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Summary. The present paper discusses the semantic
changes inherent in the internal grammaticalization that have
led to the systemic grammatical transformations in the trans-
lation process. The paper addresses translation as a transfer
of meanings from one language to another, but rather as an are-
na in which different language paradigms and cultural models
meet in the person of the translator. This perspective provides
a complete contrast to Western translation studies — haracterize
za or non-translatibility and focuses on the ways of rendering
the English category of perfect verb form into the Ukrainian
category of the indefinite verb form. The article reveals a dis-
tinct tradition grappling with the most important topics in lan-
guage development and translation studies.
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Introduction. The meaning of a linguistic sign is general-
ized by a reduction of its intension and a corresponding widening
of its extension. The meaning of a linguistic sign consists of a set
of propositions, in the logical sense of the term [16, p. 43, p. 401;
13]. There are two mainstream explanations of grammaticalisation
processes: Generative (formalist) accounts regard them as reflec-
tions of structural reanalysis through parametric change during lan-
guage acquisition, resulting in recategorisation of lexical elements
as functional heads in syntactic structure. Functionalist approaches
focus on performance, arguing that speakers tend to either improve
expressiveness or economise speech production by varying the ap-
plication of the rules of grammar, which may result in haracterize
zation and finally even change the rules of grammar or create new
functional elements. This paper is intended to integrate the advan-
tages of both approaches. Basically, it is argued that performance
based haracterize zation plays a central role for grammaticalisation
[15, p. 201] by providing the linguistic preconditions for recate-
gorisation of lexical elements as functional ones, or semi-functional
elements as fully functional ones. The desemanticization (or dese-
mantization) of a sign is an extreme generalization of its meaning,
to the extent that only very generic predicates remain in its inten-
sion. The other engine of the language development is lexicalization
as opposition to grammaticalization Bauer makes it quite clear that
“lexicalization ... is essentially a diachronic process, but the traces
it leaves in the form of lexicalized lexemes have to be dealt with in
a synchronic grammar” 3, p. 50]. He distinguishes five types which
will be considered in the following, namely: phonological, morpho-
logical, semantic, syntactic, and mixed lexicalization.

Discussion. A century ago Antoine Meillet, in his work L’évo-
lution des Formes Grammaticales, coined the term grammaticaliza-
tion to describe the process through which linguistic forms evolve
from a lexical to a grammatical status. It was Meillet’s term that would
come to haracterize what is now a whole field of study in historical
language change. For now, many linguists will probably agree that
one of the most prominent developments is found in the expansion
of Meillet’s definition by Kurytowicz [13] grammaticalization is that

subset of linguistic changes whereby lexical material in highly con-
strained pragmatic and morphosyntactic contexts becomes grammat-
ical, and grammatical material becomes more grammatical [5, p. 17]
(Traugott, 1996: 183). Over the last ten years, studies on grammat-
icalization inspired by the usage-based and construction grammar
insights, became increasingly interested in the notion of language
chance which currently occurs (De Smet 2012, Fischer 2007).

Grammaticalization is a process in which grammar elements
that appear in the process of desemantization obtain new grammat-
ical functions. According to this, it is possible to say that due to
desemantization, the functional (grammatical) meaning emerges in-
stead of the diminished lexical one. Grammaticalization is a histor-
ical process in which grammar elements that appear in the process
of desemantization obtain new grammatical functions. According to
this, it is possible to say that due to desemantization, the functional
(grammatical) meaning emerges instead of the diminished lexical
one [17,p. 35].

The desemanticizationof a sign of an extreme generalization
of its meaning, to the extent that only very generic predicates re-
main in its intension. Assuming an ontology in the form of a tax-
onomy, extremely general and abstract concepts such as ‘entity’,
‘action’, ‘relation’ etc. are at its top. These are, at the same time,
typical grammatical meanings. Here are some simplified exam-
ples: When the Anglo-Saxon demonstrative that(x) evolves into
the definite article the(x), the semantic component of distal deixis
is lost. Desemantization as a gradual loss of lexical meaning refers
to the main types of changes in the lexical meaning of a word,
leading to grammaticalization [1, p. 32]. But then one can under-
stand a dialectical relationship of desemantization — grammati-
calization. Desemantization is suggested to be an aspect of gram-
maticalization. Hopper and Traugott defined the gramaticalization
as a process during which the lexical units start to perform mor-
phological function.

