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Discursive Practice as the Basis for the Modern Theory of Literary Translation

The purpose of this article is to consider the issues of literary translation as a practice that is not only linguis-
tic or intercultural, but has a discursive ontology. Currently, translation theory is moving away from the anal-
ysis of translation only in the dimension of working with text, moving towards analysis in the volumetric di-
mension of the contextual content of the meaning transferred to a different language and culture. Translation;
as a practice, can itself become the starting point that generates discourse, while involving many linguistic
and extralinguistic factors. In the process of this study, methods such as bibliographic analysis were used\to
determine the degree of study of the topic, as well as an analysis of discursive translation practice. It,is the
approach to translation from the point of view of discourse that allows us to move away from.the.rigid di-
lemma associated with translatability or untranslatability. In result, it’s possible to con€lude, that discursive
practice allows us to look at translation as a dynamic process in which the narrative unfolds onéseveral levels
at once, which means that there is no longer a critical need to determine the quality of translation only by
questions of achieving equivalence.

Keywords: translation theory, linguistic theory, discourse, literary translation, discursive practice, translation
approaches, discourse analysis.

Introduction

Since literary translation is a complex process of extracting and transferring context and meanings, in
which not only linguistic, but also extralinguistic. factors semetimes play a decisive role, it is necessary to
turn to the discursive component of translation practice for an even deeper analysis of the stages of the trans-
lation process. We are interested in the concept of discourse, which exists in linguistic science, but is not lim-
ited only to this area. We would also like to find out how exactly the consideration of a literary text from a
discursive perspective can enrich and expand the translator's tools and help him achieve the maximum dis-
closure of the meaning of the original text, which can then be transferred to a foreign language and cultural
reality without critical losses.

Attention to such aspects‘ofitranslation that analyze the very activity of the translator, in particular, re-
ferring to the mechanisms of interpretation, meaning explication, evaluative perception and decision-making
in the interaction between the linguistic personality of the translator and the meaning of the literary text, is
intensified in modern linguistics. {After all, it ultimately depends on the translator how transparent and un-
changed will staythe meaningatithe moment it reaches the main addressee.

We should remembemnthat translation, as the operation of sign systems, in itself has a semiotic essence.
At the same time, in the institutes of the CIS and in Western scientific institutions we can observe significant
differences infthe approaches of translation theory researchers to translation problems from the point of view
of semiotics. Researchers in the post-Soviet space tend to rely on the provisions of classical semiotics, start-
ing ‘with the provisions of structuralism, while Western theorists demonstrate commitment to new paradigms
and rely on the principles of discursive semiotics.

Here it'scems appropriate to mention the statement of Yu. Lotman in relation to a work of art, in which
the scientist, characterizing art as a whole, notes its two main aspects:

- the fact that art “knows life, using the means of its display”, indicates, in turn, that

- “knowledge in art is always associated with communication and with the transfer of information”,
which means that the author, when creating a work, “always has in mind some kind of audience” [1, 29].

This view once again confirms that the process of creating and transferring meanings cannot be consid-
ered only in one dimension, but the presence, position and communicative situation of all participants should
be taken into account, including the addressee of the message of the text, and the text itself as a full-fledged
participant.
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Research materials and methods

E. Benveniste, initiating the development of a linguistic understanding of discourse, referred to the fact
that linguistics as a science is distinguished by the presence of meaning, which is an “elusive” element, and
it’s “subjective, not amenable to classification” [2, 41]. Without giving a complete interpretation at that time,
E. Benveniste, however, introduces the influence of the human factor into linguistics, suggesting that dis-
course should be understood as an “empirical object”, living and voluminous, that is, something more than a
simple “sum of phrases” [3, 124]. Continuing this thought, Benveniste gives to the language the place of an
instrument of mediation, with the help of which linguistics, as a link, organizes cooperation between many
other humanities. To do this, linguistics must “clarify the method used to study and emotional content”,
while it is the language that serves as “a mean of expressing the emotional content” [2, 45]. Moreover, Ben-
veniste not only tries to define and give the concept of discourse, but also reflects on the method associated
with its application, indicating that it should use data from other sciences, such as psychology, that is, in-
clude observation and analysis.

