141).

Taboos are regarded as prohibitions of behaviour which arise out of social
constraints on the person’s actions in situations when it can be perceived as a
probable cause of anxiety, harm, or injury (Allan and Burridge 1991: 3).
I. Galperin (1977) mentions taboos too, when describing the notion of vulgar
words. In his opinion, “this lifting of the taboo has given rise to the almost
unrestrained employment of words which soil the literary language” (Galperin
1977: 118). Tabooed words can be translated only by means of partial
compensation with the help of rude words (coarse words) in the target language,
perhaps by a virtual increase in their number. However, the status of taboo
vocabulary of the source text can only be indicated in the comments (Anekceesa
2004: 196).

According to I. Alekseeva (2004), the use of the non-literary collective
words has three key functions. Collective words can perform the role of the main
language tool for text. It means that they are used in the author’s speech and direct
speech of the characters. In such a case, slang or dialect can be employed
throughout the text. The second function of collective words refers to the necessity
to convey speech characteristics of individual characters. The last purpose of
substandard language use is to insert some independent components of colouring
(AnekceeBa 2004: 194). Correct identification of the function of a unit that
deviates from the standard language is the main prerequisite for employing certain
translation technique.

Some of individual deviations have already been discussed, in particular
liberties of speech. The scholars point out that the deviations of children’s speech

are mostly small in number and occasional. Unlike geographical and social
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dialects, they have nothing to do with the national colouring. Vlakhov and Florin
(1980) recommend translating them according to their function, which they call
"distortion." It must correspond to the children's language of the target language
and the smallest exaggeration can ruin the effect (Bnaxos ta ®nopun 1980: 258).

The broken speech of a foreigner should be plausible in the target text, so
one needs to render it also relying on its function in the source text. In order to
complete such a translation, a translator needs also to be familiar with the phonetic,
vocabulary and grammatical systems of the foreigner’s mother tongue, since his
speech is the result of translation from his native language (Biaxos Ta ®nopun
1980: 258). However, it is impossible to maintain the same mistakes in the
translation, since language structures and systems can differ significantly.
Therefore, the translator can use other methods of rendering the foreigner’s speech,
for example, replacing morphological errors with phonetic or syntactic ones
(BiaxoB ta @iopun 1980: 258). Since the speech of a foreigner has deviations not
in one word only, but is their constant characteristics, the translator can use any
means of compensation.

To the list of speech defects Vlakhov and Florin (1980) add such physical
speech deviations as lisp, slight lisp, cooing, cluttering, whispering, nasalized
speech, burr and stutter (Bnaxos Ta ®nopun 1980: 260). Like the aforementioned
speech of a foreigner and children's speech, they are translated due to their function
in the target text. But there is a second way, descriptive method of translation,
which implies just author’s mentioning that a character has some of these speech
defects. The problem of the rendering of physical speech defects is that different
nations have different concepts of what a speech defect is. For most Slavic people,
the French people burr, but the French themselves do not even have the concept of
burr pronunciation and hence do not notice it (Bnaxos Ta ®mopun 1980: 261).

The analyzed classifications allow us to conclude that such groups of
English vocabulary as slang, vernacular, dialects, jargon, vulgarisms, taboos,
archaisms, nonce-words, argot, professional languages as well as individual

deviations constitute a stylistically marked group that diverges from the standard



20

of the English language. Translation method chosen for reproduction of such units
is determined by their function in the source text. Therefore, it is necessary to find
out what translation methods are applied to transfer substandard units’ meaning

and function in the text.

1.3. The translation methods of substandard language reproduction

The issue of techniques and methods of substandard language reproduction
has been explored by A. Fedorov (2002), V. Vinogradov (2001), T. Levitskaya and
A. Fiterman (1963), V. Komissarov (2011), L. Barkhudarov (1975) and many
others. Among foreign scholars, S. Hervey (1992), E. Nida and Ch. Taber (1982)
have studied this question.

Before looking into the translation of deviations from literary norm, it is
necessary to detect what terminology is used to explain translator’s actions with
the source and target texts. Investigating the translation process, researchers use
such concepts such as method and technique. Although most dictionaries consider
these words as synonymous, there is a slight difference between them in regard to
translation studies. Translation technique is understood as a set of professional
methods used in the process of translation activity in a bilingual situation, the
professional skills of the translator, the ability to establish morphological structure,
grammatical categories and semantic connections of the text based on its analysis
(HemroOoun 2016). Translation method is defined as translator's activity or specific
operations caused by difficulties encountered in the translation process (HemtoOun
2016). Hence, the term translation technique has much broader application since it
refers to the translator’s activity in the process of the whole text analysis and then
rendering, whereas by ‘methods’, we understand only single actions of translator.
In the following section, the techniques used in the translation of local dialects are

analysed.
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1.3.1. The translation techniques of local dialects

The presence of deviations from the literary norm in the source text which is
territorial or social dialects creates great difficulties for translator. Dialect speech is
of utmost importance when it is introduced into the text with aim to characterize
character’s origin and identify them as residents of a particular area. In such a case,
dialect usage is a sign of a local colouring.

E. Nida and Ch. Taber state that “it is hopeless to try to bring together those
dialects which are linguistically too far apart” (Nida and Taber 1982: 129). They
provide statistical data which can serve as the basis for understanding whether the
dialect speech can be translated into another language. The minimum percentage
which E. Nida and Ch. Taber suggest as the degree of difference between
vocabulary systems of the source and target languages is 15 percent: “if, for
example, languages differ more than 15 percent in their basic vocabulary, it is
almost impossible to bring such dialects together, for they represent a linguistic
separation. Moreover, if more than 15 percent of basic vocabulary is different, then
often fully 30 percent of the non-basic vocabulary is diverse” (Nida and Taber
1982: 129). The systems of dialect differences of two languages are incompatible,
since each of them correlates with a definite area. It implies that rendering of
territorial dialects of the source language is impossible with the help of territorial
dialects of the target language.

A. Fedorov (2002) states that there are linguistic units which are impossible
to render entirely. But these units are not elements which are specific to one
language only. Even if they do not have a direct formal correspondence in another
language, nevertheless, they can be transmitted and compensated by certain
grammatical or lexical means that can reproduce their role in the context.
Untranslatable units are only those elements of the source language which
represent deviations from the norm of the language. For the most part, such units
are dialect words and social jargonisms that have a marked local colouring. Their
function, as local words, disappears in translation (®emopos 2002: 140). But even

resorting to such deviations, the author is completely guided by the norm of the
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language, in contrast to which and against the background of which these
deviations can only be revealed. And only contrasting with literary language,
substandard literary units expose their stylistic meaning and function. Using of
deviations against the background of literary correct speech establishes an obvious
transition. By virtue of this transition, a stylistic contrast arises. The most essential
indication of stylistic contrast is the degree of familiarity or unusualness of a
particular unit (a word, a phrase, grammatical form) in relation to a certain type of
text (dexopos 2002: 149).

The dialect words of the source text always correspond in translation to
incomplete equivalents in which the social and local information of the words of
the source text is inevitably lost. V. Vinogradov (2001) similarly to A. Fedorov
(2002) holds the view that while translating dialect speech, it is impossible to
preserve all stylistic qualities of the text. He explains that “it cannot be otherwise,
because the vocabulary of a particular language in terms of its dialect is limited to
the area of dominance of a given language and cannot have equivalents with
corresponding features in another language” (Bunorpamos 2001: 85).

As it has been mentioned, the function of dialect words as local words
disappears in the process of translation. However, it is possible to preserve other
functions of dialect words such as the vernacular, the non-literary colouring or the
use of special etymological connections of dialect units with the roots of a
nationwide language (®emopor 2002: 140). The aim of this functional lexical
substitution is the need to maintain the main functional characteristic of the text; it
is the fact of substandard language. Nevertheless, A. Fedorov (2002) mentions a
well-known restriction of the principle of translatability for those elements when
the source text gives a more or less strong deviation from the norm of the language
towards its local (territorial) features. Translation is still considered to be
achievable, but not in all its functions. It becomes possible only within the
framework of one of the functions of the linguistic unit, for instance, quite
frequently only the function of vernacular can be fulfilled (®exopor 2002: 140).

This method is known as compensation. V. Komissarov gives the following
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explanation of the compensation technique: “having failed to avoid the loss of any
stylistic or semantic element, the translator reproduces this element by another
word or in another place of the text” (Kommccapos 2011: 133). I. Levyy (1974)
explains the compensation method so that it is not necessary that in colloquial
speech each colloquial phrase corresponds to colloquial phrase in the translation: it
can be used in another place, if only the general impression from the speech
characteristic remains unchanged” (JIessiii 1974: 148). Nonetheless, in the process
of translation, there are a number of cases when one or another element of the
source language is not reproduced at all or replaced by a formally distant unit. But
even despite the inability to convey a single component or a feature of the source
text, it does not contradict the principle of translatability.

V. Vinogradov (2001) resembles A. Fedorov (2002) in that they both
suggest the vernacular as means that may compensate the dialect word in the
source text. V. Vinogradov (2001) mentions that translator applying this method
should use the varnacular “indicating that the equivalent as well as the
corresponding dialect unit does not belong to the literary norm” (Bunorpamos
2001: 85). Quite frequently, dialecticisms are rendered with literary vocabulary
which correspond the standard norm. As a result, the lost information that is
usually associated, for instance, in literary texts with the character’s speech
characteristics or description of their surrounding, is compensated by any other
linguistic means in the same microcontext or macrocontext.

I. Alekseeva (2004) partially disagrees with Vinogradov (2001) and
Fedorov’s (2002) theory because the method of compensation by means as
vernacular or colloquialisms cannot be regarded as appropriate “in those cases
when the author, while generating the text, uses the dialect as the main means of
presentation, not using contrast with the norm, and in fact tries to establish the
dialect in the status of a written literary norm” (Anekceesa 2004: 195). However,
“compensation is inevitable if the text is written in dialect” because “the system

and features of the territorial variants of the language and their role in the national



24

language in each culture are different”. Accordingly, dialect speech may be
presented in form of colloquial language.

T. Levitskaya and A. Fiterman (1963) also do not consider the method of
compensation by means of vernacular and colloquialisms as the dominant one.
They point out the fact that “when translating local dialects, one should hardly use
the dialects of the language into which the translation is being made, as this would
introduce completely incorrect associations and an alien national colouring”
(JIeBumkass Ta durepman 1963: 103). The scholars suggest the method of
replacements as the chief method which should be used for adequate translation of
local dialects. Replacement should predominantly involve the neutral vocabulary
and syntactic units of the target language and resort to such deviations from the
norms of the literary language which do not have a distinct local or national
colouring.

Studying ways of translation of substandard vocabulary, it is worth
mentioning the pragmatic aspect of translation. It is generally accepted that each
statement is produced with the aim of achieving a certain communicative result;
therefore, each statement has its own pragmatic potential. For that reason, an
additional difficulty for the translator is also the reproduction of the pragmatic aim
of the source text. One of the methods of pragmatic adaptation can be the
introduction of additional information to the target text. It can make up the reader’s
lack of knowledge about a particular phenomenon or object. However,
V. Komissarov (2011) points out that the pragmatic adaptation of the target text
should not lead to “over-translation” in order to make it extremely understandable.
By “over-translation” he indicates the target text which consists of extensive
explanations of certain language units (Komuccapos 2011: 136-137).

V. Komissarov argues that in certain cases an adequate understanding of the
text by the recipient can be achieved by omitting some elements with which they
are not familiar. Although this may lead to some loss of information, the omission
of some lexical units is insignificant in such cases. Therefore, such elements can be

neglected for the sake of a complete understanding of the target text. Like
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A. Fedorov (2002), V. Komissarov (2011) also mentions the compensation method
when transmitting the meaning of some unclear (for reader) elements from the
source text. Omitting words that deviate from the literary norm, the translator can
replace them with more general and understandable lexical units (Komwuccapos
2011: 139-140). Thus, in the process of achieving the adequacy of the dialect
translation, it is not the place of the dialect unit in the target text that actually
matters, but its general perception against the background of the literary language.

Studying the problem of dialect translation, E. Nida and Ch. Taber (1982)
mention ‘democratic method’, which means “selecting certain words and forms
from one dialect, other words and forms from a second dialect, and so on, until
presumably all the dialects have been democratically represented, such a procedure
results in a hopeless mélange, a kind of language that no one speaks and all
persons unanimously reject” (Nida and Taber 1982: 129).

The problem of translation of dialect speech can be solved in two ways. One
approach is to accept one dialect as “being the culturally more important and the
linguistically more central form of speech and to translate exclusively in this
dialect, with the hope that it will eventually supersede other dialects” (Nida and
Taber 1982: 129). Using this tactic, a translator is restricted by the most
appropriate forms of the principle dialect. Another method which can be applied is
employment of forms which “have the widest possible distribution among the
various dialects and which are at the same time acceptable to speakers of the
principle dialect, even though such forms may not always be preferred” (Nida and
Taber 1982: 130-131). According to the second method, translator can make use of
not only the most appropriate forms but also of alternatives which are not
conventional among the speakers of the principle dialect, but which are widely
used by the speakers of neighbouring dialects.

The analysis of the theoretical material let us summarize that compensation
by grammatical or lexical means of the target language is considered to be the most
rational and effective technique in translation of dialect units. Apart from

compensation, some scholars mention substitution of dialect words by vernacular,
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colloquial words or stylistically neutral units as possible methods of rendering of
substandard units. In the next section, it is examined which methods of slang

rendering are considered to be the most common and effective.

1.3.2. The translation techniques of slang

To translate slang units, the same translation ways and methods as for
translating literary vocabulary can be used. When translating slang, the most
expected and logical way of rendering its meaning is to use equivalent
correspondences when they exist in the target language. But in some cases, in the
absence of a direct equivalent, a translator may use “stylistically neutral variants
that convey only the general meaning of the slang unit” (Onymkanny Ta IllTorpun
2014: 298). However, this method does not allow the translator to reveal all
expressiveness of the slang word. Also, in the absence of equivalent
correspondences, it is possible to resort to vernacular of the target language. The
vernacular “adds a necessary characteristic of deviation from the literary norm to
the translated text” (Onymkanuu ta Illtorpun 2014: 298), but still, it does not
completely provide the expressive or evaluative meaning of the slang unit.

Occasionally, when translating slang vocabulary, the translator resorts to
different types of transformations. L. Barkhudarov (1975) differentiates four types
of transformations that take place in the course of translation. These are:
transposition, replacement, omission and addition.

Transposition as means of slang translation is quite rare; mostly it is
combined with replacement or addition. Studying the problem of rendering slang,
lexical replacement is of special interest for this paper. In the process o f lexical
substitutions, “definite lexical units (words and stable phrases) are replaced by
lexical units of the target language that are not their dictionary equivalents,
namely, they are taken in isolation and have a different referential meaning”
(Bapxymapos 1975: 209). V. Komissarov giving explanation of lexical replacement
emphasizes “formal relations between words and phrases in the source and target

texts of translation” (Kommccapo 2011: 165). |. Alekseeva distinguishes the
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following types of lexical replacement: partial change in the seme structure of the
source lexeme, redistribution of the seme structure of the source lexeme,
concretization and generalization (Anekceea 2004: 164). According to
L. Barkhudarov (1975), lexical replacement includes concretization, generalization
and replacement based on cause-and-effect connection.

Generalization technique can be used to render slang words. Translating a
source language slang unit with a narrow semantic field, the translator chooses a
unit in the target language with a wider semantic field. I. Onushkanich and
M. Stogrin state that “lexical terms, this is a replacement of the partial concept
with general one” (Onymkanwu ta Lltorpun 2014: 298). Lexical replacement
based on cause-and-effect connection is a substitution of the source unit with the
word of the target language which is “logical denotes the cause of an action or
condition indicated by a unit in the source language” (bapxymapos 1975: 213).

Concretization is a translation method in which the word or phrase of the
source language with a wider meaning is replaced with the word or phrase with
narrower meaning in the target language. In the process of slang translation,
concretization can be linguistic and contextual (verbal). In the case of linguistic
concretization, the replacement of a word with a wide meaning with a word with a
narrower meaning is caused by differences in the structure of two languages. It can
be the absence of a lexical unit in the target language that has the same wide
meaning as the transmitted unit of source language or the differences in their
stylistic characteristics or grammatical structures (Allbritten 2011: 209).
Contextual concretization is mostly determined by “a specific context, stylistic
discrepancies, such as the need to complete a phrase, to avoid repetition or to
achieve greater imagery and clarity” (Ayto and Simpson 2008: 212).

When translating, the most often omitted words are those that are
semantically redundant, that is, expressing meanings that can be extracted from the
text. The most typical example of such units in English is “word pairs”. They can
be defined as “a parallel used words of the same or close referential meaning,

united by a conjunction” (Bapxymnapos 1975: 226). Omission of elements of the
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source text which are semantically redundant gives the translator a possibility to
implement “text compression”. Apart from sementical redundancy, there is one
more reason for applying the method of omission. It is English tendency towards
“the use of numerals, as well as the indication of exact measures and weights for
greater accuracy of the description” (JleBunkas ta ®urepman 1963: 28) which are
not motivated by semantic factors.

Addition is presented in the form of an expanded target text, due to the need
for a complete transmission of its content. Formal lack of expression of the
semantic components of the phrase is identified as one of the main sources of
addition. This phenomenon is very typical for collocations of the English language
and, from the point of view of generative grammar, it can be interpreted as an
“ellipse” or “omission” of certain semantic elements that are present in the deep
structure of a sentence. A typical example of ‘formal lack of expression’ is “I
began the book” where either the verb ‘write’ or ‘read’ is omitted. One more
reason for using the method of addition is “syntactic restructuring of a sentence
during translation, during which it is sometimes required to introduce certain
elements into the sentence” (BapxymapoB 1975: 224). There are two types of
addition: lexical and grammatical. In case of lexical addition, “words with their
own reference meaning are added”. In case of grammatical addition, formal
grammatical components (article, correlate, auxiliary verb) are added to the target
text (Anekceena 2004: 166).

One of the most effective is variative correspondences which are always
plural, which means that the translation of the source language unit can be
implemented in several ways, and the choice of one of the options is determined by
context (Kopyners 2000: 297). When any of variant correspondences does not
suit, contextual substitution can be used. Contextual correspondences are used as
an irregular, exceptional way of translating a source unit, appropriate only in the
definite context, and no dictionary captures contextual correspondences

(Onymkanny Ta [lTorpun 2014: 298).
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If there are no analogues, variative or contextual correspondences, the
translator may also employ the technique of compensation. According to Harvey,
lexical compensation is “a technique which involves making up or the loss of a
source text effect by recreating a similar effect in the target text through the means
that are specific to the target language and/or text” (Hervey and Higgins 1992: 37).
I. Alekseeva differentiates two types of compensation: positional and qualitative
(Anekceesa 2004: 168). In the translation of colloquial speech that deviates from
the literary language, the positional compensation is mainly used. This technique is
used especially often when it is necessary to convey purely linguistic meanings
that characterize certain language specificities of the source language as well as
when it is needed to transfer pragmatic meanings (bapxymapor 1975: 220).
L. Barkhudarov lays emphasis on the fact that the method of compensation proves
one of the main principles of the translation studies: “the equivalence of translation
is provided not at the level of separate elements of the text (particularly words), but
at the level of the text being translated as a whole (bapxyaapos 1975: 220).

When translating slang units that do not have direct matches, the translator
may resort to descriptive translation. Descriptive translation represents a lexical
replacement which also involves generalization, followed by lexical additions
(Anmexceea 2004: 169). However, using of this type of translation leads to the
inevitable loss of stylistic expressiveness. Translators may resort to a combination
of two techniques while rendering slang units: “transcription or loan translation
and descriptive translation, mentioning the latter in a reference or comment”
(bapxymapos 1975: 220). This makes it possible to keep briefness and reveal
semantics of the unit.

