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FUNCTIONAL SENTENCE
PERSPECTIVE IN SEVEN
TRANSLATIONS OF ANNA KARENINA

Liusov A. PROZOROVA
Moscow Linguistic University,
Moscow, USSR

Résumé

On précise les notions utilisées traditionnellement pour représenter I'ordre des idées dans
une phrase; on étudie ensuite les mécanismes concernés et la maniére dont leur analyse
permet I évaluation de I’ adéquation d une traduction.

For more than a century now linguists have been conscious of the fact that there is
no one-to-one correspondence between the order of words and “the order of ideas” in a
sentence. Even as far back as 1869 H. Weil noted that the study of the correlation
between these two orders may give us a clue to the working of different languages and
may therefore be effectively used in typological and contrastive linguistics.

V. Mathesius (see e.g. 1967), a Prague linguist, gave the “order of ideas” the name
of functional sentence perspective (FSP) and called the idea that comes first in the
semantic structure of a sentence the starting point (also known as theme or topic, what
the sentence is about) and the idea that follows it the nucleus (rheme, comment, focus,
what is said about the theme). Since that time the study of FSP has been a constant
movement towards more precision: sexpartition was introduced instead of bipartition (see
e.g. Firbas 1964; Bily 1981; Szwedek 1985), the given-new opposition was distinguished
as a phenomenon separate from the theme-rheme opposition (Halliday 1967), some
aspects of the correlation between logical stress and FSP were shown (Nikolaeva 1982),
etc.

However, as matters stand now, FSP has not yet received a unified definition. There
are still some doubts concerning the character of the relation binding communicative
elements (CEs) within the semantic structure of a sentence (calling these CEs themes and
rhemes or otherwise is just a matter of terminology). The general attitude to FSP was well
worded by A. Szwedek (1989: 499): “it seems that a more scrupulous analysis would be
advisable to give the concept full legitimacy, or to show its uselessness.”

Since the attempts to substitute FSP analysis by the analysis of presuppositions
(e.g. Jackendoff 1972), relevance (Sperber and Wilson 1986), etc. do not seem a
convincing enough proof that we can do without FSP, in the present paper we shall try to
give more precision to the notions traditionally used to describe FSP, get an insight into
its mechanism and show how the analysis of this mechanism can be used to assess the
adequacy of translation.

The basic notion behind the view of FSP taken here (in the main it coincides with
the one suggested by Seliverstova 1984) is that the communicative structure of a sentence
is made up of a number of CEs (they can coincide with sentence elements or with more
complex syntactic units) connected by vector relations of characterization. The essence of
these relations is that some of the CEs attribute certain characteristics to other CEs

Meta, XXXV1I, 1, 1992



128 Meta, XXXVII, 1, 1992

(cf. Benes 1968; Bolinger 1975: 100). CEs may form clusters (CEs of higher ranges) and
finally the sentence may be split into two major clusters (the main object of
characterization, topic, and the rest of the sentence, comment). Thus, roughly, saying
John is sitting there (the arrow shows the vector relation from comment to topic), we
attribute to John (topic) the characteristic of being the agent of the action of sitting
(comment). Conversely, saying Sitting there is John we attribute to the action of sitting
(topic) an agent: John (comment). In the latter case we can speak of an action oriented (vs
subject oriented) sentence.

If a sentence does not fall into two parts there may be different configurations on
the top level. An important point is that all the relations are supposed to be of the same
kind, though sometimes of different ranges. M. Noonan’s (1976) example could be then
presented as follows: O George Creech, his son just wrecked his new Chevy, where Ol
George Creech is characterized through what his son did to his car and kis son is
characterized through what he did to the car. Since the order of CEs does not always
coincide with the order of words, the positions of different CEs are determined through
tests.

Previously tests were given by the author (see e.g. Prozorova 1990) bearing out
Noonan’s (1976) hypothesis that in sentences like A man came into the room, A man
came up to him a man can at least very often be topic (the main object of
characterization). This throws some light on the functioning of such sentences in the text
(see e.g. Seliverstova, Prozorova 1990; Prozorova, Seliverstova 1990). The translation of
these tests into Russian shows that in Russian sentences of the same type FSP is the same
and consequently one should try, if possible, to preserve the sentence structure in
translation or to use some compensatory means if the structure has to be changed due to
some constraints.