Gradually they change into morphological formants and gain
the ability to perform new additional morphological functions. In
this case grammaticalization is a part of the process of meaning
change and it is considered as a factor of morphological and lex-
ical systems development. One of the main tendencies which lays
the foundation of the grammaticalization is the meaning change.
Traugott stresses that there is a change from the meaning which
depends on the described situation to the meaning which depends
on context or metalinguistic situation [2, p. 76].

Grammaticalization is traditionally contrasted to lexicalization.
The concept of “lexicalization” refers to the encoding of concep-
tual components in a lexical unit, whether a word or a morpheme,
and the term “lexicalization pattern” refers to regularities in the way
such components are encoded in lexical items and hence distributed
across the constituents of the clause in particular languages. How-
ever, on the linear axis of the language development each can be
treated either causative, or consequential, which depends on the re-
searcher’s objective of investigation
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Corpus analysis. The whole process of grammaticalization
may include several steps of alternate performance based and para-
metric changes.

English may be said to use distinct “grammaticalization and lex-
icalization pattO\erns”. Lexicalization often opposed to Grammati-
calization (a): Lexical items and co(anstructions in certain contexts
become grammatical items, not vice versa ; [9, p. 17-18; see also
Haspelmath 1999, Heine and Kuteva 2002]; (b) Grammaticaliza-
tion involves bonding, coalescence, bleaching = (loss of content
meaning, addition of grammatical meaning). But Lexicalization is
characterized in contradictory ways: (a) Lexicalization = degram-
maticalization (Ramat 1992, 2001; van der Auwera 2002: 111);
(b) Lexicalization involves splitting up of fused elements; increase
in content meaning, loss of grammatical meaning.

Ohl admits that the term grammaticalization is understood not
as the acquisition of grammatical function by contentful lexemes
that by undergoing delexicalization and desemantization change
into grammatical morphemes [16, p. 43]. The process of grammati-
calization is understood broadly as pertaining not to individual lex-
emes or phrases but to whole notional categories [11, p. 91].

Hopper distinguished 5 principles of grammaticalization,
which help to identify it: (1) layering; (2) divergence; 3) specifi-
cation; 4) persistence; 5) de-categorization [9, p. 17fl.].The first
one means that in a language there are several constructions with
analogical or identical function. These constructions are used
with different lexical units, in various contexts, in diverse soci-
olinguistic situations. The main idea of divergence principle is
the initial form of the lexical unit may function in a language
system independently, despite of the fact that simultaneously its
grammaticalized variant is used. In such a case grammaticaliza-
tion is a source of homonymy in a language. The third princi-
ple of specification leads to the contraction of form distribution.
The persistence principle works when the link between the ini-
tial construction content and its grammaticalized version is pre-
served. De-categorization means a shift in a functional and se-
mantic sphere which occurs with the grammaticalized unit. In
the process a language unit loses morphological markers and syn-
tactical characteristics of the lexical parts of speech and gains
the features of the subordinate parts of speech [2, p. 77].

The gradual shift of grammatical chain is from concrete to
abstract, and from content to function words. The driving force
of grammaticalization is metaphorically motivated in human cog-
nition. A common phenomenon in language change is the process
whereby an independent part of speech, like pronoun gradually un-
dergoes semantic bleaching to become a marker of some morpho-
logical feature.