Antonymous translation is also used to translate slangisms. This means of
translation can be defined as “a complex lexical-grammatical transformation,
which simultaneously modifies the lexical and syntactic structures” and which
rests on “a logical postulate that the denial of any meaning can be equated with the
assertion of the opposite meaning” (Onymikanu ta Illtorpun 2014: 298). In terms

of syntactic constructions, affirmative sentences are replaced by negatives, and
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vice versa. As far as the vocabulary is concerned, the slang unit is translated with
its lexical antonym in the target language. A special kind of antonymic translation
is the replacement of an adjective or an adverb in a comparative or superlative
degree by an adjective or an adverb in the positive degree or vice versa,
accompanied by the replacement of the “sign” of the structure (affirmative to
negative or vice versa) (bapxymapor 1975: 217).

Scholars suggest the method of transformations as one of the most effective
ways of slang reproduction. In regard to slang, replacement, omission and addition
are most often used methods. Replacement can generalize or concretize the
meaning of the slang unit. Omission of redundant elements serves for making a
text more similar to the norms of the target language. Addition provides the target
text with the components without which foreign readers are not able to understand
the text properly. Other methods of slang reproduction may be variative
correspondences, contextual substitution, descriptive translation and antonymic
translation. The next section is devoted to the stylistic features of taboos and vulgar

words and means of their translation.

1.3.3. The translation techniques of vulgarisms and taboo words

The principal function of wvulgarisms in a literary text is a plausible
transmission of direct speech which is used as means to characterize a speaker, i.e.
to mark their distinctive style of speaking. Vulgarisms in English also hold the
function of interjections or intensifying modifiers (Vincenc). The most significant
linguistic element of taboo and vulgar words is its expressive quality which allows
using these lexical units as a stylistic device. As M. Kuznets notices that
vulgarisms are typical of affective colloquial speech. For that reason, “their

excessive use deprives them of their affective meaning” (Ky3uerr u CkpeOHeB
1960: 53).



31

The meaning of the vulgar and taboo can be rendered in several ways.
T. Belyaeva and V. Khomyakov distinguish the following types of lexical units
which may replace a vulgarism in the source text (benseBa Ta Xomsxos 1985: 22):
e medical or legal terms;
e an expression that partially retains the meaning of the term;
e a literary standard expression that is a euphemism;
e a stylistically neutral synonym

e aprofessional term

taboo vulgarism, or dysphemism.

As can be noticed from this classification, taboo and vulgar words can be
translated in the same way as dialect and slang units, namely by lexical substitution
and omission. However, we can distinguish two methods which are applicable to
taboo and vulgar words only, these are euphemistic and dysphemistic translation.
The euphemistic translation is based on replacing the words of the source text that
have a strong negative denotation with lexical units which comprise less negative
meaning in the target text. Since vulgar and taboo words are connected with
specific moral and religious values, there can be a cultural gap in their use and
perceiving. What is easily accepted within one culture can be strictly prohibited by
religious or social norms of another society. To avoid possible loss of face, either
one’s own honor or that of the audience of some third party, the translator may
refer to euphemism which serves as an alternative to an unpreferred expression
(Allan and Burridge 1991: 221). Thus, using euphemistic equivalents for the taboo
units makes the target text more implicit for the target audiance.

Vulgarisms and taboos usually receive synonyms-ephemisms in speech,
whereas in a literary text these words get the author's euphemisms-neologisms.
However, well-known and frequently used euphemisms gradually acquire a vulgar
connotation too. As a result of semantic change, euphemisms become taboo words.
According to B. Larin’s categorization (Jlapuu 1977: 101-114), the subgroups of

euphemisms include:
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e common euphemisms of the national literary language;
e class and professional euphemisms;
e family and household euphemisms.

The dysphemistic method is the replacement of a word of the source text
with a coarser one. It is a harsh or derogatory term that will threat the face of the
audience (Nababan et al. 2019: 371). In the process dysphemistic translation, mild
and innocuous lexical units are replaced with harsher and offensive ones. Non-
taboo units are conveyed into the target text as taboo expressions. According to
W. Zhelvis, "almost any action, any object, any quality can be represented in
vulgarized form through the use of dysphemism which retains the taboo seme"
(KenpBuc 2001: 87). In comparison with euphemisms, the use of dysphemisms
makes the target text explicit for the target reader.

We can conclude that vulgar words are a special layer of non-standard
vocabulary, as their excessive use can lead to a decrease in its expressive value.
Another feature of taboos and vulgarities is the function of their use, which is
dictated by the intention of the speaker, e.g to try to please the interlocutor, to
threaten, to show negative attitude to someone or something. Misinterpretation of
such words can cause an irrevocable mistake in the target text. Translation of
taboos and vulgar words can be completed with conventional methods, which have
been described in the section on slang and dialects, as well as by means of
euphemistic or dysphemistic translation. The former diminishes the negative
meaning of the word, the latter, on the contrary, intesifies the negative denotation

of the unit.
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Conclusions to Chapter One

It is impossible to consider a substandard variant of language without putting
it into the opposition to the language norm. The standard of language is accepted
due to such factors as rationality, efficiency and commonality. All language units
that do not correlate with these three aspects can be classified as substandard.
Accordingly, the literary norm is regarded as an unmarked member of opposition,
whereas the substandard variant is a marked one. Quite often, substandard variaties
are referred as dialects which can be divided into regional, temporal and social.

Having examined the classifications of all the abovementioned scholars, we
can conclude that the group of substandard lexical units includes vernacular,
common colloquial words, dialects, jargon, slang, argot and professional
languages, vulgar and taboo words, colloquial coinages and archaisms.
Furthermore, such deviations as liberties of oral speech, children's language,
broken speech of foreigners, speech defects, spelling and pronunciation errors also
belong to the substandard variants of speech.

One of the most difficult challenges for the translator is the reproduction of
regional and social features of speech. If systems of the source and target
languages are linguistically seperated to such an extent that it is impossible to
convey certain unit by a direct equivalent, the translator should follow the principle
of compensation which is to reproduce a substandard component by linguistic
means that are different from those of the source language. Scholars mention
lexical substitution as the most productive way of conveying dialectal speech, in
particular, replacement with the vernacular, colloquialisms or neutral words. In
rendering of slangisms, there is a wider range of tools; the most frequently used are
transformations, contextual or variative correspondences, descriptive and
antonymous translation. While rendering vulgar and taboo words, the translator
may refer not only to lexical substitution, but also to euphemistic or dysphemistic

methods.
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CHAPTER TWO. THE REPRODUCTION OF SUBSTANDARD
LANGUAGE OF CHARACTERS IN UKRAINIAN TRANSLATIONS OF
AMERICAN FICTION

To analyze the techniques and methods involved in the translation of non-
literary speech, the novels of American prose “To Kill a Mockingbird” and “The
Adventures of Tom Sawyer” and their Ukrainian translations were chosen. All the
found examples from the source texts can be divided according to the level of
language at which the deviation from the norm was commited. Consequenty,
material selected for the reaserch is divided into phonetic, lexical and syntactic
groups. Each group has subdivisions according to a rule or principle that has been
violated in the source language. Each subgroup consists of an analysis of

translations of a particular non-literary unit.

2.1. The reproduction of social and regional markers at the phonetic level
Pronunciation is one of the most difficult language factors to control, due to
which speakers always reveal true information about themselves. That is why
pronunciation errors play one of the most important roles in understanding the
social and local status of a character. Phonetic errors which are studied in this
paper are condensed forms of frequently used phrases or words, dialect variants of

pronunciation and speech with velar fronting.

2.1.1. Techniques applied in translation of linking forms

The speech marker of lower social class characters is the use of slang,
namely condensed forms of some regular expressions and phrases. For instance,
Dill asks Scout if everything is alright linking all the words in the question “What
is the matter?” until they sound as if they are one word “Smatter?” (Lee. KM: 39).
Both M. Kharenko and T. Nekryach do not use any marker of slang speech in the
target text: “B womy piu?” (Xapenko. BIT: 28).

The speech of characters consists of various informal contractions which are

attributed not only to the Southern American English, e.g. kinda, lemme, sorta,
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gonna, wanta. While reading a lecture to Jem, Calpurnia links the phrase ‘a kind
of” into ‘kinda’ due to the pace of speaking: “Mister Jem, I thought you was gettin*
some kinda head on your shoulders—the very idea, she’s your little sister!” (Lee.
KM: 211). Neither M. Kharenko nor T. Nekryach applies phonetic means to render
the substandard element of speech. Instead, both translators counterbalance the
utterance with the vernacular phraseological units. M. Kharenko employes the
phraseologism ‘matu ronoBy Ha Bs3ax’ taken from Naddnistriansky dialect:
‘Micmep [[icem, s Oymana, y 8ac € eonoeéa nHa 6'szax.’ (Xapenko. BII: 158).
T. Nekryach suggests synonymous phraseological unit ‘maTu romoBy Ha Kapky’
taken from Lemko dialect (JIecie 2009: 25). The phraseologism contains the
borrowing from Slovak language ‘xapx’ which is ‘the back part of neck’:
“Micmepe [ocemi, s eadana, 6u maeme Xo04 5KYCb 20]108Y HA KAPKY, Oomake
sueaoamu, ye dxc eauia monoowa cecmpa!”’ (Hexpsa. VII: 283).

The phonetic process of linking also occurs in Scout’s speech: “Yessum, but
1'd wanta come out” (Lee. KM: 44). The unit ‘yessum’ that originated in Southern
US has the meaning of ‘yes, ma’am’. ‘Wanta’ is colloquial pronunciation of the
phrase ‘want to’ in which the unstressed vowel in the preposition is reduced.
T. Nekryach renders this sentence as “Tak, mem, are s 6 xomina euxooumu’
(Hekpsta. YIT: 61). Although the translation conveys the communicative message of
the utterance, the means of translation do not highlight speaker’s regional and
social characteristics. M. Kharenko, however, resorts to colloquial elements of the
Ukrainian language to convey non-literary speech: “Eze, meni ece oomno
saxominocs 6 na eynuyio”’ (Xapenko. BIT: 32). The translator omits a polite address
‘ma’am’ and uses the conversational word ‘ere’ which confirms what has been
said before.

The negative phrase ‘I don’t know’ is condensed to ‘I dono’ (Twain. ATS:
216) in Tom Sawyer’s speech. In comparison to Y. Koretsky whose variant of
translation presents standard language, V. Mitrofanov renders non-literal properties

of the sentence by adding a particle ‘ra’: “Ta ne 3naro” (Mutpodanos. IITC: 165).
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Although there are no violations of the norms of the Ukrainian language in the
target text, the particle gives the character’s speech a vernacular quality.

A short form of the phrase ‘let me’ which is condensed to ‘lemme’ is
rendered by means addition too. The sentence “Oh come, now — lemme just try”
(Twain. ATS: 18) is translated by V. Mitrofanov as “uy oati meni cnpobysamu”™
(Mutpodanos. IITC: 28). Similarly to the previous example, the particle ‘Hy’ IS
added to give the sentence more expressiveness. As a result, the sentence in the
target text acquires an informal and everyday sound.

In the following exmple, the standard phrase ‘let’s’ is condensed to the
linked form ‘less’ due to the rapid speech: “Less see ‘em” (Twain. ATS: 33).
Y. Koretsky reduces all parts of the sentence and leaves only the notional verb:
“Ioxaxcu” (Kopeupkuit. IITC: 24). So, the sentence which functions as a
suggestion in the source text is rendered as a command in the target text.
V. Mitrofanov also omits all secondary parts of the sentence except for the verb,
and yet the translator adds a particle before the imperative form of the verb: “Any
nokaxcu” (MutpodanoB. ITITC: 39). The particle ‘any’ is classified as a
colloquialism used only in spoken langauge. In this case, it has a function of
interjection that makes an appeal for action expressed by the following verb. It is
the use of the colloquial particle that makes the target text stylistically closer to the
character’s speech in the source text.

Another linked form used in the characters’ speech is ‘gimme’: “Just you
gimme the hundred dollars” (Twain. ATS: 196). Y. Koretsky neutralizes the
substandard component and does not compensate it with any other means: “Tu oaii
meni minoku cmo moix oonapis” (Kopeupkuii. IITC: 122). V. Mitrofanov’s variant
of translation, in contrast, includes non-literal units which serve to reproduce the
stylistically marked langauge in the target text. The translator compensates for the
lack of phonetic specific features by adding a colloquial phrase ‘rimbkm 1yp’ used
as a spontaneous exclamation which completes any agreement: “Tinexu yyp, mu
siooacu meni comuto donapis” (Mutpodanos. ITTC: 151). As a result, the utterance

conveys a casual, relaxed effect of colloquial style.
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Among the representatives of African-American community, it is widely-
spread to address white people using the linked form ‘yessuh’ which stands for
‘yes, sir’ in spelling. The term is regarded as an example of African-American
vernacular, which is used to confirm the opinion of the person of higher social
rank. Answering Atticus' questions, Tom Robinson begins almost all of his
responds with a formal address: “Yes suh, a little, not enough to hurt. You see, | -~
Tom moved his left shoulder” (Lee. KM: 193). M. Kharenko as well as
T. Nekryach translate the unit ‘yes suh’ as “max, cep” (Hekpsu. VII. 260),
probably because its vernacular spelling allows to convey the sound model of the
standard phrase ‘yes, sir’.

During interrogation, Mayella asks questions “Love him, whatcha mean?”
(Lee. KM: 186) and “Whaddya mean?” (Lee. KM: 187) which are two colloquial
pronunciations of “what do you”. Both, M. Kharenko and T. Nekryach translate
the latter linked form of question as “fk ye?” (Hekpsta. VII: 251) or “Ilo ye?”
(Xapenxko. BIT: 140). Translating the question “Love him, whatcha mean?” (Lee.
KM: 186), M. Kharenko specifies the meaning of the utterance: “Jlrooumu 6amora
— sax ye?” (Xapenko. BIT: 140). According to this interpretation, the speaker does
not realize how a child can love their father. T. Nekryach, on the other hand,
generalizes the meaning of Mayella’s words implying that the speaker does not
know what it means to love someone: “x ye — mobnio? ” (Hexpstu. YII: 250).

What also conveys an indirect characteristic of Mayella is her perception of
Atticus’s polite and formal manner of address when he speaks to her. As a
representative of the middle class, Atticus takes the polite form ‘ma‘'am’ or ‘miss’
when addressing a woman. Since no one has ever addressed Mayella in that way,
she construes his words as a mockery. Obviously, she does not believe that anyone
can address her like that without intention to hurt. In response to Atticus, Mayella
makes numerous phonetic and lexical mistakes which betray traces of her
embarrassment: “Long’s you keep on makin‘ fun o’'me” (Lee. KM: 184). Apart
from velar fronting in the word ‘making’, we can observe omission of the

consonant /v/ after the vowel sound /o/ and nasal /m/. At the lexical level, Mayella
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skips the first word ‘as’ in the conjunction ‘as long as’. M. Kharenko’s applies
omission to shorten the sentence and renders only the most meaningful part of it:
“I'nyzyeme 3 mene” (Xapenko. BIT: 138). T. Nekryach maintains all the elements
of the sentence, but just like M. Kharenko does not transmit deviations from the
phonetic norm of the English language in the target text: “Iloxu 6éu 3 mene 6ydeme
enymumucs” (Hekpsa. VII: 248).

We can conclude that such forms of phonetic errors are transmitted either by
adding particles that create a conversational style, or stylistically marked lexical
units, e.g. vernacular or dialect words. Obviously, the violation of pronunciation is
not rendered in the target text at the phonetic level, but the information encoded in
this error is compensated at the lexical level. The next section of this chapter is

dedicated to the ways applied in translation of dialect variants of pronunciation.

2.1.2. Means used to translate dialect variants of pronunciation

The social level of the Ewell’s family can be seen from the number of dialect
or slang words they use in the court. For example, Bob Ewell uses ‘ya’ instead of
the personal pronoun ‘you’: “I'’ll kill ya” (Lee. KM: 198). Although both variants
of the spelling represent almost the same sounding, the word ‘ya’ implies the use
only by the lower strata of community, that even in a formal setting like a court,
does not follow the rules and principles of communication. Translating the
sentence, M. Kharenko ignores the slang of the character's speech and provides
word-by-word translation. T. Nekryach, in contrast, conveys Bob Ewell's
conversational style of speech, changing the phonetic means to the lexical one: “4
moo6i eci kuwku sunyuy!” (Hexpsta. YII: 266). Thus, the translator compensates for
the phonetic deviation in the source text by adding phraseological unit in the target
text.

The pronunciation of the word ‘children’ as ‘chillun’ is also widely
represented in the Southern U.S. community, especially among Afro-Americans
and lower social class members. Calpurnia and Lula pronounce ‘chillun’ referring

to Jem and Scout while being in the Afro-American church. M. Kharenko resorts
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to the method of neutralization of the meaning of a stylistically marked lexical unit
and suggests the word ‘oimu’ (Xapenko). As a result, neither regional nor social
aspects of the characters' speech are covered in the target text. In contrast to
M. Kharenko, T. Nekryach uses the colloquialism ‘oimraxu’ which has positive
evaluative meaning (Hekpsta). Even though T. Nekryach’s version of translation
does not embrace the specificity of Southern pronunciation, it still provides the
target text with marked lexical elements.

Dialectal units also appear in Tom Sawyer’s speech, for example: “/ warn't
noticing” (Twain. ATS: 17). According to the Merriam-Webster Dictionary,
‘warn’t’ is a dialect word used instead of the negative forms ‘wasn’t’ or ‘weren’t’
(Merriam Webster's Leraner’s Dictionary 2018). Neither Y. Koretsky nor
V. Mitrofanov reproduces the phonetic mistake in the target text. However, both of
them add the particle ‘i’ that serves to amlify the meaning of the following word
‘nomivat’: “A mebe 1 ne nomimus” (Mutpodanos. IITC: 27). Although it serves
to reproduce the conversational style of speech, it does not convey the dialectal
variation of the character.

Another substandard element which attracts attention to the violations of the
phonetic principles is pronunciation of the phrase "Yes, sir" which is graphically
conveyed in the source text as “Aye-aye, sirl” (Twain. ATS: 113) Y. Koretsky as
well as V. Mitrofanov applies the Russian exclamation “Ectp” as a response to the
command. Both translators transliterate the Russian word and transmit it as ‘ecmo’
(Mutpocdanos) in Ukrainian. As a result, it creates a comic effect of immitation.

What distinguishes characters of lower class from personages of middle
class is wrong pronunciation of some words. To exemplify, Mayella pronounces
the adjective ‘tolerable’ as ‘tollable’, skipping the consonant /r/. While describing
her father, Mayella states: “He does tollable, ‘cept when—" (Lee. KM: 186). Apart
from the incorrect pronunciation of adjective, we can also see an example of
elision in the word ‘except” which represented in the source text as “‘cept’. This
speech form lacks an initial vowel which a variant speech form has. M. Kharenko

renders the word ‘tolerable’ in the utterance without modifying its sound pattern to
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illustrate Mayella’s pronunciation: “Tak cobi, in nazionuti, om minbku Koau...”
(Xapenko. BIT: 140). Nevertheless, he provides her speech with a conversational
style adding a colloquial phrase ‘Tak co6i’ at the beginning of the utterance. Even
though the elision is not revealed in the target text, its effect, — simplification of
speech, is partially compensated by adding a particle ‘or’ before the adverb.
T. Nekryach completely changes the structure of the sentence: “Moorcna
nopozymimucs, sxwo e6in He...” (Hexpsa. YII. 250). In the principal clause, the
subject and predicate are replaced by impersonal construction, as a result of which
the focus shifts from the subject to the action itself. Accordingly, the
mispronounced unit ‘tollable’ is omitted. In the subordinate clause, T. Nekryach
adds the subject and replaces the affirmative sentence with the negative one. The
primary difference in the translation of this sentence is that M. Kharenko interprets
the depended part as a subordinate clause of time, whereas T. Nekryach
emphasizes the condition upon which the principle clause is possible.