As sentences of the type mentioned above will be discussed further, let us look at
some of the tests. When we say that B is a characteristic of A it should be possible to test
whether it is so. For instance we can find cases where B cannot characterize A or B is an
inappropriate characteristic of A in the given situation, If a sentence with such B remains
regular, then B is not a characteristic of A. If the sentence becomes absurd or otherwise
incorrect, then B is a characteristic of A. As a particular instance of this we can find a
situation where a person cannot be within a certain place: a girl cannot be inside a lock,
a waiter cannot be inside a sink, etc.

In sentences like A man came into the room the verb normally shows the relation
between the agent and the place. Thus, saying A boy hid in the chest we mean that the
boy is within the chest. If we say A girl threw a stone into the well the girl is most likely
to be outside the well.

But under some conditions (like the presence of an object and a certain type of verb
and preposition) the locative can be doubly interpreted as containing the agent and the
event or as containing only the event.

In such dubious cases the positional difference proves to be decisive in establishing
the true relation. If we put the locative first In the room Mary was watering the flowers
the place is perceived as containing the agent i.e. Mary is taken to be inside the room.
When in actual reality the place cannot contain the agent the sentence becomes absurd.
Cf.:

(1) *Inthe lock a girl was ineffectually tuming a key.

* B 3aMKe Kakasi-TO AeBouka Be3yCrelHo BepTea KU,
(2) *Inthe fish-bowl a boy was feeding fish.

*B akBapryMme Xakoi-TO MaJbUlk KOPMHUJI PLIGOK.

Meta, XXXVII, 1, 1992



FUNCTIONAL SENTENCE PERSPECTIVE 129

(3) *In the sink a waiter was trying to kill a cock-roach.
* B pakoBHHE KaKoi-TO OPLMAHT NbITAJICS MOAMATh TapaKaHa.l

This can be explained by the fact that the locative in such sentences is topic, to
which the rest of the sentence attributes certain characteristics. Thus the agent is also
perceived as one of the characteristics of the place and consequently can be seen as being
within the place.

Now let us consider sentences where the locative (given) is placed at the end of the
sentence and the agent (new) comes first. If the locative in these sentences was topic they
would still remain awkward when the place cannot be seen as containing the agent. But in
actual fact these sentences are all right. Cf.:

(4) We stole past the entrance to our neighbour’s flat. A girl was ineffectually turning a key
in the lock.
MBI OCTOPOXHO [MPOKPAJIUCh MUMO ABEPH HallUX coceael. Kakasi-MO AEBOUKA
Ge3ycremHo Bepmeta KJiou B 3aMKe.
(5) I1could see that this was a family that loved pets. A boy was feeding fish in the fishbowl.
91 cpa3y YBHJEN, UTO B 3TOM JIOME JIHOBSAT XUBOTHBIX. Kakoii-mo MaibuHK
KOPMHJ DLIGOK B aKkBapHyME.
(6) 1Icould see that the restaurant’s kitchen was hardly hygienic. The first thing that caught
my eye was a dirty sink. A waiter was trying to kill a cock-roach in it.
GBIJIO 3aMETHO, YTO KYXHSsI B 3TOM PECTOPaHe He OUeHb-TO yKcTast. [lepBoe, uTo
[10TaJIOCh MHE Ha Ijla3a — 3TO I'pA3Hast pakoBHHaA. Kakoit-mo opuLinanm
nblmascsi rnoliMamb B HELl mapakaHa.
This proves that the locative in such sentences functions as the comment, the topic
being the agent (new).
Another test is conjunction where another predicate and another locative is added.
It is as follows. If in sentences like Raindrops drummed on the metal roof the locative
was topic, it would not be possible to expand them adding another predicate and a
different locative for then one place would be characterized by what is happening in
another place. In actual fact we can very well expand such sentences which shows that
topic in them is the agent and not the locative. Cf.:

(7) Raindrops drummed on the metal roof and spattered the leaves of the cherry-tree.
Kanmau ZoX s CTyuUalH Mo XeJNE3HON KpHille, GPULTHaHTOBOM POCOoit GiaecTenu
Ha JINCTbSIX CTApOM BHIIHH.

(8) Yellow leaves fluttered on the gnarled branches of the tree and dappled the paths in the
garden.
XeJThble IMCTbsI TPENIETANN Ha KOPSABLIX BETBSIX JIepeBa, APKUMH [IATHAMHU
JIeXaau Ha AOPOXKKaxX caja.

(9) Ancient roots sank deep down into the ground and sprang up to break the forest path.
CTOJIETHHE KOPHU TJIYOOKO YXOUJH B 3EMJII0, Y3JIOBATON CETKOH MOKDHIBAJIH
JIECHYIO TPOMY.