In the process of investigating two parallel texts of the novel
Theatre by W. Somerset Maugham (English and Russian) in
the framework of Translation Studies the way of rendering per-
fect verb forms by Russian past indefinite forms attracted our at-
tention. First, the translator must correlate two different language
systems — analytical and synthetic and, second, s/he musts elab-
orate a set of triggers to transform compound terms into simple
ones, third, to desemantize “secondary” markers of the perfect
form (adverbs) and turn them into the intensifiers of completed
action in Russian. Definitely, it is a simplified algorithm of transla-
tor’s activity — the rendering of the concept of “completed action”
is his/her major objective. We retrieved the first 30 fragments from
the texts, in case of vague cases the context can make the interpre-
tation much easier.

MODEL #1: Present Perfect (ADV) —Present Indefinite +
(PARTICLE

1. I've had a good deal of experience. Y MeHs Takoif OOraTbIi
OTIBIT .

The regular way of translating the present perfect be verb forms
into Russian is employing its omission or explicating with the help
of the be-past form and the adverb NEVER is substituted by the par-
ticle H4 — HE:

2. I’ve never been to a rehearsal in my life. “S eme wu pazy
B JKH3HH HE OBLT HA PETICTAITIH .

MODEL #2: Present Perfect + Adv —Past Indefinite + Adv

3. I've seen it three times already. “Sl BuIEN CUEKTAKIb yKe
Tpu pasa’.

The adverb retained is used as an intensifier of the past action

MODEL #3: Present Perfect —(Present Indefinite) + Adv
(Y)KE)

4. He's been here three days. “On 3necb yxe Tpu JHs"/

The speaker does not use the secondary marker of Perfect action
“already” which is implicit in the context. But the translator under-
lines the duration of action till the moment of speaking.

MODEL #4: PAST PERFECT + ADV — PAST INDEFI-
NITE + ADV.

5. (Julia, however, had insisted that she must have herbedroom
as she liked, and having had exactly the bedroom that pleased her
in the old house in Regents Park) which they had occupied since
the end of the war she brought it over bodily.

“Omnaxo Jlxymus HAcTOANA HA TOM, YTOOBI CHANBHS ObLTa
TaKol, KaK OHA XOUET, M, MOCKOJNBKY e¢ a0CONHTHO yCTpauBajia
CIIAJTbHS B X CTAPOM JIOME B PHIKEHC-TIApK, IIe OHM UM ¢ KOHI[A
BOMHBI, NIEPEBE3Ia €€ CI0A BCIO LIETUKOM .

Here is a regular practice of rendering the preposition since by
its Russian equivalene prefix c-. Cf. The same case with the prepo-
sition for which is rendered by 6 meuenue:

6. Reduced to picture-postcard size it had sold in the provinc-
es for years.

“YMmeHblIEHHAS 10 PA3MEPOB XYA0KECTBEHHOM OTKPBITKH, OHA
B TEUEHHE MHOTHX JIET IPOJABATACH B POBUHIIAH ",

MODEL #5: PAST PERFECT + (FOR) ADV — PAST
INDEFINITE + (X)ADV.

7. She had been with Michael for five years. “Ona npopaboramna
¢ MaiikmnoM nTb ner.

In this case the speaker underlines the duration of an action till
the present moment with the help of the temporal preposition for, in
the translation the preposition is eliminated and the limit of duration
of action is lost either. But the completion of action is rendered with
the prefix npo--. The prefixes of such type are a frequent means
of rendering a perfect action in Russian and Ukrainian, for instance,
paboram: Tmpo-padotan, mepe-paboran, ob6-padoram, 3a-padoran,
c-pabora, etc.

Cf. The adverb ever is rendered by the preposition 6 illus-
trating the phenomenon of cross-language grammaticalization
[19, p. 50].

8. It was the only Shakespearean part she had ever played
“EnuHCTBEHHAS MEKCTPOBCKAA POIb B €€ JKH3HN .

In the following case the adverb never is rendered by the neg-
ative particle

9. It was a pity she had never had a chance of playingRosalind,
she would have looked all right in boy s clothes.

“Yanb, 4To eii He BEIMATO CTy4as CHITpaTh Po3anunmy, et bl
0YEHb MOIITEN MYKCKOH KOCTIOM .