One more example of Mayella’s mispronunciation is the word ‘again’ in
which she monophthongizes the second vowel sound: “You makin‘ fun o’me agin,
Mr. Finch?” (Lee. KM: 186) In addition, her speech includes velar fronting of the
/n/ sound and elision of the final consonant in the preposition ‘of’. And finally,
Mayella's complete ignorance becomes apparent due to the omission of the
auxiliary verb ‘to be’ at the beginning of the question. M. Kharenko does not apply
any grammatical or lexical transformations to render the non-literary language:
“Bu 3108y nacmixacmecst 3 mene, micmep @inu?” (Xapenko. BIT: 140). Neither the
social level of the character, nor the regional marks of her speech are transmitted.
T. Nekryach also does not insert any substandard elements in the target text: “/
oani kenkyeme 3 merne, micmepe Diny?” (Hexpsta. YII: 250).

There are other cases when the means of the Ukrainian language are not
enough to convey the phonetic deviation of the characters’ speech. For instance,
Mayella’s specific pronunciation of the numeral ‘seven’ is ‘seb’m’ (Lee. KM: 185).
Both T. Nekryach and M. Kharenko do not have any other option but to employ a
standard lexical unit ‘cemepo’ (Hexpsa. YII: 249). Likewise, judge’s reply to
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Mayella has a mark of non-literary language: “Don’t be ‘fraid of anybody here, as
long as you tell the truth ” (Lee. KM: 181). Even though the events take place in the
formal setting, Judge Taylor reduces the initial vowel sound in the word ‘afraid’.
This can be explained in two ways. Either the judge adjusts his manner of speaking
so that the witness is persuaded to testify, or he reacts so emotionally to Mayella's
reluctance to tell the truth, that his speed of speech betrays his emotions.
M. Kharenko follows the latter interpretation of judge’s words. He replaces the
complex sentence with the compound one: “Kaowcu npasdy i uikoco e 6itics”
(Xapenko. BIT: 136). Consequently, his statement sounds straightforward and clear-
cut. In T. Nekryach’s variant of translation, the judge is presented as more lenient
and merciful to Mayella: “To6i nema koco mym bosmucs, skwo mu cosopumumeu
npaedy” (Hekpstu. YII: 244).

Not only Mayella, but also Tom Robinson pronounces some words in the
wrong way. He mispronounces the adverb ‘sure’ which spelling in the source text
is ‘sho’’. During the interrogation, he claims “She said she sho‘ had” (Lee. KM:
196). In both variants of translation, the deviation from standard pronunciation is
not shown. M. Kharenko adds the verb ‘3maxommrtuce’in the meaning of ‘to be
available’, however, it does not belong to colloquial layer of Ukrainian vocabulary:
“Bona eionosina, wo euxpymra suatioemocs’ (Xapenko. BIT: 147) T. Nekryach
does not involve any new lexical units to render the sentence meaning: “Bowua
kaoice: 3sicno, wo ¢ (Hekpsa. YIT: 263). Still, the translator conveys the colloquial
style of the utterance using the conversational word ‘3BicHo’ as the principal part
of the impersonal sentence. And although the violation of the Standard English
pronunciation is not revealed in the source text at the phonetic level, it is
compensated at the lexical level.

In order to convey the specificity of local pronunciation, such methods are
used as adding phraseological units or replacment of words with synonyms which
have either negative or positive connotative meaning. The addition of
phraseological units preserves the effect of simple, rural speech. However,

substitution with synonyms does not help to compensate for the loss of phonetic
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deviations completely. In certain cases, when it is impossible to show the
character's mispronunciation, the translator omits it. The next section focuses on

the means used to render the speech with velar fronting.

2.1.3. Ways used to translate speech with velar fronting

Character’s pronunciation serves as one of the most distinctive features
which draw attention to their Southern origin. Both white and African-American
characters tend to front the consonant /n/to/n/ in unstressed syllables, as in
‘talking - talkin’ or ‘anything - anythin’’. It is evident that this phenomenon
occurs almost in every word which finishes with —ing. In the novel “To Kill a
Mockingbird”, it is represented as —n’ in the text. For example, Mayella Ewell says
“Don’t want him doin ‘ me like he done Papa, tryin’ to make him out lefthanded...”
(Lee. KM: 182). According to the research conducted by P. Trudgill, the level of
the substandard variant —n’ increase as social class lowers. The representatives of
the highest class demonstrated zero occurrences of —n’ use, whereas the lowest
class showed almost 100 percent of velar fronting (Allbritten 2011: 23). In view of
that, the character who pronounces /n/ instead of /n/ should be included to the
lower social class. Mayella’s utterance is translated as “He xouy, wo6 6in i mene
oonikae mak, sk mo2o bamoeka. [lpuuenumocs mo6i — niswa, risuwa...” (XapeHKo.
BIT: 136). M. Kharenko use partitioning dividing one complex-compound sentence
into two sentences, complex and incomplete. The translator compensates for the
lack of phonetic features in the character’s dialect by reinforcing it with
colloquialisms. The verb ‘momikatu’ is used in colloquial Ukrainian speech in
meaning of ‘annoy’. In the second sentence, the personal pronoun ‘To61’ is used
after the verb as a particle which is used only in spoken language to express anger
or irritation. T. Nekryach suggests the following translation: “4 e xouy, wo6 6in
Ha MeHe MUCHY8, SIK HA MAmKd, Omo KOIU 8UCMAsug 1oco uyiveoio...” (Hekpsu.
VII: 245) Likewise, T. Nekryach specifies the verb ‘done’ with the verb ‘tucaytu’

which is used in its figurative meaning. To convey the speaker’s dialect, the
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translator adds a demonstrative pronoun ‘oto’ which in combination with the
adverb of time increases the effect of colloquial rural speech.

Mayella’s reply “Nothin®” (Lee. KM: 181) is translated by M. Kharenko and
T. Nekryach differently. The former bypasses the dialect marker and gives a
literary version of the translation “Hiuoco” (Xapenko. BII: 136). T. Nekryach
employs the word ‘uiuo’ (Hekpsta. VII: 244) of Naddnistriansky dialect (CnoBaps
yKpaiHchKkoi MoBH, T. 2, 1958) to express deviation from the language standard.

Tom Robinson’s evidence in the court also contains phonetic markers of
non-literary speech: “I passed by yonder she’d have some little somethin ‘ for me to
do — choppin’ kindlin ", totin’ water for her” (Lee. KM: 195). As could be noted,
the gerund forms and the indefinite pronoun are pronounced with /n/ instead of /1/.
M. Kharenko uses repetition of the conjunction ‘To’ enumerating household chores
which Tom Robinson did for Mayella: “Matioxce wopa3zy, koau 1 npoxooue mumo, y
Hel 3Haxoounacs OJisl MeHe sKAcb poboma — mo Opo8 Hapybamu, mo 800u
npunecmu” (Xapenko. BIT: 146). In this variant of translation, no markers are used
that would indicate the dialect of the character's speech. T. Nekryach uses not only
the conjuction ‘to’, but also the pronoun ‘mocs’ before the verbs: “Iljopa3y, sk s
npoxoous, y Hei 3Haxo0unacs 0l MeHe SIKACb poboma:. mo wocb nopyoamu, mo
wocw cnanumu, mo eoou nanocumu” (Hekpsu. VII: 262). Like M. Kharenko,
T. Nekryach does not render phonetic features of the character's speech which
distinguish him from other characters who do not demonstrate any deviations from
the literary norm of the English language.

In the following reply, Mayella makes similar mistakes. She articulates the
sound /1/ instead of /n/ in the gerund forms of verbs and omits the first component
of the conjunction: “Long’s he keeps on callin® me ma’am an sayin’ Miss
Mayella” (Lee. KM: 184). M. Kharenko specifies the meaning of the verbs ‘say’
and ‘call’, and suggests the word ‘o63uBatu’ which intensifies Mayella’s
emotional speech: “A uoco o 6in 063usac mene — mem, mic Metiena!” (Xapenko.
BIT: 138). The sentence is transmitted by a completely different structure, namely

the declarative sentence is replaced by the exclamatory one in which the adverb
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‘qoro’ with the particle “x’ reinforces what is being said next. This construction in
combination with the emotive meaning of the lexical unit allows imparting the
expressiveness of the character's speech, but not its phonetic deviations.
T. Nekryach’s variant of translation is quite similar to the previous one; however,
the translator does not incorporate the particle to deepen the meaning of the
utterance: “Yoeo 6in o63usac mem i mic Meena?” (Hekpsa. VII: 248). The latter
version of the translation has a lower level of emotionality compared to the former.

It can be summarised that the ways used to render the speech with velar
fronting are sentence transformation, i.e. partitioning, replacement of the
communicative types of sentence and addition o colloquial or dialect words which
would add a regional colouring to the image of the character. The following part of
study that should be discussed concerns techniques applied in translation of lexical

substandard units.

2.2. The reproduction of social and regional markers at the lexical level

Lexically marked vocabulary always attracts attention to the speech of the
character. The use of certain stylistically colored lexical items indicates the
speaker’s upbringing, origin, financial and professional status. This section was
divided into three subgroups of non-standard lexical units, which most often
occurred in the source text, i.e. dialect words, slang, taboo and vulgar words. If
dialectal units highlight the place of birth and growth of the speaker, then the use
of slang and taboo words indicates their social environment, occupation and level

of education.

2.2.1. Ways used in translation of the local dialect

One of the most prominent features of personages’ speech is the dialect used
to create the setting of the Southern state. It is the children and African Americans
characters who use the most of specific regional lexical items in the novel. Talking

to Dill, Scout mentions a regional phrase ‘fixing to’ which she pronounces as
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“fixin‘ to’: “I was fixin ‘ to run off tonight because there they all were” (Lee. KM:
144). The Urban Dictionary suggests several definitions of this lexical unit.
According to the first explanation, ‘fixing’ is equivalent of the noun ‘preparation’
and can be defined as “you are about to do something, or more accurately you are
doing something now that will lead to you doing the thing that you are fixin'
to do. ” Other definition to the phrase is ‘to start or begin’. However, this phrase is
mostly used “when southerners are about to accomplish tasks” (Wright 2001).
Both T. Nekryach and M. Kharenko render the meaning of the dialect unit ‘fixin’
to’ by means of Ukrainian literal language, namely the word ‘xoTiTi’ .
T. Nekryach’s variant of translation does not point out any regional specific
features in Scout’s speech: “A cvocooni eseuepi makosic xomina emexmu 3 OOMY,
momy wo éonu eci oyau mym” (Hexpsta. YII: 195). M. Kharenko uses the reflexive
verb ‘xotitucsa’ which also does not indicate non-literal language: “Cwvocoomni
s8euepi meni medic xominocsi émexmu, 60 éci nawi oyau mym’” (Xapenko. BII: 108).

One more significant lexical sign that reveals the Southern speech is the use
of the adverb ‘yonder’. The Oxford dictionary defines this dialect word as “over
there” (Oxford Learner’s Dictionaries 2018). Due to the definition of the Urban
Dictionary, ‘yonder’ is used chiefly in the Southern dialect and means “an
unspecified, unknown, or estimated amount of distance between two different
points, usually between one's current position and a spot outside the field of
vision” (Allan 2019). To give a vivid image of geographical and social setting, the
author quotes ordinary residents of Maycomb. One of such quotes includes the
adverb ‘yonder’ that functions as a sentence subject: “Yonder’s some Finches”
(Lee. KM: 134). T. Nekryach as well as M. Kharenko interprets this dialect word
by replacing it with verbs that denote the action of a visual contact, since the
pragmatic aim of the utterance in the source text is to draw the interlocutor's
attention to the Finches. Apart from the non-literary vocabulary unit, the sentence
embraces the grammar mistake in the subject-predicate agreement. M. Kharenko
makes the replacement of the dialect ‘yonder’ with the vernacular imperative verb

‘tistae’: “Iisane — @inui udyme!” (Xapenko. BIT: 101). T. Nekryach replaces the
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dialect lexical unit with the literal verb ‘muButucsa’: “/Jusuco-no, ye Dinui”
(Hexpsa. VIT: 184). The imperative form of the verb is accomplished by the particle
‘-Ho’ which is added to soften the order and make the utterance of more
conversational style.

The lexical item ‘yonder’ appears in Jem’s and Scout’s speech too. Jem uses
the dialect word to specify the direction of the action: “Look on the porch yonder”
(Lee. KM: 128). Similarly to the previous example, M. Kharenko conveys its
meaning by lexical replacement with the verb ‘rnsnyru’. “Ianeme na sepanoy”
(Xapenko. BIT: 95). T. Nekryach not only replaces the dialect item with the verb
‘nmuBuTHCs’ but also insert the particle ‘timeku’ to highlight, emphasize the
meaning expressed by the verb. As a result, the utterance of the target text acquires
some characteristics of spoken, everyday style: “Iloousimvcs minoku Ha éepanoy”
(Hexpstu. YIT: 171).

As a sign of her social background, Mayella Ewell unintentionally uses the
dialect ‘yonder’ answering Atticus’s questions in the court: “That’n yonder,” she
said. “Robinson” (Lee. KM: 182). Both translators suggest the conversational
variant of the demonstrative pronoun ‘ortoii’. In the same way, Mayella points to
the judge in the room: “Said I was nineteen, said it to the judge yonder.” (Lee.
KM: 184). M. Kharenko applies lexical replacement to render the speaker’s dialect:
“A eoce razana, oessmnaoysme, 51 oH cyooi kasana” (Xapeuko. BIT: 138).
However, the use of the particle does not convey the regional and social features of
speech of the character. Like in the previous example, T. Nekryach suggests
informal pronoun ‘otoii’ to render speaker’s dialect based on her provenance and
low social place in society: “Kaszana o yoice, 0e6 smuadysms, Kazaia OMOMy
0510bKk06i, cyooi” (Hexpstu. YII: 247).

The influence of the southern social environment can be traced in Jem’s
speech who uses numerous dialectal words peculiar to that region. For instance,
while describing an old dog, Jem uses the verb ‘mosey’ which is prevalent in
Southern US dialects. Using the present participle of this verb, Jem replaces the

final alveolar /n/ with the velar /y/. Besides, Jem makes a grammatical mistake
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using the adverb ‘hardly’ after the negative form of the modal ‘can’. As a result,
the sentence contains double negation. Consequently, Jem’s substandard speech is
seen at phonetic, lexical and grammatical levels: “No, he’s just moseyin ‘ along, so
slow you can't hardly tell it” (Lee. KM: 96). M. Kharenko chooses to reduce the
components of the source sentence and keeps only the fragment that illustrates the
dog’s pace: “Hi, ne dyarce, niomonyem” (Xapernko. BIT: 70). The adverb chosen by
M. Kharenko has the meaning of ‘with small fast steps’ (CrnoBHHK yKpaiHCBKOT
MoBH: B 11TT., T. 6, 1975), whereas the meaning of the dialect word ‘mosey’ is
‘towalk or goslowly, wusually without a special purpose’. Although the
colloquialism used to render the sentence meaning renders the speaker’s manner
and style of speaking, it does not correspond to the meaning encoded in the
sentence message of the source text. In contrast to M. Kharenko, T. Nekryach
preserves all the structural elements, substituting only the last part of the sentence
for impersonal one: “Hi, sin 1edv msecnemocs, matixce nenomimuo” (Hekpsta. VII:
129). The Ukrainian colloquial verb ‘tsruytucs’ in the meaning ‘t0 go very
slowly’ closely agrees with the regional dialect verb ‘mosey’. The proper
translation allows revealing what considerable impact the society of Maycomb has
had on Atticus’s children in general and their way of speaking in particular.

Another example of Southern dialect in the novel is the substandard variant
of the adverb ‘no’: “Naw, Scout, it’s something you wouldn’t understand” (Lee.
KM: 102). Both M. Kharenko and T. Nekryach render this dialect word as ‘Hi’.
However, T. Nekryach puts the particle ‘ra’ before the negation. And so, it
reinforces the negative meaning of the utterance and imbues character’s speech
with simplicity and naturalness: “7a ni, Cxaym, moo6i ne 3pozymimu” (Hexpsu. VII:
136).

One of the most typical signs of Southern American English in the novel is a
regular usage of the lexical unit ‘yawl’. It is considered to be a contraction of the
pronouns ‘you’ and ‘all’. Its usage varies a lot, “with some people restricting it to
plural addresses and some using it for single addresses as well” (Crystal 2011:

190). The following example shows that the dialect word ‘yawl’ is used to address
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a single person: “Yawl hush,” growled Jem, “you act like you believe in Hot
Steams” (Lee. KM: 37). In both variants of translation, the substandard language of
the source text is not transmitted in the target text. T. Nekryach suggests the
imperative form of the verb which communicates the general sense of the
utterance, whereas the dialectal ‘yawl’ is omitted: “IIpununu, — 6ypxuys /[ocemmi,
— mooicha nooymamu, wo mu eipuws vy Ilanouxy-eapsiuxy” (Hexpsa. YII. 51).
M. Kharenko also excludes the non-literal component from the target text and uses
the adverb ‘mocutn’ preceded by the particle ‘uy’ to render the conversational
style: “Ilpununu, — Oypknye [oicemmi, — MOdCHA nooymamu, wo mu eipuul y
THamouxy-eapsuxy” (Xapenko. BIT: 26).

It can be concluded that regional non-standard units can be conveyed by
means of addition of secondary parts of speech; as a result, personage’s style of
speaking gets simplicity and naturaleness in the target tetx. In addition, addition of
colloquial units can be employed. Two most frequently used techniques are lexical
correspondence and lexical replacement of the styllistically marked unit with
unmarked one. In the following section, the ways of slang translation into

Ukrainian are investigated.

2.2.2. Methods applied in translation of slangisms

One of the slang expressions which appear in Jem’s speech is the
exclamation ‘my stars’ (Lee. KM: 14). According to the Urban Dictionary, the
phrase ‘oh my stars’ is “the pious alternative to "Oh my god" which is “used
almost exclusively by grandmothers and Southern churchgoers” (Urban Dictionary
2019). It can be assumed that Jem borrowed this phrase from Calpurnia, as she
regularly goes to church and does not use foul language. The expression in the
source text is used as an exclamation which shows only the speaker’s reaction to
the intelocutor’s actions: “My stars, Dill!”” (Lee. KM: 14). So, the utterance can be
analysed as the illocutionary speech act, i.e. directive aimed to make the
intelocutor see his faults. T. Nekryach renders the meaning of the slang phrase so

that the utterance explicitly presents the speaker’s intention, so the speech act in
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the target text can be labeled as locutionary one. Applying the colloquial word
‘obnmmatu’ in the imperative form, T. Nekryach exposes the illoctionary request
implied in the source text: “O6auw, Hinne!” (Hekpsu. YII: 21). M. Kharenko, on
the other hand, presents the utterance as an illocutionary act hiding the speaker’s
intention: “Hy, ye mu exce szanaomo” (Xapenko. BII: 14). This variant of
translation also includes a colloquial component ‘1ie Bxke 3anaaro’ which is used
purely in informal conversation to show that someone has passed all bounds. Thus,
we see that both versions of the translation convey the indirect meaning of the
message. In the first case, it is done explicitly, in the second case — implicitly.
Colloquial and slang expressions are quite often used in speech of the
Finche’s neighbours to indicate the social status of their surrounding. To contradict
that her garden is no longer fine-looking, Miss Maudie mentions the colloquil
expression ‘my foot’: “Beautiful my hind foot! ” (Lee. KM: 67). As the Cambridge
Dictionary defines the term ‘my foot’, it is “used tomean that you do
not believe what another person has just told you” (Cambridge Advanced Learner's
Dictionary & Thesaurus 2017). Both M. Kharenko and T. Nekryach render this
utterance changing the object of Miss Maudie’s disagreement. In both variants of
translation, she contradicts not because the flowers are not beautiful, but because
the beauty of the flowers is not as important as her intelocutor thinks. However, if
we compare two translations, we may find that T. Nekryach’s variant represents
more expressivity due to the use of the idiomatic phrase with a swear word ‘wopt’:
“Yopm iu paouu, miu xpaci!” (Hexpsa. VII: 91). M. Kharenko employes the
colloquial phrase with noticeably less strong expressive effect: “Bowna meni ni 0o
yoeo, ysa kpaca!”’ (Xapenko. BIT: 48). In the first variant, speaker’s irritation and
dissatisfaction is illustrated, while in the second translation, we distinguish plain
indifference towards the object of discussion. Despite the different levels of
expressivity, both target sentences starts with a lexical component that expresses
disagreement and end with the object of contradiction. Putting the word ‘kpaca’ at

the end emphasizes Miss Maudie’s neglect to the object of conversation.
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In the following example, a slang expression ‘Sam Hill’ that is considered a
euphemism for taboo words ‘hell” or ‘devil’ is translated by means of dysphemism.
As a rule, this slang unit is used in oral speech ‘as a mild oath expressing
exasperation’ (Collins English Dictionary 2018). Arguing with Jem, Scout
intensifies the expressivity of the utterance mentioning this innocous slang phrase:
“But what in the sam holy hill did you wait till tonight?” (Lee. KM: 52). Both M.
Kharenko and T. Nekryach convey ‘Sam Hill’ as ‘sxoco diovka’ (Xapenko) which
is a part of Ukrainian slur langauge. In both cases, the use of dysphemism is
reasoned by several factors. Firstly, Scout actively trains to use abusive words to
look like an adult. Secondly, she is in an informal setting where no one forbids her
to uses foul language. Thirdly, swearing helps her occupy a place in the company
of boys. Thus, the use of dysphemism is motived by the need to portray Scout’s
behaviour.

