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Translation as a complex dual process incorporating linguistic and cultural transfer
of the source text meaning and intention in the target text has come to be frequently
recognized by researchers as inevitably bound up with a socially regulated practice and
tradition. The article deals with those sociolinguistic concerns which came into the
limelight with the development of a new disciplinary approach to translation studies —
translation sociology. This interdisciplinary science focuses on delivering the impact of
certain social factors (social status, social roles, gender, age, the place of origin, ethnicity)
on language variation in different communicative situations.

There have been outlined the following major sociolinguistic concerns related to
translation practice: the representation of social stratification of the source culture in the
target text; the preservation of a source language set of socio-semiotic parameters of field,
tenor and mode in the target language; adherence to certain social norms of translation as
to society-generated stereotypical approaches to the allowed degree of adaptation of
source texts. The demonstration of social realia of the source language is hindered by the
discrepancy in the segmentation / hierarchy of the social order immanent in both cultures,
the fact inducing dynamic (or communicative) translation as the most efficient tactic of a
translator and drawing in functional analogues — as a translation technique.
Sociolinguistic facet of translation as a communicative process embedded in a social
situation presupposes interpreting a communicative act as an interplay of socio-semiotic
parameters so as to keep up the tonality of the source text, the latter ensuing from the
actants’ roles balance and their being geared towards the addressee’s expectations. The
solution to the problem of social norms of translation is deemed arbitrary regarding an
aesthetic translation tradition of a culture.

Keywords: translation sociology, sociolinguistic concerns, social factors, socio-
semiotic parameters, social norm of translation.

Translation as an interpretive activity is aimed at informing addressees of what
someone else has said, written or thought in another language. Yet, the very nature of the
translator and translation process itself has become subject to considerable influences on
the part of the increasingly globalized world of today. Translation studies (hereafter TS),
consequently, must tackle new theoretical foundations to tap its own discourses with a view
to broadening the scope of the discipline.

Translation practice has existed for millennia, simultaneously incorporating and
contributing to both linguistic and cultural transfer. Understanding by culture the entire
ways of people — the patterns of their customs, traditions, social habits, values, beliefs and
language varieties of society — we can then arrive at grasping translation as reproducing in
the target language not only the intended meaning but also the intended effect albeit both
may well be hindered by cultural differences.
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The relevance of the research is determined by the necessity to identify the
structure and contents of a theoretical framework for an emerging discipline of TS.

Since the discipline of TS witnessed its rise in the late 60’s, there has been a sequence
of paradigmatic shifts within the framework of its concerns, what with the various aspects
and forms of communication shaping the issues dealt with in the sphere of TS and calling
for TS expansion beyond disciplinary boundaries [1, p. 131]. However, for a quite long
historical spell, the process of translation was considered immune to any impacts of social
factors. It is only in the 1990s that the systematic study of translation from a sociological
perspective came up and is currently moving towards the center stage of TS.

The aim of the article is to analyze the spectrum of the main sociolinguistic
concerns within the current translation practice research by outlining the central questions
of the comparatively new discipline — translation sociology.

Attaining this objective requires completing the tasks of: identifying the spheres of
competence of Sociolinguistics in order to be provided with guidelines along which
linguistic and cultural transfer may witness certain translation challenges; defining the
zones of overlap between Sociolinguistics and TS; tackling translation-related
sociolinguistic issues in terms of their content and problem points.

Results of the research. The view of translation as a socially regulated activity
brings about changes in approaches to the reasons conditioning a translation process.
Modern TS set great store by the influence exerted by the interlocutors’ social status, social
roles and their standing in society on the language and, which is more, on delivering that
influence in another culture. Admittedly, social class, ethnicity, gender, age, place of origin
and professional affiliation lead to language alterations in the variety we speak. Thus,
sociology of translation recognizes that translation in the target language must adequately
reflect through finely selected language items those multiple meanings that are negotiated
by participants functioning in multiple roles within an environment of social and cultural
dimensions. Sociology of translation shifts the focus from texts to the translators and their
roles, on the one hand, and the social networks and their implications and profound effects
on the language, on the other.