29



ISSN 2409-1154 HaykoBui BicHUK MixHapoAHOro rymaHiTapHoro yHiBepcuteTy. Cep.: dinonorisi. 2018 Ne 35 Tom 2

Note: The completion of action the translator expresses with
the help of the prefix c-, i.e. grammaticalization: Adv NEVER —
Particle HE [18, p. 27].

MODEL #6: Past Perfect Active — Past Indefinite Active

10. All the illustrated papers had given it a full page andthey
had used it on the programmes. “Bce WITIOCTPUPOBAHHBIE TA3€THI
OTJIAJI ¥ 110 TIETOH CTPAHHIIE; €€ MeYaTaTH Ha IPOTpaMMKax”.

11. He had played Romeo at Cambridge, and when he
came down, after a year at a dramatic school, Benson had en-
gaged him. “On urpan Pomeo B KeMOpmmke, n mocie TOro Kak,
OKOHYHMB YHHBEPCHTET, IPOBEN TOI B IPAMATHUECKOH IIKOINE, €ro
aHraxuposan bercon”.

MODEL #7: Past Perfect Passive — Past Indefinite Passive

12. The walls had been panelled (at cost price) by a good
decorator and on them hung engravings of theatrical pictures
by Zoffany and de Wilde. “CreHpl ObUTM OOWIMTHI MaHENAMU
(mo cebecToMMOCTH) XOpOLIMM JEKOpPaTopoM, Ha HHUX BHCENH
TPaBIOPBI Ha TeATPaJIbHBIEC CIOXKETBI, BBINONHEHHbIE S0 dann u Jie
Yaiinpaom”.

The given models illustrate the regular cross-language (mor-
phological) de-grammaticalization: the compound verb form —
simple form. However, the translator employs sets of various trig-
gers to render the ST content into the TT [5, p. 77; 7, p. 39].

Additionally, models 6 and 7 reflect regularities in rendering
the perfect verb form by the past simple verb form.

MODEL # 8: Past Perfect Active —Participial phrase

13. 4 bunch of yellow tulips in a silver bowl, which he had got
through winning the theatrical golf tournament three times running,
showed Margery’s care. “Kentble Tionbnansl B cepeOpsHOil Base,
BIMTPaHHOH MaifKIoM Ha COCTA3aHHSX 10 Tob(y cpefu akTepoB,
CBHJIETENBCTBOBAIHN 0 3a00TMBOCTH Mapmxopn”.

This is the rarest case in our corpus when the translator de-gram-
maticalized a clause into a participial phrase.

FINDINGS & PERSPECTIVES. In conclusion, there are
striking cross-linguistic patterns in the constructions used to rep-
resent the completed action in the ST and their transformation
(lexicalization, grammaticalization and neutralization). In the TT.
An important insight that underlies these patterns is that in some
English and Russian there are different language structures. Con-
sequently, the translator has to elaborate the typological triggers as
well as specific ones to correspond to the author his/her discourse
and its various registers [20)].

In closing, we would like to stress again that both lexicaliza-
tion and institutionalization are global notational terms, which
may be further subcategorized, e.g. de-grammatization, pre-gram-
matization, or post-grammatization [4, p. 43] in translation
and LSP traching [6, p. 5]. The research in grammaticalization the-
ory focuses mainly on the ‘triggering’ role of the context (Diewald
2006; Traugott 2003). However, in translation studies we speak
of the translator’s triggering. Then our case-study extends the im-
portance of the context to the grammaticalization stage in the ST
and de-grammaticalization in the TT.