Another example of slang translation is the speech of Scout’s cousin,
Francis, who uses the noun ‘runt’ (Lee: KM) in its connotative meaning of ‘a small
or weak person who you dislike’ (Cambridge Advanced Learner's Dictionary &
Thesaurus 2018) to describe Dill. M. Kharenko suggests a colloquialism
‘mupwasui’ (Xapenko) as Ukrainian equivalent for the slang word ‘runt’. The
lexical unit ‘mupimiaBuii’ signifies a person who “has an unattractive, unhealthy,
miserable appearance”. As can be seen, both source and target units closely relate
to each other in their negative evaluative meaning. Apart from the definition
‘unhealthy’, the word ‘mupmasuii’ does not indicate any physical featues of the
signified, namely the size. T. Nekryach, on the other hand, offers a lexical
equivalent ‘kypoynens’ (Hekpsa) taking into account the height of the denoted. In
addition, the word ‘kypnymens’ conveys excessive familiarity towards the object of
conversation, since Francis does not know that Dill is a close friend of Scout. As a
result, Fransis appears as impolite and ill-mannered in the target text. Thus, the
first version of translation is based on the subjective attitude of the speaker,

whereas the second is aimed at an objective assessment of physical qualities of the
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signified. It is evident T. Nekryach portrays Fransis in more negative light as his
speech highlights that he mocks at physical qualities of another person.

In the novel “The Adventures of Tom Sawyer”, Aunt Polly uses a slang
phrase ‘Old Scratch’ describing her nephew Tom: “He’s full of the Old Scratch”
(Twain. ATS: 5). This slang unit is basically defined as a folk name used for the
Devil, thus the use of expression in relation to someone implies certain
characteristics of the person, namely restless spirit. V. Mitrofanov applies an
equivalent lexical replacement using the Ukrainian word ‘6ic’: “B ubomy naue 6ic
cuoums” (Mutpodanos. I[ITC: 16-17). However, the chosen syntactic construction
does not convey a hidden comparison between tenor and vehicle. The lexical
replacement suggested by Y. Koretsky does not correspond to the content of the
source lexical unit: “Bin nycmyn.” (Kopeupkuii. IITC: 6). The word ‘mycryn’
evokes associations with a frivolous child prone to light tricks, while the slang
phrase ‘Old Scratch’ implies ungovernable character disposed to serious mischiefs.

Whitewashing the fence, Tom hears Ben Rogers calling him with in an
informal way: “Hello, old chap, you got to work, hey?” (Twain. ATS: 17). The
slangism ‘old chap’ is generally used as a ‘familiar form of address, chiefly to a
man’ (Oxford Lexico 2019). V. Mitrofanov suggests an equivalent ‘opyorce’
(MurpocdanoB) to render an affectionate form of adress of the source text.
Y. Koretsky employs a hypocorism ‘cony6e’ (Koperpkuit) which presents higher
level of closeness between intelocutors than the source expression ‘old chap’. As a
result, this adress imbues the utterance with an ironic effect: “Iljo, conybe, mebe
smycunu npayrosamu?”’ (Kopeupkuit. IITC: 13). The translation suggested by
Y. Koretsky is permeated with a humorous tone which serves to reveal that Ben is
mocking at Tom.

Another slang unit used in the novel is “By jingo!” (Twain. ATS: 11), a
euphemistic expression formed by substituition of the taboo word ‘Jesus’.
V. Mitrofanov renders the meaning of the slang with the phraseological expression
“xati mene vopmu eizemyms” (Mutpodanos) which serves to indicate colloquial

style of speech. Y. Koretsky, on the other hand, omits the non-literal element of
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speech and renders the content of sentence replacing the exclamatory sentence with
interogative one: “4 mu oymacw — ne no6 t0?” (Kopenpkuii. [ITC: 10). This variant
of translation conveys neither the emotional nor the stylistic effect of substandard
speech.

In the next example, we can see the use of the abovementioned slangism but
in plural form: “I’ll foller him, I will, by jingoes!” (Twain. ATS: 217) In this case,
the slang phrase expresses high level of speaker’s assurance. Y. Koretsky applies a
phraseological unit ‘cioBo vecti’ as a contextual equivalent of the slang unit ‘by
jingoes’: “A nidy 3a num, nioy, croso wecmi!” (Kopeupkuii. [1TC: 135). Although
phraseological unit creates the effect of colloguial speech, it does not compensate
for the loss of the slang component. V. Mitrofanov, in contrast, renders the
sentence using more expressive lexical means: “I'apazo, s nioy 3a num, nioy, woo
s nponag!” (Mutpodanos. IITC: 166). The last part of the sentence ‘o6 (s)
nponas’ is classified as a swear expression in the Ukrainian language used to curse
someone or something. Thus, the use of curse phrase completely replaces the slang
element of the source text.

One more exclamation that frequently occurs in characters’ speech is
slangism ‘Shucks’ (Twain. ATS: 199). This unit is mostly said to express
a positive or negative emotion (Urban Dictionary 2018). ‘Shucks’ is considered to
be a milder variant of some taboo expressions such as ‘Shit’, 'Shut up' or 'Get out'.
It is possible to defferentiate three ways used to render this slangism. In some
context, it is transmitted by means of the lexical equivalents which include the
verb ‘kazatu’: “Taxe ckaxcew!” (Mutpodanos. IITC: 154), “Ta wo mu
kadxcew?” (Kopenpkuii. [TTC: 169). The verb ‘kazaru’ is used as an exclamation
which expresses surprise, suspicion or indignation. Thus, this lexical means makes
it possible to translate the slang word ‘shucks’ only as negative reaction of the
speaker. Another way of rendering this substandard unit is contextual
correspondence. Y. Koretsky and V. Mitrofanov employ a colloquialism
‘mypuaumi’ which similarly to the previous method conveys negative evaluative

meaning of the interlocutor’s actions or words. The third way of rendering the
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slang exclamation ‘shucks’is repetition of the last word or phrase of the preceding
utterance: “Aze orc ye nedobpe... - Ta woeo mam nedobpe!” (Murpodanos. [1TC:
170), “30aecmvcs, ye necapmo... ane... - Yoeco “ane”?” (Kopeupkwii. ITTC: 140).
Thus, the target text does not contain any substandard lexical means. Still, there is
a specification of the meaning of the source unit which is manifested at the
syntactic level in the form of rhetorical device.

Rendering the following sentence, Y. Koretsky and V. Mitrofanov choose
absolutely opposite ways of translation. To convey the slangism in the sentence
“Oh, Tom, I reckon we’re goners” (Twain. ATS: 92), Y. Koretsky refers to its
denotative meaning that is ‘a person or thing that has no chance of continuing to
live’ (Cambridge Advanced Learner's Dictionary & Thesaurus 2017). So, the
translator finds the appropriate equivalent in the Ukrainian language ‘3arunyTtu’:
“Ou, Tome, mabymo, mu 3zacunynu!” (Kopeupkuii. IITC: 140). V. Mitrofanov,
however, uses the connotative meaning of the word ‘goner’ that is “someone who
has given up, feels lost and feels helpless and hopeless” (Urban Ditionary 2017).
Thus, the slang unit is rendered as a jargonism ‘kamemnp’ In the target text: “Hy,
Tome, esaxcait, wo nam kaneys” (Mutpodanos. ITTC: 79). Obviously, the second
version of the translation reproduces natural colloquial speech since it involves
more expressive form of language.

While reading Tom a lecture, Aunt Polly uses a derogatory slang unit to
point at his lack of consideration: “You numskull” (Twain. ATS: 107). Y. Koretsky
finds a direct lexical equivalent in Ukrainian language and conveys Aunt Polly’s
condemnation of her nephew’s behavior with the swear word “/[ypuwo!”
(Kopeupkuii. ITTC: 67). V. Mitrofanov not only changes the communicative type of
sentence but also substitutes the lexical unit that relates to a person with a word
that signifies an object: “Il]o 3a oypruyi?”’ (Mutpodanos. IITC: 88). Accordingly,
the focus shifts from the person to their actions. As a result, we can observe
considerable difference between the source text where there is an evaluation of

Tom and the target text that has an evaluation of his senseless actions.
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There are other examples of slang units which are translated by means of
lexical generalisation. For instance, the sentence “Siddy, I'll lick you for that”
(Twain. ATS: 9) consists of a slang component ‘lick” which has a meaning ‘to hit,
beat, pummel, slap’ (The Online Slang Dictionary 2018). Y. Koretsky similarly to
V. Mitrofanov renders the meaning of the sentence as ‘ye mo6i max He
munemscs!” (Kopenpkwit. ITTC: 7). So, both translators substitute slangism for a
stylistically unmarked word with a broader meaning.

The same method is applied in rendering the following sentence which
includes a slangism ‘to suck eggs’: “You can lump that hat if you don’t like it. 1
dare you to knock it off — and anybody that’ll take a dare will suck eggs.” (Twain.
ATS: 9-10). The slang unit ‘to suck eggs’ can be interpreted as doing an activity
which meets with failure. V. Mitrofanov and Y. Koretsky render this sentence
generalising the slang element and conveying its meaning with a verb ‘mo6auutu’
to express a threat: “36ui - i nobauuw, wo mobi 6yoe” (Murpodanos. IITC: 21),
“Tooi 1t nobauuut, wio mo 3a 6purs!” (Kopeupkuii. ITTC: 9).

Slangism ‘to give somebody sass’ in Tom Sawyer’s speech is also rendered
by means of generalisation: “Say — if you give me much more of your sass I’ll take
and bounce a rock off'n your head.” (Twain. ATS: 10). Apart from replacement of
the slang phrase with a neutral verb with broader meaning, Y. Koretsky employes
antonymous translation: “Hy, mu, cmyxaii: akwo He 3amo6KHewt, 5 8i0ip8y moobi
eonoey.” (Kopenpkuii. IITC: 9). V. Mitrofanov, in contrast, applies specification
and dysphemismistic method: “Ilfe paz nownu mene - i s possanio mobi 2ono8y
kamenroxoro.” (Murpodanos. ITTC: 21). As can be noticed, the slangism is raplaced
with a swear word “nocunaru” which has much coarser meaning.

Another slang unit mentioned by characters of the novel is ‘t0 give a darn’
that has a meaning “to care at all about someone or something” used basically in
negative statements (Merriam Webster's Leraner’s Dictionary 2020). The variant
of this slang expression used in the following extract has a change sound in the
unit ‘darn’ which is graphically presented with a letter ‘e’: “I wouldn’t give a

dern for spunkwater.” (Twain. ATS: 54). Both Y. Koretsky and V. Mitrofanov
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change the structure of the sentence adding the apposition which includes two
components the pronoun ‘BoHa’ and a noun phrase ‘TBos rHuia Bojaa’. However,
what distinguishes two versions of translation is the lexical replacement of the
slang expression with the Ukrainian equivalent. Y. Koretsky does not use any
stylistically marked lexical unit, nonetheless he suggests neutral corresponding
phrase: “Hiuoco eéona me eapma, meos enuna 6ooda.” (Kopeupkwii. I1TC: 37).
V. Mitrofanov, on the other hand, applies stylistically marked element which
includes low-flown vocabulary unit ‘6ic’: “Hi 6ica éona ne sapma, meos cnuia
so0a.” (Mutpodanos. IITC: 55). The use of this Ukrainian equivalent makes it
possible to convey the emotive meaning of the slangism.

We can conclude that most translators resort to lexical replacement of slang
with colloquial words or swear language. The dysphemismistic method helps to
render the required level of expressiveness. Sometimes, omission of a slang
element in speech takes place and addition of a more generalised unit is used. In
the following section, the ways used to convey vulgar and taboo words are

examined.

2.2.3. Means typical of translation of vulgar and taboo words

Although vulgarisms and taboo words do not form the core of the
substandard English in the novel, their presence in some characters’ speech serve
as a basis for their portrayal. It is possible to distinguish two categories of
personages who use coarse words in the book. The first is children who are
forbidden to employ these groups of words, but still they do it disobeying the rules
established by adults. The second category includes the Ewell’s family who
disregard the norms of civilized society. If Scout’s violation of rules is considered
to be an evidence of her obstinate and rebellious spirit, the Ewell’s usage of coarse
words is expected to be the result of their social background. Scout includes these
groups of words into her speech deliberately, whereas Mayella and Robert Ewell

do it unintentionally since these words are a part of their everyday lexicon.
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Being at the table with her Uncle Jack, Scout uses a rough word ‘damn’
several times. For the first time, it is done to react to the Uncle’s story: “Aw, that’s
a damn story,” I said.” (Lee. KM: 81). M. Kharenko’s variant of translation
includes the indefinite pronoun: “Yopmsuna-wo ckaxceme!” (Xapenko. BIT: 59). As
can be seen, the translator modulates the sentence message, shifting its focus from
the story to the teller. As a result, the target sentence gets excessive familiarity due
to which the level of subordination between niece and uncle lowers. T. Nekryach
keeps the focal point on the story not the teller: “fxa wopmosa oypus!” (Hexpsy.
VII: 109). The lexical substitution of the neutral words ‘story’ for the derogatory
dysphemism ‘aypust’ involves additional intensity and emotiveness in the target
text.

In the next reply, Scout uses the taboo word ‘damn’ on purpose again: ““/
asked him to pass the damn ham.” (Lee. KM: 81). M. Kharenko applies the
corresponded Ukrainian vulgarism ‘goptoBuii’ Which creates a humorous effect in
a polite request: "Ilepeoaiime meni, 6yob nacka, omy uyopmogy wunky" (XapeHko.
BIT. 59). M. Kharenko renders the direct speech of the character, whereas
T. Nekryach replaces it with the indirect one: “s nonpocuna nepeoamu meni omy
bicoey wunky” (Hexpsu. VII: 110). To convey the taboo word, the translator
suggest Ukrainian curse word ‘6iciB’ which is a possessive form of the noun ‘6ic’.
The wvulgarisms ‘uoproBuii’ and ‘OiciB’ are regarded as total synonyms in
Ukrainian lexical system (epkaua 1960: 202).

Defending Atticus from her cousin, Scout pronounces the taboo word ‘hell’
which adds emphasis to her utterance: “Francis, what the hell do you mean?” (Lee.
KM: 85). It is easily noticed that the speaker extremely infuriated with the
interlocutor’s words. M. Kharenko makes lexical replacement of the word ‘hell’
with the derogatory colloquial phrase: “@pencic, wo mu namaxaew, xaii mooi
yopm!” (Xapenko. BIT: 62) It is evident that the taboo word of the source text is not
compensated by the colloquial Ukrainian phrase, since they express different levels
of negative connotation. However, the translator specifies the verb ‘mean’ with the

pejorative ‘marskatu’ that balances the lack of substandard elements. T. Nekryach
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renders the non-literary components applying concretization of the verb ‘mean’
too: “Il]o mu ¢ oiovka eepzew?” (Hekpstu. VII: 115). The derogatory verb in the
target text compensates for the lack of corresponded taboo word ‘hell’ in Ukrainian
language.

Another example of Scout’s swearing is the usage of vulgarism ‘Jehovah’ as
exclamation: “Jee crawling hova, Jem!” (Lee. KM: 139). The word ‘cawling’ is
added in the middle as an emphasis on the swear word. This exclamation is usually
used as a synonym of the well-known expression ‘oh my god’. To render the
meaning of the sentence, M. Kharenko makes a grammatical replacement of the
exclamatory sentence with the interrogative one and omits the usage of vulgar
expression in the target text: “Yoeo mu 3anocuwcs, Jowcem?” (Xapenko. BIT: 103).
The translator exposes the implied intention of the speaker by using the verb
‘3aHOCUTHCA 1N its connotative meaning ‘to boast, to show off’. The colloquialism
‘3aHocutuca’ addressed to Jem reveals Scout’s intent to stop his extreme
boastfulness. As a result, the lack of a vulgar element leads to a loss of
expressiveness which indicates an increased emotionality of the character’s speech.
T. Nekryach renders the meaning of the utterance preserving both syntactic and
semantic features: “IIJo6 mebe niousino ma cennyno, /cemi!” (Hexpstu. YII: 188).
Using the particle ‘mo6’ at the beginning of the exclamatory sentence points out
the speaker’s assessment of intelocutor's actions and bad wishes to them which are
expressed by the swear expression ‘mo0 Tebe migHsUT0 Ta remuysno’. Thus, the
target text retains the speaker's negative assessment of the interlocutor, and even
gets more expressivity due to the use of the colloquial phrase ‘o6 Te6e’.

Describing Robert Ewell’s reaction to his daughter actions, Tom Robinson
quotes him: “He says you goddamn whore, I'll kill ya” (Lee. KM: 198).
Evidently, Robert Ewell’s attitude to Mayella is accumulated in his way of
addressing her. Both ‘goddamn’ and ‘whore’ are classified as derogatory or
offensive taboo words. M. Kharenko suggests colloquialism ‘mpokmusTuii’ in its
connotative meaning ‘being hated or condemned’ and the wvulgar word

‘nmeoHnpa’: “Bin ckazas: "Illnbondpa mu npoxiama, s mebde 60'10!" (XapeHKo.
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BIT: 149). From the morphological viewpoint, the colloquial unit 'mpoxmsTuii’
closely relates to its source word, as being formed from the root with the same
meaning. To put a special emphasis on the most important part of the sentence, the
translator involves inversion and puts the offensive address first. T. Nekryach also
finds a vulgar word ‘nuibonapa’ as an adequate equivalent for the source unit: “Bin
kpuuas: Tu, mepsena wnvonopo! A mooi eci kuwxu eunyuyy!” (Hexpsta. YII. 266).
However, the translator applies a euphemism ‘mep3enuii’ is used in its connotative
meaning as a curse word which diminishes the taboo meaning of the source unit.