Cf. these with (10-12) where the locative stands in the clearly thematic initial
position. We cannot expand these:

(10) * On the metal roof drummed raindrops and spattered the leaves of the cherry-tree.
* [To KeJe3HOM KPbIE CTYyYasId KM KOX /IS, OpUIINaHTOBOM pocow
GJlecTesI Ha JIUCTbSX CTapOl BUWHU.
(11) *On the gnarled branches of the tree fluttered yellow leaves and dappled the paths in the
garden.
* Ha KOpSIBBIX BETBAX /IepeBa TPENETaNH KeJTbiE JHCTbS, SIPKUMH NATHaAMHU
JIeXasy Ha AOPO3XKKaX cajia.
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(12) *Deep down into the ground sank ancient roots and sprang up to break the forest path.
* TyDOKO B 3eMJII0 YXOAUJIH CTOJIETHHME KOPHHU, Y3JIOBATOM CETKOH MOKPhIBaIN
JIECHIO TpOTlY.

Here is another proof that in sentences like A man came into the room the agent
(new) functions as topic. Comment, attributing a characteristic to topic, excludes all the
other characteristics, so the main function of comment is contrastive. The pronoun
someone can hardly be contrasted to anything, unlike nouns. Cf.: This is an oak (and not
a birch) and This is someone (and not:...) So the pronoun someone cannot be placed
alone into the rhematic position:

(13) *Under the table sat someone.
*Moa ¢cTOJOM CU AT KTO-TO.

If in sentences with the agent (new) in the initial position the agent was also
comment, someone would not be possible as the agent. But facts testify to the contrary:

(14) Someone sat under the table.
KTO-TO cuzen noa CToNOM.

is a regular sentence. This proves that the agent (new) in such sentences is topic, quod
erat demonstrandum.

Earlier (Prozorova 1989) a number of tests and facts were given proving
Seliverstova’s (1984) hypothesis that being internally oriented a sentence may at the same
time be externally oriented or global, according to Nikolaeva (1982). Cf.: What's this
dreadful noise? Father is playing the violin. The sentence Father is playing the violin as
a whole answers the question; at the same time Father is characterized as the agent of the
action of coming. Being oriented towards the agent (new) sentences like A man entered
the room can at the same time function as a complex comment (or rheme) of a higher
range related to a preceding comment (given or implied), i.e. they are externally oriented
(global).

(15) “Now, now, now, now! What’s this, what’s this?”’ A thin crackly little voice came form
the back of the shop. (P.L. Travers, Mary Poppins.)

If we change the word order, placing the locative first:

(16) From the back of the shop came a thin crackly little voice,

— the impression that the person who spoke the words is identical with the “owner” of
the thin crackly little voice will be lost. This happens because the sentence following the
direct speech loses external orientation and consequently is no longer perceived as
characterizing the previous context. Cf. the same in Russian:

(17) — Hy-ny-Hy! UTO Takoe, uTo Takoe? TOHEHbKHH, MU CKIISIBbIH, HaAMPECHYMbIH
OJIOCOK INOCBINAJICS U3 FTYOUHB] JTaBKH.

and in the same context: ? M3 ri1y6MHbI JaBKM MOCBIIAJNCS mOHEHbKHI, TUCKSBBIH,
HaAmpPECHYmblii FOJIOCOK.

Numerous examples from fiction (see Prozorova, Seliverstova 1990) demonstrate
that some of the so-called “topicless™ sentences (Grzegorek 1984) in fact have both an
external and an internal topic and may be chosen in the text for two basic reasons: either
for their globality or for the sake of choosing a new topic rather than a given one.

On closer examination it turns out that the effect of the choice of a new topic can be
different depending on the characteristics of the text or part of text in which the sentence
is used. According to these characteristics different types of texts can be distinguished.

-
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Now let us look at Anna Karenina by Lev Tolstoy and see how sentences with the
new topic in the initial position function in it under different circumstances and how they
can be best translated into English.

The first type of texts to be considered presents a single situation, localized in time
and space (e.g. here and now). At least one given character is present on the scene, who is
deep in thought or whose attention is firmly focused on something vital for him. Then a
new character appears or is noticed in the vicinity of the given character. In this situation
theoretically there are equal chances in Russian that either the given or the new character
will be chosen as topic, e.g. we can say either ESo o60SHa kakoli-mMo Maibullk (He
was overtaken by a boy) or Kaxoli mo Manbulk o6SHas €So (A boy overtook him). It
was previously shown (Prozorova, Seliverstova 1990) that the choice of one or the other
FSP partly depends on the character of the situation (the less the actual impact the actions
of the new character have on the given main character, the more natural it is not to choose
the main character as theme) and partly on the stylistic effect which the author intends to
achieve.