In Van Dyck's definition, discourse is a “complex communicative event”, while itshcomplexity is en-
sured by the inclusion, in addition to the text, of extralinguistic factors that are extremely,important and
“necessary for understanding the text” [4, 7]. Thus, discourse is “a speech flow, a(language in its constant
movement”, and in this flow, which incorporates many factors (historical backgtound, social norms, public
and private attitudes, personal position of communicants), “the mentality and culture are reflected, both na-
tional and universal, and individual, private” [5, 47].

We can also recall the definition of Yu.S. Stepanov, who calls discourSe “a language in a language”,
and thus gives it the place of a “special world”, a specific social phenomenon‘that is distinguished by its own
rules [6, 45].

With all the variety of definitions that discourse, as an interdiseiplinary phenomenon, is assigned in var-
ious scientific fields, it still seems possible to single out an invariant meaning. Many definitions of discourse
come together at the point where discourse is understood as ‘‘speech in action”: that is, it takes into account
the fact that human speech and the texts created with itshelp ¢annot be perceived in isolation from the uni-
versal human factors that accompany the processiof generating these texts. Moreover, the main purpose of
discourse is not only to convey meanings at all levels. High priority is given to the main goal, namely the
achievement of understanding in the process of dialogues or polylogues between all communicants. It is un-
derstanding that creates a holistic communicative case from a single text. Moreover, it is precisely the focus
on achieving mutual understanding that“makes, discourse the central crossroads at which the interests of
many sciences meet, including linguistictones. [7, 10].

Here it should be noted that in'this study we set the task not only to consider discourse as a phenome-
non, but also to apply a discursive prism in‘relation to translation. Studying and analyzing the research litera-
ture and various comments and statements of researchers regarding discourse as an ontological and practical
basis for the theory and practice of literary translation, we set ourselves the task of tracing the trend of form-
ing a new approach to translation studies based on a lively and changeable dialogue between participants in
the translation process.

Results and their discussion

Consideration of linguistic processes through the concept and process of formation and development of
various types.of discourses is no longer a new phenomenon. On the other hand, given the interdisciplinary
and multi=vector nature of the concept of discourse, researchers discover new facets of its application as a
base and as ainethod for various types of practices, including translation.

Taking into account the fact that translation acts as a process of intercultural and interlingual communi-
cation, the discursive factor implies that the communicants will initially have some points of contact in the
most background areas, in particular, common cultural values, which will ensure their common interest in
the topic under consideration and will allow them to come to a conclusion, understanding of meaning even in
the absence of exact equivalents. The translator must certainly take into account the discursive component of
translation in the decision-making process.

N.S. Avtonomova, in the course of working on translations of French-language texts, offers a number of
internal observations expressed in the form of translational reflections, and comes to the conclusion that all
cultural factors in translation, the so-called “atoms of culture”, are in fact not “indivisible” and in fact “fit
into the context of speech or discursive practices”. Thus, when translating Foucault's texts, the translator
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came to the conclusion that discourse in the understanding of the philosopher does not directly belong to the
sphere of the logical or proper linguistic, but represents a kind of common field for the interaction of lan-
guage and cognition. Discursive practices not only do not exclude the inclusion of other types of social prac-
tice, but, on the contrary, rely on such inclusion, referring to the study of relationships with them [8, 26].

Analyzing the translation discourse, L. Kushnina and E. Alikina fill it with a different meaning, arguing
that “translation discourse can take on different forms” and that “one of the forms of its manifestation is the
translation space, which includes six fields: three fields of subjects of translation communication (author,
translator, recipient) and three text fields (meaningful, energetic, phatic)” [9, 47]. Such a model of the trans-
lation space is proposed, in each field of which “its own meanings are formed (factual, modal, reflective,
emotive-empathic, cultural, individually-figurative)” [ibid.].

It is quite understandable that the practice of translating literary texts with an emphasis on the discur-
sive factor has historically become more widespread at a time when exclusively linguistic methods have al-
ready shown themselves to be insufficiently valid for translation that requires taking intolaccount,extralin-
guistic factors. There was a need to understand the background environment that accompaniesithe process of
creating and perceiving texts and their meanings, the need for translators to apply not only knowledge«f the
language, but also translation empathy, to develop a sense of the situation and the ability to interpret and rep-
resent possible reactions of communicants, whose values and norms based on specifiescultural codes. More-
over, working with literary texts set the translators the task of conveying not only the ethmic-cultural, histori-
cal or geographical value of the translated works, but also transferring the linguistic .elements that formed the
aesthetics of the text as unharmed as possible.