This article discusses grammaticaliztion and lexicalization in
the framework of translation, where the retention of the content is
of major importance

30

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

References:
Iumon H.B. JlecemanTu3aiuy 1MarojoB IBUKEHUS B COBPEMEHHOM
AQHIIMICKOM  s3bIKe. MEKTyHapoIHbI Hay4dHO-HCCIIe0BaTEIbCKHI
KypHai 2015. Tom 9-5(40). C. 55-56.
Baghana Jerome et al. Grammaticalization as one of the main language
system evolution consistent patterns (on the material of the set expres-
sions with prepositional-nominal groups in the German language).
Journal of Language and Literature. 2014. Vol. 5. Ne 4. P. 76-78.
Bauer Laurie. English word-formation. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1983.
Bybee J.L., Pagliuca W., Perkins R.D. Back to the future. /
Ed. E. C. Traugott & B. Heine. Approaches to grammaticalization.
Volume 2. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1991. P. 17-58.
Delbecque Nicole, Verveckken Katrien. Conceptually driven analogy
in the grammaticalization of Spanish binominal quantifiers. Leuven
Working Papers in Linguistics. 2012. P. 77-109.
Dodigovic Marina. Interdisciplinary: computer assisted linguistic re-
search and the development of LSP courseware. CALICO Journal.
1992. Vol. 10 Number 4. P. 5-16.
Doyle Aidan. Grammaticalization and the Irish passive. SLE 39th An-
nual Meeting Relativism and Universalism in Linguistics (30 August —
2 September 2006). Bremen: Universitit Bremen, 2006. P. 39.
Heine Bernd, Narrog Heiko. Grammaticalization and linguistic analy-
sis. / Ed. Bernd Heine & Heiko Narrog. The Oxford Handbook of Lin-
guistic Analysis. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010, P. 401-424.
Hopper Paul. J. On Some Principles of Grammaticization / Ed. Elisa-
beth Closs Traugott, Bernd Heine. Approaches to Grammaticalization.
Volume I: Focus on theoretical and methodological issues. Amster-
dam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1991. P. 17-36.
Hopper P. J., Traugott E. C. Grammaticalization (2nd edition). Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003.
Kepinska Alina. Grammaticalization of the masculine and non-mascu-
line personal category in the Polish language. Grammaticalisation of
the masculine. Hyderabad:Hyderabad College of Science & Technolo-
gy, Hyderabad, 2011. P. 91-122.
Krampen M. Meaning in the Urban Environment. New York: Rout-
ledge, 2013. 384 p.
Kurylowicz J. The Evolution of Grammatical Categories. Diogenes.
1965. Vol. 13(51). P. 55-71.
Lehmann Ch. Thoughts on grammaticalization: a programmatic
sketch. Arbeitspapiere des Seminars fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Uni-
versitit Erfurt (Heft 9). Erfurt: Seminar fiir Sprachwissenschaft der
Universitét, 2002. P. 43.
Mykhaylenko Valery. Glossary of linguistics and translation studies.
I-F: IFKDGU, 2015. 527 p.
Ohl Peter. Formalist and Functionalist Explanations of Grammaticali-
sation: an Integrational Approach. SLE 39th Annual Meeting Relativ-
ism and Universalism in Linguistics (30 August-2 September 2006).
Bremen: Universitit Bremen, 2006. P. 43-44.
Shustova Svetlana V., Osheva Elena, Klochko. Konstantin A. deseman-
tization of functional grammatical causatives in the aspect of grammat-
icalization. XLinguae Journal. 2017. Volume 10. Issuel. P. 34-42.
Unternbaumen Enrique Huelva. Semantic Extension in Grammatical-
ization as a Double-Scope Integration Process: The Case of the Dit-
ransitive Construction with para in Brazilian Portuguese. Studies in
Hispanic and Lusophone Linguistics. 2012. Vol. 5(1). P. 27-70.
Vinogradova E. The Grammaticalization Paths (New Prepositions in
Russian Language). Linguistic Studies. 2014. Volume 29. P. 50-56.
Zlateva Palma. Translation as social action: Russian and Bulgarian
perspectives. London/New York: Routledge Library Editions: Trans-
lation, 2018. 136 p.