Sociolinguistics as a science is capable of providing us with both general translation
theory and partial translation theories [2, ¢.212] “restricted according to medium (human vs.
machine translation), area (specific linguistic or cultural groups), rank (focusing on
specific linguistic levels, such as that of the word or the sentence), text-type (dealing with
specific genres, for instance literary vs. business translation), time (dealing with particular
periods of time) and problem (dealing with a specific translation problem, such as metaphor
translation)” [3, p.1] Dwelling on the problems connected with the social nature of a
language, its social functions, the mechanism of impact of social factors on the language
and the role of a language in the life of society [4, p.176], Sociolinguistics is basically
concerned with the effect of particular kinds of social situations on the language structure
(e.g. language contact studies focusing on the origin and the linguistic composition of
pidgin and creole languages); the uses of language as an activity in its own right
(vocabulary or sentence structure induced by culture-specific values, norms of politeness,
status); the specific patterns and social rules for conducting conversation and discourse
(opening and closing remarks, the rules of conversational turn-taking etc); language
management according to cultural backgrounds and goals of interaction (the study of
mixed-gender vs single-gender conversations, language acquisition through child-caring,
language change and neologisms). Thus, addressing the social aspects of translation,
researchers traditionally draw on the problematic framework in question.

Among the major sociolinguistic concerns related to TS it’s worth mentioning the
following:

o translation as the reflection of the social world in the process of cross-cultural
communication;

o translation as a socially determined communicative act;

e social norms of translation [5, c. 17].
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The first problem is characterized by such two aspects as the delivery in the target
text (hereafter TT) the source language sociocultural realia and the representation of the
social stratification of the source culture through target language sociolinguistic variables.
The preservation of social realia of the source language is quite often challenged by the
discrepancy in the very segmenation of a fabric of society whose culture is to be transferred
into the target language: its class structure, the number of regional dialects, the repertoire of
professional and group lects, the weight of gender factor in the general layout of social
interaction etc. Hence, a question of pragmatics of translation arises which has been
variously treated by scholars involved in TS.

Understanding by the adequate translation the ability to maintain the
communicative effect of the source text (hereafter ST), a famous American translatologist
Eugene Nida argues that what is attained in the result is conveying the ST message in the
TT as naturally as possible [6]. The scholar calls this translation procedure “dynamic
equivalence” opposing it to “formal equivalence” whose result is the TT resembling the ST
in both form and content. In Peter Newmark’s terms Nida’s “dynamic equivalence” is
replaced by “communicative translation” which concentrates on effect [7]. The author
stresses that communicative translation looks towards the needs of the addressees, thus
trying to satisfy them as much as possible unlike “semantic translation” that looks back at
the ST and tries to retain its characteristics. In this respect, communicative translation tends
to undertranslate and be smoother, more instant and easier to comprehend. In relation to
expressing in the target language means those linguistic varieties that deviate from the
norm, i.e. sociolects and dialects, communicative translation seems to be invariably traced
to spotting functional analogues. The range of social facets reflected in a language and
faced by a translator may include socially marked units such as abbreviations, various
sociologemes, ergonyms, equivalent-lacking words, socially marked phraseology (adages
and sayings) etc. Researchers who have delved into the realm in question [8; 9; 10; 11; 12]
claim that in many cases the translator has to resort to a variety of compensation techniques
while interpreting and translating foreign cultures, thus performing cultural translation
rather than a translation as a strictly linguistic tool.

As vivid evidence for the stated above, the social dialect of Cockney and ways of
its rendering from English into Ukrainian might come in handy. Cockney is a language
variety of a lower social rank with its own pragmatic and linguistic peculiarities, expressive
potential and situation-induced occurrence. Being a sociolinguistic phenomenon, Cockney
bears a lot of extralinguistic information, whose delivery is even more vital than that of
linguistic features proper [13, c. 186]. Thus, while picking up appropriate equivalents for
those language units which carry with them sociocultural loading a translator cannot but be
focused on the efficient ways of overcoming hindrances related to the culture gap. The
latter can be attained through utilization of the social markers that unequivocally signal in
the target language means lower ranks of society yet by no means are capable of getting
across the idiosyncrasy of the sociolect discussed. For instance, certain deviations from
lexical and grammatical norms of Standard English which manifest themselves in Cockney
(such as the misusage of the possessive pronoun “my” in the form of “me”; or that of the
negative forms “isn’t”, “am not” as “ain’t”; or functioning of past participles instead of the
past simple form of verbs) can only be redressed at the expense of the following
compensation technique — the delivery of the original through the counterpart sociolects
(lower social rank lects) in the target language. Thus, the resulting translation is admittedly
sure to abound with dialect forms and ways of expression, colloquialisms, vulgarisms,
lexical units of phatic communication peculiar for the Ukrainian vernacular language.