If the given character is chosen as topic the effect is that the presence of the
actions of the new person characterize him in some way. Cf. an example suggested by
O. Seliverstova (Prozorova, Seliverstova 1990):

(18) OHa MezneHHO HNa MO Aopore. Ee o6orHan Kakoli-MO OGHLED, 3ameM cmapasi
XeHUWWHA.
She was slowly walking down the road: She was overtaken by some young officer, then
by an old woman.

In (18) we are told about people overtaking fer, which allows us to consider the
whole event as related to ker. The fact that she is characterized through people overtaking
her emphasizes the impression that she walked slowly.

When a new topic is chosen the impression is created that the new character is
connected with the main character only through being in the same setting with him. This
new character can be seen as part of the background or as the centre of an independent
episode (which may later be “woven” into the main line). Cf. an episode from Anna
Karenina where Levin is hurrying to the skating-rink in the hope of seeing Kitty there.
He is in love with the girl and he longs to meet her as soon as possible, so he hardly
notices anything around:

(19) OH wesn No AOPOXKE K XaTKy W ropopuJ cebe: "Hajo He BOJHOBATL-CS, HAAO
YCNOKOHTbCS. O ueM ThI? Uero Tel? Moauy, raynoe,” — ofpaiaicst OH K CBOEMY
cepauy. M uyem OGosbmle OH cTapaics cebst YCIIOKOWTb, TEM BCE XYyXe
3aXBaThIBAJIO EMY JIbiIXaHW€E. 3HAKOMBIN BCMPEMUJICS 1 OKJIMKHYJI €To, HO JieBJIH
Jaxke He Y3HaJl, Kmo amo Obl1. OH noaomeu x ropam. .. (Tolstoy 1960: 35)

In the given episode (19) the main stress is laid on presenting everything and
everyone but Kitty as irrelevant, unconnected with Levin. Hence the choice of the new
person appearing, the acquaintance, as an independent topic rather than as an element
characterizing Levin.2

Let us see how this episode is translated into English by Constance Garnett:

(19a) He walked along the path towards the skating ground, and kept saying to himself —
”You mustn’t be excited, you must be calm. What’s the matter with you? What do you
want? Be quiet, stupid,” he conjured his heart. And the more he tried to compose
himself, the more breathless he found himself. An acquaintance met him and called
him by name, but Levin did not even recognize him. He went towards the mounds...
(Garnett 1917, vol. I: 37)
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As we can see the FSP of the italicized sentence in the original is preserved in the
translation, so is the stylistic effect. In five of the other translations analyzed the new
topic is also chosen, which is the most natural thing to do in English in the case.
However, in the translation by Louise and Aylmer Maude FSP is different. Cf.:

(19b) He met an acquaintance who called to him, but Levin did not even notice who it was.
(Maude 1933, Vol. I: 31.)

(19b) is hardly acceptable as an adequate translation because the fact that Levin is chosen as
topic here makes us see his thoughts about Kitty and his meeting an acquaintance as
information of comparable value related to him. This destroys the stylistic effect
created in the original. Cf. a similar episode where the attention of the main character,
Levin, is focused on another character, Kitty, and all the people around are seen only
as part of the background.

(20) OnHa Oblna Ha yrIJie M, TYIIO TOCTABUB Y3KHE HOXKH B BbICOKHX GOTHHKaX,
BUAUMO poOesl, KaTHJach K Hemy. OmuasiHHO MaXaBIIMM DYKaMH H
npurubaBmUACA K 3eMJ€ MajbUWK B PYCCKOM IUlambe OOTOHsIN ee. OHa
KaTHJIaCb HE COBCEM TBEDZO; BBIHYB PYKH M3 MaJIEHbKOH MYyMdThl, BUCEBUIEH HA
CHYDKe, OHa AepXaja WX HaroTOBe M, I'JsAsl Ha JIEBHMHA, KOTOPOIrO OHAa
y3HaJa, yasibaniace eMy U ceoemy cTpaxy. (Tolstoy 1960: 36)

No further mention of the boy is made. He is merely seen as entering Levin’s field
of vision and vanishing without leaving any trace. There is no impression that he is
connected with Kitty or characterizes her in any way. The boy is seen as the centre of an
independent background episode. Cf. the translations:

(20a) She was in a corner, and turning out her slender feet in their high boots with obvious
timidity, she skated towards him. A boy in Russian dress, desperately waving his arms
and bowed down to the ground, overtook her. She skated a little uncertainly; taking
her hands out of the little muff, that hung on a cord, she held them ready for
emergency, and looking towards Levin, whom she had recognized, she smiled at him
and at her own fears. (Garett 1917, vol. I; 38.)