Another episode which shows Robert Ewell’s social level is his attempt to
intimidate and provoke Atticus into a fight: “Too proud to fight, you nigger-lovin
bastard?” (Lee. KM: 221). Like the previous example, the speaker uses abusive
address to insult the interlocutor intentionally. He refers to Atticus with the
vulgarism ‘bastard’ meaning ‘an obnoxious or despicable person’ (Collins English
Dictionary 2017) and the ‘n-word’ which is considered to be one of the most
offensive ethnic slurs in American culture. T. Nekryach changes the parts of
speech of these two words: “Ilfo, naomo zopouii, w06 dumucs, mu, HACKYOHULl
yopromooyio?” (Hexpsta. YII: 297). As a result, the adjective ‘n-words’ turns into a
noun, and the noun °‘bastard’ is conveyed as an adjective. The ‘n-word’ is
transmitted with the preserved morphological structure as a compound noun.
M. Kharenko also renders the ‘n-word’ following word-building of the source unit:
"To wo — oumucs ue 6adxcacme? Haomo copouti? Yopnoniod cmeporouun!"
(Xapenko. BIT: 166). Similarly to T. Nekryach, M. Kharenko chooses a euphimism
that disguises the harshness of the taboo word ‘bastard’to render Bob Ewell’s
contemptuous attitude. Nonetheless, T. Nekryach’s variant of translation of the
unit ‘bastard’ displays stronger emotive meaning while comparing with
M. Kharenko’s version.

Although the range of vulgar and taboo words in the novel “The Adventures
of Tom Sawyer” is relatively short, there are several current taboo words that were
generally accepted at the time of writing the novel. One of such words is ‘nigger’

that was originated in the 18" century and was used derogatorily to Afro-
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Americans. Both Y. Koretsky and V. Mitrofanov render the ‘n-word’ as ‘ueep’
(Mutpodanos) reproducing the temporal and social setting of the book through the
charcter’s speech.

Another taboo word that was accepted in the 18" century is ‘injun’ (Twain.
ATS) which is an alteration of "Indian" used in reference to Native Americans. It
originated as a short form of the word ‘indigenious” that describes a group of
native people in a particular area. However, at the present time, it is used as an
‘offensive informal word for (American) Indian’ (Collins English Dictionary
2017). Obviously, the name of the antagonist has the element ‘injun’ for a
stylistical purpose. It serves to create the image of a cruel and cold-blooded Indian.
However, none of the Ukainian veriants of translation have this word reproduced
with the proper srylistic effect. Y. Koretsky as well as V. Mitrofanov render this
word omitting the taboo constituent and suggest a stylistically neutral term
‘inoianeys’ (Mutpodanos). As a consequence, the negative connotative meaning of
the lexical unit is lost in the target text.

The only character in whose speech there is taboo vocabulary is Injun Joe.
To express his annoyance, he says: ‘Damn her, maybe she’s got company’ (Twain.
ATS: 229). Both variants of translation contain the nominative component ‘4opt’
which in Ukrainian lexical system has strong negative denotation. V. Mitrofanov
suggests Ukrainian curse phrase ‘Xaz iti vopm’ (Mutpodanos. IITC: 124) omitting
the verb, hence — focusing on the object of cursing. Y. Koretsky also uses a curse
expression as a correspondent equivalent of the phrase ‘damn her’: “Yopm o6u ii
sa6pas!” (Kopeupkuii. ITTC: 143) In this variant, the addition of the verb to a
phrase takes place. Likewise the first version of translation, the suggested lexical
unit fully conveys the speaker’s furious attitude to the object.

The vulgarism that most often occurs in a novel is a word ‘fool’ (Twalin.
ATS). V. Mitrofanov renders the vulgar word as a correspondend swear word in
the Ukrainian language ‘Oypens’ or ‘Oypena’ (Mutpodanos). Y. Koretsky mostly
replaces a noun ‘fool” with an adjective ‘Oypuuii’ or ‘oypna’(Kopeupskuit) which are

regarded as colloquial lexical units. For example, to render the sentence “What a
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curious kind of a fool a girl is!” (Twain. ATS: 167), Y. Koretsky replaces the
singular form of a noun ‘girl” with the plural ‘miByata’ and uses the adjectives
‘muBHi’ and ‘mypHi’ homogeneous parts of the sentences which describe the
preceding noun: “Aki yi oiewama oOusui u Oypui!” (Kopeupkuit. IITC: 105).
V. Mitrofanov employes the noun ‘aypenu’ and morphologically changes the noun
‘miBuara’ adding a suffix ‘-ucek (a)’ to form a derogatory form of the noun: “//]o
3a dypenu yi disuucvka!” (Mutpodanos. [TTC: 131). To convey the meaning of the
sentence “But I, like a fool, never thought” (Twain. ATS: 93), Y. Koretsky as well
as V. Mitrofanov omit the preposition ‘like’ and thus eliminate a figure of speech,
simile: “4 5, dypenw, i ne nooymag” (Kopenpkuit. [TTC: 59). Excluding comparison
from the sentence, an apposition is created in which two elements, the pronoun ‘s’
and the noun ‘nmypens’, are explicitly identified.

As it has been mentioned, to render the taboo or vulgar word, lexical or
direct correspondence can be used. However, it does not have the same negative
evaluative effect in Ukrainian language and culture as well. Sometimes, colloquial
phrases can be applied to replace the taboo word. As a result, the expression in the
target text loses its stylistic force and becomes closer the neutral meaning. One of
the most effective methods is the use of Ukrainian swear words to compensate for

the lack of the taboo unit in the target text.

2.3. The reproduction of social and regional markers at the syntactical level

The third section of the second chapter is devoted to the translation of
grammatical errors in the characters’ speech. The grammatical errors, unlike
phonetic ones, are not difficult to control. However, the obvious disregard for
syntactic rules allows us to draw conclusions straightaway about the educational
level of the speaker and their social status. The following types of violations were
identified as the most frequent: mistakes in subject-predicate agreement, the
incorrect past tense forms of verbs, the use of multiple negations and omission of

the principal parts of speech.
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2.3.1. Ways used to render violation of subject-predicate agreement

One of the most evident grammatical mistakes that mark the non-literary
speech of the characters in the novel “To Kill the Mockingbird” is a violation of
the agreement of subject and predicate in sentences. Such mistakes are mostly
made by poorly educated characters that belong to the lower social strata. In the
considered translations, such violations in the speech of English-speaking
characters are transmitted primarily not by violations of grammatical norms, but by
the addition of vernacular words or incorrect pronunciation.

The greatest number of grammatical errors can be observed in the speech of
African-American characters. In particular, when visiting the church that Calpurnia
attends, Scout hears the real speech of the African-American: “l wants to know
why you bringin‘ white chillun to nigger church” (Lee. KM: 120). As it can be
seen from the example, Lula, the African-American who is not satisfied with the
fact that Calpurnia has brought Atticus’s children to their church, speaks non-
literal variant of language deviating of the Standard English. M. Kharenko, in
contrast to T. Nekryach, does not include grammatical violations to render the
stylistic meaning of the text: “Xouy swamu, nasiwo mu eedews 6inux Oimeii 00
yopromaszux y yepksy?” (Xapeuko. BIT: 88). In T. Nekryach’s translation, the
wrong use of the verb is conveyed by the phonetic dialect word "xTitu" used in
subjunctive mood, in which the first vowel disappears, and the particle “ot”” which
adds emotional expression, in this case irritation: “4 om xmina 6 snamu, nawo 6u
npunepau 6inux oimaaxie 0o yepkeu yopromasux?” (Hexpsa. VII: 161).

Although Calpurnia speaks almost literary English while in the house of
Atticus, she tends to speak non-literary language while being surrounded by
African Americans. The speech of this character is an example of diglossia, where
Standard English is used for work, and dialect is spoken in the private sphere. To
fit into her church environment, Calpurnia also uses the singular of the verb “to be”
instead of the plural in the sentence: “They’s my comp’'ny,” said Calpurnia.” (Lee.
KM: 120). In both translations, the verb in the predicate is not used, and so the

non-literal language of the character is not rendered in the direct speech.
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Similar grammatical mistakes are made by Tom Robinson, an African-
American accused of raping. His lack of education and low social position are
shown by his speech in court. His typical grammatical error is the use of the verb
in the form of 3™ person, singular in the Present Indefinite with the 1% person,
singular: “No suh, I works in his yard fall an’ wintertime” (Lee. KM: 193).
However, if we compare Tom Robinson's speech with Mayella Ewell’s, we can
notice that although Tom Robinson violates some grammar rules of Standard
English, he tries to speak literary English at least in court, whereas Mayella Ewell
does not even try to correct her speech while giving evidence. Accordingly, the
translation of the speech of these two characters is also significantly different.
Tom’s abovementioned statement is translated in literary Ukrainian by both
T. Nekryach and M. Kharenko, even though it includes some mistakes in the
source text: “Hi, cep, 6ocenu i 63UMKY 5 npayioio 6 Hbo2o Ha nodsip’i.” (Hekpsy.
VII: 261), “Hi, cep, 6ocenu i 63umKy s npayioro 6 cady micmepa Jliza.” (XapeHKO.
BIT: 146).While Mayella's statement with a similar grammar mistake which is the
subject and predicate agreement is translated with the addition of colloquial words.
It makes her style of speech conversational and adds more expressiveness. T.
Nekryach translates the sentences “There was several niggers around” (Lee. KM:
187) employing the colloquial verb “kpytutucs™: “3asocou mym sxice uopnomasi
kpymamocs.” (Hexpsa. VII: 251). M. Kharenko renders the meaning of this
sentence with other colloquial verb, “Bemrratucsa™: “Tym ix uwumano sewumaemocs’”
(Xapenxo. BIT: 140).

In the sentence “She says what her papa do to her don’t count” (Lee. KM:
197) the incorrect forms of the verb are used again. Tom Robinson says “do”
instead of “does” and “don’t” instead of “doesn’t”. M. Kharenko renders this
statement with reference to the future action: “A wo 3 nero 3pooums 6amvxo — i
oauioyace” (Xapenko. BIT. 148). Whereas T. Nekryach’s interpretation of this
sentence is based on present and past actions: “A me, wo mamo 3 Heio pobumo,

kadwce, He paxyemocs.” (Hekpsu. VII. 256). According to the first translation,
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Mayella's father might beat her. However, according to the second translation, it
can be assumed that Mayella was a victim not only of beating by her father.

Social setting of Maycomb is depicted by means of direct speech of some of
its local residence. As the following example reveals, ordinary people of lower
social class in the southern town employ the singular form of the verb instead of
the plural: “There’s his chillun” (Lee. KM: 134). Both T. Nekryach and M.
Kharenko convey the dialect features of speech by indicative particles “on” and
“o10”: “On toeo dimu!” (Xapenko. BIL: 101), “Omo tioco oimu” (Hekpsa. VII.
184). The regional use of the singular instead of the plural influenced Scout’s
language as well.

The violation of the subject and predicate agreement takes place in children's
speech too. For example, Scout misuses the form of the verb "to be" in the present
tense and uses the singular of the third person instead of the plural: “Jem and me’s
the only children around here” (Lee. KM: 93). In M. Kharenko's translation, this
mistake is replaced by the incorrect declension of the name Jem, as a result, the
effect of children's speech is preserved: “Haexpyeu, kpim nac iz [owcemom, i dimeii
oinbue nemae” (Xapenko. BIT: 68). In T. Nekryach's translation, the grammatical
mistake is not mentioned since the translator omits the verb in predicate and uses
only a noun phrase: “Mu 3 /[picemi — eouni oimu” (Hekpsa. YII: 125).

In the novel “The Adventures of Tom Sawyer”, the mistake of subject-
predicate agreement most often occurs in children's speech. Talking about the
circus, the protagonist says: “There’s things going on at a circus all the time.”
(Twain. ATS: 67). Tom uses the singular form of the verb ‘to be’ instead of the
plural. Y. Koretsky omits grammatical deviations in the character's speech and
does not reproduce non-literal elements on other levels of language: “V yupky seco
yac noxazyioms uwjocw noge.” (Kopenpkuii. IITC: 45). The translator specifies the
phrasal verb and transmits it with the Ukrainian ‘nokasysaru’. The noun ‘things’ is
replaced with the indefenite pronoun ‘mocs’ and adjective ‘Hose’. As a result, the
sentence is arranged according to the norms of the Ukrainian language and no

deviations are reproduced in the target text. V. Mitrofanov, on the other hand,
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adheres to Tom's style of speaking and reproduces it with the help of a colloquial
lexical unit ‘mryku’: “B yupky ecov uac sikice wmyku.” (Mutpodanos. [1TC: 63).
In addition, the sentence is permeated with the marks of conversational style due to
the omission of the predicate.

In the following example, we can observe a similar deviation from the
grammatical rules of the English language. Besides the incorrect form of the
auxiliary verb, it should be noted that the author conveys a violation of phonetic
norms which is represented graphically with the letter ‘a’ in the source text:
“You're a fighting liar and dasn’t take it up.” (Twain. ATS: 10). V. Mitrofanov
skips grammatical substandard units in the target text and compensates them by
stylistically marked lexical units: “Tu nacxyonuii 6pexyn i 6osey3.” (MutpodaHOB.
[1TC: 21). The translator inserts a number of words with a strong emotive meaning.
The adjective ‘mackyauuii’ belongs to the category of swear words in the system of
Ukrainian vocabulary. The noun ‘6osiry3’ is used to substitute the phrasal verb
‘take up’. Evidently, it conveys a much greater degree of expressiveness of the
speaker’s speech. Y. Koretsky conveys the referential meaning of the sentence
with a phraseological unit ‘nsmatu si3uxkom’ which imbues the sentence with a
colloquail style: “Tu minoxu nanamu szuxom 30amuui!” (Kopeupkuit. ITTC: 9).
Thus, both variants of the translation contain non-literary speech of the character
transmitted by lexical means.

However, there are some cases when the translator does not have any other
way but render the non-literal charcter’s speech by means of standard language.
For example, both V. Mitrofanov and Y. Koretsky do not reproduce any grammar
violations of the following sentence: “Say, Becky, was you ever engaged?” (Twain.
ATS: 67). In addition to the incorrect use of the person of the verb ‘to be’, the
speaker misuses past tenses. In place of the Present Perfect Tense, the Past
Indefinite is used. None of the translators employ either lexical or grammatical
means to demonstrate violations of language norms. The only difference in
V. Mitrofanov’s and Y. Koretsky’s translations is the adverb ‘ever’. Y. Koretsky

renders the sentence as “Cnyxaui, bexki, mu Oyna xoau-He6yob 3apyuena?’”
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(Kopempkwuii. TITC: 45). V. Mitrofanov suggests the adverb ‘Bxe’ to convey the
sentence content: “Cuayxaii, bexxi, a mu exce dyia 3apyuena?” (MutpodaHoB.
IITC: 63). Although the referential meaning of the sentence is conveyed, stylistic
features that indicate the age, educational and social level of the speaker are not

presented in none of the target texts.

2.3.2. Methods applied to translate violation of the past tense forms

Another violation of grammar norm which occurs in speech of both children
and adults is incorrect use of the Past Indefinite form of the verb. For example,
Mayella's lack of education is conveyed by the use of “knowed” instead of
“knew”: “l knowed who he was, he passed the house every day.” (Lee. KM: 187).
M. Kharenko renders this sentence as “4 suana, xmo 6in, WoOHS NPOXOOUE NOE3
naw osip.” (Xapenko. BIT: 140). It can be noticed that such translation does not
points at Mayella's ignorance. T. Nekryach suggests more colloquial variant of this
sentence: “Aeoicedic, 3nana oo, 60 6in WoOHs xoous noss nauty xamy.” (Hexps.
VII: 252). The noun “xara” reproduces the visual image of the countryside where
Mayella lived. As a result, it indicates the place where she was born and brought
up. So, it is possible to assume that this grammatical mistake is wide-spread among
people she is surrounded by.

Mayella's father also repeats the same mistake with the Past Indefinite form
of the verb. Describing events of the case using the past tense, he says ‘run’ instead
of ‘ran’, and ‘sawed’ instead of ‘saw’: “Well, I run around the house to get in, but
he run out the front door just ahead of me. | sawed who he was, all right.” (Lee.
KM: 177). M. Kharenko employs a number of colloquial lexical units which
compensate for the lack of grammatical deviations of the source text: “4 kumnyescs
HABKON0 00OMY 00 08epeli, ajle He ecmue 000iemu, 5K 6iH GUCKOUUB [ HY MIKAMU.
Ilpome s 11020 00Ope po3enedis, xoua ti He 2HABCS 3 HUM — OYIHCE PO3XBUTIOBABCS
3a Metueny.” (Xapenko. BII: 133). The colloquialisms “kumatucs” and “rHaTucs”
adds simplicity as well as emotionality to the character’s speech. The particle “nHy”

which expresses the beginning of an active action indicated by a verb in the
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infinitive makes the statement sound more conversational. T. Nekryach follows the
same principle of transaltion but uses the phrasological unit “BUCKOYHMTH 3 i
Hoca” as a marker of character’s non-literal language: “A 066ie nasxono 6younxy,
woo ysiumu, aie 6iH BUCKOUUB Yepe3 NapaoHi 08epi Npocmo y MeHe nid HOCOM.
Oonaue s tio2o yniznae, Oyoome neeni.” (Hexpsa. YII: 238).

The mistake with wrong form of the verb is also made by Jem in virtue of
his age: “Yessir, but the jury didn’t have to give him death—if they wanted to they
Could’ve gave him twenty years.” “Given,” said Atticus.” (Lee. KM: 223). Both
T. Nekryach and M. Kharenko replace the grammatical mistake by the lexical one
that is explained in Atticus’s answer: “Tak, cep, anre npucsdxicHi He NOBUHHI OYaU
BUHOCUMU TUOMY CMEPMHUL 8UPOK. A KOau 6xce 0Cyounu, Moenu 0amu 08aoysims
pokie. — 3acyoumu na 0eadysme pokis,— nonpasueé Ammixyc” (Xapenko. BII:
167), “Tax, cep, anre npucsaxcui He NOGUHHI OYIU 3ACYOHCYBAMU U020 HA CMEPMb, -
AKOU 60OHU CXOMINU, Mo2nu 6 oamu tomy 08aoyams pokie. — 3acyoumu Ha
0saoysims poxie,— eunpasue Ammixyc” (Hexpsa. YII: 299).

Tom Robinson also adds suffix ‘-ed’ to the irregular verb, and as a result he
says “...and I knowed she didn’t have no nickels to spare.” (Lee. KM: 195). Apart
from this mistake, the indefinite pronoun ‘no’ is used instead of ‘any’ in the
negative sentence. In M. Kharenko’s translation, grammatically incorrect Tom
Robinson’s speech is rendered with help of the colloquial phrase ‘rpomn He
BOJIATBCS . “...s51 3HA6, WO 3ausux spowell y Hei ne sooumbcs.” (Xapenko. BIT: 146).
T. Nekryach refers to a colloquial lexical unit ‘migsk’, which connotative meaning
is ‘0esrinp’, ‘rpimr’, or ‘xomiiika’ (10, c. 204), to compensate for grammatically
incorrect speech of the character: “...2 3nas, wo 3atisux mioskie y uei nemae.”
(Hexpstu. VII: 262). Both variants of translation convey the image of Mayella's
family as poor and unfortunate.

The sentence “l wisht | knowed” (Twain. ATS: 81) includes two mistakes
based on the wrong forming of the Past Indefinite Tense of the verb. The suffix ‘-t’
1s added to the verb ‘wish’ and suffix ‘-ed’ is used to the verb ‘know’ to form the

Past Indefinite. Y. Koretsky ignores all the grammar deviations and renders the
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sentence as “He suaio!” (Kopeupkuii. ITTC: 52). A complex sentence is replaced
with a simple elliptical one, in which the Subjunctive mood is substituted for the
Indicative one. As a result of the antonymous translation, the utterance is
distinguished by a simplified form and explicit meaning. V. Mitrofanov applies
grammtical replacement of the communicative type of the sentence and conveys it
as a special question: “3gioxu o 51 3naro?” (Mutpodanos. [TTC: 71). Consequently,
the target text acquires the stylistic effect of surprise or annoyance.

Rendering the sentence “l just knowed it” (Twain. ATS: 75), Y. Koretsky as
well as V. Mitrofanov make lexical replacement of the unit ‘knowed’ with the verb
‘oymas’ (Mutpocdanos) which conveys lower degree of certainty. The violation of
grammatical rules in the source language is not reproduced at any other level of
target language.