ISSN 2409-1154 HaykoBui BicHMK MixkHapoaHOro rymaHitapHoro yHisepcutety. Cep.: ®inonoris. 2018 Ne 35 tom 2

Muxaiisenko B. B. MizkmoBHa rpamMaTukaJiizaiis B me-
pexaani

AHoTanis. Y naHiil cTaTTi 00roBOPHOIOTHCS CEMaHTHUHI
3MIHH, IPUTAMaHHI BHYTPIIIHINA rpaMaTUKaIi3allii, sKi mpH-
3BOAATH /10 CHCTEMHHX I'DAMaTHYHUX MEPETBOPEHB y MpO-
neci nepeknany. [lepexnan TpakTy€eThCsl HE TIIBKU K Mepe-
Jlaua 3Ha4YeHb 3 OJHIET MOBHM B iHIY, a CKOpille SK apeHa,
JI¢ pi3HI MOBHI MapaJurMu Ta KyJBTYpHI MOJENi MepeTHHa-
I0ThCSL B 0c001 mepekiaaada. 3anpornoHOBaHa MEePCIeKTHBRA
JOCIIKEHHS MPOTUCTOITh JESKUM TEOpisM MepeKsIagHoC-
Ti-HEMEPEKIaIHOCTI Ta CKOHIICHTpOBaHA Ha 3aco0ax mepe-
Jladi aHMTHCBKOT IOCKOHAJIOT A1€CIiBHOT OPMH yKpaTHCHKOT
KaTeropi€ro HeBM3HaYeHOI POpPMH JI€CIIOBA B MapalieIbHUX
TekcTax (OpUriHany i nepeknanay). Y cTarTi po3KpHUBaHOThCS
SIK TPaJIUIiAHI TPOOJIEMH MepeKIIany, TaK 1 iIHHOBAIilHI, sSKi
CTOCYIOTHCSl BAXKINBUX TEM TEOPETUYHOTO Ta MPUKIAJHOTO
MOBO3HABCTBA.

KawuoBi cioBa: necemaHTH3allis, TpaMaThKaiizailis,
HeHTpasizalis, nepeksaj, JOKOHaHa/HeJI0OKOHaHa opMa Jtiec-
JIoBa.

Muxaiisienko B. B. Mexxbsi3pIkoBasi rpaMMaTHKAIU3a-
LUl B epeBoje

AHHoOTauus. B Hacrosmiell cTatbe 00CYXIAIOTCS CEeMaH-
THYECKHE W3MEHEHHMS, NPUCYIIMe BHYTPEHHEH TIpaMMaTHKa-
JIM3alUH, KOTOPBIE NPHUBOMAT K CHCTEMHBIM TPAaMMATHYECKUM
peoOpa3oBaHKsIM B IpoIecce nepeBona. [lepeBon Tpakryercs
HE TOJIBKO Kak Tepeavya 3Ha9eHUH U3 OTHOTO sI3bIKa B APYTOM, a
CKOpee KaK apeHa, IJIe Pa3IMIHbIC I3bIKOBBIE ITapaJUrMbl H KYJTb-
TypHbIE MOJIEIN NepeceKaroTcs B IUIe nepeBoqunka. [Ipenara-
emMast IepCIeKTHBA UCCIIEA0BAHMUS TPOTHBOCTOUT HEKOTOPBIM Te-
OpHUSIM NIEPEBOIMMOCTH-HENEPEBOAUMOCTH ¥ CKOHLIETPHPOBAHA
Ha Ccroco0ax mepeiay aHIUICKOM COBEPIICHHOM MIaroJibHOM
(hOpMBI YKpaMHCKOW Kareropuell HeomnpeaeIeHHOW (popMBbI Tiia-
rojia B apajuieJbHBIX TEKCTaX (OpUrHHANA U niepeBoza). B cra-
ThE PACKPBIBAIOTCS KaK TPAAMIMOHHBIE MPOOIEMBI IEpeBOaa,
TaKk ¥ MHHOBAIMOHHBIE, KOTOPBIC 3aTParkBalOT Ba)KHBIE TEMBI
TEOPETHIECKOTO M MPUKJIAJHOTO SI3bIKO3HAHHSL.

KnioueBble cjoBa: geceMaHTH3alMs, paMMaTHKaIH3a-
1Usl, HeWTpalu3alys, epeBo, nepeKkTHas/HeonpenenéHHas
(hopma riarona.
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