The use of discourse analysis in the process of translating a literary text allows the translator not only to
accurately convey the linguistic content, but also to “revive” the text by understanding and transferring the
specific levels of behavior and experiences of the characters in the storys Due to the fact that the translator
manages to preserve the background atmosphere, the addressee,getsiaccess to deeper meanings, and in this
case we can talk about the transfer of all levels of content, avhich ¢ontributes to the achievement of the main
goal of the discourse — to ensure understanding between the participants in communication.

If we consider the discursive approach to translation as a multi-stage practice, it is necessary to single
out a sequence of a number of steps in it. First of all, the translator works with general information that is
supplied in the source text, which means that at this stagethe translator himself acts as a reader and address-
ee. This stage is often undeservedly deprived(of the attention of researchers in the field of translation didac-
tics, although, in fact, it is the key one. Achieving an understanding between the author and the translator is
paramount in order to ensure that an understanding is reached between the author and the final recipient of
the text. Thus, here we are dealing avith the type of information that can be called the “discourse-forming
reality of the author” [10, 26].

The next task for the translator will'be to search for invariant concepts and fragments of the text, which
initially helped him to get an idea ofithe main ideas and images of the text, and select the most important
among them — that is, thosesthat will help the reader of the translation to immerse himself in the content.
Such “nodal” components of thedext will allow in the future not only to understand the text, but also to rea-
son about it.

The final stépjas arule, is the technical work to find equivalents and the subsequent selection of strate-
gies for working withispecific non-equivalent vocabulary, the proper design of creative and aesthetic means,
and the transfer of the author's style.

Based on the semantic openness of the basic concept, we believe it is possible to offer the following in-
terpretation of/the “translation discourse”, the content of which can be represented as a combination of the
following sixX components:

(1) translation paradigms in their current and retrospective state;

(2) interlingual translation technique: models, principles, means and methods;

(3) corpora of translation texts, as well as formed corpora of parallel texts of originals and translations
in different combinations of language pairs, regardless of the time of creation of translations;

(4) translation practices, including the legal status of translators involved in different industry practices,
code(s) and principles of ethics, translator forums;

(5) diversified educational infrastructure

(6) socio-cultural context of interaction between translators, editors, employers and recipients of the
translation product [11, 137].
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As K. Littau notes, in the age of postmodernity we can no longer perceive translation as a thoughtless
copying or reproduction of the original, but on the contrary, translation turns into a process of transformation
of conceptual content, moreover, the translator often recreates the original in all of its “plural” understand-
ings and interpretations. That means translator works with the original meaning as with multilayered and
continuously developing phenomenon [12, 435].

Such an approach helps to look at translation as a kind of conditional crossroad, where the paths of mul-
tiple meanings diverge. This perception implies that the original text itself is no longer inviolable and the
translator's intervention in it is legalized.

Earlier researchers have already spoken about such intervention of the translator. For example, repre-
sentatives of the Skopos theory spoke about the overthrow of the original from the throne (“dethroning”),
relying on the emphasis on the pragmatics of the text (meaning, that the aim justifies the means)

Here we must understand that a discursive approach to the text does not mean the legalization of an ab-
solutely free translation, depending on the personal preferences of the translator. On the‘contrary;, the dis-
course asks questions: “Why is it written this way and not otherwise?”” or “Why were thes¢ words chosen in
this order?” That is, the discursive approach involves a holistic and comprehensive analysis of both'thedstruc-
ture of the original text and the way it is presented, the communicative task, style,ghetoricaliconstructions
used, etc.

Conclusion

The very nature of the linguistic sign in the function, that the literary text'implements, implies the pas-
sage of meaning through the process of interpretation. No translation i§ completely identical to the original,
since it goes through understanding and interpretation, carriedsout.in accordance with the conscious or un-
conscious intention of the translator and his understanding of thejoriginal text. The translator voluntarily or
involuntarily becomes one of the communicants in the polylogue between the author of the original text, its
interpreter and the addressee. At the same time, different shades of meaning will be dictated by the author's
intention, deep meanings, perception, cultural background, personal experience and memory of generations
for each of the participants. At the same time, the activity of a literary translator has a specific nature, since
the translator acts not just as a mediator in the process of implementing intercultural contact, but creates a
new piece, that can be considered valuable by the standards of the receiving culture, so translator acts as a
co-author when creating a new fact of literaryeality.