Since it is next to impossible to render directly the incorrect past form of
verb in Ukrainian language, the translators add colloquial words or phrases at the
lexical level to compensate for the lack of grammatical error. In the following

section, the ways of multiple negation translation are examined.

2.3.3. Techniques employed in translation of multiple negations

Among the members of African-American community, the use of the
indefinite pronoun ‘no’ instead of ‘any’ is also quite wide-spread. Lula tells
Calpurnia “You ain’t got no business bringin ‘white chillun here” (Lee. KM: 120).
T. Nekryach suggests rather literal rendering of Lula’s speech which does not have
any feature of a dialect: “Bu ne maecme npasa npusooumu croou 6inux oimnaxie”
(Hekpstu. YII: 161). M. Kharenko employs more rough style of speech to translate
Lula’s way of speeking: “Hiuoco mo6i npusooumu croou 6inux oimeu” (XapeHko.
BIT: 88). The Ukrainian vernacular phrase ‘nigoro To6i’ implies some blame or
condemnation that the speaker attributes to their interlocutor for their actions.
Another African-American who attends the same church answers “Don’t pay no
‘tention to Lula, she’s contentious because Reverend Sykes threatened to church

her.” (Lee. KM: 120-121). M. Kharenko does not reproduce this character’s speech
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intertwining non-literal components: “A una Jlyny ne 36axcavime: sona cepouma, 60
npenoodobnul Caiikc noeposcysae euuumamu it 3 kageopu.” (Xapenko. BIT: 88).
However, T. Nekryach uses the vernacular ‘3aronmcra’ to make the character's
speech informal and conversational: “A wna Jlyny ue 3saorcatime, eoma maxa
3aeonucma uepez me, wo npegeneonuti Caikc npueopo3us ii 3acyoumu Ha
npoesoesioi.” (Hexpsta. YII: 162).

Due to his social background, Tom Robinson also misuses the form of the
determiner in the negative sentence: “No ma’am, there ain’t no charge” (Lee. KM:
194). The quantifier ‘no’ is used instead of ‘any’. Additionally, we can see the
vernacular of the verb ‘to be’ in the negative form. M. Kharenko renders the
meaning of the utterance substituting the impersonal construction, bringing the
doer of the action into focus, not the object: “Hi, mem, niaxoi niamu meHi He
mpeba.” (Xapenko. BIT: 146). As can be noticed, the speaker's answer in the target
text differs a lot stylistically from the source text. Neither lexical nor grammatical
violations are reproduced and therefore Tom Robinson's speech does not indicate
his social status. T. Nekryach similarly directs the focal point to the subject of the
action, and even more, the translator skips the verb in the predicate: “Hi, mem, 5 3a
npocmo max.” (Hexpsiu. YII: 241). Owing to the simplified sentence structure and
colloquial phrase ‘3a mpocro Tak’, Tom Robinson’s speech in the target text makes
it possible to characterize his social position in Maycomb as low and unprivileged.

Huckleberry Finn also makes the mistake of using negative determiner in the
negative sentence: “If it is, it ain’t in this onehorse town. They ain’t no numbers
here.” (Twain. ATS: 216). In addition, he uses a contraction ‘ain’t’ which stands
for the standard negative form of ‘haven’t’ in this case. Y. Koretsky does not
reproduce the non-literary specificity of charcter’s speech and transmits the
referential content of the sentence applying the standard Ukrainian language: “//e
orc Yy nawomy micmeuky nHomepu nHa oyounxax?” (Kopeupkuit. ITTC: 135). On the
other hand, V. Mitrofanov tries to preserve the non-literary nature of speech by
adding a vernacular unit that denotes deplorable conditions of life: “/[e mu 6auus y

Hawomy 3adpunanomy micmeuky mi Homepu?” (Murpodanos. IITC: 166). The
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adjective ‘3ampunanuii’ compansates for the lack of the grammar mistakes which
point out violation of standard English. This word shows a negative emotional
evaluation of the object which is considered to indicate quite unceremonious
manner of speaking, therefore, the usage of it reflects the speaker’s easiness,
uprightness and disobedience to social norms.

It can be concluded that double neagtion in the source text is conveyed in the
target text at the lexical level by means of addition of colloquial or vernacular units
which gives the speech of the character the appropriate level of plainness. In the
section of his chapter, it is investigated what methods are used to convey omission

of principal parts of speech.

2.3.4. Means applied to render omission of principal parts of sentence

In colloquial speech, some of characters tend to omit subjects which are
expressed by personal pronouns making sentences elliptical. To exemplify, in the
sentence “Said | was nineteen, said it to the judge yonder” (Lee. KM: 184), the
speaker neglects the grammatical rules and skips the pronoun ‘I’. Translating this
sentence, M. Kharenko adds the 1% person, singular pronoun and the adverb of
time “Bxke”: “A 6oice kazana, oes'smuaoysme, s on cyooi kazana.” (Xapenko. BII:
138). Due to the use of adverb, the statement gets some level of irritation towards
the interlocutor who asked the question about the speaker’s age for a second time.
T. Nekryach preserves the structure of the source sentence and uses the definite
personal sentence in which the ending of the verb signifies the person, number and
gender of the omitted subject “Kazana o yorce, 0e6’ smnaoysms, kazaia omomy
0s10vKk06i, cyo0i.” (Hexpsu. VII: 247). Additionally, the particle “x” and the adverb
“yxke” create the effect of contemptuous manner of speech.

Rendering the sentence “Bought him off’n a boy” (Twain. ATS: 54), in
which the subject is skipped, neither Y. Koretsky nor V. Mitrofanov reproduce this
grammatical mistake in the target text. In both variants of the target text, the
sentence is transmitted as the impersonal one which does not considered as a

violation of the Ukrainian grammar rules: “Kynus ¢ oonozo xnonys.” (Koperpbkuid.
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[1TC: 37). The only difference in V. Mitrofanov’s variant of translation is lexical
substitution of the verb with a more specific unit ‘BuminsaTa’ which implies that the
thing under discussion has not actually been bought for money, but has been
obtained in another way: “Buminsae ¢ oonozo xnonys.” (Murpodanos. ITTC: 55).
Still, even lexical replacement does not add any stylistic markedness to the
sentence.

Apart from omission of the subject, the predicate of the sentence may also
be skipped. When Scout says “She our cousin? I didn’t know that” (Lee. KM: 133),
she misses the predicate of the sentence. The communicative type of the sentence
is understood only from the question mark. It is possible that Scout misses the verb
because new information is a great surprise to her. M. Kharenko applies the
particle ‘memxxe’ with which the question acquires a tinge of astonish, doubt and
distrust: “Heesoice sona nawa xysuna? A s u ne 3unana” (Xapenko. BIT: 99).
T. Nekryach begins the question with the particle ‘a’: “4 éona nawa xysuna? A i
eaoxku ne mana.” (Hexpsta. YII: 184). The particle helps to express shock from the
interlocutor’s words. The following Scout’s phrase with the phrasological
collocation “ragku He maru” supplements the effect of unexpectedness and
spontaneity of a child.

Scout’s brother, Jem, also does not use the verb formulating a question:
“Your daddy Mr. Walter Cunningham from Old Sarum?” (Lee. KM: 23).
M. Kharenko and T. Nekryach do not employ any grammatical transformations of
the sentence. As a result, the verb in the target text is omitted and the dash is used
between the subject and predicate: “Tgitt mamo — micmep Yonmep Kanineem 3
Cmapoeco Capema?” (Xapenko. BIT: 15). So, deviation from the norm of English is
not transmitted in the Ukrainian language.

In the question “Touch the house, that all?” (Lee. KM: 14), Dill skips the
predicate ‘is’ in the second part of the sentence. Both M. Kharenko and
T. Nekryach translate this compound sentence integrating its two parts into one
simple sentence: “Tizbku mopxkuymuce — i 6ce?” (Xapenko. BII. 4) or

“Topxnymucs 6younky — i éce?” (Hekpsta. VII: 21). As may be noted, the subject
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of the target text question is the first simple sentence of the source text. Like the
previous example, the dash separates the subject and the predicate. Since the
omission of the verb, which expresses the predicate in the sentence, does not
contradict the norms of the Ukrainian language, the non-literary speech of the
character is not demonstrated in the target text.

Another deviation that frequently appears in the source text is omission of
both subject and predicate. For instance, “Still scared?” (Lee. KM: 39) or “Well
now, Miss Jean Louise,” she said, “still think your father can’t do anything? Still
ashamed of him?” (Lee. KM: 101). The former sentence is translated by means of
addition, in particular, the particles ‘me’ and ‘i’ which amplify the expressiveness
of the adverb ‘still’: “Il]e 1 doci 6oiwca?” (Xapenko. BIT: 28). T. Nekryach renders
this sentence also with the help of addition of the particle ‘i’ before the adverb:
“Tu 1 0oci 6oiwmcsa?” (Hexpsa. YII: 54). The subject of the sentence is not omitted
in this variant of translation. The latter sentence is translated also by means of
addition. M. Kharenko employs the colloquial phrase ‘Hy, T0o six BoHo’ Which adds
an ironic attitude to speech of the interlocutor: “Hy, mo six eono, mic /[cin Jlyizo,
6ce we dymaecme, wjo eaul bamoko Hivo2o He émic? Bce we copomno 3a nb020?”
(Xapenxko. BIT: 74). T. Nekryach adds the negative particle ‘we’ to the sentence:
“Hy, mic [cin-Jlyizo, menep mu 6xce He Oymacwi, wo meiti 6AMbKO HIiY020 He
emie? Jloci woeo copomuwics?” (Hexpsta. VII: 135). The adverb ‘remep’ at the
beginning of a sentence followed by the subject expressed by the personal pronoun
‘T’ and the predicate produces the effect of reproach on the interlocutor.

The most common deviation from grammar that occurs in children's speech
in the novel is the omission of auxiliary verbs. Predominantly, this mistake takes
place in interrogative sentences. For example, while suggesting chocolate to
guests, Jem says: “Anybody want some hot chocolate?” (Lee. KM: 73).
M. Kharenko adds the interrogative word ‘who’ replacing the general question
with the special one: “Xmo xoue capsiuoco wokonaoy?” (Xapenko. BIT: 53). The
translation has no sign of non-literary speech. T. Nekryach gives the following

version of the source sentence: “Komy xaxao?” (Hekpsa. VII: 99). This variant of
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translation is more conversational and informal, thus it provides the target text with
the level of nonliterariness of the source text.

Similar to her brother, Scout does not use the auxiliary verb in the question:
“You gonna give me a chance to tell you?” (Lee. KM: 88). In contrast to
M. Kharenko who translates the sentence without a hint of speech deviation, “Bu
mooaceme mene sucayxamu?” (Xapenko. BIT: 65), T. Nekryach renders the implicit
meaning of Scout’s words, “/au meni noscnumu!” (Hekpsta. YII: 119). The
communicative type of sentence is replaced by imperative. Additionally, the
translator does not use the formal polite form of the personal pronoun ‘you’. The
word ‘mait’ which is used in the imperative mood as the motivating particle
provides Scout’s speech with colloquial style. All these markers make the target
text correspond to the style and meaning of the source text.

Dill’s question “You gonna run out on a dare?” (Lee. KM: 14) is translated
by T. Nekryach as “Tu siomoenscuics 6i0 3axnady?” (Hekpsu. YII: 21). So, the
grammatical deviation from Standard English is not transmitted in the Ukrainian
text. In M. Kharenko’s translation, there 1s omission of the whole source sentence:
‘To wo — nazao?’ (Xapenko. BIT: 9). Instead, the translator adds new elements one
of which is the colloquial phrase ‘to mo’. This component is usually used before
the actual question to summarize what is said. The meaning of the source question
is rendered by one word only — ‘Hazan’.

Asking questions in the Present Perfect Tense, Jem omits the auxiliary verb
‘have’ and uses the Infinitive form of the main verb: “Ever see anything good?”
(Lee. KM: 7) or “Ever hear about him, Walter?” (Lee. KM: 23). M. Kharenko as
well as T. Nekryach translates the former as “A mu 6auué woco yikase?” (Hekpst.
VII: 12). Both translators apply addition to transform the sentence by compensation
of the constituents implicitly present in the source text. Conversely, the second
question is rendered by means of preservation of the sentence structure of the
source text: “Yye npo nvoeo?” (Xapenko. BIT: 16) and “Yys npo nuvoco, Boamepe?”
(Hexpsta. VII: 34). Similarly to M. Kharenko, T. Nekryach reduces the sentence by

omitting the adverb ‘ever’.


https://www.multitran.com/m.exe?s=nonliterariness&l1=1&l2=2
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Rendering a sentence “How long you been this way?” (Twain. ATS: 50),
V. Mitrofanov and Y. Koretsky also apply omission of sentence parts. In both
variants of the target text, the notional verb is skipped. V. Mitrofanov conveys the
sentence content replacing the personal construction with the impersonal one: “/
oasHo, mebe omak?” (Mutpodanos. [ITC: 52). Y. Koretsky similarly reduces the
sentence by excluding the verb: “/Jasno ye 3 moboio?” (Kopeupkuii. ITTC: 35).
Since V. Mitrofanov does not employ either the subject or predicate in the source
text, it focuses mostly on the object of the sentence ‘tebe’. Y. Koretsky’s
interpretation of the sentence points at the subject of the sentence ‘mie’ which refers
to source of something unpleasant.

In the following exmple, we can notice the same grammar mistake, i.e.
omission of the auxialry verb: “I been to the circus three or four times — lots of
times.” (Twain. ATS: 67). Both V. Mitrofanov and Y. Koretsky reproduce this
utterance omitting the grammar error and compensating it with colloquial lexical
units and change of the word-order in the target text. Y. Koretsky puts the
numerals after the word ‘pasis’; as a result, the character's speech acquires a casual
and easy tone: “A 6ys y yupky pazie mpu-vomupu — 6acamo paszie!” (Koperpkuii.
[1TC: 45). V. Mitrofanov renders the meaning of the verb ‘be’ specifying it with
the Ukrainian equivalent ‘OyBatu’ which denotes repetition of the same action: “4
a2 mam 6ysas yoce Xmo3na-ckiibku - mpu yu womupu pasu.”’ (Mutpodanos. I[1TC:
63). The informal style of speaking is completed by the colloquialism ‘xTo3Ha-
CKIJIBKH .

To render the sentence “So it WAS a witch that done it.” (Twain. ATS: 75),
V. Mitrofanov uses concretization of the verb meaning. The translator substitues
the verb ‘do” with the adjective ‘Bunna’ to provide stronger negative judgement:
“Buxooums, cnpaedi eiobma eunna.” (Mutpodanos. IITC: 68). In addition, the
colloquial style of speaking is rendered with help of the parenthesis ‘Buxonuts’.
Y. Koretsky, in contarst, applies the method of generalisation of the word meaning
and finds the verb ‘moOyBana’ an equivalent correspondence of the unit ‘do’ in this

context: “Omoice, mym nooysana siooma!” (Kopenpkuii. IITC: 49). Thus, in the
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first variant of the target text, attention is paid to the action, whereas, in the second
— to the subject of the action.

Rendering the sentence “l done it out of pity for him — because he hadn'’t
any aunt” (Twain. ATS: 107), Y. Koretsky and V. Mitrofanov concretize the verb
‘do’ and use a lexical unit ‘moxkamitu’ with more specific meaning. Y. Koretsky
adds even more information to the target text to explain how the speaker has pitied
his friend: “4 noowcanis iioeo 1 das nixu, 60 sxe y nboco nema mimxu.” (KOpelbKHii.
[1TC: 67). V. Mitrofanov makes a grammatical transformation of the compound
sentence by outer partitioning: “Ta ... 2 npocmo nodcanie 1ozo... B nvoeo onc
nemae mimxu” (Mutpodanos. IITC: 88). The division into two simple sentences
creates the effect of hesitation and doubts which is completed by the repetition of
the initial words.

African-American characters of the novel ‘to Kill a Mockingbird’ also do
not always use the auxiliary verb forming questions. Calpurnia’s phrase in the
church “What you want, Lula?” (Lee. KM: 120) is rendered by M. Kharenko as
“Illo mu xouew, JIyno?” (Xapenko. BIT: 88). However, T. Nekryach suggests more
colloquial variant of Calpurnia’s speech “Yoeo mo6i, Jlyro?” (Hekpsu. VII: 161).
This translation conveys the confidence and audacity that Calpurnia has shown in
defending Scout and Jem in the African-American Church.

Mayella Ewell also makes a mistake with the auxiliary verb ‘have’ before
the past participle: “He coulda done it easy enough, he could.” (Lee. KM: 182).
M. Kharenko completely transforms the sentence integrating two simple sentences
into one compound sentence: “Ckintbku mam miei pobomu ONsi Hb020 — pa3
nmonymu.” (Xapenko. BIT: 137). Non-literary speech of the character is conveyed
at the lexical level of the target language be means of phrasological unit ‘pa3
mmonytr’. T. Nekryach applies replacement of members of the sentence: “Homy
ye Hesaoicko, paz-osa — i eéce.” (Hekpsiu. VII. 246). In the source text, ‘it” is an
object, whereas in the target text ‘me’ is a subject. The second part of the sentence

is rendered with colloquial phrase ‘pa3-nBa — 1 Bce’.
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As we can notice, omission of the subject or predicate of the sentence can be
rendered in the same way, i.e. the subject or predicate is also skipped in the target
text. However, due to the rules of the Ukrainian language this is not regarded as a
violation of grammar rules. To render the grammatical mistake, grammatical
replacement of the personal sentence with impersonal one takes place. Integration
of several sentences into one syntactical unit is also quite often used. Consequenly,
it provides the target text with the necessary informal and conversational style.

It is possible to conclude that the most common violations of English
grammar encountered in the speech of the characters are incorrect agreement of
subject and predicate of sentence, wrong forms of the Past Indefinite verbs,
omission of subject and predicate which can be discerned from the general

sentence meaning and double negation in negative sentences.
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Conclusions to Chapter Two

Having analyzed excerpts from novels “To Kill a Mockingbird” and “The
Adventures of Tom Sawyer”, it is possible to identify the main techniques of
reproducing phonetic, lexical and syntactic deviations in the speech of the
characters.

The Ukrainian phonetic system does not have enough tools which would
allow the translator to convey the incorrect phonetic qualities of English-speaking
personages. In case of a lack of corresponding phonetic means, the translators
reproduce the conversational style of speech at the lexical level refering to
phraseological units or lexical units typical of the Ukrainian dialects. In addition,
the analyzed examples show that it is possible to imitate the colloquial quality of
speech using meaning specification of some neutral words which obtain either
emotive or evaluative meaning in the process of translation. Addition of colloquial
or vernacular lexical units, namely interjections, conjunctions or particles, is also
often employed to amplify or deepen the meaning of the preceding or following
notional word. As a result, it simplifies the speech lowering the social statues of
the speaker. However, the results of the research reveal that there are some
substandard phonetic units which are not rendered in the target text. Thus, it can be
stated that neutralization of stylistically marked elements with more general ones
takes place.

The vernacular in the target text is usually used to convey dialect lexical
units in speech. Although they do not convey regional traints of a particular area,
they create the effect of informal conversation. Addition of particles to verbs as
well as usage of informal pronouns is generally used to imbue the target text
dialogues with natural sounding. In rendering the slang and vulgar units, two
techniques are applied: specification and generalisation of lexical meaning. As a
result of generalization, non-standard components lose their markedness in the
target text. Due to concretization of meaning, slang and vulgar words acquire even

stronger expressive connotation.
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Syntactic substandard components make up the largest share of all speech
deviations of personages. The grammatical system of the Ukrainian language does
not allow directly conveying grammatical errors in dialogues; therefore, they are
reproduced by means of addition of low-flown lexical units or specification of
some source units. The dialectal pronunciation of some words is also introduced to

the target texts to compensate for the lack of grammatical irregularities.
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Reproduction of non-literary properties is one of the most acute problems
faced by translators in rendering the direct speech of the characters. In modern
linguistics, the concept of non-literary language is interpreted in view of what is
considered the standard of verbal communication. Accordingly, it is possible to
recognize substandard elements only by contrasting them with the norm of
language. All non-literary variants of language are classified as dialects, which
according to the aspect of use can be divided into temporal, territorial and social.
Accordingly, the use of certain substandard units reveals the implicit information
about the speaker’s social or regional background.