There are two translations in which the presentation differs noticeably from (20a):

(20b) She, evidently not quite at ease on her high skates, glided towards him from the place
where she had been standing, followed by a young man in Russian costume, who was
trying to get ahead of her, and making the desperate gestures of an unskilful skater.
Kitty herself did not skate with much confidence. (Dole 1886: 35)

In (20b) the fact that the new character is introduced in a participial construction
characterizing Kitty’s actions creates the effect that these two people are connected with
each other, that the fact of her being followed by the boy adds something to her image.
Cf. Kitty came down the stairs followed by several young men, where the fact that she
was being followed by several young men may characterize her as the object of attention
on the part of men. The word frying might create the impression that there was a
competition between Kitty and the boy which would not be relevant in the given context.
Also, the words Kitty herself show that Kitty and the boy are being compared. This
presentation differs radically from the one given by Tolstoy, who used every means to
show that for Levin no one existed but Kitty who is metaphorically identified with the
sun in the sentence preceding the extract analyzed (20).

In another translation, by Joel Carmichael, the FSP of the original is preserved, but
the choice of words is at cross purposes with FSP:

(20c) A little boy in Russian costume, violently waving his arms and stooping down very
low, was catching up with her. (Carmichael 1960: 30)
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The words catching up in (20c) suggest that Levin, through whose eyes we see the
episode, saw this action as purposeful and in some way connected with Kitty (it was the
boy’s intention to reach her). The FSP and the choice of words in the original create no
such impression. The best translation is perhaps the one given by Rosemary Edmonds:

(20d) A small boy in Russian dress, desperately waving his arms and stooping very low, was
overtaking her. (Edmonds 1962: 42)

Another type of text is different from the one described only in that the new person
appearing manages to interrupt the main character’s reverie or otherwise attract his
attention. In this case the effect of an intrusion is created if the new character is chosen as
topic. Cf. an episode where Anna Karenina is lost in thought contemplating a possible
suicide.

(21) C ocTaHOBMBIIEICS YJIBIOKON COCTpPadaHHWsA K cebe OHa cujelyia Ha Kpecie,
CHMMasi M HajZeBasi KoJblla C JIEBOW DYKU, 3XKHBO C pPa3HeIX CTOPOH
MpeAcTaBsisi cebe ero YyBCTBa [10CHE €€ CMEPTH.

Mpu6anxaomuecs ero warty, passjaekiu ee. (Tolstoy 1960: 820)

Translating texts of this type where the effect of intrusion is obvious all the
translators show unanimity in preserving the FSP of the original. Cf. e.g..

(21a) With the trace of a smile of commiseration for herself she sat down in the armchair,
taking off and putting on the rings on her left hand, vividly picturing from different
sides his feelings after her death.

Approaching footsteps — his step — distracted her attention.
(Garnett 1917, Vol. II: 401)

(21b) Sounds of approaching steps, his steps, distracted her thoughts. (Maude 1933,
Vol. 1I: 353)

(21c) Approaching steps — his steps — caught her ears. (Dole 1886: 701)

Most difficult for translation are Russian sentences with a predicate (in the wider
sense of the part of the sentence denoting an event — vs. e.g. place) in the initial position,
which often have no direct equivalents in English. Cf.: HuueSo BecenoSo I
pabocmioso He 6blio B 3mom uyBcmBe (Lit.: Nothing cheerful or joyous was in this
feeling). The interpretation of these sentences as predicate oriented and global is a
hypothesis (Seliverstova 1984: 454) which still has to be tested. Only one test has been
suggested by the author so far proving the global character of these sentences (see
Seliverstova, Prozorova 1990). This test is based on the assumption that in a global
sentence a given comment cannot be put into a syntagmatically contrastive position
because the whole situation described in a sentence attributes a characteristic to an
external topic and therefore is contrasted as a whole with another situation or event (in
the wider sense of the word). Cf.:

(22) Who is singing? — Mary is singing (and not dancing).

Russian sentences with predicates in the initial position fall under this rule. E.g. we
can hardly say something like (23):

(23) Kpacusbiit tapeHb JleTp, a [laBesr — HEKPaCHBBIM.
Lit.: A handsome fellow is Peter but Paul is not handsome.
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(23) would be possible only if Peter is new. This proves that the sentence KpacliBbiif
rnmapens [emp as a whole takes part in the comparison. Thus one cannot use a
sentence like (24) in isolation, when the speakers suddenly started talking about Peter
and Paul.