At that point it’s crucial to understand, that practice of literary translation is predominantly built on a
discursive basis, because it is precisely whentworking with literary texts that it is important to achieve such a
result in which the reader, when reading oriotherwise perceiving the translation, has the feeling of a personal
meeting with both the narraton,and the characters of the work, and in his perception and consciousness,
scenes are recreated, the atmosphere, symbolism and content of which are closest to the atmosphere, symbol-
ism and content of the scenes described in the original language. Thus, the translator is responsible in some
sense to reincarnate, merge with the author or temporarily become his full-fledged representative.

A significantidifference in.the discursive activity of a translator of fiction lies precisely in the process of
co-authorship with the original author, while maintaining the goal of achieving a “meeting” of the author
with his reader. Atithe same time, the work created by the translator can be independent in the understanding
of the perceiving culture. To solve problems related to the discursive nature of literary translation, the trans-
lator pérforms anumber of operations based on selected strategies, the choice of which, on the one hand,
may. seemqarbitrary, and, on the other hand, is determined both by the norms and specifics of the host culture
and by the individual priorities of the translator.

The equivalence of a translation in its standard sense is perceived as a criterion for the compliance of
the translation text with the author's intention. But from the standpoint of semiotics, such equivalence is dif-
ficult to achieve due to the fact that we must recognize the subjectivism and relativity of the translational
projection of the original. The translated text exists only as long as it is placed in a specific translation situa-
tion and connected to the understanding and perception of the reader or listener, that is, at the moment of
dialogue with the recipient. The concept of adequacy is also based on the assumption that there is content in
the text, the message of which can be successfully and smoothly combined with the author's intention, but we
understand that this condition is extremely difficult to meet.

Thus, the relative possibility of achieving a hypothetical level of equivalence and adequacy in the pro-
cess of translation is directly related to the level of compatibility of the discursive environments of the au-
thor, translator and reader. In this case, the consideration of translation practice from the point of view of
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discourse allows us to move away from the plane of context into a living and dynamic dimension of mean-
ing, its development and transfer.
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C.K. Kum

Kepkem aynapMaHbIH, Ka3ipri TeOpusiCbIHbIH HeTi3i peTiHaeri
AUCKYPCHUBTIK TI:Kipuode

MakayiaHbIH MaKcaThl — KOPKEM ayfapMa MoceleNIepiH TeK JTMHTBUCTHKAIBIK HeMece MOJIeHHeTapablK FaHa
eMec, TUCKypCHBTI OHTQIOTHACHL Oap TaxipnbOe periHze KapacTelpy. Kasipri yakpITTa aymapma TEOPHSCHI
ayZapMaHbBl T€K MOTiHMEH JKYMBIC ICTEY eJIIIEMiHeH KapacTHIPAaTHIH TalayJaH alllakTan, 0acka Tiln MeH
MOJICHUETKE aybICKAH MAarblHAHBIH KOHTEKCTIK Ma3MyHBIH KeJeMIIK ejlieMae Tannayra Oer Oypyna.
AynapMa{Toxipube PEEiHZ€ KONTEreH JMHIBUCTHKAIBIK JOHE SKCTPAJMHIBUCTHKANBIK (DaKTOpIapabl
KaMTHTBIH JUCKYPCIbl TYABIPAThIH OacTamkel HyKTe Oosia amajsl. 3epTrey OapbIChIHIA TaKBIPBINTHIH
3epTTeNyili, aHbIKTay YIIiH OHOMHOrpadusiIbK Tanaay, COHBIMEH Karap AMCKYPCHBTI ayaapMma ToxipuOeci
TaJlay CHSAKIBI 9ficTep KOJAHBUIABL. bynm IHCKypc TYpFBICEIHAH ayjapMara JIeTeH Ke3Kapac aynaapy
MYMKIHZITT HEeMece MYMKIH eMecTiriHe OallflaHBICTBI KaTaH AMIEMMaJaH apbulyFa MYMKIHZIIK Oepeni.
Harmxecinae/ inckypcuBTi TOXIpHOe aynapManbl OasHAay OipaeH OipHelle JeHreie oTeTiH JMHAMUKAIBIK
Hpomeec peTiHIe KapacThIpyFa MYMKIHIIK Oepai, Oy eHl TeK SKBHBAICHTTUIIKKE KOJI JKETKI3y CYpaKTapbl
apKBUIBI ayJapMa CamachlH aHBIKTAYJbIH ChIHU KAKCTTUICIHIH YKOKTBIFBIH OUIAIpeNi Jen KOPBITHIHIBI
yKkacayfra 0omazbl.