Reproducing deviations in the characters’ speech, translators can follow
tactics such as neutralization or compensation. Neutralization leads to the complete
loss of connotative meanings and forming the effect of literary speech.
Compensation presuposses a number of techniques which convey the marked non-
standard language in a different place in the target text, thus, the effect of deviation
from the norm is preserved.

In the reproduction of non-literary speech, great difficulties emerge in the
transmission of individual phonetic, lexical and grammatical deviations. We can
state that the main tactics of its reproduction are omission, addition and lexical
replacement.

At the phonetic level, deviations are rendered by means of compensation,
namely addition of vernacular or colloquial units or substitution of neutral words
with stylistically marked ones. Addition of secondary and minor parts of speech is
of utmost importance in rendering the substandard phonetic components since it
compensates for the lack of corresponding phonetic deviations in the target text
and, therefore, serves to create a conversational informal style of speech that
conveys the social status of the speaker.

In the reproduction of substandard lexical units, the main difficulties are to
convey the appropriate degree of expressiveness. The Ukrainian vernacular and

colloquial expressions, vulgarisms, taboo words, phraseological units allow
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translators to find corresponding contextual equivalents. However, as the research
has shown, the major obstacle for translators is the reproduction of dialectal
speech. Since it is impossible to reproduce the territorial features of speech
accurately, translators resort to vernacular as a universal tool that indicates the
informality of speech. Although it does not reproduce the geographical distinctive
features, it serves to designate the social class.

The key grammar deviations from the norm of the English language in the
source text are the incorrect past form of the verb, omission of the principal
members of the sentence and auxiliary verbs, violation of the subject-predicate
agreement and usage of negative determiners in the negative sentences. As all the
above-mentioned mistakes are not typical for the Ukrainian language, the
translators follow the tactics of compensation, i.e. the addition of low-flown words
to the target text or replacement of neutral words with units which show higher

degree of expressive quality.
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PE3IOME

BigxunenHs Big JiTepaTypHOi HOPMHU € OJHHMM 31 CIIOCOOIB Mepesadl
COLIIaJIbHOTO Ta PETIOHAJIBHOTO CTaTyCy MOBIIS. MapKOBaHICTh HENITEpaTypHUX
MOBHUX OJIMHUIIb B TEKCTI BHUMAara€ HalOUIbII aJ€KBaTHOTO iX BIITBOPEHHS,
OCKUJIbKM BTpaTa ab0 HEKOpPEKTHA Mepeaya JaHUuX KOMIIOHEHTIB MOXE MPU3BECTH
710 TIOMHJIKOBOI 1HTEpIIPETAIlii cTaTycy nepcoHaxa. Jlana podbora okpeciroe aHami3
HEJITEPaTypHOTrO MOBJICHHS 3 TOYKHM 30py MEPEKIIa03HABCTBA Ta CTHIIICTHKH,
BKa3ylOuM Ha HalOuUIbll e(QEeKTUBHI CHOCOOU BIATBOPEHHSA AaHTIIIMCHKUX
HECTaHJAPTHUX MOBHUX OJUHUIb YKPATHCHKOIO MOBOIO.

[IpenmeromM pocCHiKEHHS € OCOOJIMBOCTI NEpPEKJIaAy HEJIITepaTypHOro
MOBJIEHHS [IEPCOHAXKIB B pOMaHaX aMEpPUKaHCbKMX NMUCbMEHHUKIB X. JIi «BouTH
nepecminHuka» (nep. T. Hekpsau ta M. Xapenko) ta M. Tsena «IIpuronu Toma
Cottepay» (nep. FO. Kopenpkoro Ta M. MutpodanoBa) ykpaiHCbKOI MOBOIO.

[Ilupoke BHKOPUCTAHHS HENITEPATypHUX MOBHHUX 3acC00IB B Cy4acHOMY
CYCIIUJIbCTBI Ta HEJOCTATHE BUBYCHHS MEPEKIIAy HENITepaTypHOTO MOBJICHHS B
MPO30BUX TBOPAX 3yMOBIIIOIOTH aKTYaJbHICTh AaHOI poOOTH SIK 1 TOM (haKT, IO
aJICKBaTHE BIITBOPEHHS HE CTaHJAPTHUX OJAMHUILH € BAXJIMBUM THCTPYMEHTOM IS
30epeKeHHs IMIUTIITUTHOT 1H(pOpMAIIii PO MOBIIS.

OCHOBHOIO METOK JOCHIIPKEHHSI CTajl0 BHU3HAYEHHS HEIITEPaTypHOIO
MOBJICHHS SIK CTHJIICTUYHOTO 3ac00y JUIsl MPUXOBAHO1 XapaKTepu3allli mepCcoHaxiB,
aHali3 TEXHIK Ta METOAIB 3alisiHUX y NpOLecl MepeKyagy HeIlTepaTypHUuX
€JIEMEHTIB Ta BUSBICHHS HaWOUIbII €(QEeKTUBHUX 3ac00IB MJisi BIATBOPEHHS
HEJTITEPaTypPHOTO0 MOBJICHHS MTEPCOHAXKIB.

B pesynbpTaTi Hamoro AOCHIPKEHHS MU MNPUHIUIA O BUCHOBKY, WIO
B)KMBAHHS HEJITEPATYPHUX MOBHHUX 3aC00IB 3HAXOJUTh CBOE BIIOOpaKEHHS Y
MOBJICHHI PI3HHX KaTEropiii MEepCOHaXIB: JITEd Ta JOPOCIMX HHU3BKOTO Ta
CEepEeHBOTO J0CTaTKy, adpo-aMepuKaHIIB, KOpPIHHUX amepukaHiliB. He3zmiuena
KUIBKICTh MOBHHUX OJIMHUIIb, SIKI HE BXOJSThH JI0 CHCTEMH CTaHIAApTU30BAaHOI MOBH,

Jla€ MOXJIMBICTb CTBOPUTHU Kjacu(ikaiii HeJIiTepaTypHUX MOBHUX OJUHUIIb,
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BU3HAYUTH 1X (PyHKIIi Ta BCTAHOBUTH iX MICII€ B @HTJIOMOBHIM MpO3i, a TaKOX
OKPECJIUTH MPOBiTHI METO/IU Ta TEXHIKU iX BIATBOPEHHS YKPaiHCHKOIO MOBOIO.
KarouoBi ciaoBa: miTepaTypHuUll TEpeKiaj], HENIITepaTypHE MOBICHHS,

COLIIAJIbHUM CTaTyC, MOPYIIEHHS MOBHOI HOPMH, MOBJICHHEBI BIIXUJICHHS, T1aJIEKT.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A
Ways of substandard language translation at the phonetic level
The Source Language The Target Language Transformation
1. “Yawl hush,” | — Hy pocuts,— mnpoOypuas | replacement
growled Jem, “you | [bkeM,— MOXXHa mMOIyMaTH,

act like you believe | mo Ttu Bipum B kap-mapy.

in Hot Steams.” p. | XapueHnko cc. 26

37 — Ilpunuan, — Oypkuys | replacement
JI>keMMi, — MOKHA TIOJyMaTH,
mo Ttu Bipum Yy [lanrouky-

rapsuky. Hekpsa ce. 51

2. Yessum, but I'd|— Ere, wmeni Bce oxano |addition
wanta come out. p. |3axorutocs © Ha BYJHLIO.

44 XapeHko cc. 32

— Taxk, mem, ame s 0 xorina

Bxoautu. Hekpsiu cc. 61

3. 1 hate you an‘|S menaBumky tebe! 11106 Tu ¥ | partitioning
despise you an’ |10 paHky He aoxwuB! XapeHko | antonymous

hope  you die | cc. 64 translation

tomorrow! S Tebe  HeHaBWmKy, 1| transposition
3HEBa)kalo, 1 CHOIBaroCs, IO

Th 3aBTpa nompen! Hekpsu cc.

118

4. “Don’t want him | — He xouy, mo0 BiH i MeHe | OMission
doin‘ me like he | gomikaB Tak, sx moro Oarbka. | addition

done Papa, | [Ipuyenutscss T0OI — iBmIa, | partitioning

tryin’ to make him | mipmra... Xapenko cc. 136 specification




88

out lefthanded...”
pp. 182

— 1 He xouy, 00 BiH Ha MEHE
TUCHYB, IK Ha TaTKa, OTO KOJH
BHCTaBUB MO0 MIYyJbIOIO

Hekpsu cc. 245

addition
specification

replacement

. “Don’t be ‘fraid of

Kaxu mnpaBmy 1 HIKOTO He

omission

anybody here, as | 6iiica. Xapenko cc. 136 replacement
long as you tell the | To6i mema koro Tyr Gostucs, | addition
truth.” pp. 181 KO TH TOBOPUTUMENT

npasay. Hekpsiua cc. 244.
I wants to know | — Xouy 3HaTH, HaBIIIO TH | OMISSiON
why you bringin |Begem  Oiimx — giTedl 110
white chillun to | yopHOMa3HX y IIEPKBY?
nigger church. p. | Xapenko cc. 88
120 — S ot xTima 6 3HartH, Hamo | addition

BU MPUNIEPJIU OLIUX TITIAaXIB 10
uepkBu 4yopHomazux? Hekpsu

cc. 161

specification

. S0 he come in the
yard an‘ | went in
the house to get him
the nickel and |
turned around an
>fore | knew it he
was on me. pp. 182

-183

Bin 3aiimoB y nBip, a 5 minuia B
XaTy Mo Tpoiii, 00epHynach, a
BIH MepeAl MHOK 1 MpsSMO Ha

MeHe. XapeHko cc. 137

omission

generalisation

Hy, 3aiimoB BiH y ABip, a s
minria B XaTy MO Mijaska, Ta
TUIBKM TOBEPHYJIACs CIIHMHOIO,
He3uyJiacs — a BiH y>Ke Ha MEHI.

Hexkpsu cc. 246

replacement

. Long’s he keeps on
callin® me ma’am
Miss

an  sayin’

A 4oro X BiH 003UBac MEHE —
MeMm, Mic Metiena! XapeHko cc.

138

specification

replacement
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Mayella. pp.184

Yoro BiH 003uMBa€ MeM 1 MicC

Meena? Hekpsiu cc. 248

specification

replacement

9. Long’s you keep on
makin‘¢ fun o’me.

pp.184

— I'my3yere 3 MeHe. XapeHKO

cc. 138

omission

— Iloku BU 3 MeHe Oynerte

riiymutucs. Hekpsya cc. 248

10.You makin‘ fun|— Bwu 3HOBY Hacmixaetecs 3 | transposition
o’me agin, Mr. | Mene, mictep ®iHu? XapeHKO
Finch? pp.186 cc. 140
— I pmami kenmkyere 3 MeHe, | OMission
mictepe @inu? Hekpsu cc. 250 | addition
11.“Love him, | — JIroOutn Oatbka — sk 1e? | generalisation
whatcha mean?” | Xapenko cc. 140
pp.186 — Sk e — ar00sr0? Hekpsiy cc. | omission

250

replacement

geenralisation

12.“He does tollable,
‘cept when—"

pp.186

— Taxk co0i1, BIH JIarigHHAM, OT

TUIBKU KOJIH... XapeHko cc. 140

addition

— MoxkHa  moOpo3yMiTHucH,

SKIT0 BiH HE... Hekpsa cc. 250

antonymous

translation

13.“Whaddya mean?”
pp.187

— IIlo ue? Xapenko cc. 140

generalisation

replacement

— Sk ue? Hekpsiu cc. 251

generalisation

replacement

14.“Yes suh, a little,
not enough to hurt.
You see, |—" Tom

moved his left

— Tak, cep, TpOXH 3aYEIuB.

Ocsp OauuTe...— Tom
HE3rpabHO TOBOPYILIMB JIIBUM

medyeM. XapeHko cc. 145

omission

addition
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3HAXOAWIACh JII MEHE SKach
poboTa: TO 1OCh MOpydaTH, TO
I0Ch

CIIaJIUTH, TO BOOAHU

HaHocuTu. Hekpsiu cc. 262

shoulder. pp.193 — Tak, cep, Tpoxu, He mayxe | modulation
cuibHO. baurte, s... — 1 BIH
BOPYXHYB  JIIBUM  IUICYEM.
Hexkpsu cc. 260

15.1 passed by yonder | Maitxke 1mopasy, komm s | addition

she’d have some | mpoxoamB MmO, |y  Hei | omission

little somethin® for | 3Haxoauimacss I MeEHE SKach

me to do— | po6ota — TO JpOB Hapydarwy,

choppin’ TO BOAW NPUHECTU. XAaAPEHKO

kindlin®, totin’ | cc. 146

water for her. p. 195 | [llopasy, sik s mpoxoaus, y Hei | addition

16.She said she sho¢

Bona BiamoBina, 1mo BUKpPyTKa

specification

gettin® some Kinda
head on
your shoulders—the
she’s

very idea,

your little sister!

noaymanucs! Baatu 3 coboro

MAaJIEHbKy CECTpYy. XapeHKO C.

158

had. p. 196 3HaleThCs. XapeHko cc. 147 | addition
replacement

Bona xaxe: 3BicHO, IO €. | OmMIission
Hexkpsia cc. 263 replacement

17.Mister  Jem, | | — Mictep xem, s aymaina, y | addition
thought you was |Bac € ronosa Ha B's3ax. Hy i | partitioning

— Micrepe JIxewmi, s ranana,
B MAa€Te X0U SKYCh TOJIOBY Ha
KapKy, OTaKe BWTaJaTH, I XK
BaIa

MOJIO/IIIIA cectpa!

replacement
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Hekpstu c. 283

18.1 dono. p. 216 - Ta He 3nar0. Mutpodanos C. | addition
165 omission
- He 3natro. Kopenpkwuii ¢. 135 | omission
19.0h come, now — |Oit Tome, Hy pnaii wmeHi | addition
lemme just try. p.|cmopoOyBaru... MurpodaHoB C. | Omission
18 28
Haii s Ttimekm  cmpoOyro | addition
Tpimeuku. Koperpkuii c.
20.Just you gimme | Tinekm 1myp, TH Bimmacu MeHi | addition

the hundred dollars
and [ don’t want no

di’monds. p. 196

COTHIO  JIOJIapiB, a  THX...

JiaMaHTIB s HE  XOuy.

Mutpodanos c.151

transposition

Ty maii MeHi TiIbKM cTto Moix | addition
7o0j7apiB, 1 He Tpeba HIAKKUX | OMISSION
niamaHTiB. Kopeupbkuii c. 122
21.Less see ‘em. p. 33 | Any mokaxu. Murtpodanor C. | addition
39 omission
[Moxaxwu. Kopenpkuii c. 24 omission
22.1 warn’t noticing. | I Tebe # He mnomitus. | addition
p. 17 MuTtpodanos C. 27
S # e nomitus. Kopeupkwii c. | addition

13
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Ways of substandard language translation at
the phonetic level

M addition
B omission
= replacement
| specification

m other ways

APPENDIX B

Ways of substandard language translation at the lexical level

The Source Language The Target Language Transformation
1. My stars, Dill! — Hy, me tm ®xe | omission

3aHaaTo. XapeHko cc. 14

— OO06umI, Hinne!

Hexpsu cc. 21

2. “Aw, that’s a|— Yopr3Ha-mo ckaxete! | generalisation

damn story,” I |— BurykHyna si. XapeHKO
said. p. 81 cc. 59

— SIlka yoptoBa maypHs! | specification
— BUrykHyna s. Hekpsiu

cc. 109

3. But at supper that | B Toii e geHb, 3a |replacement
evening when | |Beyepeto, s MmoOmpocuia:
asked him to pass | "[lepenaiite wmeHi, Oynb

the damn ham, | nacka, oty  4YOpTOBY
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please, Uncle
Jack pointed at me.
“See me
afterwards, young
lady,” he said p.

81

MIMHKY"; TOMAl JAJEYKO
JIkek THUIBHYB Ha MEHE
HajpleM 1 CKa3aB: —
[ToroBopumo Mi3HIIIIE,

M1JIe/l. XapeHKo cc. 59

Ane 3a Beuepero, KoM s
nomnpocuia nepeaaTu
MEHI OTy OICOBY IIHHKY,
asaapko JIkek BKazaB Ha
MEHE TaJIbIIEM.

— IloroBopumo mi3Hile,

toHa sieni. Hexpsiu cc. 110

omission

. You mean that
little runt
Grandma says
stays with Miss
Rachel

summer? p. 84

every

— Ile oToil MupIIaBHiIi?
babycst kazanma, mo BiH
KOXKHOT'O JIiTa NPHI3INUTH
y Tocti g0 Mmic Peiiuen.

Xapenko cc. 62

replacement
specification

partitioning

— Ile orou kypaymnens,
mpo sikoro 6adycs kazaina,
[0 BIH HIOJIITa TOCTIOE Y

Mmic Peiiuen? Hexpsu cc.

114

replacement

. No, he’s just
moseyin¢ along, so
slow you can’t
hardly tell it. p. 96

— Hi, HE TTyKe,
MIITIONIEM. XapeHKO CC.

70

omission

— Hi, BIH JIenb

TATHETHCS, Malxe

HeroMmiTHO. Hekpsu cc.

129

replacement

omission
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6. “Francis, what the

hell do you mean?”

p. 85

— @peHcic, MmO TH
naTsKaeni, xaii T061 4opt!

XapeHko cc. 62

addition

specification

— Ilo ™@ B  #Oigpka

Bep3em? Hekpsia c. 115

omission

specification

. Naw, Scout, it’s
something you
wouldn’t

understand. p. 102

— Hi, BceBuapko, TyT
IHIIE, 1 TH IOrO HE
po3yMiemnr. XapeHKO ccC.
75

addition

replacement

— Ta ni, Ckayt, T061 HE

omission

BEpaHy, - PalTOM CKa3aB

Jlxemi. Hekpsiu cc. 171

3po3ymiti. Hekpsa  cc. | replacement
136 addition
. “Look on the porch | — ['nsabTEe Ha | omission
yonder,” Jem said. | Bepanay,— cka3aB J[xeMm.
p. 128 Xapenko cc. 95
— TTonusiThes Tinbku Ha | addition

. 'Yonder’s some
Finches. p. 134

— I'maap — DiHul

nnyte! Xapenko cc. 101

specification

replacement

JuBuchb-no, 1e Dinui. | addition
Hexpsa cc.184 replacement
10.“That’'n yonder,” | —  Oroii,—  cka3ana
she said. | Metiena.— Po0GiHcOH.

“Robinson.”  pp.
182

Xapenko cc. 137

— Ortoii, 10 TaM CHIUTD,
- yYTOYHWJA BOHA. —

Po6Gincon. Hekpsu cc. 246

addition
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11.Jee crawling | — Yoro Tu 3aHOCHIICS, | OMISSION
hova, Jem! Who | [I)xem? Xto Tu Takuii? | replacement
do you think you | Xapenko cc. 103
are? p. 139 — IIlo6 tebe migusuio Ta | addition
rennyno, Jxemi! Xto TH | replacement
TaKHH, 100 OTaK
yBaHuTuch? Hexkpsu cc.
188
12.“He  says you |— Bin cka3zas: | transposition

goddamn whore,
I’ll kill ya.” p. 198

"[lInboHApa TH TPOKIIATA,
g 1ebe BO'tO!" XapeHko

cc. 149

Bin kpuuaB: «Tn,

Mep3eHa [uboHapo! A

TOO1 BCI KHIIIKHA
punymy!». Hekpsu cc.
266

specification

13.1 was fixin® to run
off tonight because
there they all were.
p. 144

A cporomHi  BBeuepi
TAaKOXX XOTL1a BTEKTH 3
JIOMY, TOMY LI0 BOHH BCi

Oymu TyT. Hekpsiu cc. 195

transposition

CrporomHi BBeuepl MeHIi

TEX XOTUIOCA BTEKTH, 0O

transposition

BCl Haml Oynu  TyT.
Xapenko cc. 108
14.“Too  proud to|"To mo — Owutucs He | antonymous translation

fight, you nigger-
lovin®

bastard?” p. 221

oaxxaere? Hanro ropaumii?
YopHonto0 cmeparoumii!"