The second problem which stems from treating the process of translation as a
socially determined communicative act can well be dealt with if we apply Michael
Halliday’s approach to the written language in linguistics. With the introduction of the term
“social semiotics” into linguistics, any language has come to be understood as a set of
resources whereby the speaker operates in a particular social context [14]. Thus, according
to the scholar, situation is interpreted by means of a conceptual framework comprising the
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terms “field”, “tenor” and “mode”, where “field” stands for the whole complex of social
actions taking place between interlocutors under certain circumstances (who is exchanging
meanings, where, when and for what purposes); “tenor” describes the type of roles’
relations and their structure (social relationship between the interactants: that of power,
formality, affection etc); “mode” reflects the way the speech is utilized, including medium
and the rhetorical mode (expository, instructive, persuasive, etc). As a corollary of the
above, the multidimensionality of language being embodied in the functional style
(register), genre, language and speech norms of social interaction, none of these parameters
can be changed in translation because, ultimately, they make up the functional force of the
text, so important from the point of view of pragmatics. Disregard of the style or register
produces a strange impact upon the receptor.

As an example, we offer to consider the way the specific mode, namely
professional IT jargon, and the tenor of formality have been rendered from English into
Ukrainian in the following extracts: “This includes inline content, pop-ups, information
bars, off-site marketing, and more” — “Ile moxce Oymu enympiwniii Konmenm, nonanc
(cnnugHi 6ikHa, THpopmayitini 610Ky, nozacaumosuil mapkemune i 6azamo iHwozo”, the
Ukrainian version being characterized by the extended structural pattern due to the added
explicatory word combination “cruiuni Bikna” to the transliterated “momamc” that may
confound non-conversant readers, although such an addition may seem somewhat
redundant taking into account the target readership of “The CISCO Preparation Manual for
the Certified Testing”. Professional IT jargon as a language code tightly tied to a rigidly
defined domain of human activity manifests itself mainly in the expository or instructive
rhetorical modes which are amply displayed in the passive constructions in the English
language, the latter being rendered by means of the indefinite personal sentences in
Ukrainian, for instance: «This technique can also be used if you are not satisfied with the
video quality» -- «Ifeit memoo makodic MOdNCHA BUKOPUCINOBYBAIMU, SAKUO 8U HE 3A0080NCHI
AKICMIO 8i0€0 ).

The third problem is tied to the conceptualization of translation as a social practice
and related to such “under-researched fields of study as institutions of translators’ training,
professional institutions and their impact on translation practices, working conditions,
questions of ethics in translation, political aspects of translation, and many more” [1, p.
133]. Social norms of translation present the cumulation of the most general rules vital for
the implementation of certain translation strategies. These rules reveal those restraints that
are imposed on a translator by a culture. A prominent scholar in TS Andre Lefevere claims
translations to invariably be a form of some transformation and rewriting, likening them to
a sort of the afterlife of the original as well as attributing to them the ability to introduce
new ideas, concepts and perspectives [15]. In terms of the possible translation strategies to
be pursued there exists a hypothetical continuum, at one end of which there is an approach
pinned down by Lawrence Venuti: “Translation is the forcible replacement of the linguistic
and cultural differences of the foreign text with a text that is intelligible to the translating-
language reader” [16, p. 14] while at the opposite end — a tendency to foreignization of the
“final product” so that readers could feel the alien touch and exoticity to the full. The
solution to the problem remains arbitrary resting on an aesthetic translation tradition of a
culture and the issue itself pertains to the ever-lasting paradoxical requirements to the
products of translation, namely to be felt as both the original and the translation version
simultaneously.