Kinm co3dep: aynmapma TEOPHSCHI, JHHTBUCTHKAIBIK TEOPHsl, IHCKYPC, KOPKEM ayaapMa, IHMCKYPCHBTIK
TXipube, ayaapMma Tacinaepi, JUCKYPCUBTIK Talaay.

C. Kum

JAMcKypcUBHAs NPAKTHKA KAK OCHOBAHUE COBPEMEHHOM TEOPUH
XYA0KEeCTBEHHOI0 IepeBoaa

Ienpro HacToALIEH CTaTbU SABIAETCS PACCMOTPEHUE BOIIPOCOB XYA0KECTBEHHOI'O IIEpEBOJA KaK MPAKTUKH,
KOTOpas SIBISIETCA HE TOJIBKO JIMHTBUCTHYECKON MM MEXKYIbTYPHOH, HO M UMEET JUCKYpPCHBHYIO OHTOJIO-
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ruio. B HacTosmee BpeMs mepeBoAdIecKas TEOPHsl OTXOAUT OT aHAIN3a IIEPeBOIa TOJIBKO B H3MEPEHUH pabo-
THI C TEKCTOM, TE€PEMEINasiCh K aHAIN3y B 00bEMHOM M3MEPEHHH KOHTEKCTHOTO COIEPKAHHUS CMBICIA, Iepe-
HOCHMOTO B HHOH SI3BIK M KyJIbTYpY. [lepeBon, kKak MpakTHKa, CIOCOOEH M caM CTAaHOBHTHCS OTIPABHOH TOU-
KO, TIOPOXK Aol TUCKYPC, TIPH ITOM BOBJIEKasi MHO)KECTBO JIMHIBUCTHYECKHX M YKCTPATUHIBUCTHYECKHX
(axTopoB. B nporecce JaHHOTO HMCCIEI0BaHUS IPUMEHSUIICH TAKWE METOABI, Kak Onbmuorpapudeckuii pas-
60p C LEbI0 ONpeNeNeHIs U3YYEHHOCTH TeMbI, a TaKKe aHAIU3 AUCKYPCHBHOH MEPEeBOTYECKON MPAKTUKH.
VIMeHHO TOZXO K MEepeBOAYy C TOUKHU 3pEHHs JUCKYpCca MO3BOJSIET OTOWTH OT PUTHIHOW TUIEMMBI, CBSI3aH-
HOH C TIepeBOANMOCTBIO HIIHM HETIEPeBOANMOCTBIO. B pe3ynbTaTe MOXKHO cenaTh BEIBOJ O TOM, YTO IHUCKYP-
CHBHas PAKTHKa IT03BOJIIET B3IVIAHYTh Ha MepeBO]] KaK Ha AMHAMHYHBIN IPOIIecc, B KOTOPOM HappaTHB pas-
BOPaYMBAETCS Cpa3y Ha HECKOJIBKHX YPOBHSX, a 3HAUHUT, YK€ HET KPUTUIECKOH HEOOXOIUMOCTH ONIpEeeIsITh
Ka4eCcTBO TIePEBOA TOJIBKO BOIIPOCAMHE JOCTIKEHHS SKBUBAJICHTHOCTH.

Knrouesvie cnosa: TE€OpUA NEPEBOAA, JJUHIBUCTUYECCKAA TCOpUA, NUCKYPC, XyI[O)KeCTBCHHBIﬁ IepeBoa, auc-
KypCHUBHas IpaKTUKa, NIEPEBOAYECKUE IMTOAXOIBI, I[I/ICKprI/IBHBIﬁ aHaJInu3.
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