Xapenko c. 166

partitioning
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«Illo, waaro ropaui, | addition
o0 ouTucs, TH,
MACKYHHUMN
yopHoroo1ro?»Hekpsy c.
297
15.‘Damn her, maybe | - Xaii iif gopt, MaOyTb,y | OMIission

she’s got company’ | Hei  me  xToch  €!

p. 229 MuTtpodanos c.124
- Yopr Oum ii 3abpas! V¥ |addition

Hel, 3Ja€TbCs, TOCTI.

Kopenpkuii c. 143

transposition

16.0h, Judge, Injun
Joe’s in the cave!

p. 259

- Oil ma”e cynnd, Tam y

transposition

nedepi - iHgianerns Jxo! | omission
MuTtpodanos c.197
- O, cynas, TaM, y medepi | 0mission

JIxo.

1H11aHELb

Kopeupkunii c. 162

transposition

17.But | never see a
nigger that
WOULDN'T lie.

Horo s He 3Haro, aje mie

3poay He OadyuB HeErpa,

Ak OM He Opexas.

MuTtpodanos c.55

replacement

Bci BoHm  OpemryTsb.

[IpunaiiMHl  BCl, KpiM

Herpa, s WOro 3Har.

Kopeubkutii c. 37

partitioning

antonymous translation

18.What a
kind of a fool a girl
is! p. 167

curious

1o jigl

niBuricbka! MurtpodaHoB

c.131

3a  Jaypenu

omission

Skl m agiByata JOWBHI W

replacement




97

nypHi! Kopenpkwii ¢. 105

19.What a blamed lot
of fools we are! p.
199

SIk1 ) mu 3 T00010 OiCOBI1
nypHi! Mutpodanon
c.154

addition

Hy # nypHi Mu 3 TOOOIO.

Kopeupkuii c. 124

replacement

20.But 1, like a fool,
never thought. p.
93

A s, JOypeHb, 1 He|omission
noaymaB.  MwurpodaHoB

c.79

Ane s, JypeHb, He | omission

nomiTuB. Kopeubkuii c.

59

21.0h, Tom, | reckon

we’re goners.p. 92

Hy, Towme, BBaxau, mo
HaM Karelpb.

MuTtpodanos c.79

replacement

O#, Tome, MaOyTh, MU
3aru"yiu! Kopenpkuil c.

59

replacement

22.‘1  reckon it’s
wrong — but’ ‘But
shucks! p. 224

- Ane x 11e Heoope...
- Ta yoro Tam HemoOpe!

MuTtpodanos c.170

replacement

- 3maetbes, 1e HerapHo... | addition
aie... partitioning
- Yoro “ane”? Hypuuui!
Kopeubkunii c. 140

23.Shucks! - Jypuumi, woro 6 To |integration

HaM yIIMBATUCSA?

MuTtpodanos c.205

Ta mo T Kaxem’?

replacement
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Kopenpkuii c. 169

24.You numskull. p.
107

o JTyPHHUIT?

Murtpodanos C. 88

3a

replacement

addition

Hypnto! Koperpkwii c. 67

replacement

omission

25.Siddy, I’ll lick you
for that.

- Hy, Cigni, 1ie T061 Tak
HE MUHETBC!

MuTtpodanos c. 19

replacement

addition

- Cige, me TOO1 TaK He

muHeTbes! Kopenpkuii c.

7

replacement

26.Say — if you give
me much more of
your sass I’ll take
and bounce a rock
off’n your head. p.
10

- lle pa3 mouutm MeHe - 1
1 po3BaJgl0 TOOI TOJOBY
KaMEHIOKOIO.

MuTtpodanos C. 21

replacement

omission

— Hy, tu, cinyxai: ko
HE 3aMOBKHEII , s BIAIPBY
T001 rosoBy. Kopenpkuii

c.9

addition

antonymous translation

27.By jingo! for two
cents | WILL do it.
p. 11

- Xall MeHe 4OopTH
BI3bMYTh, SIK HE JaM 3a
nBa 1ieHTH! MutpodaHoB

c. 22

integration

— A T naymaem — He
nmo0’r0? 3a JBa IIEHTH

no6’ro0. Kopenpkuii c. 10

replacement

specificattion

28.I’'ll foller him; I
will, by jingoes! p.
217

lapazn, s mimy 3a HUM,
nigy, mo0 s mnpomnas!

Mutpodanos C. 166

addition

replacement
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A mimy 3a HUAM, My,
cinoBo uyecti! Kopenpkuii

c. 135

29.He’s full of the

Old Scratch, but
laws-a-me!  he’s
my own dead
sister’s boy, poor
thing, and I ain’t
got the heart to
lash him,

somehow. p. 5

— B #pomy Haue Oic
CUAUTH, TO TOMIIIYH MEHE
O0oxe BIH XKe, CepJelIHa
JIUTHHA, CUH MO€1
MOKIHHOI CeCTpH, 1 MEHI
IpPOCTO HE CTae OyXy
HOro.

JYIIIIOBATHU

MuTtpodanos C. 16-17

replacement

transposition

— Bin nyctyH. Ane 6oxe
Mili, BIH JK€ CHH MO€]I
MOKIMHOI CecTpu, 1 S He
MOXY MOro IIMarari.

Kopeubkuii c. 6

omission

partitioning

30.You can lump that

hat if you don’t
like it. | dare you
to knock it off —
and anybody that’ll
take a dare will

suck eggs. p. 9-10

- He nomobaetrnca - TO
30uii oro 3 MeHe. 30Ul -
1 moGaywur, 110 1061 Oye.

MuTtpodanos C. 21

omission

generalisation

— A tu crpoOyil 30uTH
rworo! Tomi ¥ moGauwm,
mo To 3a  Opwib!

Kopeupkuii c. 9

omission

generalisation

31.Hello,

old chap,
you got to work,
hey? p. 17

To mo, apyxe, MyCUMO
MpairoBaTu?

MuTtpodanos c. 27

replacement

generalisation

Io, roiyoe, TeOe

3MYCHJIH partoBaTu?

specification

addition
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Kopenpkuii c. 13

32.1 wouldn’t give a
dern for

spunkwater. p. 54

Hi Oica BoHa He Bapra,
TBOSI THUJIA BOJIA.

MuTtpodanos C. 55

replacement
omission

transposition

Hivoro Bona He BapTa,
TBOS THUJIA BOJIA.

Kopeupkuii c. 37

replacement
transposition

omission

the lexical level

Ways of substandard language translation at

M replacement
B omission
M addition
B transposition
| specification

M partitioning

APPENDIX C

Ways of substandard language translation at the syntactical level

The Source Language

The Target Language

Transformation

1. “Ever see
anything good?”
p. 7

— A Tu 6auuB mock 1ikase? | Addition

Xapenko cc. 4

— A Tu 6auuB mock 1ikase? | Addition

Hexkpsiu cc. 12

2. “You gonna run

out on a dare?”

npomoBuB [lin. Xapenko cc.

— To mo — Hazan? — | Omission
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asked Dill. p. 14 |9
— Tu sBigmonsemnics Bix | Direct correspondence
3akjany? —cnurtaB  Jlun.
Hexpsu cc. 21

. “Your daddy Mr. | — Tsiii Taro — wmicrep | direct correspondence

Walter
Cunningham

Old
Sarum?” he
asked, and Walter
nodded. p. 23

from

Yontep Kaninrem 3 Craporo
Capema? VYourep KUBHYB.

XapeHnko cc. 15

— Tsili Tato — MicTep
Kanniarem 31 Craporo
Capema? — cmnuraB BiH, 1

Bonrep xnBHyB. Hekpsu cc.

33

direct correspondence

. “Ever hear about
him, Walter?” p.
23

— YyB npo Hboro? XapeHko

cc. 16

omission

— UYys npo Hboro, Bonrepe?

Hexpsu cc. 34

omission

. “Anybody want
some hot
chocolate?” he
asked. p. 73

ITorim

XTO

3aIInuTaB:

X04€ rapsyoro

mokonany? XapeHko cc. 53

replacement

specification

— KoMy kakao? — cnuras

BiH. Hekpsu cc. 99

replacement

omission

39

cc. 28

. Jem and me’s the | HaBkpyru, xpim Hac i3 | transposition
only children | Jlokemom, 1 pmiteir Oinmbiie | addition
around here. p. 93 | nemae. XapeHnko cc. 68

Mu 3 JkeMi — eguHi AiTH. | OMISSion
Hekpsu cc. 125
“Still scared?” p. | Ille # moci 6oimcs? Xapenko | addition
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Tu # moci 6oimca? Hekpsu

cc. 54

addition

8. “Well now, Miss
Jean Louise,” she
said, “still think
your father can’t

do anything? Still

— Hy, 10 six BoHO, Mic JIXiH
Jlyizo, Bce 1ie aymaere, IO
Bam 0aTHKO HIYOro HE BMi€?
Bce mie copomMHO 3a HBOrO?

Xapenko cc. 74

addition

ashamed of | — Hy, wmic JIxin-Jlyizo, | replacement
him?” p. 101 TETep TH BXKE He JyMaeni, mo | antonymous translation
TBiii 6aTHbKO HIYOTIO HE BMi€?
Hoci  #ioro  copomuiics?
Hekpsu cc. 135
9. You gonna give|— Bu wmoxere wmeHe | replacement

me a chance to tell

you? p. 88

BHCIIyXaTu? XapeHko cc. 65

modulation

Jat wMeH1 TOSCHHTH!

Hekpsu cc. 119

replacement

omission

10.“What you want,

Lula?” she asked,

in tones | had
never heard her
use. p. 120

— o ™ xouew, Jlyno? —
criiTana BoHa. Pamimie s He
yyIa, 100 Kenmyphis
PO3MOBJIsIIIa TAKUM TOHOM —
CITOKI¥HO, MIPE3UPIIUBO.

XapeHko cc. 88

direct correspondence

— UYoro T1061, Jlymo? —
cnutana Kea ToHOM, SIKOTO 5
HIKOJIM HE

B Heil yyJia.

Hexpsu cc. 161

replacement

11.1 wants to know
why you bringin®

white chillun to

— Xouy 3HATH, HABINO TH

Bedell Oummx  JgiTed 110

YOPHOMA3UX Yy  LIEPKBY?

omission
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nigger church. p.
120

XapeHko cc. 88

— 1 ot xTina 6 3HATH, HAIIO

BU TIPUIIEPJIM O1IUX JITIaXiB

addition

specification

0 UEPKBH YOpPHOMA3UX?
Hekpstu cc. 161
12.“They’s my |— Bouum Moi rocti,— | direct correspondence
comp’ny,”  said | BiamoBina KenmypHis.
Calpurnia. p. 120 | Xapenko cc. 88
— Bonm wmoi rocti, — |direct correspondence
BIJINOB1IA KenmypHis.
Hexpsiu cc. 161
13.“She our cousin? |— Hesxe Bona Hama | addition
I didn’t know |ky3una? A g i He 3Haia.
that.” p. 133 Xapenko cc. 99
— A BoHa Hamma ky3uHa? f i | addition
raJIkv He Maja.
14.There’s his | — On #oro nmitu! Xapenko | replacement
chillun. p. 134 cc. 101
Oto 1ioro gitu. Hekpsu | replacement
cc.184
15.Don’t pay no|A wna Jlynmy He 3Baxaiite: | replacement

‘tention to Lula,
she’s contentious
because Reverend
Sykes threatened
to church her. p.

120-121

BOHA cepauTa, 00

peno100HMIA Caiikc
IIOIPOKYBaB BHUYMUTATH 1M 3

kadenpu. Xapenko cc. 89

A na Jlyny He 3Baxaiite,
BOHA TaKa 3arOHHUCTa Yepes

Te, mo mpesencOHmii Caitke

addition
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IIPUTOPO3UB 11 3aCyJUTH Ha

npoBoBil. Hekpsa cc. 162

16.“Well, 1

around the house

run

to get in, but he
run out the front
door just ahead of
me. | sawed who
he was, all right.
p. 177

— 5] xuHyBCS HaBKOJIO IOMY
0 JBeped, ajge He BCTUT
JIOOITTH, K BIH BHCKOYHUB 1
Hy Tikatu. Ilpote s iioro
no0pe po3riieaiB, xoya W He

rHaBCA 3a HHUM NS
pPO3XBWIIIOBABCS 3a Meneny.

Xapenko cc. 133

replacement

addition

— S 000ir  HaABKOJO
OynuHKy, 100 yBIWTH, ale
BIH BHCKOYMB 4e€pe3 mapajiHi
IBEpl MPOCTO y MEHEe MiA
H0TO0

HocoM. Opnnaue 4

ymi3HaB,  OyapT€  IEBHI.

Hexkpstu cc. 238

replacement

addition

17.He coulda done it

easy enough, he

CKisbKH TaM Ti€l poOOTH IS

HBOTO pa3s ILIIOHYTH.

replacement

addition

could. pp. 182 Xapenko cc. 137 transposition
oMy 1ie HeBaxKO, pa3-aBa — | antonymous translation
i Bce. Hekpsiu cc. 246 replacement

18.Said I was | S BIKE kasaia, | addition

nineteen, said it to | neB'sATHAAUATE, S OH CYJI

the judge yonder. | ka3ama. Xapenko cc. 138

pp.184 Kazana K yxke, | addition
JIeB’ ITHAASTD, Kazaja
OTOMY  JSIABKOBI,  CYJJII.

Hekpsu cc. 247
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19.“T knowed who he
was, he passed the

house every day.”

pp.187

— S 3Hana, XTO BIH, LIOJHS
IIPOXOJHMB IIOB3 HAIll JBIp.

Xapenko cc. 140

omission

— ABXex, 3Hala Horo, 00

replacement

BIH IIOAHS XOAuB 1moB3 Harmry | addition
xary. Hekpsu cc. 252
20.There was several | Tyr ix uumano Bemraethes. | addition

niggers around.

Xapenko cc. 140

specification

3aBXaM TYT SIKICh YOpHOMa3l

KkpyTaTbes. Hekpsu ce. 251

addition
transposition

specification

21.1 was glad to do it,

[i1 Oyno Henerko, MicTep

replacement

Mr. Ewell didn’t | FOe, BH/IHO, Maito | addition
seem to help her | momomaras iii, Ta i Mmaneua
none, and neither | Texx, 1 g 3HaB, IO 3aHBHUX
did the chillun, | rpomie#t y Hel He BOIUTHCA.
and | knowed she | Xapenko cc. 146
didn’t have no | pammii OyB momomortu, | addition
nickels to spare. p. | micrep IOen Tam, cxoxe,
195 HIiYOro He poOuTh, 1 iHIII
IITA TakOX, a s 3HaB, IO
3aliBUX MIJISIKIB y HEl HEMaeE.
Hexkpsu cc. 262
22.She says what her | A mo 3 Hero 3po6ouTh 6aThKO | integration
papa do to her|— iii Gaiimyxe. XapeHko cc.
don’t count. p.|148
197 A Te, 110 TaTO 3 HEK POOHUTH, | OMISSION

Kaxke, He paxyerbca. Hekpsu

cc. 265
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23.“Yessir, but the
jury didn’t have to
give him death—if
they wanted to
they could’ve
gave him twenty
years.”

“Given,” said

Atticus. p. 223

— Tak, cep, ane npuCsHKHI
HE TOBUHHI OyJlM BHHOCUTHU
AOMYy CMEpPTHHHA BHpPOK. A
KOJIU BKE OCYIWIH, MOTJIA
JaTH IBAALSTH POKIB.

— 3acyauTd Ha JBaJLSTh
POKiB,— TIONpPaBUB ATTIKYC.

XapeHnko cc. 167

partitioning

replacement

— Tak, cep, ane HpUCSHKHI

HE MMOBUHHI Oynu

3aCyKyBaTU Horo Ha
CMEpPTb, - IKOM BOHU CXOTLUIH,
Moriu O  gatm oMy
JBAJILISITH POKIB.

— 3acynuTd Ha JIBAJLSTH
POKIB,— BHIPaBUB ATTIKYC.

Hexpsu cc. 299

replacement

24.You’re a fighting
liar and dasn’t

take it up. p. 10

- Tu mackyaauii OpexyH 1

60sry3. Mutpodanos C. 21

replacement

- Ty TINBKM JIAIIAaTH SI3UKOM

3natHui! Kopenpkuii c. 9

antonymous translation

25.How long you|— 1 p;aBHO, Tebe orak? | OMission
been this way?’p. | Murpodanos C. 52
50 — JlaBHo 1e 3 TOOOMO? | OMIssion

Kopeuskunii c. 35

26.1 done it out of |- Ta s... s mpocTo moxaiis | partitioning
pity for him — |#oro... B Hboro s Hemae
because he hadn’t | TiTku. Mutpodanos C. 88
any aunt. p. 107 —94 mnoxaniB Moro u pas | addition
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JiKd, 00 X Yy HBOrO Hema

TiTku. Kopenpkuii c. 67

27.1

circus

been to the
three or
four times — lots

of times. p. 67

A s Tam OyBaB yXe XTO3Ha-
CKUTBKA - TPU YH YOTHPHU

pazu. Mutpodanos C. 63

addition

transposition

S O6yB y mMpKy pasiB TpH-

yotupu — ©Oarato pa3is!

Kopenpkuii c. 45

transposition

28.50 it WAS a witch
that done it. p.75

Buxonuth, copaBal BigbMa

BUHHA. MuTpodanos C. 68

replacement

Otxe, TyT moOyBana Bijibma!

Kopeupxknii c. 49

generalisation

29.There’s

going on at a

things

circus all the time.
p. 67

B umpky Bech dac SKICh

mtyku. Mutpodanos C. 63

omission

VY 1MpKy BeCh Yyac MOKa3ylTh

nock HoBe. Kopenpkuii c. 45

specification

30.Say, Becky, was
you ever engaged?
p. 67

Cnyxait, bekki, a TH BXe
Oyna 3apyueHa’?

MuTtpodanos C. 63

addition

Cnyxaii, bekki, Tu Oyna

KOJIU-HEOY b 3apyyeHa’?

Kopeupkuii c. 45

31.1 just knowed it.
p.75

Tak s ¥ nymaB. Mutpodanos

c. 68

specification

A Tak 1 nymaB. Kopenpkuii c.

49

specification

32.1 wisht | knowed.
p. 81

3B1IKHA XK ' 3Ha[?

MuTtpodanos . 71

replacement

He 3nato! Kopenpkuii c. 52

antonymous translation
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33.Bought him off’n
a boy. p. 54

BumiHsgB B OJHOTO XJIOIIIIS.

MuTtpodanos C. 55

specification

KynuB B opHOro xsormus.

Kopeupkuii c. 37

34.If it 1s, it ain’t in
this onehorse
town. They ain’t
no numbers here.
p. 216

- Jle T™@ GauuB y Hamomy
3aJ[pUIIAHOMY  MICTEUKY Ti

Homepu? Murtpodanos C. 166

replacement

- Jle  y HalmoMy MICTE€UKy
HOMEpH Ha OynuHKax?

Kopeupkwnii c. 135

omission
replacement

integration

Ways of substandard language translation at the

syntactical level

M addition
M replacement
I omission
B specification

H other ways