(24) KpacuBbii napeHb [leTp, Ho [laBeJ elle kpacuBee.
Lit.: A handsome fellow is Peter, but Paul is more handsome.

A sentence like (24) can be used only in a situation when some actions, judgements
or events are given prior to this sentence and the latter provides a cause of the preceding
events. Cf.:

(25) VY Bbumia [lyHsma 3aMyX He 3a [leTpa, a 3a [laBsa. /la OHO U HE YAUBHTEIHHO:
KpacHBbI NapeHs IleTp, Ho [laBen eme KpacHBee.
Lit.: And married Dun’asha not Peter but Paul. And this is not at all surprising: a
handsome fellow is Peter, but Paul is more handsome.

From this we can draw the conclusion that it is not Peter and Paul that are being
compared from the point of view of their characteristics, but the beauty of Peter and the
beauty of Paul in respect to the previously introduced situation.

The use of sentences with predicates in the initial position in Anna Karenina also
bears out their global character. They are used for instance in the following type of texts.
It resembles the first two types described above in that it presents a single situation
located in time and space (i.e., not a generalization) and at least one of the main
characters is present on the scene. Then comes a sentence telling us that something or
someone else is present on or is absent from the scene. In this situation there is also a
double possibility of arranging the sentence. Cf.:

(26) Hukoro He ObLJIO B LIEPKBH.
Lit.: No one was in the church.
(27) B LepKBH HHKOT'O He ObLIO.
Lit.: In the church was no one. y

The presentation in the two cases is different. When we choose a global sentence
like (26) the sentence characterizes the previous situation. It can show that the emptiness
of the church agrees with or contradicts the character’s state of mind, or that the absence
of people somehow helps him or prevents him from achieving his purpose. Tolstoy’s
choice bears out this interpretation. In all the cases where event oriented global sentences
are used the situation presupposes that what the character finds on the scene immediately
concerns his previous actions or state of mind. Cf. an episode (28) where Levin does not
want his visitors to go to a marsh and hunt there because he was saving that marsh for
himself. Still they go there and Levin is enviously looking on in the hope that they will
not find anything.

(28) JleBuH OCTaJCs y JIMHENKU U C 3aBUCTbIO CMOTPEJ Ha OXOTHHKOB. OXOTHHKH
npouiy Bee GosioTue. KpoMe KyPOUKH U UMBHCOB, M3 KOTOPBIX OJHOTO YOUJI
BaceHbka, HUUETO He GeLO B 6ostome. — Hy BOT BUAHUTE, UTO 51 HE XaJjlej
foJioTa, cka3aJl JIEBUH, — TOJIbKO BPEMSI TEPSITh.

Here the global clause Huuero He Gpl10 B GonoTe (Lit.: nothing was in the marsh)
due to its external orientation emphasizes the impression that the absence of fowl in the
marsh has an immediate connection with the previous situation: i.e., in this case it
corresponds to Levin’s expectations. The description of English sentences like No one
was at the station given by O. Seliverstova is similar to our description of (26) so
sentences of this type would be an ideal translation in such cases if there are no
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restrictions on their use. As for the seven translations analyzed, Constance Garnett’s
seems to be the closest translation as far as the effect discussed is concerned. Cf.:

(28a) Levin remained with the wagonette, and looked enviously at the sportsmen. They
walked right across the marsh. Except little birds and peewits, of which Vassenka killed
one, there was nothing in the marsh.

“Come, you sec now that it was not that I grudged the marsh,” said Levin, “only it’s
wasting time.” (Garnett 1917, vol. II: 187)

(28b) ...Levin stood behind to watch the horses. Veslovsky killed a moor-hen and a lapwing,

which was all they found, and Levin felt somewhat consoled. (Dole 1986: 568)

Dole’s translation (28b) obviously goes against the grain of the original, as it
presents Veslovsky’s actions as the centre of Levin’s attention, whereas in the original
Levin is supposed to be concerned mainly with the marsh fowl being undisturbed.
Garnett’s presentation (with some reservations as far as the choice of words goes) is
closer to the original, for the part italicized due to its globality can be shown as having an
immediate impact on Levin’s feelings. The translations by Maude, Carmichael and
Edmonds have the same structure making Levin’s visitors the topic of complex sentence
and creating an effect that the absence of fowl in the marsh concerns more the visitors
than Levin himself. Cf. e.g.:

(28c) They went over the whole marsh, but there was nothing in it but some waterfowl and
peewits, one of which was shot by Veslovsky. (Carmichael 1980: 619)

A similar thing happens in the translations by Margaret Wettlin and Rochelle
Townsend where the information about the absence of fowl in the marsh is tied directly to
Levin’s visitors (they found nothing) and there is no indication that this immediately
concerned Levin. Cf. (28d) and (28e):

(28d) They covered the entire marsh. Except for pewees of which Veslovsky brought down
one, they found nothing in this marsh. (Wettlin 1982, vol. II: 192)

(28e) They found nothing but a wild hen and some plovers, of which Vasenka killed one.
(Townsend 1960, vol. II: 138)

As we can see most of the translations in this case are wide of the mark. This
testifies to the fact that there is no intuitive understanding of the nature and effect of FSP
in the Russian structure described under the given conditions. On the other hand, when
feelings are concerned (e.g. the absence or presence of feelings in the character’s soul)
the effect of the tropicalization of the “predicate” is very clearly seen by the translators
for there is, in most cases, a direct correspondence between the English and Russian
structures including words which signify emotions. Cf. e.g. the way Tolstoy describes the
feelings experienced by Levin when his son was born:

(29) UTO OH MCIBITHIBAJ K 3TOMY MAaJIEHBKOMY CYIIECTBY, ObLJIO COBCEM HE TO, UTO
OH oXxuzgana. Huuero eecejyioro # pagoCmHoro He ObLIIO B 3MOM YYBCmBE,;
HanpoOTHB, 3TO OblI HOBBIH MYUYUTEJIbHBINA CTpax. 3TO ObLJIO CO3HaHWE HOBOM
o6nactu ysassuMocTH. (Tolstoy 1960: 791)

The text shows the contrast between Levin’s expectations and what he really felt
for the boy, so the choice of the global sentence here is natural. All the translators chose a
global structure in English with the construction “there is.” Cf. e.g.:

(29a) What he felt towards this little creature was utterly unlike what he had expected.
There was nothing cheerful and joyous in the feeling; on the contrary, it was a new
torture of apprehension. It was the consciousness of a new sphere of liability to pain.
(Gamett 1917, vol. 1I: 368)
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(29b) ... There was nothing merry or joyful in it; on the contrary, there was a new and
distressing sense of fear. (Maude 1933, vol. II: 324)

(29¢) There was nothing merry or joyous in his feeling; on the contrary there was a new and
painful fear — the consciousness of a new area of vulnerability. (Carmichael 1960: 765)

When a locative oriented sentence (see Bolinger 1975: 100-102) like (27) is chosen
in the type of texts analyzed, there is no external orientation and only the place is
characterized from the point of view of what was present in or absent from it. Usually
such sentences are chosen when the main character is not concerned about what is
happening before his eyes, his thoughts are wandering elsewhere and he merely notes
impassively what he sees without getting emotionally involved. The use of such
sentences by Tolstoy in the type of text in question bears out this interpretation. Cf. an
episode (30) where Vronsky comes to the theatre after Anna had already gone there. He is
anticipating a scandal for it was not considered proper for her to appear in public after she
had left her husband for a lover. Vronsky barely notices what is happening around him for
all his powers are collected to meet the impending blow.

(30) BpoHCKkHI Bomea B TeaTP B ITOJIOBHHEe AeBATOro. CrekTakib ObLT BO BCEM
pa3rape. KameabguHEp — CTapUUOK CHSJ Iy0y ¢ BPOHCKOTO M, Y3HaB €ro,
Ha3BaJl "Balle CUSTEJNbCTBO" U MPEAJIOKUJ eMy He GpaTh HyMepKa, a MpoCcTo
KpUKHYTh <defopa. B cBemsioM KODHAODE HHMKOIO He Obljo, Kpome
KalejbJuHepa W JABYX JlakeeB C yfaMM B pyKaxX, CAYWABIIMX Yy ABEPH.
(Tolstoy 1960: 601)

Four out of the seven translations have locative or subject oriented sentences in
place of the sentence italicized, thus creating an effect similar to the one of the original.
Cf. eg.:

(30a) Vronsky went into the theatre at half-past eight. The performance was in full swing.
The little old box-keeper, recognizing Vronsky as he helped him off with his fur coat,
called him “Your Excellency,” and suggested he should not take a number but should
simply call Fyodor. In the brightly lighted corridor there was no one but the box-
opener and two attendants with fur cloaks on their arms listening at the doors.
(Garnett 1917, vol. IL: 145-146)