Conclusions. Having gradually developed for over two decades, sociology of
translation has finally occupied its deserved central place in TS. As a result of this
disciplinary shift, sociolinguistic aspects of translation theory are now tackled through the
prism of socially determined communicative acts, social norms of translation and the
translation process reflecting the social hierarchy of society. The objects of study
encompass various types of pragmatic factors that impact on the essence of translation as a
communicative process: pragmatics of the ST, pragmatics of the TT, the former being
represented in its functional style while the latter — levelled at the receptors’ cultural
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expectations; the translator’s bias towards the target audience; the pragmatics of ST and TT
language units which correlates with social and situation stratification of the source lexis.
The paradigm in question faces certain challenges in its further development such as
elaboration of terminology and research methods. In summary, sociology of translation
poses a new perspective to TS and enriches the theoretical framework of the discipline.
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Iepexnao sk ckaadHuil OyaricmuyHull npoyec, wo IHKOPROPYE NiH2BICMUYHUL ma
KYIbMYPONOSIYHULL ACHeKmU nepeoayi 3HAYeHHs ma IHmeHYyii mexcmy Mo8u OpUSIHATY
M08010 nepekaady, ece uacmiuie YC8IOOMMOEMbCA HAYKOBOI CHIIbHOMOIO AK He8i0 €MHA
YACTNUHA COYIANbHOL NPAKMUKY I mpaouyii.

Y cmammi oxpecneno mi coyionineeicmuuni npobremu, SKi nocmanu nepeo
nepeknaoauamu y 38 3Ky 3 po36UMKOM HO8020 OUCYUNIIHAPHO20 NIOX00Y 00 Nepekiady —
nepexnaoayvkoi  coyionoeii. ILln  mincoucyunninapua Hayka —cmasumos )y QOKyc
00CNIOHUYBKOT y8azu NUMAHHA 8i000PAdNCEHH ¥ NepeKaadi Gnauey makux COYianbHUX
YUHHUKIG, AK COYIANbHULL CMamyc, COYianvbHi poai, 2enoep, 6iK, Micye NOX00INCeHHs,
EeMHIYHA NPUHATIEIICHICMb MOWO0 HA 8aAPIAMUEHICMb MOGHOI peanizayii y pi3HUX CUmyayisax
CRINKY8anHA. K OCHOBHI cOYioniHe8icmMUYHI NpoOiemMu, W0 NO8’A3aHi i3 NepeKiaooM,
OKpecileHo Mmaki: nepedaua coyianbHoi JiticHocmi, 8mineHol y Mo8i opuzinany, 3acobamu
MO8U nepeknady; 30epedxceHHs y MO8 nepexnady COYianbHO-CeMIOMUYHUX NaApamMempie
NOs, MOHANLHOCHI MA MOOYCA MOBU OPUSIHATLY, OOMPUMAHHSA NEGHUX COYIANbHUX HOPM
nepexknaoy AK NpoOUKMOBAHUX NEBHUM COYIYMOM CMEPeomunHux nioxodig@ 00 cmyneHs
aoanmayii nepexradauem mekcmie nepekiady. Ilepedaua coyianenoi OiticHocmi M06010
nepexaaoy nepeuwKoONCACmbCsi PO3XOONCEHHAMU Y COYIATbHOMY YNeHy8anHi / iepapxii, ujo
HasiGHI Yy 080X KyIbmypax, y 36’513Ky 3 4HuM HateexmueHiuon nepekiadaybkoio
maxkmukolo 6yoe SUKOPUCMAHHA OUHAMIYHO20 (ab0 KOMYHIKAMUEHO20) nepexkiaoy, d
nputiomom — niodip Qyukyionanvhux ananoeie. Coyioninesicmuyna npooiema nepexkiaoy
AK CUMYAMUBHO20 KOMYHIKAMUBHO20 npoyecy nepeobaydae po3yMiHHA KOMYHIKAMUEHOZ0
akmy K CYKYNHOCMI COYIANbHO-CEMIOMUYHUX Napamempis O 30epedCcenHs y MOGL
nepexnaoy moHaibHOCMI MeKCmy OPUSIHANLY, KA 8USHAYAEMbCA POTbOSUMU BIOHOCUHAMU
MIJDC  AKMaHmamu ma YCMAHOBKOW OCMAHHIX Ha c8020 adpecamad. Bupiwenns
nepeKknaoaybko20 NUMAHHA COYIATbHOI HOpMU NepeKaady MpaKmyemvcs K O08LIbHe,
38aCAIOYU HA NEPEKIA0AYbKY eCIMemuK)y Hayii.

Knrouosi cnoea: nepexnadayvka coyionocis, coyioninegicmuuni npooéaemu,
coyianbHi YUHHUKU, COYIATLHO-CEMIOMUYHT napamempu, CoOYianbHa HOpMA nepexkiacy
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