(30b) ... The brilliantly lighted corridor was empty save for the box-attendant and two
footmen with fur cloaks over their arms listening at the doors. (Edmonds 1962: 574)

However, the translations by Maude, Carmichael and Wettlin present (30) in a way
indistinguishable in effect from (28) or (29). Cf. e.g.:

(30c) ... There was no one in the brightly-lighted foyer but this old man and two footmen
with fur cloaks in their arms listening at a chink in the door. (Wettling 1982, vol. II: 147)

It is significant that in the translation of a similar episode (31) only two translators
preserved the FSP of the original, one of them being Wettlin who failed to do so in (30).
In (31) we learn that Levin decides to confess before his wedding. He is not a religious
man and going to church is just a tiring but necessary routine for him. His thoughts are
not about the prayers and the confession. He is thinking of Kitty and of his landowner’s
duties and idly notes what is going on around, eager to go through with it and be free.

(31) OH oTcTOosi1 OOGEAHIO, BCEHOWHYIO 1 BeuepHUe NpaBHUJla U Ha APYroOi A€Hb,
BCTaB paHbllle OOBIKHOBEHHOTO, HE MUB Yalo, MPHIIES B BOCEMb UacOB yTpa B
HEPKOBb AJISI CAYWAaHUs YTPEHHUX [TPABHUJ H HCITOBEH.

B 1iepKBH HHKOTI'O He OblI0, KPOME HHUILEro cojjaTa, ABYX CTapymek U
LIEPKOBHOCTYXTEJEN.
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MoJOAON ABSAKOH... BCTPETHII €70 U TOT Yac Xe... CTaJl Y4TaTh NpaBuIa.
(Tolstoy 1960: 484)

Most of the translations make the effect of the original less obvious by introducing
a global sentence with the construction “there is.” Cf. e.g.:

(31a) He had stood through the litany, the evening service and the midnight service, and the
next day he got up earlier than usual, and without having tea he went at eight o’clock
in the morning to the church for the morning service and the confession.

There was no one in the church but a beggar soldier, two old women, and the church
officials.
A young deacon... met him and at once... read the exhortation. (Garnett 1917, vol. IL: 7-8)

The Maude translation is even further away from the original for in it a predicate
oriented sentence identical in effect with the Russian ones in (28) and (29) is used to tell
us there were no people in the church.

(31b) ... No one else was in the church except a soldier-beggar, two old women, and the
clergy. Maude 1933, vol. II: 3)

The two translations where the stylistic effect of the locative oriented sentence of
the original is preserved substitute this sentence by the one where the church becomes
both subject and topic. Cf.: :

(31c) ... The church was deserted; he saw nobody except a mendicant soldier, two old
women, and the officiating priests. (Dole 1886: 446)

(31d) ... The church was empty except for a poor soldier, two old women and a few
celebrants. (Wettlin 1982, vol. II: 11)

(31c) is not so good as (31d) for in the second part of the sentence in (31c) Levin
creeps in as topic whereas in the original everything is presented as happening on its own
without Levin’s participation: people are praying, the deacon is performing his rites, etc.

The analysis of the examples (28-31) and their translations shows that whereas
there is an obvious distinction between predicate oriented (28-29) vs. locative or subject
oriented sentences (30-31) in Russian, this distinction is not intuitively felt by English
translators except, perhaps, for the cases where words denoting emotions are involved.
With this in view one may need a linguistic explanation for such or similar usages.

In conclusion it is possible to say the FSP is a powerful style-building instrument
and by ignoring it a translator may drift very far away from the original. It seems an
important point that the stylistic effect produced by the use of a sentence with a certain
FSP may depend on the characteristics of a text or part of text in which it is used. The
present article was written in the hope that the analysis presented here will be a
convincing enough proof that provided it is given more precision FSP study can be
effectively used to assess the adequacy of translation and that FSP analysis can
successfully guide a translator through the most tangled debris of text structure.

Notes

1. Incase of a syntagmatic contrast (with the agent given) the locative obviously performs a different function
which accounts for a different perception. Cf.: In the sink Peter washed the socks and in the bath he
washed the dog. Note that the aspect also changes here.

2. It would be important to note that given comments are usually not contrastive; they simply remind us that
what is happening is happening to the person already introduced who is not in the focus of attention at the
moment (see Seliverstova 1984: 454). This view on given comments also shows that we distinguish
between focus and comment, i.e. there can be comments which are not placed in a paradigmatically or
syntagmatically contrastive position (secondary characterization according to Seliverstova).
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